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SUBJECT: Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. AMENDMENTS to the CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN (GPA). PRECISE PLAN. 
REZONE (RZ). VESTING TENTATIVE MAPS (VTM). PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (PRD) PERMITS, and RESOURCE 
PROTECTION ORDINANCE (RPO) PERMITS to amend the existing Progress 
Guide and General Plan to rezone lands from IL-3-1 (formerly Ml-A) and IH-2-1 
(formerly M2-A) to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10), and adopt a Precise Plan for the 
approximately 2,658-acre Beeler Canyon Future Urbanizing Area (FUA). 

UPDATE: 

Separate VTM, PRD. and RPO Permits are proposed for the development of the 
following parcels: Montecito Subdivision (I.DR No. 99-0295), and Sycamore 
&tates (LDR No. 99-0899). The Montecito Subdivision proposes to grade 3.16 
million cubic yards of earth on 153 acres and subdivide a 278-acre site into 317 
lots to construct 277 single-family residences; create 36 open space lots totaling 
125 acres; and preserve an existing residence on a 1.7-acre lot. The Sycamore 
&tates project proposes to grade 14.9 million cubic yards of earth on 590 acres 
and subdivide a 2,132-acre site into 631 lots to construct 557 single-family 
residences; construct 106 multi-family units on an 9.9-acre parcel; create two lots 
totaling 13.9 acres to allow for future institutional uses; construct a 4-acre 
neighborhood park and 12-acre elