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February 8, 2024 
 
  
Nancy Graham 
City of San Diego  
525 B. St. MS 908A 
San Diego, CA 92101 
nhgraham@sandiego.gov  
 
Dear Nancy Graham:  
 
SUBJECT: FAIRMOUNT AVENUE FIRE STATION (PROJECT) NOTICE OF 
PREPARATION (NOP) SCH #2024010280 
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from the City of San Diego for the Project 
pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.  
 
CDFW ROLE  
 
CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the state. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).) 
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.  
 
CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW oversees implementation 

                                            
1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines” 
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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of the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. The City of San Diego 
participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). This affords the City “take” of MSCP 
covered species that are listed under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish 
& G. Code, § 2050 et seq.). If any CESA-listed species may be impacted by the Project 
that are not covered by the MSCP, the project proponent may seek related take 
authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY  
 

Proponent: City of San Diego (City) 

 

Objective: The objective of the Project is to construct a fire station to serve the 
communities of Mid-City and City Heights. Project activities include vegetation removal, 
artificial slope creation, grading, installation of sewer and water lines; and construction of a 
4-story fire station, a 15-stall parking lot, one garage, two apparatus bays, and a trash 
enclosure. Off-site improvements include new 22-foot-wide and 40-foot-wide drive aprons, 
a new crosswalk, curb cut, and power pole on 47th Street.   

 

Location: The Project site is located east of Interstate 805, on the corner of 47th Street 
and Fairmount Avenue, in the City. Land uses surrounding the Project site include open 
space to the north and west, low-density residential housing to the east and north, 
industrial buildings to the south, and a school to the southeast.   

 

Biological Setting: The 1.2-acre Project site is adjacent to, and partially overlaps, the 
City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). Chollas Creek is situated approximately 450 
feet to the northwest of the Project site.  
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in adequately 
identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct, and 
indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.   
 
To enable CDFW to adequately review and comment on the proposed Project from the 
standpoint of the protection of plants, fish, wildlife, and natural habitats, we recommend the 
following information be included in the EIR: 
 
Specific Comments  

 
1) City of San Diego SAP: CDFW issued NCCP Approval and Take authorization for the 

City of San Diego SAP per section 2800, et seq., of the California Fish and Game Code 
on July 16, 1997. The SAP establishes a Multiple Species Conservation Program to 
minimize and mitigate habitat loss and provides for the incidental take of covered 
species in association with activities covered under the permit. Compliance with 
approved habitat plans, such as the SAP, is discussed in CEQA. Specifically, section 
15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the CEQA document discuss any 
inconsistencies between a proposed Project and applicable general plans and regional 
plans, including habitat conservation plans and NCCPs. The proposed Project occurs 
within the SAP Plan Area and is subject to its provisions and policies. For Project 
activities to be considered covered under the SAP, the City needs to demonstrate that 
proposed actions are consistent with the SAP and its associated Implementing 
Agreement. We encourage the City to include a thorough discussion of consistency of 
Project activities with the SAP in the draft environmental document. Given the proximity 
to the MHPA, the discussion should include consistency with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines as described in Section 1.4.3 of the SAP.  
 

General Comments 
 
2) Biological Resource Inventory: The document should contain a complete description 

of the Project, including purpose and need. All habitats within and adjacent to the 
Project area should be described, including staging areas and access routes to the 
construction and staging areas. The EIR should identify any areas of overlap with the 
MHPA boundary. The document should also provide a complete assessment of the 
flora and fauna within and adjacent to the Project area, with particular emphasis upon 
identifying endangered, threatened, sensitive, and locally unique species and sensitive 
habitats. Species to be addressed should include all those which meet the CEQA 
definition (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). Seasonal variations in use of the Project 
area by wildlife should also be addressed. A general reconnaissance survey should be 
conducted, as well as focused species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate 
time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise 
identifiable. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in 
consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
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3) Biological Impacts: To provide a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources, with specific 
measures to offset such impacts, the following should be addressed in the EIR: 
 

a) Please provide a discussion of potential adverse impacts from lighting, noise, 
human activity, exotic species, recreational uses, and drainage.    

 
b) Please provide a discussion regarding indirect Project impacts on biological 
resources, including resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural 
habitats, riparian ecosystems, and any designated and/or proposed or existing 
reserve lands.  

 
c) CDFW also recommends that a habitat gain/loss table be included, which 
calculates the expected net habitat losses and gains of each type of habitat area 
lost, restored, enhanced, and created.  

 
4) Mitigation for Project-related Biological Impacts: The EIR should include mitigation 

measures for adverse Project-related impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats. 
Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of Project impacts and 
be consistent with the Subarea Plan. For unavoidable impacts, on-site habitat 
restoration or enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site mitigation is not 
feasible or would not be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the 
loss of biological functions and values, off-site mitigation through habitat creation 
and/or acquisition and preservation in perpetuity should be discussed.  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected 
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB 
field survey form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported to 
CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-
and-Animals. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 
 
The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of 
environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the 
Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of 
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is 
required for the underlying Project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code 
Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.) 
 
 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 4425631C-7651-4F2F-BF25-C5FC35A12F26

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals


Nancy Graham  
City of San Diego  
February 9, 2024  
Page 5 of 6 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist the City in identifying 
and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.  
 
Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Jessie Lane, 
Environmental Scientist at Jessie.Lane@wildlife.ca.gov. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jennifer Turner signing for 
 
Victoria Tang 
Environmental Program Manager 
South Coast Region  
 
  
ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
 Cindy Hailey  

Cindy.Hailey@wildlife.ca.gov  
 

Office of Planning and Research 
 

State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov  
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

DISTRICT 11 
4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 
(619) 985-1587 | FAX (619) 688-4299 TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov  
 
February 12, 2024 

11-SD-94 
PM 4.3 

Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project  
       NOP SCH#2024010280 

 
Ms. Nancy Graham 
City of San Diego 
525 B Street MS 908A  
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Dear Ms. Graham:   
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
review process of the proposed Fairmount Ave Fire Station near State Route (SR-94) 
and Interstate 805 (I-805).  The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable 
transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment. The Local 
Development Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure 
consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.    
 
Safety is one of Caltrans’ strategic goals.  Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 the 
first year without a single death or serious injury on California’s roads.  We are striving 
for more equitable outcomes for the transportation network’s diverse users.  To 
achieve these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful collaboration with our 
partners.  We encourage the implementation of new technologies, innovations, and 
best practices that will enhance the safety on the transportation network.  These 
pursuits are both ambitious and urgent, and their accomplishment involves a focused 
departure from the status quo as we continue to institutionalize safety in all our work. 
 
Caltrans has the following comments: 
 
Traffic Analysis  
Please provide a Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) analysis and/or local mobility analysis for 
this project if one is completed.  Please use the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research Guidance to identify VMT related impacts.1    
 

 
1 California Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 2018. "Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA."  https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf  
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Noise 
The applicant must be informed that in accordance with 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 772, Caltrans is not responsible for existing or future traffic noise 
impacts associated with the existing configuration of I-805 and SR-94.   
 
Right-of-Way 
Per Business and Profession Code 8771, perpetuation of survey monuments by a 
licensed land surveyor is required, if they are being destroyed by any construction. 
 
Any work performed within Caltrans’ Right-of-Way (R/W) will require discretionary 
review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for 
any work within Caltrans’ R/W prior to construction. As part of the encroachment 
permit process, the applicant must provide approved final environmental documents 
for this project, corresponding technical studies, and necessary regulatory and 
resource agency permits, specifically, the California Environmental Quality Act 
determination or exemption. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Roger Sanchez, LDR 
Coordinator, at (619) 987-1043 or by e-mail sent to roger.sanchez-rangel@dot.ca.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kimberly D. Dodson 
 
Kimberly D. Dodson, G.I.S.P.   
Acting Branch Chief 
Local Development Review  
 
 













 

 

 

 

 

 

ORGANIZATIONS 
Interested Groups 

Green Team  

Groundwork San Diego 

Leisureland Mobile Villa 

San Diego County Archaeological Society 

San Diego Audubon Society 

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter 

Webster Community Council 

 



Dear Ms. Graham,

We are writing to express our deep concerns regarding the proposed construction of the
Fairmont Avenue Fire Station, and its potential impact on Biological Resources
including: biodiversity, native plants, and the Chollas Creek Watershed as a whole.

The site currently hosts diverse plant and animal species, including native plants and
animals that are crucial for the health of the ecosystem. The development threatens to
disrupt this balance, especially in the Chollas Creek Watershed, undermining its role in
water quality maintenance and connectivity to wildlife. We monitor the water quality of
the Chollas Creek every month and we understand that a natural landscape is the best
way to filter pollutants out of the water before it flows to the San Diego Bay. Additionally,
given the recent flooding, it is imperative that we protect green spaces to slow down the
flow of water to prevent flooding.

As you know, biological resources also refers to the ecosystem services that a healthy
canyon ecosystem provides to humans. As the Groundwork Green Team, we are also
urging you to protect this native canyon ecosystem to provide benefits to our community
such as heat absorption, carbon sequestration, improved air quality, and the mental and
physical health benefits that come from accessing outdoor spaces. The Green Team
would like to see this space be preserved for historically disenfranchised youth to have
equitable access to our canyons in the Chollas Creek Watershed.

We urge the city to reconsider the location and prioritize the preservation of our
invaluable green space.

We envision this area as a potential trailhead to explore the watershed trails, enhancing
community access to nature while preserving its environmental balance and connecting
with the Chollas Creek Watershed Regional Parks Master Plan.

Sincerely,
Groundwork San Diego-Chollas Creek - Green Team





 

 

5106 Federal Blvd. #203 
San Diego, CA  92105 

619.543.0430 

www.groundworksandigo.org 
 

Groundwork San Diego-Chollas Creek works at the intersection of social, environmental, climate justice,  
grounded in strong university and community partnerships, to deliver education, green infrastructure, and climate safe neighborhoods. 

 

February 7, 2024 
 
City of San Diego  
Sent via email to CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov 
 
Re: Comments on EIR process for the proposed Fairmount Fire Station 

 
Groundwork San Diego – Chollas Creek advocates for and appreciates the EIR process for the proposed 
Fairmount Fire Station. Our Board of Directors opposes this project due to the elimination of critical 
Chollas Creek Watershed open space and the impacts of that loss to the community and watershed 
environment.  Our EIR comments include: 
 
1. Land Use and Planning: Approximately 1.28 acres of a pristine canyon will forever be changed by the 
fire station foot print and brush clearing activities to protect the structure. This project also does not 
align with the City’s promises of environmental justice for development in disadvantaged communities. 
2. Noise: The residents adjacent to the proposed site and all along the canyon area will be impacted by 
the piercing emergency response sirens that will occur during any hour of a day. 
3. Recreation: The community has been promised more parks and open spaces to work towards 
achieving equity and mitigating climate change impacts. Please review whether the use of this land for 
building infrastructure instead of park aligns with the goals of the City’s Parks Master Plan and Climate 
Action Implementation Plan where more parks and open spaces in the Chollas Creek Watershed 
Regional Park are needed to achieve equity and address climate change.  
4. Hydrology and Water Quality: The recent storms and flooding have been a devastating reminder that 
further developing on precious open space in the Chollas Creek Watershed is not in the best interest of 
the community or watershed environment. The removal of native vegetation, addition of impervious 
surfaces, and grading will again change the environment’s ability to absorb rain, further affecting Creek 
flooding. 
 
We support our community members and environmental advocates that are calling for the proposed 
location to be classified as open space in a community that needs more green spaces.  
 
We also want to understand why the other locations identified for this project, that are located in 
already developed areas of the community with acceptable emergency response times, are not being 
considered.  
 
With this fire station project set to become the most expensive in San Diego History, we look forward to 
seeing those other proposed locations also go through an EIR process so the best location for the 
community is selected. 
 

Board of Directors President 

Derryl Williams 

Board of Director Members 

Melissa Corona, Charles Davis, Vicki Estrada, Jon Gohl, Roxanne Kilbourne, 
Ed Lopez, Dr. Hugh Mehan, Jeff Marston, Hugh Mehan, Cheryl Pryatel
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Date: January 26, 2024 

 

 

To: City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects Department 

From:  Mark Koons 

Subject: Leisureland Comments regarding the Fairmount Avenue Fire Station EIR Scoping Meeting 

 

Thank you for providing an opportunity for Leisureland Mobile Villa to offer comments as part of the 

Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping Meeting.  Our property, which 

is directly adjacent to the proposed site, has been family-owned for more than 100 years.  We are keenly 

aware of the challenges this site presents and would like to ensure those are considered as the city 

explores locations for a local, regional fire station. 

• Environment 

o The City of San Diego has identified the surrounding project area as a Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA), with the primary objective of preserving that natural habitat.  The 

decision to establish a fire station at this location starkly contradicts its designated 

purpose. 

o A comprehensive technical report by Dudek in 2019 identified numerous sensitive 

receptors that would be negatively impacted if such a project were to proceed. These 

include, among others: 

▪ Coastal sage scrub 

▪ Mixed chaparral 

▪ Cooper’s hawk 

▪ Coastal California gnatcatcher 

▪ Orange-throated whiptail 

▪ San Diegan tiger-whiptail 

▪ Red-diamondback rattlesnake 

▪ Two-striped garter snake 

▪ Dulzura pocket mouse 

▪ Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 

▪ San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 

▪ San Diego desert woodrat 

▪ Yuma myotis 

▪ Monarch 

o Preserving the biodiversity in San Diego and safeguarding the few remaining expanses of 

open terrain is necessary and falls in line with the city’s sustainability goals 

o In the summer of 2021, Mayor Todd Gloria officially designated Chollas Creek as a regional 

park, part of the city's Parks Master Plan, a strategic move aimed at bolstering the 

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/parks-master-plan-adopted-2021.pdf
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conservation of natural resources. However, the proposed fire station project is positioned 

within the confines of Chollas Creek, thereby conflicting with the city's designations and 

plans for the preservation of this environmentally significant location.  In particular, this 

project would impede on the Plan’s objectives to: 

▪ Offer safe, convenient access to a park space or recreation program for every 

resident 

▪ Reinforce San Diego’s globally recognized biodiversity 

▪ Contribute to community economic development, social well-being, and a healthy 

environment 

▪ Address long-standing inequities in the City’s parks system suffered by people that 

live in communities of concern and other marginalized populations allowing 

everyone to fairly share the same benefits from parks and attain full and equal 

access to recreational opportunities regardless of one’s background, identity, 

ability, and location 

▪ Highlight sustainability and resilience through stronger, more adaptable 

resources; fair access to social and economic opportunities for all residents; 

livability and quality of life in neighborhoods; and connections between housing, 

jobs, amenities, and public spaces 

▪ Ensure effective planning and management for their primary values, benefits and 

opportunities. 

•  For example, regional resource and open space parks will continue to be 

managed to conserve biological diversity, protect watersheds, and 

provide ecological services – including to help moderate climate change 

effects - with other uses limited to those compatible with their primary 

purposes 

▪ Integrating parks, public spaces, natural areas, scenic views, beaches, and cultural 

landscapes within a Citywide network. 

• The project would be inconsistent with protecting “canyon, hills, and creek-side natural wildlife 

habitats from urban encroachment,” as called for in San Diego’s “Mid-City Communities Plan” 

(adopted 1998, last updated 2015) 

o The Natural and Cultural Resources Element within the Mid-City Communities Plan 

identifies the region where the project is planning to be built as open space and within a 

flood plain (prone to liquefaction, soil issues, water quality issues).  

▪ A fire station is a critical community asset, and placing it in a flood-prone area may 

render it inaccessible during emergencies, leaving the community vulnerable 

▪ Placing a fire station in a flood-prone area exposes firefighters and other 

personnel to unnecessary risks during flooding events. 

▪ Floodwaters can damage the structural integrity of the fire station building and its 

equipment, leading to expensive repairs and maintenance 

▪ Building in flood-prone areas may disrupt local ecosystems and contribute to 

habitat degradation 

• Incidentally, this issue came to a head the week of January 22, 2024, as 

Leisureland Mobile Villa sustained great flood damage caused by a storm 

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/midcity.pdf
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drain failure maintained by the City.  Facilities at the park were damaged, 

including the office and clubhouse, and three homes were completely 

totaled.  Once the flooding subsided, the roads and driveways were 

covered in mud, debris, rocks and mounds of dirt - the whole valley 

flooded 

• Given the immediate need to shore up the city’s drainage system, 

particularly in this part of the city, wouldn’t an investment in storm 

drainage be a more prudent use of capital improvement dollars 

o Does the city still value and support the goals and recommendations contained in the 

Plan, centered on protecting the surrounding environment, such as: 

▪ Soil Quality 

• Minimize development in areas prone to liquefaction (soil losing its 

rigidity, very problematic with earthquakes especially) 

• Avoid building construction in areas with inadequate soil condition 

▪ Open Space 

• Permanently link and preserve all canyons, slopes and floodways, 

designated as such in this Plan, as open space 

• Ensure the preservation of an open space system through appropriate 

designation and protection 

• Protect canyon, hillside, and creek-side natural wildlife habitats from 

urban encroachment and conflicting uses 

• Develop passive recreational space in undeveloped canyons, where the 

natural integrity of the canyon can be preserved  

• Preserve sensitive slopes, canyons, floodways and other areas designated 

as open space through acquisition, zoning, resource regulation or other 

available methods 

• Give highest priority to the acquisition of open spaces susceptible to 

development 

▪ Wildlife Preservation 

• Improve and enhance riparian habitat in Chollas Creek as a means of 

improving water quality 

• Prepare and implement a master plan for the enhancement of Chollas 

Creek which protects natural wildlife and riparian habitat  

• Preserve sensitive hillside areas and areas of native vegetation 

• Preserve and enhance Chollas Creek as a linear open space system to 

provide passive recreational opportunities, visual relief and biological 

habitat preservation 

• Traffic & Safety 

o Whenever utility work needs to be done in the project area, it creates congestion and 

traffic issues, which will pale in comparison to the ongoing use requirements for this fire 

station 
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o The proposed project is on a very narrow street where fire trucks will need to make 

multiple point turns to enter and exit the site, causing an undue burden to those entering 

and exiting the neighborhood 

o The substantial dimensions of fire trucks will obscure sightlines for existing drivers, 

becoming a major safety hazard for the community 

o It is imperative to note that the community's senior residents and students rely on MTS 

Bus Route 13, located right by 47th St & Fairmount Ave, which requires traversing a 

narrow, steep, and dangerous strip of concrete in need of major maintenance 

o We anticipate, as part of this EIR, the city will complete a comprehensive traffic study at 

this location 

• Noise 

o A fire station’s continuous, round-the-clock operations will no doubt have a negative 

impact on the proposed project’s closest neighbors – a senior mobile home community 

for those 55 and over and the Webster Elementary School located directly above the 

proposed site 

o The project area’s current road infrastructure, coupled with the road's curvature, will 

intensify any sound within the confines of Chollas Creek, including sirens and fire truck 

maneuvers such as reversing or engine idling 

o Given that senior citizens are a recognized demographic sensitive to loud noises, it’s 

expected the proposed project will burden them with heightened stress levels and anxiety, 

affecting their overall quality of life 

• Miscellaneous 

o The projected cost of this project was originally $12 million in 2014 when the site was 

designated on Home Ave. Once the project was relocated to the 47th St/Fairmount Ave 

location, the financial cost increased significantly to $28M. This unnecessary escalation 

raises substantial concerns regarding the city’s fiscal responsibility. Additionally, the 

current state of the site presents significant issues that challenge the rationale for such a 

development. The $28 million price tag does not incorporate the completion of this EIR, 

inflation and cost overruns 

Thank you for considering these comments.  My family looks forward to reviewing the DRAFT EIR and all 

its findings.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

Mark Koons 
 
Mark Koons 
Leisureland Mobile Villa 
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Sierra Club San Diego Chapter

4241 Jutland Dr., Ste 303, San Diego CA 92117

February, 2024

Sent via email to: CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov

Nancy Graham, Program Manager,
City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects Department,
525 B St., MS 908A,
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Graham:

Sierra Club San Diego has written previous letters advocating for a full EIR on the

Fairmont Avenue Fire Station and appreciates the steps taken by the City of San

Diego. The following comments are in response to the Notice of Preparation

process. We offer these comments in the spirit of cooperation to find the best

location for the Fairmont Fire Station.

Sierra Club officers have visited the site on several occasions, talked with people in

the community, and discussed this project with other community groups. We

wanted to write this letter to continue to emphasize the importance of protecting

the sensitive environmental space and finding a better location for this fire

station. Please include in the notice of preparation and the subsequent EIR viable

alternative locations for this fire station.

This proposed fire station is being planned in a steep canyon in an

environmentally sensitive area, in multi-habitat planning area (MHPA) and in

multiple-species conservation area (MSCP) land. Building a fire station in

environmentally protected and sensitive lands must be avoided due to the lasting



effects on our habitat and lands.

This project is also being proposed next to a quiet senior retirement center.

Building a fire station next to a senior retirement center will diminish their quality

of life and will add more pollution to an already polluted and environmentally

sensitive area.

In reality, the FAIRMONT AVENUE FIRE STATION name is a misnomer that

distracts from the actual environmentally sensitive location for this station. The

proposed project has nothing to do with Fairmont Avenue unless it is deflecting

criticism for the lack of a fire station on Fairmont Avenue. This far-removed site

has nothing to compare with the heavily populated Fairmont Avenue. The actual

location is 1950 47th Street in what most would classify as a semi-rural

environment. Closer examination finds the property as a steep slope remnant

that should serve as an environmentally sensitive open space which Sierra Club

advocates for.

Sierra Club wants a fire station in this community, but this is simply the wrong

location for this fire station. In the notice of preparation please provide
alternative to this location.

Environmental Justice

This poorly sited proposal is located just above, adjacent to, and threatening the

already highly impacted Chollas Creek and associated wetlands. There’s more

than a 100-year history of Chollas Creek and surrounding canyons being utilized

as notorious burn sites and toxic waste dumps. These community impacts would

be compounded with additional environmental impacts this proposed fire station

would inflict on this senior citizen Community of Concern.

The project located at 1950 47th Street (APN 541-190-1600) in the RS-1-7 zone

within the Eastern Area of the Mid-City communities planning area, Central

Urbanized Planned District Multi-Habitat Planning Area, FEMA Floodways &

Floodplains, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the Airport Influence Area.

This should not be a high priority location for a fire station or any other

development.

An Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) focuses on a defined area around



each airport known as the Airport Influence Area (AIA). The AIA is comprised of

noise, safety, airspace protection and overflight factors, in accordance with

guidance from the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by

the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics.

https://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Land-Use-Compatibility

The primarily senior residents located adjacent to the proposed fire station are

already being forced to bear external challenges by a wide assortment of negative

quality of life factors including the potential for flooding, fire hazards and nearly

constant San Diego International Airport noise and associated air quality

pollutants. The addition of diesel exhaust from Fire Trucks, diesel Paramedic

ambulances, and noise from engines and sirens would negatively impact this

vulnerable senior population living in the creek bottom mobile home park within a

few hundred yards of the proposed station.

Please address the issue associated with these environmental justice issues

Impacts on Sensitive Wetland and Canyons.

The San Diego Regional Water Control Board has documented the substantial

existing TOXIC pollutants of Chollas Creek:

“The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Diego Water Board)

adopted the Chollas Creek Metals TMDLs Basin Plan Amendment (TMDLs) on June

13, 2007. These TMDLs were approved by the State Water Resources Control

Board (State Water Board) through Resolution No. 2008-0054 on July 15, 2008.

The State Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the TMDLs on October 22,

2008 as File No. 2008-0909-01 S. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) approved the TMDLs on December 18, 2008. Based on the approval date

from OAL, the official commencement date for these TMDLs is October 22, 2008.

The TMDL documents are available for review at the San Diego Water Board

Office. To request a file review please contact the Regional Board receptionist at

(619) 516-1990, or email rb9_records@waterboards.ca.gov.”

“Since 1994, Chollas Creek storm water samples have frequently exceeded the
Basin Plan narrative water quality objective for toxicity. These samples have also
exceeded chronic and acute water quality criteria for metals established in the



California Toxics Rule. Specifically, during the period 1994 - 2001, concentrations

of copper and zinc during storm events have frequently exceeded acute and

chronic criteria, while concentrations of cadmium and lead have frequently

exceeded chronic and periodically exceeded acute criteria. These conditions

resulted in the Creek being placed on the CWA Section 303(d) list in 1996 for

toxicity, cadmium, copper, lead and zinc. Cadmium was delisted by the State

Water Board in the 2006 list update.”

“On February 8, 2017, the San Diego Water Board adopted Resolution No. R9-

2017-0015 amending the San Diego Basin Plan to incorporate site specific WERs

into water quality objectives for toxic pollutants and Total Maximum Daily Loads

for Copper and Zinc in Chollas Creek. This Basin Plan Amendment was approved by

the State Water Board on September 17, 2019 and by the Office of Administrative

Law on March 5, 2020. The United States Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) approved the TMDL Basin Plan Amendment on March 26, 2020.”

From the preceding paragraphs it should be readily apparent the Regional Water

Quality Control Board evaluates Chollas Creek water quality reports closely and

critically, including grading and earth cut and fill movement. The Construction

General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ allows grading in California and provides

for the Regional Board delegating this safe grading responsibility to the County

and Cities. The Regional Board also enforces grading violations, with particular

attention to waterways and wetlands, two areas subject to impact by the

proposed project. The Construction General Permit requires development of a

StormWater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP

Developer (QSD), a requirement that will demand exacting standards to prevent

project runoff and compounding of street runoff because of the impervious

surfaces required by the proposed project.

As this Chollas Creek watershed is already facing high levels of toxic pollutants, we

must steer away from adding more toxic pollutants to a watershed needed as we

continue to restore ecological habitats and clean up our toxic environments.

The Project site has continuously been classified and established as

Environmentally Sensitive Lands

Th City’s first revision of 09-2019 defines the project site as Environmentally



Sensitive Lands. The City of San Diego Subarea Plan guides the establishment of

the City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) preserve system. The

project is defined by city staff as located within “MHPA Adjacency” In the Mid-City

City Heights community.

Also, continuing to develop in MHPA land will continue to affect our already

damaged ecosystems. By creating a fire station that will bring more noise, lights

and destruction to our habitats, we are allowing for continued destruction of many

very environmentally sensitive species. More lights may result in prey being more

easily targeted by nocturnal species. More sound may scare off some species to

the point where they do not return to their natural habitat. More development

will result in more invasive species which can do irreparable damage to our already

sensitive environment.

Developing MHPA or “MHPA adjacent” land must be stopped before continuing

to wrecking our local and preserved habitat. With Governor Newsom signing SB

337 into law, we must be looking to preserve our protected lands and expand

those areas instead of destroying them by building in the wrong places.

City staff suggests that, “The Project has been reviewed in accordance with the

California Environmental Act (CEQA). The environmental Analysis Section (EAS)

is not able to make a determination at this time pending submittal of additional

information and resolution of the other reviewing disciplines’ (LDR-Planning,

LDR Engineering , LDR-Geology, LDR-Landscaping and PUD-Sewer and Water)

issues. (New Issue)”

This “capital improvement project” has at no time been determined to be in

compliance with the ESL regulations without deviations. Per San Diego municipal

code 126.0502(f) the project should be denied by City Staff, as is apparent from

the comprehensive Staff evaluation. By all indications, the City is “running out the

clock” to stall serious determinations on applicable CEQA, San Diego Municipal

Code “interpretations” for an in-house, self-serving Capital Improvement Project

with a preordained Mitigated Negative Declaration “decision”. This self-dealing is

compounded by the City’s prior ownership and the false economies of a project

whose costs have soared to untenable levels. Instead of this insider review. This

project is going to cost taxpayers millions of dollars more than a fire station in a



correct location would because of the engineering challenges involved.

Prohibitions on this land use from the project’s Community issues
This project appears to violate community zoning, height limitations, the

community plan, and environmentally sensitive lands restrictions. We are

gratified that these community characted will be reviewed through a NOP and an

subsequent EIR.

Land Use and Zoning

The proposed fire station violates community Zoning and height restrictions of 30-

feet vs the proposed 50-feet.

“Findings – an SDP (site development permit) may be approved or conditionally

approved only if the decision made makes all of the findings in Section

126.0505(a) and the supplemental findings in Section 126.0505(b) through (m), as

applicable.”

We learn from Staff that the project is effectively prohibited as it is not included

in the Community Plan and the RS-1-7 community zoning does not accommodate

the use as a Fire Station, along with a violation of the 30 feet height limit,

attempting to rise to 50 feet.

“While the Mid-City: City Heights Community Plan does not designate the site as a

Fire Station, the site is identified in the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department’s

Citygate Standards of Response Coverage Report. However, the RS-1-7 does not

accommodate this use per SDMC 131.0422, Table131-04B (New Issue)

The reference to the San Diego Fire Rescue Citygate Standards of Response

Coverage Report has no relation to the community zoning or selection as a Fire –

Rescue. It is a decitful red herring. The complete and only reference is as follows.

Capitol Improvement Program (CIP) created: pursuing land purchase at 47thand

Fairmont Avenue. The project site selection at this point should have been

dismissed entirely in light of the huge expediture required to purchase and

construct on 47th Street. An excellent start would be the reselection of an actual



Fairmont Avenue Fire Station as originally advertised to the public.”

“Development Regulations for the RS-1-7 zone do not allow for a structure with a

height over 50 feet Per SDMC 131.0431 Table 131-04D, the maximum height is 30

feet.”

This project violates virtually all the restrictions called for in Chapter 14 for

environmentally sensitive lands to avoid the project impacts. San Diego Municipal

Code Chapter 14: Purpose of Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations: Sierra

Club finds nearly all aspects of the proposed project untenable and antithetical to

any standard of environmental protection. The statutes, ordinances and narratives

cited below are completely and intentionally ignored or “worked around”.

“General Regulations (3-2021) Ch. Art. Div. 14 3 1 1 Article 3: Supplemental

Development Regulations (Added 12-9-1997 by O-18451 N.S.) Division 1:

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (Added 12-9-1997 by O-18451 N.S.)

§143.0101 Purpose of Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations.

The purpose of these regulations is to protect, preserve and, where damaged,

restore, the environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego and the viability of the

species supported by those lands. These regulations are intended to assure that

development, including, but not limited to coastal development in the Coastal

Overlay Zone, occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of the

resources and the natural and topographic character of the area, encourages a

sensitive form of development, retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats,

maximizes physical and visual public access to and along the shoreline, and

reduces hazards due to flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for

construction of flood control facilities. These regulations are intended to protect

the public health, safety, and welfare while employing regulations that are

consistent with sound resource conservation principles and the rights of private

property owners.”

“It is further intended for the Development Regulations for Environmentally

Sensitive Lands and accompanying Biology, Steep Hillside, and Coastal Bluffs and

Beaches Guidelines to serve as standards for the determination of impacts and

mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act and the California

Coastal Act. These standards will also serve to implement the Multiple Species



Conservation Program by placing priority on the preservation of

biological resources within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), as

identified in the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and VPHCP. The habitat

based level of protection which will result through implementation of the MHPA

is intended to meet the mitigation obligations of the Covered Species addressed.

In certain circumstances, this level of protection may satisfy mitigation

obligations for other species not covered under the MSCP Subarea Plan but

determined to be sensitive pursuant to the CEQA review process. This

determination will be addressed in the environmental documentation. (Added

12-9-1997 by O-18451 N.S.; amended 10-18-1999 by O-18691 N.S.; effective 1-1-

2000.) (Amended 3-1-2006 by O-19468 N.S.; effective 4-1-2006.) (Amended 2-9-

2018 by O-20899 N.S.; effective 3-11-2018.)”

The City of San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14 General Regulations (03-2021)
comments continue in exacting detail as to when and where the particular

circumstances and standards must be adhered to. The property at 1950 47th

Street is applicable to these high standards of Environmentally Sensitive Lands

Regulation.

The Sierra Club requests that these serious environmental concerns be taken into

consideration during the entire EIR process.

Sincerely,

Dr. Peter A. Andersen, Vice-Chairperson
Conservation Committee
Sierra Club San Diego

Charles Rilli, Conservation Organizer
Sierra Club San Diego



February 15, 2024 

Oty of San Diego 
Sent via email to OP-CEQA@sandlego.go� 

• 

Re: Comments on EIR process for the proposed Fairmount Fire Station 

The Webster Community Council thanks the City for the opportunity given to our community to 
participate in the EIR Scoping process for the proposed Fairmount Fire Station and provide 
comments. The Webster Community Council advocates for and appreciates the EIR process for the 
proposed Fair,r,ount Fire Station. Our Council opposes this project due to the destruction of the 
Chollas Creek Watershed open space and sacred Kumeyaay land. Our reasons include: 

1. Land Use and Planning: The proposed fire station contradicts the Mid-City Community Plan
for Chol las Creek. Building a fire station at this location in the Chollas Creek Watershed
when other locations are feasible sends a negative message to underserved residents about
community equity and environmental justice. Approximately 1.28 acres of a pristine canyon
will forever be changed by the fire station footprint and brush clearing activities to protect

the structure.

2. Recreation: The site of the proposed new station is within the Chol las Creek Watershed in
an underserved, park-deficient area where more parks and green spaces are needed. The

City cannot achieve its Parks Master Plan goals in this area by building a fire station in what
should be open space with a trailhead and/or a pocket park that nearby residents have

requested.

3. Hydrology and Water Quality: The recent storms and flooding have been a devastating
reminder that further development on precious open space in the Chollas Creek Watershed
is not in the best interest of the community or watershed environment. The removal of

native vegetation, addition of impervious surfaces, and grading will again change the
environment's ability to absorb rain, further affecting the Creek and causing downstream

flooding.

We also want to understand why the other locations identified for this project, that are located in 

already developed areas of the community with acceptable emergency response times, are not 

being considered. With this fire station project set to become the most expensive in San Diego 

History, we look forward to seeing those other proposed locations also go through an EIR process, 

so the best location for the community is selected. 

Respectfully, 
Webster Community Council Members: 

t 

• 
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Scanned with CamScanner 
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https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download
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Date: January 26, 2024 

 

To: City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects Department 

From: Joe Real 

 

Subject: A Leisureland Resident’s Comments regarding the Fairmount Avenue Fire Station EIR Scoping 

Meeting 

 

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity, as a resident of Leisureland Mobile Villa, to present 

comments as part of the Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping 

Meeting. I live right across the street from the project location. As of recently, I’ve had to deal with 

excessive flooding at my home due to our neighborhood being located right by a flood plain. This 

experience has only emphasized my belief that the chosen location for this fire station project would not 

be feasible for the City of San Diego. Please review below why this is the case: 

• Flood Concerns 

o A fire station is a critical community asset, and placing it in a flood-prone area may 

render it inaccessible during emergencies, leaving the community vulnerable 

o Placing a fire station in a flood-prone area exposes firefighters and other personnel to 

unnecessary risks during flooding events. 

o Floodwaters can damage the structural integrity of the fire station building and its 

equipment, leading to expensive repairs and maintenance 

o Building in flood-prone areas can disrupt local ecosystems and contribute to habitat 

degradation 

• Open Space Concern 

o The City of San Diego’s Mid-City Communities Plan (1998), Parks Master Plan (2021), and 

Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) designation of the Chollas Creek region heavily 

emphasize the importance of ensuring open space in the immediate area. The City 

needs to be held accountable in maintaining the protections promised to the residents 

of our community. 

• Traffic & Safety Concerns 

o Whenever utility work needs to be done in the project area, it creates congestion and 

traffic issues, which will pale in comparison to the ongoing use requirements for this fire 

station 

o The proposed project is on a very narrow street where fire trucks will need to make 

multiple point turns to enter and exit the site, causing an undue burden to those 

entering and exiting the neighborhood 

o The substantial dimensions of fire trucks will obscure sightlines for existing drivers, 

becoming a major safety hazard for the community 



o It is imperative to note that the community's senior residents and students rely on MTS 

Bus Route 13, located right by 47th St & Fairmount Ave, which requires traversing a 

narrow, steep, and dangerous strip of concrete in need of major maintenance 

  



• Noise Concerns 

o A fire station’s continuous, round-the-clock operations will no doubt have a negative 

impact on the proposed project’s closest neighbors – a senior mobile home community 

for those 55 and over and the Webster Elementary School located directly above the 

proposed site 

o The project area’s current road infrastructure, coupled with the road's curvature, will 

intensify any sound within the confines of Chollas Creek, including sirens and fire truck 

maneuvers such as reversing or engine idling 

o Given that senior citizens are a recognized demographic sensitive to loud noises, it’s 

expected the proposed project will burden them with heightened stress levels and 

anxiety, affecting their overall quality of life 

• Fiscal Responsibility Concern 

o The projected cost of this project was originally $12 million in 2014 when the site was 

designated on Home Ave. Once the project was relocated to the 47th St/Fairmount Ave 

location, the financial cost increased significantly to $28M. This unnecessary escalation 

raises substantial concerns regarding the city’s fiscal responsibility. Additionally, the 

current state of the site presents significant issues that challenge the rationale for such a 

development. Further, the $28 million price tag does not incorporate the completion of 

this EIR, inflation and cost overruns 

 

Thank you for considering these comments.  I look forward to reviewing the draft EIR and all its findings. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

Joe Real 
 
 
Joe Real 

 



To: City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects Department 

From: Valerie A. Traina,   

Date: January 30, 2024 

Re: San Diego Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Environmental Impact Report Scoping Mtg. 

 

Dear Engineering & Capital Projects Manager: 

The proposed fire station at Fairmount Ave & 47th Street would cause havoc to the 

immediate environment. I live in Leisureland Mobile Villa, a senior citizens’ manufactured home 

park comprised of about 300 fixed-income residents adjacent to the proposed site. I’ve seen the 

architectural drawing of the prospective building that would stand at least 4 stories tall.  

The construction of the giant building’s foundation alone would destroy a huge portion of 

the Chollas Canyon area while creating noise and dust pollution for probably a year. As I’ve lived 

here (with my husband) more than 9 years, he and I have watched numerous nonhuman species 

of mammals and birds who’ve made the canyon their permanent home. It’s a blessing to observe 

these magnificent animals, a major reason why we chose to purchase our home here. A sampling 

of the animals is as follows: coyotes; opossums; squirrels; cotton-tailed rabbits; red tailed hawks; 

California coastal garter snakes; king snakes; rattle snakes; Monarch butterflies; gophers; 

sparrows; house finches; Allen’s Hummingbirds; rufous hummingbirds; Anna’s hummingbirds; 

Western thrashers; scrub jays; mourning doves; vireos; wrens; goldfinches; hooded orioles; 

ravens; grackles; crows; and numerous birds and insects we’ve yet to identify.  

All of them live in this vibrant ecosystem which is largely undisturbed since there’s only one 

way in and out of the small canyon. Also, the canyon across from the mobile homes has been 

protected from construction of any kind. Within the mobile home park, there are also large swaths 

of untouched greenbelts that have given the animals refuge.  

Building the fire station would involve blasting, drilling and digging by pneumatic machines 

that would uproot trees and bushes used for nesting and look-outs by birds. A host of other living 

beings use each tree and bush for the whole of their lives. Insects, for instance that live their entire 

lives there are food for the many omnivorous birds. The land disturbance would be compounded 

by the noise pollution and vibration of the numerous vehicles’ motors and mechanical claws. 

Coyotes wouldn’t feel safe creating dens within earshot of this disturbance. With a decrease of 

predators, rodents would breed out of control. There are numerous domino effects when humans 

tinker with natural environments. None are desirable. 

Ecologists could give your department a more complete understanding of the harm the 

building of the fire station would do to the area’s nonhuman inhabitants. And, if it is built, the 

consequences of the new traffic into the canyon, the numerous new humans using the 

administrative offices there, the constant in-and-out of fire engines and related official vehicles 

would drive out many of the species and greatly reduce the populations of others. This is 

disastrous to contemplate. The huge building will create a large shadow over parts of the canyon, 

further changing the environment.  

My husband and I matter. Our neighbors matter. The wildlife and their related ecosystem 

are vital to our enjoyment of this area. Wildlife can’t vote and thus I must speak out to protect other 

species. The fire station would be an imposition that’s UNWANTED AND UNNECESSARY.  

I urge you, on behalf of all of Leisureland’s human and nonhuman residents to build the fire 

station on a slab of commercial land that’s already zoned for municipal buildings. 

Sincerely, 

Valerie A. Traina (& Alan Isaacs) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

COMMUNITY EMAILS 
 



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project Name: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station / Project Number: S-14018
Date: Sunday, February 11, 2024 1:04:19 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Attn:  Nancy Graham, Project Manager
City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects
525 B St., MS 908A, San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms Graham,
As a fairly new resident of Leisureland Mobile Villas, I am writing to express my
deep concern about the proposed fire station along the single, narrow street that
provides access to my home.  My son is an LA City firefighter and I know how often
those sirens go off during an average night.  I am a 72-year old retiree who chose
my home in this location because of the peacefulness afforded by the surrounding
protected area, and I presumed it would remain peaceful and protected until I
heard about the EIR.  I find it outrageous that you would even consider putting a
fire station in a reverberating canyon location.  There must be other, more open
locations that would not disturb and distress residents to such a degree.  I happen
to be relatively healthy for a woman of my age, but there are many in this
neighborhood that aren't, and I can only imagine how fire engine sirens
reverberating in the canyon are going to affect them.  I foresee sleepless nights for
many, including myself, and the city doing that to us seems unconscionable.  

In addition, during the daytime, there are significant safety risks for elementary
school children that attend Webster Elementary.  Why on God's green earth would
you even consider putting children in danger? 

The owner of the park, Mark Koons, has written an extensive letter detailing the
myriad environmental concerns the proposed fire station raises, and I also echo
each one of them.

There must be other locations for a new fire station.  Please consider them first!!

Sue Bennorth



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments: Scoping meeting Fairmount FS
Date: Friday, February 16, 2024 4:04:43 PM
Attachments: Fire Sta. Scoping 01-30-24 Graham.pdf

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Dear staff, 

Please see attached file. 

The "wet signature" copy is in the mail.

Thanks,

Richard Diaz

-- 
 - Oak Park Community Council
Follow Our Story on Facebook
Join The Conversation on NextDoor
Get The Latest Scoop from our Newsletter 
Support Oak Park or Become a Member

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.facebook.com/OakParkSD__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!xoNwSFqVgGCoSX-2XtiqvU2OaMVgrttncSEtRwTaw455qRAu06kE50Ghq1WZVG8JaWoxGTi3emuRc_R4WgkQfh6M$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://oakparksandiego.nextdoor.com/__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!xoNwSFqVgGCoSX-2XtiqvU2OaMVgrttncSEtRwTaw455qRAu06kE50Ghq1WZVG8JaWoxGTi3emuRc_R4WpNYV55n$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://eepurl.com/bC7hbj__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!xoNwSFqVgGCoSX-2XtiqvU2OaMVgrttncSEtRwTaw455qRAu06kE50Ghq1WZVG8JaWoxGTi3emuRc_R4Wi6xTOQR$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://squareup.com/store/oak-park-community-council?t=merchant-fb__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!xoNwSFqVgGCoSX-2XtiqvU2OaMVgrttncSEtRwTaw455qRAu06kE50Ghq1WZVG8JaWoxGTi3emuRc_R4Wt6OEs_3$



February 16, 2024 


Nancy Graham, Program Manager  
City of San Diego Engineering &  
Capital Projects Department 
525 B St., MS 908A 
San Diego, CA 92101 


CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov 


Dear Ms. Graham: 


RE: Public Scoping Meeting / Open House, Fairmount / 47th St. Fire Station 
Project (January 30, 2024) 


I am a member of the Chollas Creek Coalition, a representative for Oak Park on the 
board of the Eastern Area Communities Planning Committee, and President of the Oak 
Park Community Council.  


I would like to submit my comments about the proposed location of this fire station and 
suggestions for more strategic, and less environmentally damaging locations. 
______________________ 


Land Use & Planning: As part of the EIR, will other potential sites be researched for 
feasibility, or is the present location, which was acquired in 2017 by the City,  pretty 
much “a done deal?”   


The steep topography of this parcel, and the fact that it naturally is open space park 
land draining through natural habitat to a creek, certainly would initiate advanced 
engineering  Best Mgt. Practices (BMPs) just to control slope erosion and consequent 
sediment discharges to the creek and immediate land, not to mention destruction of 
existing habitats. And after construction, what about O & M? A routine scheduled 
cleaning of the the drainage control channels “before the rainy season [typically in Aug. 
& Sept.]” would not suffice because, as we’ve learned in the last 15 years, the rains 
could come even in spring and summer. 


So, what about other, less steep or even flat locations that are available and more cost-
effective to develop, especially if they are already City assets? And if not, would the City 
consider purchasing a strategically private, commercially developed parcel for 
advancing public safety? 


The City owns flat land on Federal Blvd. that is available for a fire station and with much 
more strategic access to neighboring communities. And if there is an easier and more 
cost-effective location to develop but privately owned, would the City purchase it? 


 of 1 2



mailto:CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov





Water Quality of Chollas Creek: As mentioned before, developing steep land above 
creeks is much more costly in design, construction (including construction “as-builts” or 
“amendments” to City-approved designs) and on-going maintenance, because the goal 
is to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, sediment and other pollutants to the 
creek and immediate habitats. 


Noise: Fire trucks and ambulances conducting routine maintenance at the station and 
going out on a call: In time, birds will migrate away from it, but neighboring humans are 
stuck with it. 
—————————————- 


Just a tidbit on closing 


A major headwater of Chollas Creek is Chollas Lake in Oak Park. Maps show a blue-
line stream from the lake, running through residential areas, before it outfalls into a 
concrete-lined channel alongside the Leisureland community. This creek water 
commingles with that from the major unlined open-space channel originating much 
farther north.  


That’s why what happens to scarce natural habitat in Chollas Creek downstream from 
Oak Park means so much to us. And to under-served Southeast SD neighborhoods. 


Meeting with others while hiking, biking, jogging, birding,… even simple field trips…
that’s important to our communities.  


Regards,  


Richard Diaz 


oakpark.sd@gmail.com 
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February 16, 2024 

Nancy Graham, Program Manager  
City of San Diego Engineering &  
Capital Projects Department 
525 B St., MS 908A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov 

Dear Ms. Graham: 

RE: Public Scoping Meeting / Open House, Fairmount / 47th St. Fire Station 
Project (January 30, 2024) 

I am a member of the Chollas Creek Coalition, a representative for Oak Park on the 
board of the Eastern Area Communities Planning Committee, and President of the Oak 
Park Community Council.  

I would like to submit my comments about the proposed location of this fire station and 
suggestions for more strategic, and less environmentally damaging locations. 
______________________ 

Land Use & Planning: As part of the EIR, will other potential sites be researched for 
feasibility, or is the present location, which was acquired in 2017 by the City,  pretty 
much “a done deal?”   

The steep topography of this parcel, and the fact that it naturally is open space park 
land draining through natural habitat to a creek, certainly would initiate advanced 
engineering  Best Mgt. Practices (BMPs) just to control slope erosion and consequent 
sediment discharges to the creek and immediate land, not to mention destruction of 
existing habitats. And after construction, what about O & M? A routine scheduled 
cleaning of the the drainage control channels “before the rainy season [typically in Aug. 
& Sept.]” would not suffice because, as we’ve learned in the last 15 years, the rains 
could come even in spring and summer. 

So, what about other, less steep or even flat locations that are available and more cost-
effective to develop, especially if they are already City assets? And if not, would the City 
consider purchasing a strategically private, commercially developed parcel for 
advancing public safety? 

The City owns flat land on Federal Blvd. that is available for a fire station and with much 
more strategic access to neighboring communities. And if there is an easier and more 
cost-effective location to develop but privately owned, would the City purchase it? 

 of 1 2

mailto:CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov


Water Quality of Chollas Creek: As mentioned before, developing steep land above 
creeks is much more costly in design, construction (including construction “as-builts” or 
“amendments” to City-approved designs) and on-going maintenance, because the goal 
is to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, sediment and other pollutants to the 
creek and immediate habitats. 

Noise: Fire trucks and ambulances conducting routine maintenance at the station and 
going out on a call: In time, birds will migrate away from it, but neighboring humans are 
stuck with it. 
—————————————- 

Just a tidbit on closing 

A major headwater of Chollas Creek is Chollas Lake in Oak Park. Maps show a blue-
line stream from the lake, running through residential areas, before it outfalls into a 
concrete-lined channel alongside the Leisureland community. This creek water 
commingles with that from the major unlined open-space channel originating much 
farther north.  

That’s why what happens to scarce natural habitat in Chollas Creek downstream from 
Oak Park means so much to us. And to under-served Southeast SD neighborhoods. 

Meeting with others while hiking, biking, jogging, birding,… even simple field trips…
that’s important to our communities.  

Regards,  

Richard Diaz 
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From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Environmental Impacts: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
Date: Monday, February 5, 2024 12:13:38 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

RE: Environmental Impacts: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018

Dear Ms. Graham,

There are so many environmental concerns that many others will address. I chose to share
about one not specifically stated in the various communications: Light pollution.

There would be a definite night time light pollution/intrusion of the station's structural lighting
on us, the station's immediately neighboring property of over 400 residents in Leisureland
Park - 188 homes slated to be directly adjacent to the proposed project.

In addition, and of significant concern to all other living beings in the Preserve, light pollution
affects birds and other wildlife that are guided by moonlight during migration. They get
confused, lose their way, and often die due to artificial light sources. Large numbers of insects,
a primary food source for birds and other animals, are drawn to artificial lights and are either
instantly killed upon contact with light sources, and/or, in general, are less available as food
sources for wildlife as well.

Thank you so much for your time and care on this matter of significant impact.
Sincerely,

Joni De Groot, 



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Question Submission: Scoping- EIR, Fairmount Fire Station tomorrow 1/30/24
Date: Monday, January 29, 2024 11:11:24 AM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Hello,

My understanding of Completed EIR's is to propose well-researched options/alternatives for Fire
Station project sites. However I do not see this covered in my copy thus far. My concern re: input
tomorrow evening is that many alternative site options can be based from many who may not
have a command of all the necessary factors and features of varied sites. 

The EIR would and should. 

The primary question therefore is, given all the negative impacts sited in the EIR thus far, what are
the alternative site options?

Joni and Henry De Groot



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: Public Comment from Henry and Joni De Groot
Date: Monday, January 29, 2024 11:15:18 AM

Submitted on Mon, 01/29/2024 - 11:15

NOP/SCOPING MEETING:
(Mid-City Communities: City Heights) Fairmount Avenue Fire Station / WBS
S-14018 / Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting

MEETING DATE:
01/12/2024

NAME:
Henry and Joni De Groot

EMAIL ADDRESS:

COMMENT:
Hello,
Our understanding of Completed EIR's is to propose well-researched
options/alternatives for Fire Station project sites. However we do not see
this covered in the copy thus far. Our concern from approximately 400
residents in Leisureland Park here, is re: input tomorrow evening -- that
many alternative site options can be based from many who may not have a
command of all the necessary factors and features of varied sites. The EIR
would and should state those due to their research and findings.

The primary question therefore is, given all the negative impacts sited in
the EIR thus far, what are the alternative site options the REVIEWERS
propose?

Many, many thanks!
Joni and Henry De Groot



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Environmental Impacts: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 6:07:56 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Thank you so much, Nancy ~

Stay warm and dry!
Joni De Groot

On Feb 6, 2024, at 5:07 PM, CIP CEQA Document Process <CIP-
CEQA@sandiego.gov> wrote:

Ms. De Groot –
 
This email confirms that your letter was received within the scoping period
identified in the notice of preparation for the Fairmont Avenue Fire Station
Project.
 
Thank you.
 
Nancy Graham, AICP
Program Manager, Entitlements & CEQA Compliance
City of San Diego
Engineering & Capital Projects Department
 
T (619) 236-6891
sandiego.gov 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION
This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee(s)
named above and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If you are not an intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 
From: Joni De Groot  
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2024 12:13 PM
To: CIP CEQA Document Process <CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Environmental Impacts: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
 
**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in
this email or opening attachments.**

 

http://www.sandiego.gov/
mailto:CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov


RE: Environmental Impacts: Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
 
Dear Ms. Graham,
 
There are so many environmental concerns that many others will address. I chose
to share about one not specifically stated in the various communications: Light
pollution.
 
There would be a definite night time light pollution/intrusion of the station's
structural lighting on us, the station's immediately neighboring property of over
400 residents in Leisureland Park - 188 homes slated to be directly adjacent to the
proposed project.
 
In addition, and of significant concern to all other living beings in the Preserve,
light pollution affects birds and other wildlife that are guided by moonlight during
migration. They get confused, lose their way, and often die due to artificial light
sources. Large numbers of insects, a primary food source for birds and other
animals, are drawn to artificial lights and are either instantly killed upon contact
with light sources, and/or, in general, are less available as food sources for wildlife
as well.

Thank you so much for your time and care on this matter of significant impact.
Sincerely,
 
Joni De Groot, Leisureland Park



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2024 2:50:44 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

The Eastern Area Communities Planning Committee (EACPC) thanks the City for the opportunity for
our communities to participate in the EIR Scoping process for the proposed Fairmount Fire Station
and provide comments.

On behalf of our communities, we oppose this project that will negatively impact wildlife and
sensitive habitat in the Chollas Creek Watershed and affect quality of life for our residents in this
area.

Our EIR comments on building a fire station at this proposed site:

·         Hydrology and Water Quality: The entire valley where the proposed fire station would
be located flooded during the January 22, 2024 storm. Just a few feet from the proposed
location, the mobile home park sustained major damage with three homes destroyed. There
will be significant, permanent construction impacts to native vegetation and habitat and
removal of both will not help this area absorb runoff and will potentially lead to more
flooding.

·         Recreation: The site of the proposed new station is within the Chollas Creek Watershed
in an underserved, park-deficient area where more parks and green spaces are needed. The
City cannot achieve its Parks Master Plan goals in this area by building a fire station in what
should be open space with a trailhead and/or a pocket park that nearby residents have
requested.

·         Land Use and Planning: The proposed fire station contradicts the Mid-City Community
Plan for Chollas Creek. Building a fire station at this location in the Chollas Creek Watershed
when other locations are feasible sends a negative message to underserved residents about
community equity and environmental justice.

·         Further, we have concerns regarding access, topography, MHPA, and high fire risk.

·         We support evaluating the site that recently became available at the former San Diego
Police Firing Range on Federal Blvd as an alternative.

Respectfully,

EACPC Board Members: Lynn Edwards, Bob Scott, John Hogan, Alex Zukas, Andy Huelskamp, Daniele
Laman, Derryl Williams, Elida Chavez, Jennifer Bennett, Kristen Hurst, Laura Riebau, Richard Diaz



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process; 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to the "Fairmont" Fire Station
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2024 9:01:32 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Greetings City Of San Diego,

I oppose the proposed Fairmont Fire Station based on the January 22 flooding throughout the city.  The
removal of native plants and cutting into the Chollas Creek Watershed will not abate any potential for
flooding in the area, and only results in negative impacts.  Brush clearing activities to protect the structure
will forever change the footprint of this pristine canyon land. Also, this project also does not align with the
City’s promises of environmental justice for development in disadvantaged communities.The Chollas
Creek Watershed is a vital natural resource encompassing a network of water channels, parks and
surrounding open space.  

According to the City's own website, "In 2002, the City Council adopted the Chollas Creek Enhancement
Program, laying out a visionary path for the Chollas Creek Watershed guided by the community's vision.
This comprehensive program includes policies, design guidelines and an implementation strategy, all of
which were developed collaboratively with City staff, community leaders, and community members.
Together, they identified opportunities for improvement and watershed restoration through nature-based
solutions and the creation of enjoyable public spaces accessible to all.

The Chollas Creek Enhancement Program offers detailed design guidelines for wetland restoration,
channel reconstruction, landscaping, trail system, public art, education, and programming, ensuring a
comprehensive approach to the watershed's enhancement. Some of the projects that were realized as a
result of the Chollas Creek Enhancement Program include the South Crest Trails Park, creek restoration
along street sections of Imperial Avenue, Market Street and Euclid Avenue, Wightman Street
Neighborhood Park and Charles Lewis III Memorial Park.

The development of the Chollas Creek Watershed Regional Park Master Plan will build off the work from
the Chollas Creek Enhancement Program in close collaboration with community members, community
leaders and community-based organizations, reimagining Chollas Creek to align with present-day needs,
challenges, and opportunities. The Chollas Creek Watershed Regional Park Master Plan will help shape
a vibrant future for Chollas Creek, embracing community values and ensuring its preservation and
enhancement for today and in the future."

Narrowly focused actions to combat climate change can harm nature.  Fortunately, there are actions that
can concurrently benefit both the climate and nature.  Evidence suggests that restoration stands out as
one of the most cost-effective and swiftly implementable nature-based climate mitigation measures. This
underscores the importance of prioritizing restoration efforts. In San Diego County, there is a need to
emphasize invasive species removal, commonly referred to as weeding, as part of restoration initiatives.
Despite hosting a significant inventory of restoration projects, many have yielded indifferent success, with
a tendency for projects to involve planting, watering, and weeding for a limited period before
abandonment, often without repercussions for failing to achieve stated objectives.

Halting the loss and degradation of carbon- and species-rich ecosystems on both land and in the ocean
is vital to the survival of our species. In San Diego, such ecosystems encompass a diverse range, from
old chaparral to undisturbed desert soils with their vegetation.  Efforts should extend beyond local
boundaries, recognizing the importance of indirect actions to prevent deforestation in intact forests
elsewhere, which serves as a significant contributor to both species loss and greenhouse gas emissions

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/planning/community/pdf/chollasmaster.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/planning/community/pdf/chollasmaster.pdf


globally.

I know  other sites were considered.  I suggest you go back to those options.  There are many places in
this city where a new fire house would not impact the environment as tragically.  I have no information
about those sites, but I have some suggestions worth reviewing to keep the fire station in the
neighborhood:  The police firing range on Federal, the Union Bank of CA building on Euclid, part of the
Naval Hospital land, the cul-de-sac near Central Ave Park in the heart of City Heights.

Thank you.

Jen Eastman



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fairmount Fire Station Project, Project Number WBS S-14018
Date: Monday, February 12, 2024 3:29:23 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Nancy Graham, AICP
Program Manager, Entitlements & CEQA Compliance
City of San Diego
Engineering & Capital Projects Department
 
T (619) 236-6891
sandiego.gov

Good afternoon Ms. Graham,
Can you confirm if the deadline for the Environmental Impact "Comment Cards"
deadline was extended to February 16, 2024?  The reason for the extension was due
to the January 22nd flooding in which we have been severely compromised at
Leisureland Mobilehome Villa. Even the Fire Department could not enter the park
since all exits were flooded with high water.  We have been busy cleaning up, and our
attention has been on repairing and saving some of your homes.  Even our
Clubhouse will be closed for 4-5 months due to extensive damage.  Three homes
were destroyed when the San Diego City's culvert broke due to the heavy rains, and
water ravaged our park.  Many cars were ruined and in the shop for extensive
repairs.  A delay would be the only fair thing to provide our residents who have been
under such stress and work to clean up their homes.

 Most Sincerely

Sharon Harich

http://www.sandiego.gov/








From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: Fairmount Fire Station Project, Project Number WBS S-14018
Date: Monday, February 12, 2024 5:07:09 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS

Fairmount Fire Station Project, Project Number WBS S-14018

 

Nancy Graham, AICP

Program Manager, Entitlements & CEQA Compliance

City of San Diego

Engineering & Capital Projects Department

 T (619) 236-6891
                                                                  

The City of San Diego has identified the surrounding project area as a Multi-
Habitat Planning Area-MHPA.  The objective is to preserve the natural habitat. 
Building the Firehouse on the requested site will demolish the entire area the Fire
Station footprint is taking.  Additionally, it will cause damage to the extended
areas due to noise, light, construction, and traffic.  Our ecosystem is a delicate
balance, which is why the City of San Diego declared this a natural habitat and
forced the sale of the land from private owners.  The plans are to develop this land
for the environment and the enjoyment of the community experiencing nature in a
protected state as details are noted in the 2019 Dudek report.  Your Firehouse
footprint interrupts the plans of development in the process of engaging the local
low-income neighborhoods, Leisureland Mobilehome Villa Senior Citizens, and
other nature enthusiasts.  You should be aware that ALL of the network walking
trails are connected to our cornerstone area at Chollas Creek and there are plans
for hikers to have a Nature's Pocket Park.  The Firehouse Footprint is in direct
conflict with the intended Pocket Park.  Additionally, Ranger-led hiking programs
for our Senior citizens in the park will likely be disrupted.

The program leads are Leslie Reynolds the executive director of Groundwork San
Diego; Ranger Gilbert Herrera, with the Chollas Lake Park, and other donors who
are interested as well.
 

Please protect the City of San Diego's list on the 2019 Dudek report.  Below I
have identified what we are also requesting protection of:  

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://apps.apple.com/us/app/aol-news-email-weather-video/id646100661__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!0zYPipql0l2LTSUhqdSaYHdGD5hqFGe4imUhyC4DaNzyx_Ze_0E-z5QJ44e4uJL2E7cJNsTQDKR19ICI1_VsD6jKBK4SoiQ$


 

·       Coastal sage scrub

·       Mixed Chaparral

·       Cooper’s Hawk

·       Coastal California gnatcatcher

·       Orange-throated whiptail

·       San Dieman tiger-whiptail

·       Red-diamondback rattlesnake

·       Two-striped garter snake

·       Dulzura pocket mouse

·       North Western San Diego pocket mouse

·       San Diego desert woodrat

·       Yuma myotis bat

·        Monarch butterflies
 

Name:  Thomas M. Harich



From:
To: CIP CEQA Document Process
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Firestation Project S-14018 Attn: Nancy Graham, Program Manager
Date: Monday, February 12, 2024 3:18:35 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Nancy,

My name is Margaret Merino and my address is 
I, along with 185 other homes, not sure of how many people, but more than the amount of
homes,will be impacted by this project. Our community is Leisureland Mobile Home park. To
buy a home here you have to be at least 55 years old. We can have others living in our homes
that are at least 18 years of age. The Firestation Project S-14018 would be built in essence on
what is now a hillside. There are homes, not directly above the hillside, but in close proximity
to where the firestation would be. Also, 47th street is one lane going in and one lane coming
out, not very well suited for a 35 or longer foot truck that has to pull out and back into a fire
station. That is only one of many hurdles that would have to happen to build that firestation.
The Chollas creek canyon that is on the west side of our mobile home park runs north all the
way to Euclid Ave, which is home to I don't know how many species of wildlife and plant life.
SDG&E had a project in the south end of that canyon right where the street  turns from
running north and south to running east. That was very disruptive to the traffic here as many
times we were down to one lane with personnel at each end either stopping or waving traffic
going one way so the traffic going the other way to proceed. Then there's the noise factor of
not only when it's being built but after it's built and coming and going at all hours of the night
and day. And from what I understand there would be no medical response at this station. So
needless to say I'm opposed to this station being built here.

Sincerely,

Margaret Merino
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To: CIP CEQA Document Process
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] My Comments for EIR Scoping Mtg: Fire Station
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 11:06:39 AM
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image004.png
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**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Good morning.  Please see comments provided by a resident of Leisureland Mobile Villa re the
Fairmount Fire Station EIR Scoping Meeting.  Thank you. 
 
Paul
 

 
 
 
 

    

Paul Simonds | Senior Vice President
Curt Pringle & Associates
 

 
 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.curtpringle.com/__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!yCihS7eUTHa5mn_bhLcgVX6i1eUKy7e0gw4Kf2vHJZH68og9lMPyech0XQ0RoqgE_wSD5YwKJBiUSBtpRLZCyA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.linkedin.com/company/curt-pringle-&-associates/__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!yCihS7eUTHa5mn_bhLcgVX6i1eUKy7e0gw4Kf2vHJZH68og9lMPyech0XQ0RoqgE_wSD5YwKJBiUSBudmYWVZA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.facebook.com/curtpringleandassociates/__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!yCihS7eUTHa5mn_bhLcgVX6i1eUKy7e0gw4Kf2vHJZH68og9lMPyech0XQ0RoqgE_wSD5YwKJBiUSBs2YCnm7g$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.instagram.com/curtpringleandassociates/__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!yCihS7eUTHa5mn_bhLcgVX6i1eUKy7e0gw4Kf2vHJZH68og9lMPyech0XQ0RoqgE_wSD5YwKJBiUSBu93qe7Rg$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://twitter.com/CurtPringleTeam__;!!OBed2aHXvKmHymw!yCihS7eUTHa5mn_bhLcgVX6i1eUKy7e0gw4Kf2vHJZH68og9lMPyech0XQ0RoqgE_wSD5YwKJBiUSBsuyJG7Nw$


















From:
To:
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: : Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
Date: Monday, February 12, 2024 4:08:27 PM
Attachments: February 12 2024 Fairmount Area Fire Station Notice SUPPLEMENTAL Comments pdf.pdf

CEQA Alternatives.pdf

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this email or opening attachments.** 

Supplemental comments and documents 

RE: SUPPLEMENTAL Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental Review Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018  
 

From: Graham, Nancy <NHGraham@sandiego.gov> on behalf of CIP CEQA Document Process <CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2024 9:38 AM
To:  Graham, Nancy <NHGraham@sandiego.gov>; CIP CEQA Document Process <CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov>; CLK City Clerk <CityClerk@sandiego.gov>; SDAT City Attorney <CityAttorney@sandiego.gov>
Subject: RE: : Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
 
Mr. Stump –
 
This email confirms that your letter was received within the scoping period identified in the notice of preparation for the Fairmont Avenue Fire Station Project.
 
Thank you.
 
Nancy Graham, AICP
Program Manager, Entitlements & CEQA Compliance
City of San Diego
Engineering & Capital Projects Department
 
T (619) 236-6891
sandiego.gov 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 
This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not an intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 

From:
Sent: Sunday, February 11, 2024 4:12 PM
To: Graham, Nancy <NHGraham@sandiego.gov>; CIP CEQA Document Process <CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov>; 
Cc: 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018
 
**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this email or opening attachments.**

 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.sandiego.gov_&d=DwMFAg&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=GjGa7BZlbKjF6kST_4XH6068K9wyhDa2uR8sD4zJjA8&m=POMYSiZfv7jxUv9gyBlvEB7RemiK7k1u7f_RD3AusB66WhOKS7o57Vzvt2exLYWq&s=gmz4V69IRK7f2EDfMYvsSw9ZqoYsHmc_cKB2DXL7vlE&e=
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JOHN STUMP 
2413 SHAMROCK STREET 


CITY HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 92105 


Telephone: 610-281 4663 Email: mrjohnstump@at3leaf.com 


 
February 12, 2024 
 
Nancy Graham, Program Manager and Carrie Purcell, Deputy Director City of San Diego 
Engineering & Capital Projects Department, 525 B St., MS 908A, San Diego, CA 92101. 
CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov. 


 
RE: SUPPLEMENTAL Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018  
 
"Two sides to every story” Joe Walsh https://youtu.be/3M-jMFZLOm4?si=2BRpXnYLrXN-3Nwu  


 
Dear Ms. Graham and City of San Diego Environmental Review Department, 
 


Thank you for today’s email acknowledging receipt of my February 11, 2024 
comments on Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018. 


 
Joe Walsh’s classic song "Two sides to every story” is presented as an example 


of a position, you as a professional CEQA /NEPA analyst is not in.  The CEQA/NEPA 
process is not designed as a platform to advocate for a project or prove that one side is 
right and the other wrong.  That is not the purpose or approach to be used in CEQA.  


 
Thie subject of ALTERNATIVES was not considered in the prior attempt a a 


project Negative Declaration and this approach led to community controversy, project 
delay, and significant increases in cost. 


 
The role of the professional is different than that of a Fire Department Developer 


or a Community leader resident.  The professional is held to an objective unbiased 
standard, and she must avoid even the appearance of bias. I believe that you and your 
colleagues are such professionals.   


 
Community concerns have been raised because of the past decision to place a 


fire station in a sensitive location, without initial community consultation, from the very 
residents that are going to be served by expansion of needed public safety services in a 
large service area.  The Community has a historic feeling of racial inequity and 
disempowerment by outsiders who do things to them rather than with them. 


 


 


 
 



mailto:mrjohnstump@at3leaf.com

mailto:CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov

https://youtu.be/3M-jMFZLOm4?si=2BRpXnYLrXN-3Nwu
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I. What are “ALTERNATIVES” 
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The entire article copied and quoted above is attached for the benefit of the public 


and incorporated into my comments on this proposed project by reference.  
 
Two print media articles: “Cost of Fire station help opponents" and Opposition 


growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City Heights" were included 
in my preliminary comments, of January 24, 2024. These articles layout and present 
specific CEQA concerns that must be addressed in the new scoping studies.  The picture 
of the proposed designed to fit new fire station illustrated why this new fire station was likely 
to be the most expensive in San Diego’s history!  The architect’s illustration of the proposed 
specialized fire station, built to fit the sloped and environmentally sensitive location, has been 


described as a Billionaire’s Chollas Rural Retreat or a Trump Towers Fire Station. 


 


 
 
. A normal City of San Diego fire station, recently built for the Northern Fairmount area 


looks like this:  


 
See Fire Station 17 | City of San Diego Official Website 



https://www.sandiego.gov/fire/about/firestations/sta17
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The above picture of the rapidly and economically built Fire Station 17 for the 
Northern Fairmount Area illustrates how and why a site that would qualify for a minimum 
CEQA Negative Declaration should be considered for the proposed Southern Fairmont Area 
Fire Station.  My January 28, 2024, letter asked for completion of a cost comparison excel 
spread sheet as part of the alternative’s comparison section of the Scoping for this project. 


 
ROW FIRE STATION COST COMPARISONS South AREA Station E/A North AREA Station E/A DELTA    %  


1 Initial Proposal Development             


2               


3 Detailed Proposal for Costing             


4               


5 CEQA Scoping and Report             


6               


7 CEQA Negative Determination             


8               


9 Land Acquisition, Commissions, & costs             


10               


11 Site Demolition and Preparation             


12               


13 CEQA Scoping and Report             


14               


15 CEQA Studies & Report Preparation             


16               


17 CEQA Approvals and Litigation             


18               


19 Revised Detailed Construction Plans             


20               


21 Site Demolition and Preparation             


22               


23 CEQA and Community Mitigation             


24               


25 Fees, Permits, Licenses, Inspections             


26               


27 Construction             


28               


29 Furnishings             


30               


31               


32               


33 TOTAL STATION COSTS:             


 
Only a cost comparison analysis will provide the public and policy makers with a factual 


basis to compare the subject proposed station with less costly alternatives.at different sites. 







 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018   Page 5 of 11  February 12, 2024 
 


The early detailed design and description presentations for only a to be studied 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018 [Former HOME AVENUE FIRE STATION] raised 
even more concerns that unbiased objectivity was no longer present.  SEE City BORDS 
below: 


 
BOARD 4. Project Description 


 


 
 
BOARD 5 Fairmount Avenue Fire Station 
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II. SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS 
 


In addition, and to supplement the comments already submitted since the January 
12, 2024 publication; I supplement and add these comments. 


 
1. I concur with the expressions and conclusions of Ms. Elida Chavez, below: 
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Review of Ms. RR


 
1. Continued Review of Ms. Elida Chavez’s letter and my prior comments, again makes 


me comment that: The SCOPING NOTICE is flawed and should be reissued as it 
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failed to include the unique and specialized information contained in the twelve 
BOARDS presented to an extremely limited audience.  The SCOPING NOTICE 
should be republished for a new compliant period with the BOARDS included.   
 


1. Continued Following the republication publication of the NOTICE, a new SCOPING 
MEETING must be scheduled.  The Tuesday, January 30,2024 SCOPING 
MEETING was conducted in a flawed manner contrary to California Law and the 
laws and policies of the City of San Diego.  Specific written and oral requests were 
made to have the meeting conducted so that disabled persons, sensitive senior 
citizens, and persons with sensitivities to COVID or other diseases that could be 
present in large unmasked groups could participate by electronic video methods.  
The city organizers ignored these requests to provide for video participation for the 
January 30, 2024, meeting, at the electronically capable San Diego Unified School 
District’s public Webster Elementary school.  Further, the city organizers failed to 
announce a supplemental video participation opportunity when asked at the 
meeting and in writing.  The city needs to make reasonable accommodations for 
sensitive persons, including senior citizens and the disabled; particularly since the 
closest most adjacent residential community, to the project is a senior restricted 
community -Leisure Land.  The City routinely provides electronic participation at all 
of its official meetings and has the authority to require public health safety 
measures like masking. 
 


1. Continued The SCOPING MEETING NOTICE was published only in ENGLISH. This 
NOTICE needs to republished in the language most common in the Fairmount 
Avenue Fire Station Project Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018 service area 
– SEE BOARD 3. Map of Service Area on page 12 above.  The City of San 
Diego has a common practice alternate langue notice on its public meeting 
notices.  I am informed and believe that the predominant languages spoken 
in the service area and surrounding neighborhoods are Spanish, Tagalog 
language, and Arabic.  The San Diego City Clerk should be consulted for guidance 
on this comment. 


 


1. Continued The SCOPING for this project must follow and meet and exceed both 
CEQA and federal NEPA standards and conduct.  The proposed project has been 
delayed for nearly a decade because the City of San Diego lacked the sole local 
funds to acquire a site, design a facility, and construct and furnish it, including fire 
equipment and engines. SEE: comments already submitted in “I. LIST OF 
COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS ALREADY SUBMITTED: 
above ( Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018, February 11, 2024, Pages 1-10); 


 
1. Continued The SCOPING for this project must follow and meet and exceed both 


CEQA and federal NEPA standards and conduct.  The proposed project has been 
delayed for nearly a decade because the City of San Diego lacked the sole local 
funds to acquire a site, design a facility, and construct and furnish it, including fire 
equipment and engines. SEE: comments already submitted in “I. LIST OF 
COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS ALREADY SUBMITTED: 
above (Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018, February 11, 2024, Pages 1-10); 



https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=747d67faad35c26cJmltdHM9MTcwNzYwOTYwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzUzNmI1ZS03NmEyLTYzYzMtMGJlYi03ODhkNzc3YTYyZmUmaW5zaWQ9NjQxOQ&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=33536b5e-76a2-63c3-0beb-788d777a62fe&u=a1L3NlYXJjaD9GT1JNPVNOQVBTVCZxPVRhZ2Fsb2crbGFuZ3VhZ2UmZmlsdGVycz1zaWQ6IjlmM2UyZGQ1LWZlMTYtNDIyYi04NWFiLWJiMWM3Y2FjNGZhMiI&ntb=1

https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=747d67faad35c26cJmltdHM9MTcwNzYwOTYwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzUzNmI1ZS03NmEyLTYzYzMtMGJlYi03ODhkNzc3YTYyZmUmaW5zaWQ9NjQxOQ&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=33536b5e-76a2-63c3-0beb-788d777a62fe&u=a1L3NlYXJjaD9GT1JNPVNOQVBTVCZxPVRhZ2Fsb2crbGFuZ3VhZ2UmZmlsdGVycz1zaWQ6IjlmM2UyZGQ1LWZlMTYtNDIyYi04NWFiLWJiMWM3Y2FjNGZhMiI&ntb=1
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1. Continued The “PROJECT HISTORY:”, presented on page 2, of the NOTICE is 
flawed and misleading. The “PROJECT HISTORY:” fails to inform the public of the 
prior failed and rejected attempt, by city staff, to accomplish this project with only a 
CEQA NEGATIVE DECLARATION of Environmental impacts.  The community, the 
Sierra Club and others strongly objected to this minimum approach. - SEE “Two 
print media articles: “Cost of Fire station help opponents" and Opposition 
growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City Heights" were 
included in my preliminary comments, of January 24, 2024” as referenced, again, 
on page 2, above.  The “PROJECT HISTORY:” must be revised to include the 
flawed prior attempt and a reference and access to the comments received from 
this prior attempt.  The comments submitted in response to that prior attempt must 
be included as comments on this expanded project in the same location and the 
same environmentally sensitive location. 


 


Continued The “PROJECT HISTORY:”, presented on page 2, of the NOTICE is 
flawed and misleading.  The “PROJECT HISTORY:” incorrectly locates the project 
in the community of “City Heights”. .  The project is not in the City Heights.  It is not 
in the 92105 CITY HEIGHTS zip code.  The project is in the Ridgeview Webster 
neighborhoods of zip code 92102 - ZIP Code 92102 Map, Demographics, More for San Diego, 


CA (unitedstateszipcodes.org).  Correctly identifying the projects neighborhood is a very 
sensitive racial equity issue, as identification of the area with City Heights is a 
disgusting artifact of the racial segregation redlining from the pre sixties.  Also 
Noticing the community that the project is in the wrong community and zip code 
continues the Noticing flaws discussed above, in numbers 1-5. 


 


2. The “PROJECT DESCRIPTION:”, presented on page 3, of the NOTICE needs 
revision to describe more fully the “5,850 square foot” bunk room, for 10 persons.  
This size is larger than most of the adjacent total family housing units. I know of 
only one home in the service area that approaches 5,850 square feet- the family 
home mansion of Archie Moore. I think that the square footage of “bunk rooms” 
needs to be detailed. As a standard, the square footage, of the City of San Diego 
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units should be used, excluding space for cooking, 
as a kitchen is planned. I think that separate SROs may be appropriate to provide 
for our equal opportunity policy for female, male, and transgender fire fighters. 
 


3. The “PROJECT ACCESS:”, presented on page 3, of the NOTICE 
needs to be revised to clearly describe and show the amount of curb that will be 
signed for ADA Blue Zones, No Parking, and limited time parking. The description 
should state that there will be TWO (2) separate driveways. The amount of linear 
clearance for driveways and safe visual clearance should be clearly and correctly 
stated. according to city traffic standards. 


 


4. The “PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE” section should be revised to 
anticipate the level of electrical service needed to provide for the future charging of 
an all-electric City fleet and visitors’ vehicles.  The section should be revised to 
include solar power generation and storage. 


 


5. The “OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS” section should be revised to 
exclude the installation of “a new power pole on 47th STREET”.  City policy is to 
underground utilities and the construction of any new city fire station should not 



https://www.unitedstateszipcodes.org/92102/

https://www.unitedstateszipcodes.org/92102/
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increase above ground less reliable power lines and poles The construction of new 
city fire stations should enhance a neighborhood not push it back into Edison’s 19th 
century.  


 


6. The “CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING” section should be revised to 
acknowledge that construction must be phased to mitigate impacts to the sensitive 
environmental setting.  Construction should be probably limited to those portions of 
the year that will not interfere with flora and fauna reproduction and nesting. 


 
7. The “AVAILABILITY IN ALTERNATE FORMAT’ section should be 


revised to state this section in the alternate formats and langues that are available.  
This section should be moved to the first part of the document and follow the 
guidance and methods used by the San Diego City Clerk. 


 


 
III. CONCLUSIONS  


 
This project is hard to understand given all of the past comments and opposition 


to it. The approach to this scoping should either be "Where is the most economical and 
effective place to site a second Fairmount Fire station?" or "What is the best and highest 


use for this site?" A simple cost-benefit analysis demonstrates that this fire station. 


is the wrong project. A new Fire Station can be better located along Federal Boulevard, 


perhaps on City land.  This subject site can serve higher priorities for senior OR school 


workforce housing or extension of the Chollas Creek ecological remediation. 


 


 The environmental studies and documents must consider real alternatives, 


including no project.  The studies must meet and exceed both CEQA and federal NEPA 


standards, because the project will likely require both federal and local funding.  


 
Many persons in the project’s service area are seriously disabled seniors. I request, on 


mine and their behalf, the ability to participate in all workshops, by video conference. I believe that 


making video participation is a reasonable accommodation and routine for the city.   


 


These comments have been submitted by a coalition of community-based individuals and non-


profits organizations. 


 


I request acknowledgement of the timely receipt of these comments.  I request a written 


response to all comments submitted.  


 


I thank the city staff and Ms. Nancy Graham for the first draft of this work.  The BOARDs were 


very well prepared and bilingual.  


 


All the best, 


/s/ 


John Stump, project community member, property owner, and nonprofit member  
 
ATTACHMENT:  CEQA Portal: Alternatives Updated 10/18/18 Craig Stevens, Stevens Consulting - craig@cdstevens.com  
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CEQA Portal Topic Paper 


Alternatives 


What Are Alternatives? 
 
Alternatives, in the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
are optional ways that the project proponent could achieve most of their 
objectives, while also reducing or eliminating the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21002; see 
also Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997)).   
 
Alternatives typically involve changes to the location, scope, design, extent, 
intensity, or method of construction or operation of the proposed project.  The 
Lead Agency is required to evaluate and compare the environmental impacts of 
alternatives to the proposed project in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
though not at the same level of detail as the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(d)).  
 
Why Are Project Alternatives Important? 
 
A fundamental mandate of CEQA is that “public agencies should not approve 
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of the project” (PRC Sections 21002, 21081).  Therefore, 
as part of the decision making process for projects involving the preparation of an 
EIR, governmental agencies are required under CEQA to consider alternatives to 
proposed actions affecting the environment (PRC Section 21001(g)).  
 
One of the purposes of an EIR is to identify alternatives to a proposed project 
and evaluate the comparative merits of feasible alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(d)).  By examining a range of alternatives, the Lead Agency can 
demonstrate that it has taken a “hard look” at the project objectives to select 
alternatives that allow for meaningful comparison (See Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979)). 
 
Courts have overturned many EIRs due to an improper or incomplete analysis of 
alternatives (See Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association 
of Governments (2017); North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015); 
Habitat and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013); Watsonville 
Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010).  
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An EIR can also be overturned if it analyzes a range of alternatives, but fails to 
identify a preferred alternative as the project. A broad range of alternatives 
without a stable project presents the public with a moving target and an obstacle 
to informed participation.  (See Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of 
Parks & Recreation (2017)). 
Is an Analysis of Alternatives Required in an IS/MND? 
 
No, the purpose of an alternative analysis is to look at ways to avoid or reduce 
the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project.  Negative 
Declarations (NDs) or Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) are only prepared 
for projects that are demonstrated not to have any significant environmental 
impacts, or where mitigation can be adopted to reduce all significant impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  Therefore, because projects supported by NDs or 
MNDs have been determined to have no significant environmental impacts, no 
analysis of alternatives is required in these documents. 
 
However, although it is not required, a Lead Agency’s consideration of 
alternatives in support of an ND is not prohibited.  An exploration and analysis of 
alternatives to: a project; a specific aspect of a project with the most potential to 
result in environmental impacts; or methods or technologies used in project 
construction or operations (e.g., handling of contaminated sediments) may be 
useful to minimize the environmental impacts of a proposed project, even where 
such impacts are already less than significant.  Such an exploration of 
alternatives to the proposed project may also be helpful to the Lead Agency in 
other ways, such as identifying alternative approaches, designs, or locations that 
would reduce environmental effects or are more efficient, effective, or cost 
effective. 
 
Is an Analysis of Alternatives Required in an EIR? 
 
Yes, an evaluation of alternatives is required in all EIRs.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a) states: 
 


“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or 
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of 
the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are 
infeasible.” 
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What Alternatives are Required in an EIR? 
 
An EIR must always evaluate a “No Project” alternative (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(1)).  Evaluation of a No Project alternative compares impacts 
of the proposed project with impacts that would occur if the proposed project 
were not approved and implemented. Beyond evaluation of the No Project 
alternative, CEQA requires that a “reasonable range” of alternatives be evaluated 
in an EIR, but does not specify other alternatives that must be evaluated (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).    
 
How Do I Develop A Reasonable Range of Alternatives? 
 


What is a “Reasonable Range” of Alternatives? 
 
The EIR must always evaluate the No Project alternative as well as a 
“reasonable range” of feasible “build” alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)).  Apart from the analysis of the No Project alternative however, there 
is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the “reasonable range” of 
other alternatives to be discussed, other than the “rule of reason” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) & (f); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 
of Supervisors (1990); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988)).   
 
What constitutes a “reasonable range” of alternatives will vary with the facts of 
each project and should be guided only by the purpose of offering substantial 
environmental advantages over the project proposal which may be “feasibly 
accomplished in a successful manner” considering the economic, environmental, 
social and technological factors involved (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 
of Supervisors (1990) (citing PRC Sections 21002, 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15364)).  
 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. 
County of Siskiyou (2012)).  The alternatives considered may include alternative 
approaches, sites, or both (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).   
 
Consistent with this rule of reason, it is generally uncommon (though not strictly 
prohibited) for an EIR to evaluate only the No Project alternative.  In such a case, 
the Lead Agency has the relatively difficult legal burden of establishing that, 
given the circumstances at hand, no other feasible alternatives could satisfy the 
project objectives while resulting in fewer environmental impacts than the 
proposed project (See Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of 
Siskiyou (2012)). 
 
 How Do I Develop Alternatives? 
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Because alternatives must meet most (though not all) of the project objectives, 
one should begin with reviewing the project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c); In re: Bay-Delta etc. (2008)).  According to the CEQA Guidelines, “A 
clearly written statement of objectives will help the Lead Agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR . . . .” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124(b)); see also Project Objectives Topic Paper).   
 
Proper development and analysis of alternatives should also be tied closely to 
the known or likely significant environmental impacts of the proposed project, as 
the purpose of the alternatives is to reduce or eliminate these impacts. The 
project setting can also influence the choice of alternatives (e.g., infill vs. 
greenfield, site geotechnical constraints, slope, and presence of biological or 
cultural resources).  When developing the alternatives: 
 


• Identify the known or likely significant construction or operational impacts 
of the project; 


• Focus on finding alternatives that avoid or minimize those significant 
impacts; 


• Consider offsite locations, when possible;  
• Consider alternative site plans on the proposed site; 
• Consider reductions in project size or intensity of uses; 
• Consider alternative construction methods or materials; 
• Consider alternative project operations; and 
• Confirm whether each alternative meets most of the basic project 


objectives. 
 


How Do I Define The No Project Alternative? 
 
The No Project alternative represents conditions in the study area in the absence 
of approval of the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1)).  
The No Project Alternative must discuss current conditions as well as reasonably 
foreseeable future conditions expected to occur if the project were not approved 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). 
 
However, the analysis of the No Project alternative should not be confused with 
comparison of the proposed project to Existing Conditions (the baseline for 
determining the project’s environmental impacts) (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(1)).  The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project alternative 
is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed 
project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project (Id.).  The analysis 
of the No Project alternative, as with the analysis of other alternatives, is usually 
a comparative or qualitative assessment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(d)(e)). 
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The first step in the process is to establish the existing uses on the project site.  
The No Project alternative often represents conditions on the project site at the 
time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(2)).   
 
If the proposed project is not expected to be completed and operating for many 
years, the next step is to determine what reasonably foreseeable changes to the 
project site and environs are likely to occur unrelated to the proposed project.  
This may include projects that have been approved, but not yet completed, 
projects that have been proposed but have not yet been approved, and 
infrastructure projects planned to be completed within the timeframe established 
for the evaluation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C)).   
 
The analysis of the impacts of the No Project alternative can be accomplished in 
two general ways, depending on the nature of the proposed project: 
 


1. When the project involves the revision of an existing land use or regulatory 
plan, a policy, or ongoing operations, the No Project alternative will be 
defined as the continuation into the future of the existing plan, policy, or 
operation.  The existing plan, policy, or operations should be assumed to 
continue and to apply to other projects implemented during the timeframe 
of the analysis.  Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or 
alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur 
under the existing plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)). 


 
or, 
 


2. If the project is a specific development project on identifiable property, the 
No Project alternative should be defined as the conditions that would 
occur if the proposed project were not implemented.  The discussion 
should compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its 
existing state against the environmental effects that would occur if the 
project were approved and implemented.  If disapproval of the project 
under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as 
the proposal of some other project, the consequences of these actions 
should be discussed as part of the environmental effects of the No Project 
alternative.  In some circumstances, the failure to proceed with the 
proposed project would not result in the preservation of existing 
environmental conditions, but perhaps in another project being 
implemented; the analysis in that case should identify the practical result 
of the project’s non-approval based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services.  However, the Lead 
Agency is not required to speculate, or create and analyze a set of 
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artificial assumptions about what would occur in the future, if it cannot 
reasonably be known (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B)). 


 
After defining the No Project alternative using one of these approaches, the Lead 
Agency should proceed to analyze the impacts of the No Project alternative by 
projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future 
if the project were not approved.  This can often be done based on projections in 
the Lead Agency’s local planning documents (e.g., a General Plan or applicable 
Specific Plan, and/or the CEQA documents prepared for those documents) 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C)). 
 


Do I Need to Consider Offsite Alternatives? 
 


Offsite alternatives should be considered.  Zoning, environmental conditions, and 
availability are significant factors in evaluating an offsite alternative.  To be 
analyzed in the EIR, the offsite alternative must be “feasible”, and it must be 
possible for the project proponent to acquire the property.  The proposed uses on 
the property should either be consistent with the applicable general plan 
designation for the property, or it should be reasonable to expect that a general 
plan amendment would be successful.  There may be situations, however, where 
an offsite alternative is not feasible, for example, because the primary objective 
of the project is a modification of an existing facility.  (California Native Plant 
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009). 
 
 Do I Need to Consider Speculative Alternatives? 
 
An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably 
evaluated because insufficient detail regarding the alternative is available, and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15126.6(f)(3), 15145; see also Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1993)).   
 
 Do I Need to Consider Alternatives Recommended by Others? 
 
A Lead Agency should consider alternatives brought to its attention during the 
public scoping process (in a draft EIR), or during the public review period (in a 
final EIR), provided that the alternatives meet the above criteria (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)).  While not required, alternatives brought to the 
lead agency’s attention after the public review period of an EIR may also be 
considered (PRC Section 21091(d)(1) & (2); CEQA Guidelines Section 
15162(a)(3)(C); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(1990)).  In such circumstances, the lead agency may address the alternative by 
means of administrative findings (see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990)). 
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However, Lead Agencies need not respond to late comments suggesting new 
alternatives (PRC Section 21091(d)(1); CEQA Guidelines Section 
15207).  Indeed, a Lead Agency may properly reject alternatives raised after the 
close of the public comment period; in such instances, the Lead Agency is not 
required to provide reasons for rejecting those alternatives (see South County 
Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013)).   
 
 Are All Changes To A Project Considered Alternatives? 
 
No, not all changes made to a project should be considered as separate 
alternatives.  For example, minor changes in methods used (or rejected) in 
carrying out the project are typically not considered alternatives to the project 
(Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014)).  However, a 
number or group of such minor changes taken together, especially if they result 
in changes to the types or intensity of environmental impacts, may be considered 
an alternative.   
 
 May A Lead Agency Include Alternatives that Do Not Result in 


Reduced Environmental Impacts? 
 
Yes.  While the analysis of an alternative that does not result in the reduction or 
elimination of an environmental impact of the proposed project is allowable, it is 
not a substitute for the consideration of other alternatives that reduce or eliminate 
the project’s impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); Cleveland National 
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017)). 
 
What Must Be Included in an Analysis of Alternatives in an EIR? 
 
Under CEQA, alternatives do not need to be described or analyzed at the same 
level of detail as the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).  
However, they need to be described in enough detail to allow a comparative 
analysis of the alternatives against the proposed project (see Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979).  That is, it must be in sufficient 
detail for the Lead Agency to differentiate the impacts between the alternatives 
and to select the Environmentally Preferred Alternative (see Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988)).  
 
The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 
discussed.  The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by 
the lead agency during the scoping process, but rejected as infeasible, and 
briefly explain the reasons why these alternatives were rejected (see Alternatives 
Considered but Rejected below for more detail).  For an alternative suggested 
during the public comment period on the draft EIR, the final EIR should either 
analyze the suggested alternative at the appropriate level of detail, or explain that 
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the suggested alternative was considered but rejected from further analysis.  
Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may be included in 
the administrative record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).  
  
The EIR may include a summary comparison table that lists each environmental 
resource analyzed, the relative environmental impacts of each alternative with 
respect to each resource, and how they compare to the impacts of the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).  The following are useful ways to 
compare alternatives: 
 


• Describe if impacts are greater, lesser, similar to the proposed project and 
other alternatives; 


• Summarize the overall environmental impacts of each alternative; 
• Discuss the extent to which each alternative attains project objectives; 
• Discuss any concerns with the feasibility of each alternative; and 
• Most importantly, support any conclusions with evidence and include such 


evidence in the administrative record. 
 
The following is an abbreviated example of a summary table. 
 


Topic Project No Project Alt 1 Alt 2 


Air Quality  S LTS SUI SUI 


Noise  LTS LTS LTSM LTS 


Biology  LTSM LTS LTSM LTS 


Geology  LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM 
S=Significant Impact; SUI=Significant Unmitigated Impact; LTS=Less Than 
Significant Impact; LTSM=Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation 


 
 
Alternatives Considered but Rejected. 


 
An analysis of alternatives in an EIR should include a list of alternatives 
considered but rejected, and include an explanation of why alternatives were 
rejected.  (If this discussion is not included in an EIR, it must exist elsewhere in 
the administrative record).  The Lead Agency may, as part of the scoping 
process, make an initial determination as to which alternatives are potentially 
feasible and merit in-depth consideration, and which do not.  (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c)). 
 
As noted above, remote or speculative alternatives need not be considered and 
may be rejected from further evaluation.  
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What Factors May be Considered in Determining the Feasibility of 
Alternatives? 


 
As statutorily defined, “‘Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (PRC Section 
21061.1; see also CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364 [same definition but with 
addition of “legal” factors].)  “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ 
to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v. 
City of San Diego (1982); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association. v. City of 
Oakland (1993)). 
 
The issue of whether an alternative is feasible arises at two different points in the 
CEQA process: first, in the assessment of alternatives in the EIR; and second, 
during the Lead Agency’s consideration of whether to approve the project.  The 
standard for determining whether an alternative should be analyzed in an EIR is 
whether the alternative is potentially feasible.  Subsequently, the Lead Agency 
must determine whether the alternatives included in the EIR are actually feasible, 
based on the analysis in the EIR as well as factors external to the environmental 
analysis, e.g., social or economic concerns (see California Native Plant Society v. 
City of Santa Cruz (2009)).   
 
While there is no bright line between these two assessments, generally the EIR 
should refrain from reaching conclusions regarding actual feasibility and should 
focus the analysis on whether an alternative is potentially feasible, and then 
undertake the comparison of the environmental effects of the project and 
alternatives.   
 
Screening criteria may be developed to determine the feasibility of potential 
alternatives.  Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing 
the feasibility of alternatives are: 
 


• Site suitability for the proposed use(s); 
• Economic viability; 
• Availability of infrastructure to serve the site; 
• General plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations; 
• Jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact 


should consider the regional context); and  
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• Whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have 
access to an alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 
proponent) 


(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1990); Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West 
Hollywood (1992). 
 
By applying the criteria to each potential alternative, infeasible alternatives can 
be screened out, and a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most 
of the project objectives and substantially avoid or lessen the proposed project’s 
significant environmental effects will result (see In re: Bay-Delta Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008)). 
 
Under CEQA, an alternative may be eliminated for any of the following reasons:  
 


• The alternative fails to meet most of the basic project objectives;  
• The alternative is infeasible;  
• The alternative does not avoid significant environmental impacts; or  
• Implementation of the alternative is remote and speculative and the effects 


cannot be reasonably ascertained.  
 


(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).  
 
Alternatives may not be rejected merely because they are beyond an agency’s 
authority, would require new legislation, or would be too expensive (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)).   
 
When economics is used as a factor to support a finding of infeasibility, the fact 
that an alternative may be more expensive than the project does not necessarily 
make it infeasible (see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988); 
Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003)).  The Lead 
Agency must support the finding with specific data that shows the additional cost 
or lost profits are great enough to make it impractical to proceed with the project 
(see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988)); Foundation for 
San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco 
(1980); San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 
San Francisco (2002)). 
 


Identification of Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
 
CEQA requires that EIRs identify the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and 
discuss the facts that support that selection. (See PRC Section 21081.5; CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15091, 15126.6(e)(2)).  The Lead Agency is not, however, 
obligated to select the Environmentally Superior Alternative for implementation if 
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it would not accomplish the basic project objectives and/or is infeasible (see 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), (c) & (f)). 
 
Selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative may be difficult, especially 
when the differences between the impacts of the alternatives involve trade-offs 
between types of impacts (e.g., between impacts on traffic and impacts on 
cultural resources, or between impacts on one species or habitat and impacts on 
other species or habitats).  As with other aspects of CEQA, an explanation of the 
decision is often more important than the decision itself; as long as the 
explanation in an EIR is supported with substantial evidence in the administrative 
record, decisions by Lead Agencies are afforded deference by reviewing courts 
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15151, 15384).  
 
In many cases, the No Project alternative would have the fewest or least intense 
impacts.  However, the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that 
“If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR 
shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives”.  
 
Should the Lead Agency change its determine of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative after circulation of the draft EIR but before the EIR’s certification by 
the Lead Agency, and that newly identified Environmentally Superior Alternative 
is not adopted as the proposed project, revisions to the draft EIR and 
recirculation of same are likely required (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5(a)(3); South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada 
(2013)).  Arguably, recirculation is warranted even if the project proponent 
accepts the newly identified Environmentally Superior Alternative, in order to 
afford effective public comment on the Lead Agency’s determinations (PRC 
Section 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)(4); see also Vineyard 
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)). 
 
If the Lead Agency’s determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
changes after certification of the EIR, but before approval of the project, the 
proposed project likely requires CEQA to be re-opened and a subsequent or 
supplemental EIR to be prepared (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(a)(3)(C), 
15163(a)(1)).  Any subsequent EIR shall again be subject to the same public 
notice and review provisions (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(d), 15072)). 
However, “[o]nce a project has been approved, the Lead Agency’s role in the 
project approval is completed, unless further discretionary approval on that 
project is required” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(c)).  Therefore, if the Lead 
Agency’s determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative changes after 
the approval of the project, no additional CEQA review is required unless the 
project is subject to additional discretionary approvals (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15162(c)).  In this case, the Lead Agency with jurisdiction over the next 
discretionary approval shall conduct any additional CEQA review required. 
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Analysis of Alternatives Under NEPA  
 
While Lead Agencies under CEQA are not required to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of alternatives to the same level of detail as the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)), the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”) requires a “co-equal” analysis of the alternatives (see 40 
Code of Federal Regulations (“C.F.R.”) Section 1502.14(b)).  Stated differently, 
under NEPA, the analysis of the impacts of alternatives must be at the same 
level of detail as the analysis of impacts of the proposed action (NEPA’s term for 
the proposed project). 
 
This usually means that each alternative must be defined at a comparable level 
of detail.  Section 1502.14 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Guidelines states that in the “Alternatives” section of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), agencies shall “[d]evote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers 
may evaluate their comparative merits.”  
 
Whereas an analysis of alternatives is not required in an Initial Study under 
CEQA, an alternatives analysis is required in initial Environmental Assessments 
(EAs) .  However, alternatives analyses in EAs are typically less rigorous than 
those contained in EISs (Federal Highway Administration Alternatives Analysis 
White Paper).  
 
CEQ and the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) have 
jointly prepared the February 2014 guidance document NEPA and CEQA: 
Integrating Federal and State Environmental Reviews (CEQA/NEPA Handbook).  
The handbook provides practitioners with an overview of NEPA and CEQA as 
well as suggestions for developing a single environmental review process that 
can meet the requirements of both statutes.  
 
Table 1 summarizes the requirements for the analysis of alternatives under each 
type of environmental document under both CEQA and NEPA. 
 
Table 1 – Alternatives Required In Each Type of Environmental Document  
 
Document Type  Alternatives Required  
CEQA  
Categorical 
Exemption  None  


Initial Study  None 
Environmental 
Impact Report  


Reasonable range of alternatives, including those achieve 
would attain most of the basic project objectives while avoiding 
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or reducing the environmental effects of the project. No-build 
must be considered. Comparative analysis. Analysis at same 
level of detail as proposed project not required. 


NEPA  
Categorical 
Exclusion  None  


Environmental 
Assessment  


One build alternative is allowable, but for a complex or 
controversial project, more than one alternative is advised. No- 
Action alternative must be considered.  


Environmental 
Impact 
Statement  


All reasonable alternatives including No-Action Alternative. 
Each alternative must be considered and discussed at an 
equal level of detail.  


 
 
Alternatives in Joint CEQA/NEPA Documents 
 
The typical rule when preparing a joint CEQA/NEPA document is that when there 
is a difference between the requirements of the two laws, the Lead Agencies 
should prepare the document using the more stringent requirements (see 
CEQA/NEPA Handbook at 2, 20, 48).  Because NEPA requires a more detailed 
alternatives analysis, joint EIR/EIS documents should be developed in a manner 
which satisfies NEPA requirements (40 C.F.R. Section 1502.14(b)).  
 
Areas of Controversy Regarding Alternatives 
 
Legal standards concerning alternatives analysis is one of the more settled areas 
of CEQA law.  The two key issues in most CEQA decisions considering the 
adequacy of an EIR’s analysis of alternatives are whether the EIR included a 
“reasonable range” of alternatives, including for example an alternative project 
site, and whether the level of detail of the alternatives analysis is sufficient.  
There is not “bright-line” rule for either of these issues, and the results tend to be 
fact-driven.  It is critically important to not short-change the alternatives analysis 
in the EIR, however, either in terms of the number of alternative considered or 
the depth of analysis.  The ultimate determination whether an alternative is 
actually feasible should be made by the decision-making body as part of its 
findings rather than in the EIR itself, which should present the information 
regarding alternatives in a clear and impartial way.    
  
Alternatives in the CEQA Statute  
 
Alternatives are described in many, sections of CEQA (PRC Sections 21000 et. 
seq.), including, but not limited to the following:  
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• § 21001(g) - Requires governmental agencies to consider alternatives to 
proposed actions affecting the environment. 
 


• § 21002 - Public agencies should not approve projects, as proposed, if 
there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts.  Further states 
that projects that have significant impacts on the environment may be 
approved if alternatives are found to be infeasible. 


 
• § 21002.1(a) - The purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects 


on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and 
to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated 
or avoided 
 


• § 21002.1(e) - EIRs shall focus on the project’s potentially significant 
effects on the environment. 
 


• § 21003.1(a) - Public comments on environmental documents should be 
made as soon as possible to assist the Lead Agency in identifying 
potential significant effects of a project, alternatives, and mitigation 
measures which would substantially reduce the effects. 
 


• § 21061 - The purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 
proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which 
the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate 
alternatives to such a project. 
 


• § 21080.1(b) - The Lead Agency shall, upon the request of a potential 
applicant, provide for consultation prior to the filing of the application 
regarding the range of actions, potential alternatives, mitigation measures, 
and any potential and significant effects on the environment of the project. 
 


• § 21080.5(d)(2)(A) - Requires that an activity not be approved or adopted 
pursuant to a certified regulatory program if there are feasible alternatives 
or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen environmental 
effects. 
 


• § 21080.5(d)(3) - Requires environmental documents prepared pursuant 
to a certified regulatory program to include a description of alternatives to 
the proposed activity. 
 


• § 21081 – In making findings regarding an EIR where more or more 
significant environmental impacts were identified, the Lead Agency may 
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include information as to why alternatives to the project are infeasible. 
 


• § 21081.5 - In making findings regarding an EIR, including where 
alternatives are determined to be feasible, the Lead Agency must base its 
conclusions on substantial evidence in the record. 
 


• § 21083.8.1 - Pertains to EIRs for military base reuse plans, including 
subsections regarding the analysis of alternatives. 
 


• § 21091(d)(1) – The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received on 
a CEQA document if those comments are received during the public 
review period. 
 


• § 21094 - Pertains to tiered EIRs and initial studies, including the analysis 
of alternatives in these documents. 
 


• § 21100(b)(4) - Requires that EIRs contain an analysis of alternatives to 
the proposed project. 
 


• § 21104(a) - Requires State Lead Agencies to provide for early 
consultation while preparing an EIR to, among other things, identify 
alternatives to the proposed project. 
 


• § 21153 - Requires local Lead Agencies to consult with responsible and 
trustee agencies prior to completing and EIR to, among other things, 
identify alternatives to the proposed project. 
 


• § 21154 - When local agencies prepare an EIR for a project required 
pursuant to an order from a state agency, the alternatives to be analyzed 
in the EIR shall not include those that are in conflict with the order. 


 
 
 
Alternatives in the CEQA Guidelines  
 
Alternatives are described in many, sections of the CEQA Guidelines, including, 
but not limited to the following: 
 


• § 15002(a)(3) - Provides that one of the basic purposes of CEQA is the 
prevention or avoidance of avoidable significant damage to the 
environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures. 
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• § 15002(f) - Defines the EIR as the document by which a governmental 
agency analyzes the effects of a proposed project and identifies 
alternatives to the proposed project. 
 


• § 15002(h)(4) - Identifies the selection of an alternative as a means of 
protecting the environment. 
 


• § 15004(b) - Prohibits the Lead Agency from taking actions that would, 
among other things, limit the choice of alternatives, prior to completing 
CEQA compliance. 
 


• § 15021 - Prohibits a Lead Agency from approving a project when a 
feasible alternative or mitigation measures exist that would lessen 
significant environmental effects. 
 


• § 15041(c) – For projects that include housing development, a Lead or 
Responsible Agency shall not mitigate for significant environmental effects 
by reducing the number of units, unless no feasible alternatives exists that 
would provide comparable reductions in effects. 
 


• § 15060.5 – The Lead Agency shall consult with the project sponsor prior 
to the filing of a formal application to, among other things, identify potential 
alternatives. 
 


• § 15065(c)(2) - When making findings regarding an EIR, where significant 
environmental effects remain after the adoption of mitigation measures, 
the Lead Agency must make detailed findings, based on substantial 
evidence, regarding the feasibility of alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen the effects. 


 
• § 15082(b)(1)(A) - In preparing responses to a Notice of Preparation for an 


EIR, Responsible and Trustee Agencies and OPR shall provide the Lead 
Agency with information, including reasonable alternatives that should be 
analyzed in the EIR. 
 


• § 15083(a) - Suggests that scoping prior to preparation of an EIR can 
assist Lead Agencies in identifying alternatives. 
 


• § 15088.5(a) - Defines the presence of new information that may require 
recirculation of an EIR prior to certification, to include the identification of a 
new feasible alternative. 
 


• § 15091(a)(3) - In making findings regarding an EIR where one or more 
significant environmental impacts were identified, the Lead Agency may 
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include information as to why alternatives to the project are infeasible. 
 


• § 15091(c) - Where it shares jurisdiction with another agency for an 
alternative, the Lead Agency shall provide the specific reasons for 
rejecting mitigation measures or alternatives in their findings.  
 


• § 15096(d) - Comments of Responsible Agencies on EIRs should focus 
their comments on, among other things, alternatives that the EIRs should 
include.  
 


• § 15096(g) - Responsible Agencies shall not approve a project if they find 
that a feasible alternative is available that would avoid or substantially 
lessen a significant environmental effect. 
 


• § 15124(b) - Defines the relationship between alternatives and the project 
objectives. 
 


• § 15126.6 - Defines the general requirements of CEQA with regard to the 
analysis of alternatives. 
 


• §15126.6(f)(2) - Alternatives may not be rejected merely because they are 
beyond an agency’s authority, would require new legislation, or would be 
too expensive. 
 


• § 15145 - If the Lead Agency determines that an impact is too speculative, 
it should indicate this and need not analyze that impact further. 
 


• § 15151 - In evaluating the adequacy of an EIR, the courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort 
at full disclosure.  
 


• § 15162(a)(3)(C) - Subsequent CEQA documentation may be required if, 
after an EIR has been certified or an ND adopted for a project, alternatives 
previously found to be infeasible, are subsequently found to be feasible. 
 


• § 15163(a)(1) – The Lead Agency or Responsible Agency may choose to 
prepare a supplemental EIR if any of the conditions described in Section 
15162 would require the preparation of a subsequent EIR. 
 


• § 15207 – The Lead Agency need not respond to late comments 
(including suggested alternatives), but may do so.   
 


• § 15364 - Defines the term “feasible” within CEQA. 
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• § 15384 - Defines the term “substantial evidence” within CEQA. 
 
Important Cases  
 
The following are important published cases involving issues related to 
alternatives: 
 
Los Angeles Conservancy v. City of West Hollywood (2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 
1031: Court held that EIR’s analysis of the conservation alternative was detailed 
enough to permit informed decision making and public participation.  Court found 
that City was not required to prepare a “conceptual design” for the alternative. 
Finally, Court stated that “[a]n agency’s finding of infeasibility . . . is ‘entitled to 
great deference’ and ‘presumed correct’” in determining whether Lead Agency’s 
findings that an alternative is infeasible is supported by substantial evidence.  
 
Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of 
Governments (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413: EIR that included analysis of project 
alternatives focused primarily on congestion relief was inadequate because it 
failed to analyze an alternative that could significantly reduce total vehicle miles.   
 
Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks & Recreation (2017) 
17 Cal.App.5th 277: Court found that the presentation of five very different 
alternative projects in the EIR without a stable project description was an 
obstacle to informed public participation, noting that a broad range of possible 
projects presents the public with a moving target and requires a commenter to 
offer input on a wide range of alternatives. 
 
Pesticide Action Network America v. Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(2017) 15 Cal.App.5th 478: Court held that Department “glaringly” failed to 
address any feasible alternative to registering proposed new uses for two 
pesticides as required by PRC Section 21001(g).  
 
Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2017) 2 Cal.5th 918: 
EIR did not describe a range of reasonable alternatives where it failed to include 
analysis of the Coastal Act’s environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) 
requirements, including consideration of which project areas might qualify as 
ESHA or potential impacts on ESHAs for a project in the coastal zone. 
 
Bay Area Citizens v. Association of Bay Area Governments (2016) 248 
Cal.App.4th 966: Court held that the “No Project” alternative appropriately 
captured the continuation of existing regional policy.  Court found that because 
the plaintiff’s proposed alternative double-counted statewide emissions mandates, 
it was not feasible in light of the emission reduction requirements of SB 375. 
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North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 647: EIR 
failed to analyze a control program as an alternative to eradication of light brown 
apple moth.  “Last-minute” adoption of a control program instead of eradication 
did not cure errors in alternatives analysis, which did not include analysis of the 
control program based on stated project objective to eradicate light brown apple 
moth. 
 
Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014) 228 
Cal.App.4th 314: Authority properly rejected alternatives proposed during public 
review process because substantial evidence showed proposed alternatives 
were substantially similar to alternatives considered in program EIR.  
  
California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 
Cal.App.4th 173: City’s findings that an alternative was environmentally inferior 
to proposed project were not supported by analysis in EIR, which rejected the 
alternative based on economic feasibility. 
 
Habitat and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 
Cal.App.4th 1277: EIR failed to discuss any feasible alternative, such as a 
“limited-water alternative,” which would “partially meet the project’s objectives,” 
and EIR lacked analysis supporting agencies’ conclusion that the alternative 
would not lessen or substantially avoid the significant impacts from the project. 
 
South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 316: When EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives, but  
Lead Agency’s staff suggests an additional alternative after release of the final 
EIR and Lead Agency chooses not to recirculate the EIR with the staff alternative, 
the agency is not required to make an express finding that the staff alternative is 
infeasible before it can approve the revised project. 
 
Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 
Cal.App.4th 184: Court upheld EIR’s analysis of alternatives, where infeasible 
alternatives were dismissed during scoping phase, finding challengers of EIR 
failed to identify any potentially feasible alternative that could satisfy the project 
objectives, and finding the EIR considered a “reasonable range” of alternatives 
given the circumstances presented, despite the fact that the only alternative 
considered in depth in the Draft EIR was the “No Project” alternative. 
 
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 
1059: EIR for update of City’s General Plan should have considered a “reduced 
development alternative.”  City’s argument that it was not required to consider a 
“reduced development alternative” because such an alternative did not meet 
each of the 12 project objectives is contrary to requirement in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(b) that a feasible alternative be considered even if it “would 
impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives.”  Further, City’s 
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argument that the “No Project” alternative was in essence a “reduced 
development alternative” was rejected since the “No Project” alternative achieved 
none of the basic project objectives, and the fundamental role of the alternatives 
analysis is to identify alternatives that achieve most of the project objectives 
while also reducing the project’s significant environmental effects. 
 
Jones v. Regents of the University of California (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818: 
EIR for long-range plan for the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory included 
a reasonable range of alternatives, including a “partial off-site alternative,” and 
did not need to consider a “full off-site alternative” where such alternative was 
properly rejected because it failed to achieve a fundamental project objective. 
 
California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 
947: EIR’s alternatives analysis satisfied CEQA’s informational mandates and 
City’s decisions concerning which alternatives to analyze were supported by 
evidence in the administrative record. The alternatives selected need not satisfy 
every key objective of the project, and ranking the relative importance of the 
various objectives of the project is a policy decision entrusted to the city council. 
When assessing feasibility in connection with the alternatives analysis in the EIR, 
the question is whether the alternative is potentially feasible.  When deciding on 
project approval, the question is whether the alternatives are actually feasible. 
Further, CEQA does not require an EIR to explore offsite project alternatives 
every case.  The requirement that an EIR describe alternatives to the proposed 
project applies only to the project as a whole, not to the various facets of the 
projects, such as grading and access road. 
 
Finally, the court held that City’s rejection of Environmentally Superior 
alternatives as infeasible based on policy considerations – here, the City’s 
interest in promoting transportation alternatives as well as access to its open 
space for persons with disabilities - was permissible under PRC Section 
21081(a)(3).   
 
In re: Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143: Finding Program EIS/R discussed a 
reasonable range of alternatives to expansion of water storage facilities by dam 
construction.  Failure to include a reduced exports alternative was not an abuse 
of discretion because CALFED properly applied the rule of reason when it 
decided to consider in the PEIS/R only alternatives that had the potential to both 
achieve ecosystem restoration goals and meet current and projected water 
export demands, and that would provide balanced progress in all four of the 
program areas. 
 
Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 
Cal.App.4th 1383: Agency properly rejected reduced-herd size alternative as 
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infeasible where substantial evidence demonstrated alternative was economically 
infeasible and would not achieve the basic objective of the project. 
 
San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San 
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656: Appellants contention that EIR needed 
to include analysis of economic feasibility of alternatives was found to be without 
merit because it is the public agency, not the EIR, that bears responsibility for 
making "findings" as to whether "[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other considerations . . . make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the [EIR]," or whether there are "specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project" that 
"outweigh the significant effects on the environment." 
 
Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 
52 Cal.App.4th 1383: Defining alternative for the purposes of CEQA as “a 
description of another activity of project that responds to the major environmental 
issues identified during the planning process.”  Finding that Lead Agency’s 
review of timber harvest plan (THP) pursuant to certified regulatory program is 
required to include analysis of alternatives, and inclusion of mitigation could not 
substitute for discussing project alternatives. 
 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112: Upholding Final EIR conclusion that potential 
cumulative impacts from toxic air emissions were too “speculative” for evaluation.  
Final EIR’s response to comment expanding on discussion of the possible 
environmental consequences of an alternative did not trigger recirculation 
because substantial evidence supported Lead Agency’s decision that there was 
no new adverse environmental effect or new feasible alternative that was not 
implemented by the project proponent. 
 
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 
Cal.App.4th 704:  EIR that did not examine additional “decreased density 
alternatives” satisfied the information goal of CEQA because the analysis of the 
additional alternatives would not have eliminated the significant visual impacts 
from the project.  Further, City did not violate CEQA in concluding that a 
decreased density alternative would be legally infeasible because it would be 
prohibited by Government Code Section 65589.5(j), which prohibits a local 
agency from requiring as a condition of approval that the project be developed at 
a lower density unless the project would have a specific, adverse impact upon 
the public health or safety that cannot be mitigated without lowering the density. 
 
Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West Hollywood (1992) 9 
Cal.App.4th 1745: Finding the extent to which alternatives must be considered in 
an EIR is governed by a rule of reason, the ultimate objective being whether a 
discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public 
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participation.  Because EIR stated that no other site was available for proposed 
senior citizen housing development, and gave reasons for this conclusion, Court 
held EIR was adequate.  The purpose of CEQA was not to generate paperwork, 
and EIR is not required to discuss infeasible alternatives. 
 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553: 
Finding EIR discussed a legally acceptable range of alternatives, that only 
reasonable alternatives need be examined in EIR, and that the administrative 
record substantially supported the conclusion that none of the additional sites 
represented a feasible project alternative or merited extended discussion in EIR.  
Although the alternatives were not barred from consideration simply because 
they were submitted by the citizens' group after the expiration of the comment 
period for EIR, the court held that the timing issue did justify the board's decision 
to address the alternative sites by means of administrative findings, rather than 
by commissioning yet another supplemental EIR.  
 
The court held that the board properly relied on a local coastal program for 
analysis and conclusions in determining the feasibility of additional sites, finding 
no abuse of discretion in Lead Agency’s finding of certain alternatives to be 
infeasible, based upon inconsistent land-use designations.  Lead Agency could 
properly consider the fact that an alternative site was outside of that Lead 
Agency’s jurisdiction and whether or not a site was owned by the project 
proponent, in making an assessment of feasibility. 
 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 
1167: Court held that the record failed to provide substantial evidence to support 
a finding that a scaled-down project alternative was economically infeasible.  The 
fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient 
to show that the alternative is financially infeasible.  What is required is evidence 
that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it 
impractical to proceed with the project.  
 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376: Under CEQA an EIR must include a 
meaningful discussion of both project alternatives and mitigation measures. The 
range of alternatives needing to be analyzed is subject to a rule of reason. Equal 
level of detail not required in the analysis of alternatives, but is not prohibited.  No 
purpose can be served by requiring EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to 
future environmental consequences.  
 
Finding discussion of alternatives inadequate, where it identified three types of 
alternatives (no project anywhere, alternative sites at the university's existing 
campus, and alternative sites off-campus) but provided only one and one-half 
pages of textual analysis.  The discussion of project alternatives must contain 
analysis sufficient to allow informed decision-making; conclusory comments in 
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support of environmental conclusions are generally insufficient.  Lead Agency’s 
responsibility to discuss alternatives was not dependent upon a showing by 
opponents of the relocation that feasible alternatives existed. 
 
City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401: Court held 
that City properly rejected project alternatives as infeasible, explaining that the 
Lead Agency may reasonably rely on various “economic, environmental, social, 
and technological” factors in evaluating the feasibility of project alternatives.  
“Feasibility” under CEQA encompasses “desirability” to the extent that desirability 
is based on a reasonable balancing of such factors.      
 
Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County 
of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893:  Court held that Lead Agency 
made adequate findings that project alternatives were infeasible given their 
increased construction costs under PRC Section 21081. 
 
Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 
Cal.App.3d 274: Discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and is 
subject to a construction of reasonableness.  It requires the production of 
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental effects are concerned.  Alternatives discussion should support 
Lead Agency’s “hard look” at environmental consequences in recognition of the 
factors described in CEQA.  
 
There is no need for an extended discussion of speculative alternatives.  Lead 
Agency need not devote itself to an extended discussion of the environmental 
impact of alternatives remote from reality such as those which are of speculative 
feasibility or could only be implemented after significant changes in governmental 
policy or legislation.  
 
County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185: EIR that 
lacks a genuine “No Project” alternative or alternatives tied to a reasonably 
conceived project fails to comply with CEQA’s demand for meaningful 
alternatives. 
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CEQA Portal Topic Paper 

Alternatives 

What Are Alternatives? 
 
Alternatives, in the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
are optional ways that the project proponent could achieve most of their 
objectives, while also reducing or eliminating the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21002; see 
also Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997)).   
 
Alternatives typically involve changes to the location, scope, design, extent, 
intensity, or method of construction or operation of the proposed project.  The 
Lead Agency is required to evaluate and compare the environmental impacts of 
alternatives to the proposed project in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
though not at the same level of detail as the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(d)).  
 

Why Are Project Alternatives Important? 
 
A fundamental mandate of CEQA is that “public agencies should not approve 
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of the project” (PRC Sections 21002, 21081).  Therefore, 
as part of the decision making process for projects involving the preparation of an 
EIR, governmental agencies are required under CEQA to consider alternatives to 
proposed actions affecting the environment (PRC Section 21001(g)).  
 
One of the purposes of an EIR is to identify alternatives to a proposed project 
and evaluate the comparative merits of feasible alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(d)).  By examining a range of alternatives, the Lead Agency can 
demonstrate that it has taken a “hard look” at the project objectives to select 
alternatives that allow for meaningful comparison (See Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979)). 
 
Courts have overturned many EIRs due to an improper or incomplete analysis of 
alternatives (See Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association 
of Governments (2017); North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015); 
Habitat and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013); Watsonville 
Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010).  
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An EIR can also be overturned if it analyzes a range of alternatives, but fails to 
identify a preferred alternative as the project. A broad range of alternatives 
without a stable project presents the public with a moving target and an obstacle 
to informed participation.  (See Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of 
Parks & Recreation (2017)). 

Is an Analysis of Alternatives Required in an IS/MND? 
 
No, the purpose of an alternative analysis is to look at ways to avoid or reduce 
the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project.  Negative 
Declarations (NDs) or Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) are only prepared 
for projects that are demonstrated not to have any significant environmental 
impacts, or where mitigation can be adopted to reduce all significant impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  Therefore, because projects supported by NDs or 
MNDs have been determined to have no significant environmental impacts, no 
analysis of alternatives is required in these documents. 
 
However, although it is not required, a Lead Agency’s consideration of 
alternatives in support of an ND is not prohibited.  An exploration and analysis of 
alternatives to: a project; a specific aspect of a project with the most potential to 
result in environmental impacts; or methods or technologies used in project 
construction or operations (e.g., handling of contaminated sediments) may be 
useful to minimize the environmental impacts of a proposed project, even where 
such impacts are already less than significant.  Such an exploration of 
alternatives to the proposed project may also be helpful to the Lead Agency in 
other ways, such as identifying alternative approaches, designs, or locations that 
would reduce environmental effects or are more efficient, effective, or cost 
effective. 
 

Is an Analysis of Alternatives Required in an EIR? 
 
Yes, an evaluation of alternatives is required in all EIRs.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a) states: 
 

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or 
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of 
the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are 
infeasible.” 
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What Alternatives are Required in an EIR? 
 
An EIR must always evaluate a “No Project” alternative (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(1)).  Evaluation of a No Project alternative compares impacts 
of the proposed project with impacts that would occur if the proposed project 
were not approved and implemented. Beyond evaluation of the No Project 
alternative, CEQA requires that a “reasonable range” of alternatives be evaluated 
in an EIR, but does not specify other alternatives that must be evaluated (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).    
 

How Do I Develop A Reasonable Range of Alternatives? 
 

What is a “Reasonable Range” of Alternatives? 
 
The EIR must always evaluate the No Project alternative as well as a 
“reasonable range” of feasible “build” alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)).  Apart from the analysis of the No Project alternative however, there 
is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the “reasonable range” of 
other alternatives to be discussed, other than the “rule of reason” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) & (f); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 
of Supervisors (1990); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988)).   
 
What constitutes a “reasonable range” of alternatives will vary with the facts of 
each project and should be guided only by the purpose of offering substantial 
environmental advantages over the project proposal which may be “feasibly 
accomplished in a successful manner” considering the economic, environmental, 
social and technological factors involved (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 
of Supervisors (1990) (citing PRC Sections 21002, 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15364)).  
 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. 
County of Siskiyou (2012)).  The alternatives considered may include alternative 
approaches, sites, or both (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).   
 
Consistent with this rule of reason, it is generally uncommon (though not strictly 
prohibited) for an EIR to evaluate only the No Project alternative.  In such a case, 
the Lead Agency has the relatively difficult legal burden of establishing that, 
given the circumstances at hand, no other feasible alternatives could satisfy the 
project objectives while resulting in fewer environmental impacts than the 
proposed project (See Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of 
Siskiyou (2012)). 
 
 How Do I Develop Alternatives? 
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Because alternatives must meet most (though not all) of the project objectives, 
one should begin with reviewing the project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c); In re: Bay-Delta etc. (2008)).  According to the CEQA Guidelines, “A 
clearly written statement of objectives will help the Lead Agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR . . . .” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124(b)); see also Project Objectives Topic Paper).   
 
Proper development and analysis of alternatives should also be tied closely to 
the known or likely significant environmental impacts of the proposed project, as 
the purpose of the alternatives is to reduce or eliminate these impacts. The 
project setting can also influence the choice of alternatives (e.g., infill vs. 
greenfield, site geotechnical constraints, slope, and presence of biological or 
cultural resources).  When developing the alternatives: 
 

• Identify the known or likely significant construction or operational impacts 
of the project; 

• Focus on finding alternatives that avoid or minimize those significant 
impacts; 

• Consider offsite locations, when possible;  

• Consider alternative site plans on the proposed site; 

• Consider reductions in project size or intensity of uses; 

• Consider alternative construction methods or materials; 

• Consider alternative project operations; and 

• Confirm whether each alternative meets most of the basic project 
objectives. 

 
How Do I Define The No Project Alternative? 

 
The No Project alternative represents conditions in the study area in the absence 
of approval of the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1)).  
The No Project Alternative must discuss current conditions as well as reasonably 
foreseeable future conditions expected to occur if the project were not approved 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). 
 
However, the analysis of the No Project alternative should not be confused with 
comparison of the proposed project to Existing Conditions (the baseline for 
determining the project’s environmental impacts) (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(1)).  The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project alternative 
is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed 
project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project (Id.).  The analysis 
of the No Project alternative, as with the analysis of other alternatives, is usually 
a comparative or qualitative assessment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(d)(e)). 
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The first step in the process is to establish the existing uses on the project site.  
The No Project alternative often represents conditions on the project site at the 
time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(2)).   
 
If the proposed project is not expected to be completed and operating for many 
years, the next step is to determine what reasonably foreseeable changes to the 
project site and environs are likely to occur unrelated to the proposed project.  
This may include projects that have been approved, but not yet completed, 
projects that have been proposed but have not yet been approved, and 
infrastructure projects planned to be completed within the timeframe established 
for the evaluation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C)).   
 
The analysis of the impacts of the No Project alternative can be accomplished in 
two general ways, depending on the nature of the proposed project: 
 

1. When the project involves the revision of an existing land use or regulatory 
plan, a policy, or ongoing operations, the No Project alternative will be 
defined as the continuation into the future of the existing plan, policy, or 
operation.  The existing plan, policy, or operations should be assumed to 
continue and to apply to other projects implemented during the timeframe 
of the analysis.  Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or 
alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur 
under the existing plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)). 

 
or, 
 

2. If the project is a specific development project on identifiable property, the 
No Project alternative should be defined as the conditions that would 
occur if the proposed project were not implemented.  The discussion 
should compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its 
existing state against the environmental effects that would occur if the 
project were approved and implemented.  If disapproval of the project 
under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as 
the proposal of some other project, the consequences of these actions 
should be discussed as part of the environmental effects of the No Project 
alternative.  In some circumstances, the failure to proceed with the 
proposed project would not result in the preservation of existing 
environmental conditions, but perhaps in another project being 
implemented; the analysis in that case should identify the practical result 
of the project’s non-approval based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services.  However, the Lead 
Agency is not required to speculate, or create and analyze a set of 
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artificial assumptions about what would occur in the future, if it cannot 
reasonably be known (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B)). 

 
After defining the No Project alternative using one of these approaches, the Lead 
Agency should proceed to analyze the impacts of the No Project alternative by 
projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future 
if the project were not approved.  This can often be done based on projections in 
the Lead Agency’s local planning documents (e.g., a General Plan or applicable 
Specific Plan, and/or the CEQA documents prepared for those documents) 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C)). 
 

Do I Need to Consider Offsite Alternatives? 
 

Offsite alternatives should be considered.  Zoning, environmental conditions, and 
availability are significant factors in evaluating an offsite alternative.  To be 
analyzed in the EIR, the offsite alternative must be “feasible”, and it must be 
possible for the project proponent to acquire the property.  The proposed uses on 
the property should either be consistent with the applicable general plan 
designation for the property, or it should be reasonable to expect that a general 
plan amendment would be successful.  There may be situations, however, where 
an offsite alternative is not feasible, for example, because the primary objective 
of the project is a modification of an existing facility.  (California Native Plant 
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009). 
 
 Do I Need to Consider Speculative Alternatives? 
 
An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably 
evaluated because insufficient detail regarding the alternative is available, and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15126.6(f)(3), 15145; see also Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1993)).   
 
 Do I Need to Consider Alternatives Recommended by Others? 
 
A Lead Agency should consider alternatives brought to its attention during the 
public scoping process (in a draft EIR), or during the public review period (in a 
final EIR), provided that the alternatives meet the above criteria (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)).  While not required, alternatives brought to the 
lead agency’s attention after the public review period of an EIR may also be 
considered (PRC Section 21091(d)(1) & (2); CEQA Guidelines Section 
15162(a)(3)(C); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(1990)).  In such circumstances, the lead agency may address the alternative by 
means of administrative findings (see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990)). 
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However, Lead Agencies need not respond to late comments suggesting new 
alternatives (PRC Section 21091(d)(1); CEQA Guidelines Section 
15207).  Indeed, a Lead Agency may properly reject alternatives raised after the 
close of the public comment period; in such instances, the Lead Agency is not 
required to provide reasons for rejecting those alternatives (see South County 
Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013)).   
 
 Are All Changes To A Project Considered Alternatives? 
 
No, not all changes made to a project should be considered as separate 
alternatives.  For example, minor changes in methods used (or rejected) in 
carrying out the project are typically not considered alternatives to the project 
(Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014)).  However, a 
number or group of such minor changes taken together, especially if they result 
in changes to the types or intensity of environmental impacts, may be considered 
an alternative.   
 
 May A Lead Agency Include Alternatives that Do Not Result in 

Reduced Environmental Impacts? 
 
Yes.  While the analysis of an alternative that does not result in the reduction or 
elimination of an environmental impact of the proposed project is allowable, it is 
not a substitute for the consideration of other alternatives that reduce or eliminate 
the project’s impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); Cleveland National 
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017)). 
 

What Must Be Included in an Analysis of Alternatives in an EIR? 
 
Under CEQA, alternatives do not need to be described or analyzed at the same 
level of detail as the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).  
However, they need to be described in enough detail to allow a comparative 
analysis of the alternatives against the proposed project (see Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979).  That is, it must be in sufficient 
detail for the Lead Agency to differentiate the impacts between the alternatives 
and to select the Environmentally Preferred Alternative (see Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988)).  
 
The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 
discussed.  The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by 
the lead agency during the scoping process, but rejected as infeasible, and 
briefly explain the reasons why these alternatives were rejected (see Alternatives 
Considered but Rejected below for more detail).  For an alternative suggested 
during the public comment period on the draft EIR, the final EIR should either 
analyze the suggested alternative at the appropriate level of detail, or explain that 
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the suggested alternative was considered but rejected from further analysis.  
Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may be included in 
the administrative record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).  
  
The EIR may include a summary comparison table that lists each environmental 
resource analyzed, the relative environmental impacts of each alternative with 
respect to each resource, and how they compare to the impacts of the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).  The following are useful ways to 
compare alternatives: 
 

• Describe if impacts are greater, lesser, similar to the proposed project and 
other alternatives; 

• Summarize the overall environmental impacts of each alternative; 

• Discuss the extent to which each alternative attains project objectives; 

• Discuss any concerns with the feasibility of each alternative; and 

• Most importantly, support any conclusions with evidence and include such 
evidence in the administrative record. 

 
The following is an abbreviated example of a summary table. 
 

Topic Project No Project Alt 1 Alt 2 

Air Quality  S LTS SUI SUI 

Noise  LTS LTS LTSM LTS 

Biology  LTSM LTS LTSM LTS 

Geology  LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM 

S=Significant Impact; SUI=Significant Unmitigated Impact; LTS=Less Than 
Significant Impact; LTSM=Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

 
 
Alternatives Considered but Rejected. 

 
An analysis of alternatives in an EIR should include a list of alternatives 
considered but rejected, and include an explanation of why alternatives were 
rejected.  (If this discussion is not included in an EIR, it must exist elsewhere in 
the administrative record).  The Lead Agency may, as part of the scoping 
process, make an initial determination as to which alternatives are potentially 
feasible and merit in-depth consideration, and which do not.  (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c)). 
 
As noted above, remote or speculative alternatives need not be considered and 
may be rejected from further evaluation.  
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What Factors May be Considered in Determining the Feasibility of 
Alternatives? 

 
As statutorily defined, “‘Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (PRC Section 
21061.1; see also CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364 [same definition but with 
addition of “legal” factors].)  “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ 
to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v. 
City of San Diego (1982); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association. v. City of 
Oakland (1993)). 
 
The issue of whether an alternative is feasible arises at two different points in the 
CEQA process: first, in the assessment of alternatives in the EIR; and second, 
during the Lead Agency’s consideration of whether to approve the project.  The 
standard for determining whether an alternative should be analyzed in an EIR is 
whether the alternative is potentially feasible.  Subsequently, the Lead Agency 
must determine whether the alternatives included in the EIR are actually feasible, 
based on the analysis in the EIR as well as factors external to the environmental 
analysis, e.g., social or economic concerns (see California Native Plant Society v. 
City of Santa Cruz (2009)).   
 
While there is no bright line between these two assessments, generally the EIR 
should refrain from reaching conclusions regarding actual feasibility and should 
focus the analysis on whether an alternative is potentially feasible, and then 
undertake the comparison of the environmental effects of the project and 
alternatives.   
 
Screening criteria may be developed to determine the feasibility of potential 
alternatives.  Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing 
the feasibility of alternatives are: 
 

• Site suitability for the proposed use(s); 

• Economic viability; 

• Availability of infrastructure to serve the site; 

• General plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations; 

• Jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact 
should consider the regional context); and  
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• Whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have 
access to an alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 
proponent) 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1990); Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West 
Hollywood (1992). 
 
By applying the criteria to each potential alternative, infeasible alternatives can 
be screened out, and a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most 
of the project objectives and substantially avoid or lessen the proposed project’s 
significant environmental effects will result (see In re: Bay-Delta Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008)). 
 
Under CEQA, an alternative may be eliminated for any of the following reasons:  
 

• The alternative fails to meet most of the basic project objectives;  
• The alternative is infeasible;  
• The alternative does not avoid significant environmental impacts; or  
• Implementation of the alternative is remote and speculative and the effects 

cannot be reasonably ascertained.  
 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).  
 
Alternatives may not be rejected merely because they are beyond an agency’s 
authority, would require new legislation, or would be too expensive (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)).   
 
When economics is used as a factor to support a finding of infeasibility, the fact 
that an alternative may be more expensive than the project does not necessarily 
make it infeasible (see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988); 
Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003)).  The Lead 
Agency must support the finding with specific data that shows the additional cost 
or lost profits are great enough to make it impractical to proceed with the project 
(see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988)); Foundation for 
San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco 
(1980); San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 
San Francisco (2002)). 
 

Identification of Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
 
CEQA requires that EIRs identify the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and 
discuss the facts that support that selection. (See PRC Section 21081.5; CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15091, 15126.6(e)(2)).  The Lead Agency is not, however, 
obligated to select the Environmentally Superior Alternative for implementation if 
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it would not accomplish the basic project objectives and/or is infeasible (see 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), (c) & (f)). 
 
Selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative may be difficult, especially 
when the differences between the impacts of the alternatives involve trade-offs 
between types of impacts (e.g., between impacts on traffic and impacts on 
cultural resources, or between impacts on one species or habitat and impacts on 
other species or habitats).  As with other aspects of CEQA, an explanation of the 
decision is often more important than the decision itself; as long as the 
explanation in an EIR is supported with substantial evidence in the administrative 
record, decisions by Lead Agencies are afforded deference by reviewing courts 
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15151, 15384).  
 
In many cases, the No Project alternative would have the fewest or least intense 
impacts.  However, the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that 
“If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR 
shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives”.  
 
Should the Lead Agency change its determine of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative after circulation of the draft EIR but before the EIR’s certification by 
the Lead Agency, and that newly identified Environmentally Superior Alternative 
is not adopted as the proposed project, revisions to the draft EIR and 
recirculation of same are likely required (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5(a)(3); South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada 
(2013)).  Arguably, recirculation is warranted even if the project proponent 
accepts the newly identified Environmentally Superior Alternative, in order to 
afford effective public comment on the Lead Agency’s determinations (PRC 
Section 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)(4); see also Vineyard 
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)). 
 
If the Lead Agency’s determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
changes after certification of the EIR, but before approval of the project, the 
proposed project likely requires CEQA to be re-opened and a subsequent or 
supplemental EIR to be prepared (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(a)(3)(C), 
15163(a)(1)).  Any subsequent EIR shall again be subject to the same public 
notice and review provisions (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(d), 15072)). 
However, “[o]nce a project has been approved, the Lead Agency’s role in the 
project approval is completed, unless further discretionary approval on that 
project is required” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(c)).  Therefore, if the Lead 
Agency’s determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative changes after 
the approval of the project, no additional CEQA review is required unless the 
project is subject to additional discretionary approvals (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15162(c)).  In this case, the Lead Agency with jurisdiction over the next 
discretionary approval shall conduct any additional CEQA review required. 
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Analysis of Alternatives Under NEPA  
 
While Lead Agencies under CEQA are not required to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of alternatives to the same level of detail as the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)), the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”) requires a “co-equal” analysis of the alternatives (see 40 
Code of Federal Regulations (“C.F.R.”) Section 1502.14(b)).  Stated differently, 
under NEPA, the analysis of the impacts of alternatives must be at the same 
level of detail as the analysis of impacts of the proposed action (NEPA’s term for 
the proposed project). 
 
This usually means that each alternative must be defined at a comparable level 
of detail.  Section 1502.14 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Guidelines states that in the “Alternatives” section of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), agencies shall “[d]evote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers 
may evaluate their comparative merits.”  
 
Whereas an analysis of alternatives is not required in an Initial Study under 
CEQA, an alternatives analysis is required in initial Environmental Assessments 
(EAs) .  However, alternatives analyses in EAs are typically less rigorous than 
those contained in EISs (Federal Highway Administration Alternatives Analysis 
White Paper).  
 
CEQ and the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) have 
jointly prepared the February 2014 guidance document NEPA and CEQA: 
Integrating Federal and State Environmental Reviews (CEQA/NEPA Handbook).  
The handbook provides practitioners with an overview of NEPA and CEQA as 
well as suggestions for developing a single environmental review process that 
can meet the requirements of both statutes.  
 
Table 1 summarizes the requirements for the analysis of alternatives under each 
type of environmental document under both CEQA and NEPA. 
 
Table 1 – Alternatives Required In Each Type of Environmental Document  
 

Document Type  Alternatives Required  
CEQA  
Categorical 
Exemption  

None  

Initial Study  None 

Environmental 
Impact Report  

Reasonable range of alternatives, including those achieve 
would attain most of the basic project objectives while avoiding 
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or reducing the environmental effects of the project. No-build 
must be considered. Comparative analysis. Analysis at same 
level of detail as proposed project not required. 

NEPA  
Categorical 
Exclusion  

None  

Environmental 
Assessment  

One build alternative is allowable, but for a complex or 
controversial project, more than one alternative is advised. No- 
Action alternative must be considered.  

Environmental 
Impact 
Statement  

All reasonable alternatives including No-Action Alternative. 
Each alternative must be considered and discussed at an 
equal level of detail.  

 
 

Alternatives in Joint CEQA/NEPA Documents 
 
The typical rule when preparing a joint CEQA/NEPA document is that when there 
is a difference between the requirements of the two laws, the Lead Agencies 
should prepare the document using the more stringent requirements (see 
CEQA/NEPA Handbook at 2, 20, 48).  Because NEPA requires a more detailed 
alternatives analysis, joint EIR/EIS documents should be developed in a manner 
which satisfies NEPA requirements (40 C.F.R. Section 1502.14(b)).  
 
Areas of Controversy Regarding Alternatives 
 
Legal standards concerning alternatives analysis is one of the more settled areas 
of CEQA law.  The two key issues in most CEQA decisions considering the 
adequacy of an EIR’s analysis of alternatives are whether the EIR included a 
“reasonable range” of alternatives, including for example an alternative project 
site, and whether the level of detail of the alternatives analysis is sufficient.  
There is not “bright-line” rule for either of these issues, and the results tend to be 
fact-driven.  It is critically important to not short-change the alternatives analysis 
in the EIR, however, either in terms of the number of alternative considered or 
the depth of analysis.  The ultimate determination whether an alternative is 
actually feasible should be made by the decision-making body as part of its 
findings rather than in the EIR itself, which should present the information 
regarding alternatives in a clear and impartial way.    

  
Alternatives in the CEQA Statute  
 
Alternatives are described in many, sections of CEQA (PRC Sections 21000 et. 
seq.), including, but not limited to the following:  
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• § 21001(g) - Requires governmental agencies to consider alternatives to 
proposed actions affecting the environment. 
 

• § 21002 - Public agencies should not approve projects, as proposed, if 
there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts.  Further states 
that projects that have significant impacts on the environment may be 
approved if alternatives are found to be infeasible. 

 

• § 21002.1(a) - The purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects 
on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and 
to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated 
or avoided 
 

• § 21002.1(e) - EIRs shall focus on the project’s potentially significant 
effects on the environment. 
 

• § 21003.1(a) - Public comments on environmental documents should be 
made as soon as possible to assist the Lead Agency in identifying 
potential significant effects of a project, alternatives, and mitigation 
measures which would substantially reduce the effects. 
 

• § 21061 - The purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 
proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which 
the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate 
alternatives to such a project. 
 

• § 21080.1(b) - The Lead Agency shall, upon the request of a potential 
applicant, provide for consultation prior to the filing of the application 
regarding the range of actions, potential alternatives, mitigation measures, 
and any potential and significant effects on the environment of the project. 
 

• § 21080.5(d)(2)(A) - Requires that an activity not be approved or adopted 
pursuant to a certified regulatory program if there are feasible alternatives 
or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen environmental 
effects. 
 

• § 21080.5(d)(3) - Requires environmental documents prepared pursuant 
to a certified regulatory program to include a description of alternatives to 
the proposed activity. 
 

• § 21081 – In making findings regarding an EIR where more or more 
significant environmental impacts were identified, the Lead Agency may 
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include information as to why alternatives to the project are infeasible. 
 

• § 21081.5 - In making findings regarding an EIR, including where 
alternatives are determined to be feasible, the Lead Agency must base its 
conclusions on substantial evidence in the record. 
 

• § 21083.8.1 - Pertains to EIRs for military base reuse plans, including 
subsections regarding the analysis of alternatives. 
 

• § 21091(d)(1) – The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received on 
a CEQA document if those comments are received during the public 
review period. 
 

• § 21094 - Pertains to tiered EIRs and initial studies, including the analysis 
of alternatives in these documents. 
 

• § 21100(b)(4) - Requires that EIRs contain an analysis of alternatives to 
the proposed project. 
 

• § 21104(a) - Requires State Lead Agencies to provide for early 
consultation while preparing an EIR to, among other things, identify 
alternatives to the proposed project. 
 

• § 21153 - Requires local Lead Agencies to consult with responsible and 
trustee agencies prior to completing and EIR to, among other things, 
identify alternatives to the proposed project. 
 

• § 21154 - When local agencies prepare an EIR for a project required 
pursuant to an order from a state agency, the alternatives to be analyzed 
in the EIR shall not include those that are in conflict with the order. 

 
 
 
Alternatives in the CEQA Guidelines  
 
Alternatives are described in many, sections of the CEQA Guidelines, including, 
but not limited to the following: 
 

• § 15002(a)(3) - Provides that one of the basic purposes of CEQA is the 
prevention or avoidance of avoidable significant damage to the 
environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures. 
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• § 15002(f) - Defines the EIR as the document by which a governmental 
agency analyzes the effects of a proposed project and identifies 
alternatives to the proposed project. 
 

• § 15002(h)(4) - Identifies the selection of an alternative as a means of 
protecting the environment. 
 

• § 15004(b) - Prohibits the Lead Agency from taking actions that would, 
among other things, limit the choice of alternatives, prior to completing 
CEQA compliance. 
 

• § 15021 - Prohibits a Lead Agency from approving a project when a 
feasible alternative or mitigation measures exist that would lessen 
significant environmental effects. 
 

• § 15041(c) – For projects that include housing development, a Lead or 
Responsible Agency shall not mitigate for significant environmental effects 
by reducing the number of units, unless no feasible alternatives exists that 
would provide comparable reductions in effects. 
 

• § 15060.5 – The Lead Agency shall consult with the project sponsor prior 
to the filing of a formal application to, among other things, identify potential 
alternatives. 
 

• § 15065(c)(2) - When making findings regarding an EIR, where significant 
environmental effects remain after the adoption of mitigation measures, 
the Lead Agency must make detailed findings, based on substantial 
evidence, regarding the feasibility of alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen the effects. 

 

• § 15082(b)(1)(A) - In preparing responses to a Notice of Preparation for an 
EIR, Responsible and Trustee Agencies and OPR shall provide the Lead 
Agency with information, including reasonable alternatives that should be 
analyzed in the EIR. 
 

• § 15083(a) - Suggests that scoping prior to preparation of an EIR can 
assist Lead Agencies in identifying alternatives. 
 

• § 15088.5(a) - Defines the presence of new information that may require 
recirculation of an EIR prior to certification, to include the identification of a 
new feasible alternative. 
 

• § 15091(a)(3) - In making findings regarding an EIR where one or more 
significant environmental impacts were identified, the Lead Agency may 
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include information as to why alternatives to the project are infeasible. 
 

• § 15091(c) - Where it shares jurisdiction with another agency for an 
alternative, the Lead Agency shall provide the specific reasons for 
rejecting mitigation measures or alternatives in their findings.  
 

• § 15096(d) - Comments of Responsible Agencies on EIRs should focus 
their comments on, among other things, alternatives that the EIRs should 
include.  
 

• § 15096(g) - Responsible Agencies shall not approve a project if they find 
that a feasible alternative is available that would avoid or substantially 
lessen a significant environmental effect. 
 

• § 15124(b) - Defines the relationship between alternatives and the project 
objectives. 
 

• § 15126.6 - Defines the general requirements of CEQA with regard to the 
analysis of alternatives. 
 

• §15126.6(f)(2) - Alternatives may not be rejected merely because they are 
beyond an agency’s authority, would require new legislation, or would be 
too expensive. 
 

• § 15145 - If the Lead Agency determines that an impact is too speculative, 
it should indicate this and need not analyze that impact further. 
 

• § 15151 - In evaluating the adequacy of an EIR, the courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort 
at full disclosure.  
 

• § 15162(a)(3)(C) - Subsequent CEQA documentation may be required if, 
after an EIR has been certified or an ND adopted for a project, alternatives 
previously found to be infeasible, are subsequently found to be feasible. 
 

• § 15163(a)(1) – The Lead Agency or Responsible Agency may choose to 
prepare a supplemental EIR if any of the conditions described in Section 
15162 would require the preparation of a subsequent EIR. 
 

• § 15207 – The Lead Agency need not respond to late comments 
(including suggested alternatives), but may do so.   
 

• § 15364 - Defines the term “feasible” within CEQA. 
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• § 15384 - Defines the term “substantial evidence” within CEQA. 
 

Important Cases  
 
The following are important published cases involving issues related to 
alternatives: 
 
Los Angeles Conservancy v. City of West Hollywood (2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 
1031: Court held that EIR’s analysis of the conservation alternative was detailed 
enough to permit informed decision making and public participation.  Court found 
that City was not required to prepare a “conceptual design” for the alternative. 
Finally, Court stated that “[a]n agency’s finding of infeasibility . . . is ‘entitled to 
great deference’ and ‘presumed correct’” in determining whether Lead Agency’s 
findings that an alternative is infeasible is supported by substantial evidence.  
 
Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of 
Governments (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413: EIR that included analysis of project 
alternatives focused primarily on congestion relief was inadequate because it 
failed to analyze an alternative that could significantly reduce total vehicle miles.   
 
Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks & Recreation (2017) 
17 Cal.App.5th 277: Court found that the presentation of five very different 
alternative projects in the EIR without a stable project description was an 
obstacle to informed public participation, noting that a broad range of possible 
projects presents the public with a moving target and requires a commenter to 
offer input on a wide range of alternatives. 
 
Pesticide Action Network America v. Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(2017) 15 Cal.App.5th 478: Court held that Department “glaringly” failed to 
address any feasible alternative to registering proposed new uses for two 
pesticides as required by PRC Section 21001(g).  
 
Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2017) 2 Cal.5th 918: 
EIR did not describe a range of reasonable alternatives where it failed to include 
analysis of the Coastal Act’s environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) 
requirements, including consideration of which project areas might qualify as 
ESHA or potential impacts on ESHAs for a project in the coastal zone. 
 
Bay Area Citizens v. Association of Bay Area Governments (2016) 248 
Cal.App.4th 966: Court held that the “No Project” alternative appropriately 
captured the continuation of existing regional policy.  Court found that because 
the plaintiff’s proposed alternative double-counted statewide emissions mandates, 
it was not feasible in light of the emission reduction requirements of SB 375. 
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North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 647: EIR 
failed to analyze a control program as an alternative to eradication of light brown 
apple moth.  “Last-minute” adoption of a control program instead of eradication 
did not cure errors in alternatives analysis, which did not include analysis of the 
control program based on stated project objective to eradicate light brown apple 
moth. 
 
Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014) 228 
Cal.App.4th 314: Authority properly rejected alternatives proposed during public 
review process because substantial evidence showed proposed alternatives 
were substantially similar to alternatives considered in program EIR.  
  
California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 
Cal.App.4th 173: City’s findings that an alternative was environmentally inferior 
to proposed project were not supported by analysis in EIR, which rejected the 
alternative based on economic feasibility. 
 
Habitat and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 
Cal.App.4th 1277: EIR failed to discuss any feasible alternative, such as a 
“limited-water alternative,” which would “partially meet the project’s objectives,” 
and EIR lacked analysis supporting agencies’ conclusion that the alternative 
would not lessen or substantially avoid the significant impacts from the project. 
 
South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 316: When EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives, but  
Lead Agency’s staff suggests an additional alternative after release of the final 
EIR and Lead Agency chooses not to recirculate the EIR with the staff alternative, 
the agency is not required to make an express finding that the staff alternative is 
infeasible before it can approve the revised project. 
 
Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 
Cal.App.4th 184: Court upheld EIR’s analysis of alternatives, where infeasible 
alternatives were dismissed during scoping phase, finding challengers of EIR 
failed to identify any potentially feasible alternative that could satisfy the project 
objectives, and finding the EIR considered a “reasonable range” of alternatives 
given the circumstances presented, despite the fact that the only alternative 
considered in depth in the Draft EIR was the “No Project” alternative. 
 
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 
1059: EIR for update of City’s General Plan should have considered a “reduced 
development alternative.”  City’s argument that it was not required to consider a 
“reduced development alternative” because such an alternative did not meet 
each of the 12 project objectives is contrary to requirement in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(b) that a feasible alternative be considered even if it “would 
impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives.”  Further, City’s 
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argument that the “No Project” alternative was in essence a “reduced 
development alternative” was rejected since the “No Project” alternative achieved 
none of the basic project objectives, and the fundamental role of the alternatives 
analysis is to identify alternatives that achieve most of the project objectives 
while also reducing the project’s significant environmental effects. 
 
Jones v. Regents of the University of California (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818: 
EIR for long-range plan for the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory included 
a reasonable range of alternatives, including a “partial off-site alternative,” and 
did not need to consider a “full off-site alternative” where such alternative was 
properly rejected because it failed to achieve a fundamental project objective. 
 
California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 
947: EIR’s alternatives analysis satisfied CEQA’s informational mandates and 
City’s decisions concerning which alternatives to analyze were supported by 
evidence in the administrative record. The alternatives selected need not satisfy 
every key objective of the project, and ranking the relative importance of the 
various objectives of the project is a policy decision entrusted to the city council. 
When assessing feasibility in connection with the alternatives analysis in the EIR, 
the question is whether the alternative is potentially feasible.  When deciding on 
project approval, the question is whether the alternatives are actually feasible. 
Further, CEQA does not require an EIR to explore offsite project alternatives 
every case.  The requirement that an EIR describe alternatives to the proposed 
project applies only to the project as a whole, not to the various facets of the 
projects, such as grading and access road. 
 
Finally, the court held that City’s rejection of Environmentally Superior 
alternatives as infeasible based on policy considerations – here, the City’s 
interest in promoting transportation alternatives as well as access to its open 
space for persons with disabilities - was permissible under PRC Section 
21081(a)(3).   
 
In re: Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143: Finding Program EIS/R discussed a 
reasonable range of alternatives to expansion of water storage facilities by dam 
construction.  Failure to include a reduced exports alternative was not an abuse 
of discretion because CALFED properly applied the rule of reason when it 
decided to consider in the PEIS/R only alternatives that had the potential to both 
achieve ecosystem restoration goals and meet current and projected water 
export demands, and that would provide balanced progress in all four of the 
program areas. 
 
Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 
Cal.App.4th 1383: Agency properly rejected reduced-herd size alternative as 
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infeasible where substantial evidence demonstrated alternative was economically 
infeasible and would not achieve the basic objective of the project. 
 
San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San 
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656: Appellants contention that EIR needed 
to include analysis of economic feasibility of alternatives was found to be without 
merit because it is the public agency, not the EIR, that bears responsibility for 
making "findings" as to whether "[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other considerations . . . make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the [EIR]," or whether there are "specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project" that 
"outweigh the significant effects on the environment." 
 
Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 
52 Cal.App.4th 1383: Defining alternative for the purposes of CEQA as “a 
description of another activity of project that responds to the major environmental 
issues identified during the planning process.”  Finding that Lead Agency’s 
review of timber harvest plan (THP) pursuant to certified regulatory program is 
required to include analysis of alternatives, and inclusion of mitigation could not 
substitute for discussing project alternatives. 
 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112: Upholding Final EIR conclusion that potential 
cumulative impacts from toxic air emissions were too “speculative” for evaluation.  
Final EIR’s response to comment expanding on discussion of the possible 
environmental consequences of an alternative did not trigger recirculation 
because substantial evidence supported Lead Agency’s decision that there was 
no new adverse environmental effect or new feasible alternative that was not 
implemented by the project proponent. 
 
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 
Cal.App.4th 704:  EIR that did not examine additional “decreased density 
alternatives” satisfied the information goal of CEQA because the analysis of the 
additional alternatives would not have eliminated the significant visual impacts 
from the project.  Further, City did not violate CEQA in concluding that a 
decreased density alternative would be legally infeasible because it would be 
prohibited by Government Code Section 65589.5(j), which prohibits a local 
agency from requiring as a condition of approval that the project be developed at 
a lower density unless the project would have a specific, adverse impact upon 
the public health or safety that cannot be mitigated without lowering the density. 
 
Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West Hollywood (1992) 9 
Cal.App.4th 1745: Finding the extent to which alternatives must be considered in 
an EIR is governed by a rule of reason, the ultimate objective being whether a 
discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public 
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participation.  Because EIR stated that no other site was available for proposed 
senior citizen housing development, and gave reasons for this conclusion, Court 
held EIR was adequate.  The purpose of CEQA was not to generate paperwork, 
and EIR is not required to discuss infeasible alternatives. 
 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553: 
Finding EIR discussed a legally acceptable range of alternatives, that only 
reasonable alternatives need be examined in EIR, and that the administrative 
record substantially supported the conclusion that none of the additional sites 
represented a feasible project alternative or merited extended discussion in EIR.  
Although the alternatives were not barred from consideration simply because 
they were submitted by the citizens' group after the expiration of the comment 
period for EIR, the court held that the timing issue did justify the board's decision 
to address the alternative sites by means of administrative findings, rather than 
by commissioning yet another supplemental EIR.  
 
The court held that the board properly relied on a local coastal program for 
analysis and conclusions in determining the feasibility of additional sites, finding 
no abuse of discretion in Lead Agency’s finding of certain alternatives to be 
infeasible, based upon inconsistent land-use designations.  Lead Agency could 
properly consider the fact that an alternative site was outside of that Lead 
Agency’s jurisdiction and whether or not a site was owned by the project 
proponent, in making an assessment of feasibility. 
 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 
1167: Court held that the record failed to provide substantial evidence to support 
a finding that a scaled-down project alternative was economically infeasible.  The 
fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient 
to show that the alternative is financially infeasible.  What is required is evidence 
that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it 
impractical to proceed with the project.  
 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376: Under CEQA an EIR must include a 
meaningful discussion of both project alternatives and mitigation measures. The 
range of alternatives needing to be analyzed is subject to a rule of reason. Equal 
level of detail not required in the analysis of alternatives, but is not prohibited.  No 
purpose can be served by requiring EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to 
future environmental consequences.  
 
Finding discussion of alternatives inadequate, where it identified three types of 
alternatives (no project anywhere, alternative sites at the university's existing 
campus, and alternative sites off-campus) but provided only one and one-half 
pages of textual analysis.  The discussion of project alternatives must contain 
analysis sufficient to allow informed decision-making; conclusory comments in 
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support of environmental conclusions are generally insufficient.  Lead Agency’s 
responsibility to discuss alternatives was not dependent upon a showing by 
opponents of the relocation that feasible alternatives existed. 
 
City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401: Court held 
that City properly rejected project alternatives as infeasible, explaining that the 
Lead Agency may reasonably rely on various “economic, environmental, social, 
and technological” factors in evaluating the feasibility of project alternatives.  
“Feasibility” under CEQA encompasses “desirability” to the extent that desirability 
is based on a reasonable balancing of such factors.      
 
Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County 
of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893:  Court held that Lead Agency 
made adequate findings that project alternatives were infeasible given their 
increased construction costs under PRC Section 21081. 
 
Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 
Cal.App.3d 274: Discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and is 
subject to a construction of reasonableness.  It requires the production of 
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental effects are concerned.  Alternatives discussion should support 
Lead Agency’s “hard look” at environmental consequences in recognition of the 
factors described in CEQA.  
 
There is no need for an extended discussion of speculative alternatives.  Lead 
Agency need not devote itself to an extended discussion of the environmental 
impact of alternatives remote from reality such as those which are of speculative 
feasibility or could only be implemented after significant changes in governmental 
policy or legislation.  
 
County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185: EIR that 
lacks a genuine “No Project” alternative or alternatives tied to a reasonably 
conceived project fails to comply with CEQA’s demand for meaningful 
alternatives. 
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JOHN STUMP 
 

 
 

 
February 12, 2024 
 
Nancy Graham, Program Manager and Carrie Purcell, Deputy Director City of San Diego 
Engineering & Capital Projects Department, 525 B St., MS 908A, San Diego, CA 92101. 
CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov. 

 
RE: SUPPLEMENTAL Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018  
 
"Two sides to every story” Joe Walsh https://youtu.be/3M-jMFZLOm4?si=2BRpXnYLrXN-3Nwu  

 
Dear Ms. Graham and City of San Diego Environmental Review Department, 
 

Thank you for today’s email acknowledging receipt of my February 11, 2024 
comments on Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018. 

 
Joe Walsh’s classic song "Two sides to every story” is presented as an example 

of a position, you as a professional CEQA /NEPA analyst is not in.  The CEQA/NEPA 
process is not designed as a platform to advocate for a project or prove that one side is 
right and the other wrong.  That is not the purpose or approach to be used in CEQA.  

 
Thie subject of ALTERNATIVES was not considered in the prior attempt a a 

project Negative Declaration and this approach led to community controversy, project 
delay, and significant increases in cost. 

 
The role of the professional is different than that of a Fire Department Developer 

or a Community leader resident.  The professional is held to an objective unbiased 
standard, and she must avoid even the appearance of bias. I believe that you and your 
colleagues are such professionals.   

 
Community concerns have been raised because of the past decision to place a 

fire station in a sensitive location, without initial community consultation, from the very 
residents that are going to be served by expansion of needed public safety services in a 
large service area.  The Community has a historic feeling of racial inequity and 
disempowerment by outsiders who do things to them rather than with them. 

 

 

 
 

mailto:CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov
https://youtu.be/3M-jMFZLOm4?si=2BRpXnYLrXN-3Nwu
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I. What are “ALTERNATIVES” 
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The entire article copied and quoted above is attached for the benefit of the public 

and incorporated into my comments on this proposed project by reference.  
 
Two print media articles: “Cost of Fire station help opponents" and Opposition 

growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City Heights" were included 
in my preliminary comments, of January 24, 2024. These articles layout and present 
specific CEQA concerns that must be addressed in the new scoping studies.  The picture 
of the proposed designed to fit new fire station illustrated why this new fire station was likely 
to be the most expensive in San Diego’s history!  The architect’s illustration of the proposed 
specialized fire station, built to fit the sloped and environmentally sensitive location, has been 

described as a Billionaire’s Chollas Rural Retreat or a Trump Towers Fire Station. 

 

 
 
. A normal City of San Diego fire station, recently built for the Northern Fairmount area 

looks like this:  

 
See Fire Station 17 | City of San Diego Official Website 

https://www.sandiego.gov/fire/about/firestations/sta17
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The above picture of the rapidly and economically built Fire Station 17 for the 
Northern Fairmount Area illustrates how and why a site that would qualify for a minimum 
CEQA Negative Declaration should be considered for the proposed Southern Fairmont Area 
Fire Station.  My January 28, 2024, letter asked for completion of a cost comparison excel 
spread sheet as part of the alternative’s comparison section of the Scoping for this project. 

 
ROW FIRE STATION COST COMPARISONS South AREA Station E/A North AREA Station E/A DELTA    %  

1 Initial Proposal Development             

2               

3 Detailed Proposal for Costing             

4               

5 CEQA Scoping and Report             

6               

7 CEQA Negative Determination             

8               

9 Land Acquisition, Commissions, & costs             

10               

11 Site Demolition and Preparation             

12               

13 CEQA Scoping and Report             

14               

15 CEQA Studies & Report Preparation             

16               

17 CEQA Approvals and Litigation             

18               

19 Revised Detailed Construction Plans             

20               

21 Site Demolition and Preparation             

22               

23 CEQA and Community Mitigation             

24               

25 Fees, Permits, Licenses, Inspections             

26               

27 Construction             

28               

29 Furnishings             

30               

31               

32               

33 TOTAL STATION COSTS:             

 
Only a cost comparison analysis will provide the public and policy makers with a factual 

basis to compare the subject proposed station with less costly alternatives.at different sites. 



 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018   Page 5 of 11  February 12, 2024 
 

The early detailed design and description presentations for only a to be studied 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018 [Former HOME AVENUE FIRE STATION] raised 
even more concerns that unbiased objectivity was no longer present.  SEE City BORDS 
below: 

 
BOARD 4. Project Description 

 

 
 
BOARD 5 Fairmount Avenue Fire Station 
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II. SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS 
 

In addition, and to supplement the comments already submitted since the January 
12, 2024 publication; I supplement and add these comments. 

 
1. I concur with the expressions and conclusions of Ms. Elida Chavez, below: 
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Review of Ms. RR

 
1. Continued Review of Ms. Elida Chavez’s letter and my prior comments, again makes 

me comment that: The SCOPING NOTICE is flawed and should be reissued as it 
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failed to include the unique and specialized information contained in the twelve 
BOARDS presented to an extremely limited audience.  The SCOPING NOTICE 
should be republished for a new compliant period with the BOARDS included.   
 

1. Continued Following the republication publication of the NOTICE, a new SCOPING 
MEETING must be scheduled.  The Tuesday, January 30,2024 SCOPING 
MEETING was conducted in a flawed manner contrary to California Law and the 
laws and policies of the City of San Diego.  Specific written and oral requests were 
made to have the meeting conducted so that disabled persons, sensitive senior 
citizens, and persons with sensitivities to COVID or other diseases that could be 
present in large unmasked groups could participate by electronic video methods.  
The city organizers ignored these requests to provide for video participation for the 
January 30, 2024, meeting, at the electronically capable San Diego Unified School 
District’s public Webster Elementary school.  Further, the city organizers failed to 
announce a supplemental video participation opportunity when asked at the 
meeting and in writing.  The city needs to make reasonable accommodations for 
sensitive persons, including senior citizens and the disabled; particularly since the 
closest most adjacent residential community, to the project is a senior restricted 
community -Leisure Land.  The City routinely provides electronic participation at all 
of its official meetings and has the authority to require public health safety 
measures like masking. 
 

1. Continued The SCOPING MEETING NOTICE was published only in ENGLISH. This 
NOTICE needs to republished in the language most common in the Fairmount 
Avenue Fire Station Project Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018 service area 
– SEE BOARD 3. Map of Service Area on page 12 above.  The City of San 
Diego has a common practice alternate langue notice on its public meeting 
notices.  I am informed and believe that the predominant languages spoken 
in the service area and surrounding neighborhoods are Spanish, Tagalog 
language, and Arabic.  The San Diego City Clerk should be consulted for guidance 
on this comment. 

 

1. Continued The SCOPING for this project must follow and meet and exceed both 
CEQA and federal NEPA standards and conduct.  The proposed project has been 
delayed for nearly a decade because the City of San Diego lacked the sole local 
funds to acquire a site, design a facility, and construct and furnish it, including fire 
equipment and engines. SEE: comments already submitted in “I. LIST OF 
COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS ALREADY SUBMITTED: 
above ( Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018, February 11, 2024, Pages 1-10); 

 
1. Continued The SCOPING for this project must follow and meet and exceed both 

CEQA and federal NEPA standards and conduct.  The proposed project has been 
delayed for nearly a decade because the City of San Diego lacked the sole local 
funds to acquire a site, design a facility, and construct and furnish it, including fire 
equipment and engines. SEE: comments already submitted in “I. LIST OF 
COMMENTS AND SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS ALREADY SUBMITTED: 
above (Additional Comments and Request for Expanded Environmental 
Review on Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018, February 11, 2024, Pages 1-10); 

https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=747d67faad35c26cJmltdHM9MTcwNzYwOTYwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzUzNmI1ZS03NmEyLTYzYzMtMGJlYi03ODhkNzc3YTYyZmUmaW5zaWQ9NjQxOQ&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=33536b5e-76a2-63c3-0beb-788d777a62fe&u=a1L3NlYXJjaD9GT1JNPVNOQVBTVCZxPVRhZ2Fsb2crbGFuZ3VhZ2UmZmlsdGVycz1zaWQ6IjlmM2UyZGQ1LWZlMTYtNDIyYi04NWFiLWJiMWM3Y2FjNGZhMiI&ntb=1
https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=747d67faad35c26cJmltdHM9MTcwNzYwOTYwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzUzNmI1ZS03NmEyLTYzYzMtMGJlYi03ODhkNzc3YTYyZmUmaW5zaWQ9NjQxOQ&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=33536b5e-76a2-63c3-0beb-788d777a62fe&u=a1L3NlYXJjaD9GT1JNPVNOQVBTVCZxPVRhZ2Fsb2crbGFuZ3VhZ2UmZmlsdGVycz1zaWQ6IjlmM2UyZGQ1LWZlMTYtNDIyYi04NWFiLWJiMWM3Y2FjNGZhMiI&ntb=1
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1. Continued The “PROJECT HISTORY:”, presented on page 2, of the NOTICE is 
flawed and misleading. The “PROJECT HISTORY:” fails to inform the public of the 
prior failed and rejected attempt, by city staff, to accomplish this project with only a 
CEQA NEGATIVE DECLARATION of Environmental impacts.  The community, the 
Sierra Club and others strongly objected to this minimum approach. - SEE “Two 
print media articles: “Cost of Fire station help opponents" and Opposition 
growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City Heights" were 
included in my preliminary comments, of January 24, 2024” as referenced, again, 
on page 2, above.  The “PROJECT HISTORY:” must be revised to include the 
flawed prior attempt and a reference and access to the comments received from 
this prior attempt.  The comments submitted in response to that prior attempt must 
be included as comments on this expanded project in the same location and the 
same environmentally sensitive location. 

 

Continued The “PROJECT HISTORY:”, presented on page 2, of the NOTICE is 
flawed and misleading.  The “PROJECT HISTORY:” incorrectly locates the project 
in the community of “City Heights”. .  The project is not in the City Heights.  It is not 
in the 92105 CITY HEIGHTS zip code.  The project is in the Ridgeview Webster 
neighborhoods of zip code 92102 - ZIP Code 92102 Map, Demographics, More for San Diego, 

CA (unitedstateszipcodes.org).  Correctly identifying the projects neighborhood is a very 
sensitive racial equity issue, as identification of the area with City Heights is a 
disgusting artifact of the racial segregation redlining from the pre sixties.  Also 
Noticing the community that the project is in the wrong community and zip code 
continues the Noticing flaws discussed above, in numbers 1-5. 

 

2. The “PROJECT DESCRIPTION:”, presented on page 3, of the NOTICE needs 
revision to describe more fully the “5,850 square foot” bunk room, for 10 persons.  
This size is larger than most of the adjacent total family housing units. I know of 
only one home in the service area that approaches 5,850 square feet- the family 
home mansion of Archie Moore. I think that the square footage of “bunk rooms” 
needs to be detailed. As a standard, the square footage, of the City of San Diego 
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units should be used, excluding space for cooking, 
as a kitchen is planned. I think that separate SROs may be appropriate to provide 
for our equal opportunity policy for female, male, and transgender fire fighters. 
 

3. The “PROJECT ACCESS:”, presented on page 3, of the NOTICE 
needs to be revised to clearly describe and show the amount of curb that will be 
signed for ADA Blue Zones, No Parking, and limited time parking. The description 
should state that there will be TWO (2) separate driveways. The amount of linear 
clearance for driveways and safe visual clearance should be clearly and correctly 
stated. according to city traffic standards. 

 

4. The “PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE” section should be revised to 
anticipate the level of electrical service needed to provide for the future charging of 
an all-electric City fleet and visitors’ vehicles.  The section should be revised to 
include solar power generation and storage. 

 

5. The “OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS” section should be revised to 
exclude the installation of “a new power pole on 47th STREET”.  City policy is to 
underground utilities and the construction of any new city fire station should not 

https://www.unitedstateszipcodes.org/92102/
https://www.unitedstateszipcodes.org/92102/


 
Fairmount Avenue Fire Station S-14018   Page 11 of 11  February 12, 2024 
 

increase above ground less reliable power lines and poles The construction of new 
city fire stations should enhance a neighborhood not push it back into Edison’s 19th 
century.  

 

6. The “CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING” section should be revised to 
acknowledge that construction must be phased to mitigate impacts to the sensitive 
environmental setting.  Construction should be probably limited to those portions of 
the year that will not interfere with flora and fauna reproduction and nesting. 

 
7. The “AVAILABILITY IN ALTERNATE FORMAT’ section should be 

revised to state this section in the alternate formats and langues that are available.  
This section should be moved to the first part of the document and follow the 
guidance and methods used by the San Diego City Clerk. 

 

 
III. CONCLUSIONS  

 
This project is hard to understand given all of the past comments and opposition 

to it. The approach to this scoping should either be "Where is the most economical and 
effective place to site a second Fairmount Fire station?" or "What is the best and highest 

use for this site?" A simple cost-benefit analysis demonstrates that this fire station. 

is the wrong project. A new Fire Station can be better located along Federal Boulevard, 

perhaps on City land.  This subject site can serve higher priorities for senior OR school 

workforce housing or extension of the Chollas Creek ecological remediation. 

 

 The environmental studies and documents must consider real alternatives, 

including no project.  The studies must meet and exceed both CEQA and federal NEPA 

standards, because the project will likely require both federal and local funding.  

 
Many persons in the project’s service area are seriously disabled seniors. I request, on 

mine and their behalf, the ability to participate in all workshops, by video conference. I believe that 

making video participation is a reasonable accommodation and routine for the city.   

 

These comments have been submitted by a coalition of community-based individuals and non-

profits organizations. 

 

I request acknowledgement of the timely receipt of these comments.  I request a written 

response to all comments submitted.  

 

I thank the city staff and Ms. Nancy Graham for the first draft of this work.  The BOARDs were 

very well prepared and bilingual.  

 

All the best, 

/s/ 

John Stump, project community member, property owner, and nonprofit member  
 
ATTACHMENT:  CEQA Portal: Alternatives Updated 10/18/18 Craig Stevens, Stevens Consulting - craig@cdstevens.com  



From:
To: Graham, Nancy; CIP CEQA Document Process
Cc:
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment relates to Fire Avenue Fire Station S-14018
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2024 5:49:42 AM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Comment relates to Fire Avenue Fire Station S-14018

Climate efforts to face closer scrutiny
S.D. settles lawsuits, paving way for new construction in city
By David Garrick
San Diego’s progress reducing greenhouse gas emissions will face significantly more scrutiny
under a deal the city reached this week to settle lawsuits with environmental organizations.
City officials said the settlement shows the city’s commitment to fighting climate change and
clears the way for construction projects to move forward across the city, particularly in Mira
Mesa.
The settlement requires San Diego to disclose its progress on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions annually, instead of being allowed to wait until 2030. And if an annual review shows
it has fallen significantly short of any targets, the city must immediately adopt more aggressive
policies.
Without the settlement, the public and environmental groups would have been unaware of
struggles the city might be having with meeting its commitment to get to net-zero emissions
by 2035. And they would have had less opportunity to demand changes.
“This is an important step forward because it creates the transparency and accountability
we’ve been asking for,” said Nicole Capretz, chief executive of Climate Action Campaign.
Capretz said the increased scrutiny the settlement requires of San Diego goes beyond
commitments made by any other California city.
“It’s a brand-new approach,” Capretz said. “We hope it will be a statewide precedent.”
The settlement clears the way for development projects because it ends two lawsuits that
both claim the city violated the state’s strict environmental law, the California Environmental
Quality Act.
A suit filed by Climate Action Campaign accused the city of violating CEQA with its 2022
update of its 2015 climate action plan. And a suit filed by the Coastal Environmental Rights
Foundation said that law was also violated by a new growth blueprint approved for Mira Mesa
in 2022, which tied its environmental review to the revised climate action plan.
Both lawsuits contended the city had failed to include mechanisms to ensure the revised
climate action plan would meet its goals of reducing emissions at least 40 percent by 2030 and
to zero by 2035.
City officials said uncertainty about how those lawsuits would turn out has slowed
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development efforts, particularly in Mira Mesa.
“The litigation has caused significant delays in development and would continue to delay
projects through appeal,” city officials said this week.
Mayor Todd Gloria characterized the settlement as a win-win situation for San Diego. It puts
the city on the leading edge of climate action efforts while also clearing the way for
development, he said.
“This agreement reinforces the city’s commitment to fully implementing the Climate Action
Plan transparently and collaboratively, while also eliminating uncertainty over the status of
the CAP and development plans that rely on its mitigation measures,” Gloria said by email.
“Confronting the climate crisis is crucial to protecting our quality of life and economic vitality.”
Former City Councilmember Chris Cate, who now serves as chair of the Mira Mesa Community
Planning Group, said the settlement is great news for his neighborhood.
“Thankfully this lawsuit is now behind us,” Cate said. “We can now focus on executing the plan
we have spent years developing that sets the future of Mira Mesa.”
The new neighborhood growth blueprint would increase the area’s population from 78,000 to
143,000 over the next 30 years, break up car-centric superblocks and allow high-rise housing
along major roads.
The settlement, which the City Council unanimously approved Tuesday, pays the
environmental groups $120,000 total, including attorney fees. It also stipulates they won’t
challenge other projects that rely on the revised climate plan.
Sara Ochoa, programs director for the Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation, said the
settlement is an opportunity for collaboration between the city, community and local industry.
“We commend city officials for their efforts thus far, but it is clear that more ambitious and
transformative measures are needed to achieve our 2035 net-zero emissions goal,” Ochoa
said. “We need to invest in reducing emissions and increasing our communities’ resilience to
climate impacts, such as flooding and storm damage, to reduce social and economic costs.”
While city officials praised the settlement, they also downplayed its impact on city efforts.
“The items and terms in the Agreement include many of the requirements for CAP monitoring
adopted by the City Council and planned for by the Sustainability and Mobility Department as
part of, and since the adoption of, the 2022 CAP,” says a staff report prepared by City
Attorney Mara Elliott’s office. “The agreed upon commitments generally reflect already
planned items in the Sustainability and Mobility Department’s Work Plan.”
Capretz, the Climate Action Campaign official, said it made sense for the environmental
groups to settle instead of continue to pursue their litigation.
“A settlement is inherently a compromise, but we thought this was still really good for the
community,” she said. “We had no benchmark before. Now they must disclose and course-
correct.”
The settlement requires policy changes if the city is more than 12.5 percent short of
incremental goals on any particular element of the climate action plan, such as efforts to
convert the city’s vehicle fleet to all-electric, shifting from gas appliances to electric and
shifting commuters away from cars toward bikes and transit.



Capretz said the city’s first progress report will likely come in spring 2025.
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January 28, 2024 
Nancy Graham, Program Manager and Carrie Purcell, Deputy Director City of San Diego Engineering & Capital 
Projects Department, 525 B St., MS 908A, San Diego, CA 92101. CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov.  
 
RE:  Community Meeting Information and Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project ECP Notice 
of Preparation 1-12-24.pdf (sandiego.gov)   Cost Benefit Chart comparing two Area Projects 
 
Dear Ms. Graham and City of San Diego Environmental Review Department, 
 
I have prepared an Excel Spreadsheet to allow a fair and easy comparison of the steps, costs of two (2) needed Fire 
Station Capital improvement projects.  Both projects are in the Fairmount Area- Fire Station 17 Completed and the 
South Area Station now under restart and restudy. 
 
The Total Actual Costs for the North Area Station 17 are known and actual.  The North Area Station 17 was 
accomplished on an existing site, with a CEQA Negative Declaration, and for those reasons had lesser costs.  It took 
less time to complete this public safety project because Fire Station 17 was not built in an unusually environmentally 
sensitive area and did not require significant modification of basic fire station designs to be built on a flat site.   
 
However, the South Area fire Station started with the early first acquisition of a challenging sloped site in an 
environmentally sensitive zone. After acquisition CEQA documents and preliminary architectural plans identified 
that this Chollas Creek site would be costly. Two print media articles – “Cost overruns on Fairmont fire station 
help opponents” and “Opposition growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City 
Heights”  , submitted to you in my Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project ECP Notice of 
Preparation 1-12-24.pdf (sandiego.gov) Preliminary Comments, letter of January 24, 2024, identified many of the 
additional costs the South area Station will incur. [Please incorporate that ten (10) page letter into this comment by 
reference.) 
 
The Southern Area project is hard to understand given all of the past comments and opposition to it.  The approach 
to this scoping should either be “Where is the most economical and effective place to site a second Fairmount Fire 
station?” or “What is the best and highest use for this site?”  A simple cost-benefit analysis demonstrates that this 
fire station is the wrong project.  A new Fire Station can be better located along Federal Boulevard, perhaps on City 
land.  This site can serve higher priorities for senior school workforce housing or extension of the Chollas Creek 
ecological remediation.    
 
Please complete the “Comparision of Two Fairmount Area Fire Station Projects – Cost, Impacts, and Time to 
Complete” excel spreadsheet as part of your scoping study. The excel sheet provides many blank rows to insert 
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detailed cost comparisons between the completed Northern Fire Station 17 project and the new Southern Area 
Station.  I think it will become obvious that another different site will get the Southern Station completed faster and 
at considerable savings.  The Columns “A/E” are for you to designate whether costs are Actuals or Estimates. 

Please provide me with the reasonable accommodation to attend the community meeting by video 

Please forward this letter to the City Planners responsible for revision to the Mid City Plan, the City 
Attorney, the City Auditor, and the City Ethics Commission.   
 
All the best, 
/s/ John Stump 
 

 

 

Proposed South Fairmount Arae Station Completed North Area Fire Station 17 

Comparision of Two Fairmount Area Fire Station Projects – Cost, Impacts, and Time to Complete 

ROW FIRE STATION COST COMPARISIONS South AREA Station E/A North AREA Station E/A DELTA    %  

1 Initial Proposal Development             

2               

3 Detailed Proposal for Costing             

4               

5 CEQA Scoping and Report             

6               

7 CEQA Negative Determination             

8               

9 Land Aquisition, Commissions, & costs             

10               

11 Site Demolition and Preparation             

12               

13 CEQA Scoping and Report             

14               

15 CEQA Studies & Report Preparation             

16               

17 CEQA Approvals and Litigation             

18               

19 Revised Detailed Construction Plans             



20               

21 Site Demolition and Preparation             

22               

23 CEQA and Community Mitigation             

24               

25 Fees, Permits, Licenses, Inspections             

26               

27 Construction             

28               

29 Furnishings             

30               

31               

32               

 TOTAL STATION COSTS:            
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California struggling with food recycling targets
Deadline for making scraps into compost likely won’t be met
By Amy Taxin
Two years after California launched an effort to keep organic waste out of landfills, the state is
so far behind on getting food recycling programs up and running that it’s widely accepted next
year’s ambitious waste-reduction targets won’t be met.
Over time, food scraps and other organic materials like yard waste emit methane, a gas more
potent and damaging in the short-term than carbon emissions from fossil fuels. California’s
goal is to keep that waste from piling up in landfills, instead turning it into compost or biogas.
Everything from banana peels and used coffee grounds to yard waste and soiled paper
products like pizza boxes counts as organic waste. Households and businesses are now
supposed to sort that material into a different bin.
But it has been hard to change people’s behavior in such a short period of time and cities were
delayed setting up contracts to haul organic waste due to the pandemic. In Southern
California, the nation’s largest facility to convert food waste into biogas has filed for
bankruptcy because it’s not getting enough of the organic material.
“We’re way behind on implementation,” said Coby Skye, the recently retired deputy director
for environmental services at Los Angeles County Public Works. “In America, for better or
worse, we want convenience, and it’s very difficult to spend a lot of time and effort educating
people about separation.”
Meanwhile, some communities that ramped up collection now have more compost than they
know what to do with, a sign that more challenges are yet to come as the state plows ahead
with its recycling plans.
Only a handful of states mandate organics recycling, and none are running a program as large
as California’s, which seeks to slash by 75 percent the amount of organic waste it sends to
landfills by 2025 from 2014 levels.
Reaching that goal within a year would be a stretch, experts said.
About three-quarters of communities are currently collecting organic waste from homes, said
Rachel Machi Wagoner, CalRecycle’s director. While some places are lagging, her aim isn’t to
punish them but to help them get started, adding that every bit helps the state move toward
its goal of reducing emissions.
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“My goal is about figuring out where the challenges are and getting us as quickly as possible to
success,” she said.
“I don’t know when we will reach our 75 percent goal, but we will reach it,” she added.
CalRecycle hasn’t tallied data yet on how much organic waste was diverted from landfills in
2023. Jurisdictions reported diverting 11.2 million tons of organics at the end of 2022, up from
9.9 million tons the prior year, Wagoner said.
Some challenges include getting residents on board with sorting their trash into a third bin
and knowing what goes where. Others concern what to do with the nutrient-rich compost
once it’s been created from collected grass clippings, tree branches and food scraps.
At the Otay Landfill in Chula Vista, workers pick through heaps of branches and leaves to pull
out plastic bits before the material is placed under tarps. The site processes 200 tons of
organic waste daily and hopes to double that amount as more cities ramp up collection, said
Gabe Gonzales, the landfill’s operations manager.
Once the compost is made, California’s law requires cities to use much of it. But many say they
don’t have enough space to lay it all out.
Chula Vista is supposed to use 14,000 tons of compost a year but uses a few thousand at best,
said Manuel Medrano, the city’s environmental services manager. Some is doled out in free
compost giveaways for residents, while heaps of the material are stored in a fenced area of a
local park.
“To transport it is really expensive, to spread it is really expensive,” Medrano said. “We’re
nowhere near meeting that requirement.”
Communities with more open space might fare better. Cody Cain, head of marketing and sales
for compost-maker Agromin, said his company has developed a plan to link cities struggling to
meet these requirements with farmers who need the material for their soil.
“We basically are matchmakers. Call us the ‘Tinder’ of compost, and we’ll bring the farmer
together with the city,” Cain said.
Food waste also can be converted into biogas to fuel vehicles or industrial operations. But a
massive facility built three years ago in Rialto now finds itself facing bankruptcy after Los
Angeles was slow to ramp up collection, leaving the plant with insufficient waste, said Yaniv
Scherson, chief operating officer for Anaergia Inc.
“It’s because the cities didn’t enforce on time the market is struggling,” he said. “If it doesn’t
get feedstock this year, there is a chance it shuts down completely.”
L.A. Sanitation & Environment, which handles trash and recycling for the city of nearly 4
million people, had no immediate comment.
Heidi Sanborn, founding director of the environmental National Stewardship Action Council,
said she supports the state’s law but wants more done to keep plastics out of compost and to
develop alternative energy solutions. Some of California’s challenges stem from the fact the
state is trying to build a system on a scale the country hasn’t seen, she said.
“We’re trying to fix incredibly tough problems. We’re not going to find the perfect solution out
of the gate,” she said.
But, Sanborn added, “we’re on our way.”



Taxin writes for The Associated Press.



  JOHN STUMP  

 
Telephone:  Email:  

 
January 28, 2024 
Nancy Graham, Program Manager and Carrie Purcell, Deputy Director City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects 
Department, 525 B St., MS 908A, San Diego, CA 92101. CIP-CEQA@sandiego.gov.  
 
RE:  Community Meeting Information and Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project ECP Notice of 
Preparation 1-12-24.pdf (sandiego.gov) Preliminary Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Graham and City of San Diego Environmental Review Department, 
 
I have prepared an Excel Spreadsheet to allow a fair and easy comparison of the steps, costs of two (2) needed Fire Station 
Capital improvement projects.  Both projects are in the Fairmount Area- Fire Station 17 Completed and the South Area 
Station now under restart and restudy. 
 
The Total Actual Costs for the North Area Station 17 are known and actual.  The North Area Station 17 was accomplished 
on an existing site, with a CEQA Negative Declaration, and for those reasons had lesser costs.  It took less time to complete 
this public safety project because Fire Station 17 was not built in an unusually environmentally sensitive area and did not 
require significant modification of basic fire station designs to be built on a flat site.   
 
On the other hand, the South Area fire Station started with the early first acquisition of a very challenged sloped site in an 
environmentally sensitive zone. After acquisition CEQA documents and preliminary architectural plans identified that this 
Chollas Creek site would be costly. Two print media articles – “Cost overruns on Fairmont fire station help opponents” 
and “Opposition growing to new fire station proposed for semi-rural site in City Heights”  , submitted to you in my 
Notice of Preparation Fairmount Avenue Fire Station Project ECP Notice of Preparation 1-12-24.pdf (sandiego.gov) 
Preliminary Comments, letter of January 24, 2024, identified many of the additional costs the South area Station will incur. 
[Please incorporate that ten (10) page letter into this comment by reference.) 
 

Southern Area project is hard to understand given all of the past comments and opposition to it.  The approach to 
this scoping should either be “Where is the most economical and effective place to site a second Fairmount Fire station?” 
or “What is the best and highest use for this site?”  A simple cost-benefit analysis demonstrates that this fire station is the 
wrong project.  A new Fire Station can be better located along Federal Boulevard, perhaps on City land.  This site can serve 
higher priorities for senior school workforce housing or extension of the Chollas Creek ecological remediation.    

 
Please complete the “Comparision of Two Fairmount Area Fire Station Projects – Cost, Impacts, and Time to 

Complete” excel spreadsheet as part of your scoping study. The excel sheet provides many blank rows to insert detailed 
cost comparisons between the completed Northern Fire Station 17 project and the new Southern Area Station.  I think it 
will become obvious that another different site will get the Southern Station completed faster and at considerable savings. 

Please provide me with the reasonable accommodation to attend the community meeting by video 

Please forward this letter to the City Planners responsible for revision to the Mid City Plan, the City Attorney, 
the City Auditor, and the City Ethics Commission.   

 
All the best, 
/s/ John Stump 
 

  
Proposed South Fairmount Arae Station  Completed North Area Fire Station 17 
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Proposed South Fairmount Arae Station  Completed North Area Fire Station 17 

Comparision of Two Fairmount Area Fire Station Projects – Cost, Impacts, and Time to Complete 

ROW FIRE STATION COST COMPARISIONS South AREA Station E/A North AREA Station E/A DELTA    %  
1 Initial Proposal Development             
2               
3 Detailed Proposal for Costing             
4               
5 CEQA Scoping and Report             
6               
7 CEQA Negative Determination             
8               
9 Land Aquisition, Commissions, & costs             

10               
11 Site Demolition and Preparation             
12               
13 CEQA Scoping and Report             
14               
15 CEQA Studies & Report Preparation             
16               
17 CEQA Approvals and Litigation             
18               
19 Revised Detailed Construction Plans             
20               
21 Site Demolition and Preparation             
22               
23 CEQA and Community Mitigation             
24               
25 Fees, Permits, Licenses, Inspections             
26               
27 Construction             
28               
29 Furnishings             
30               
31               
32               

 TOTAL STATION COSTS:            
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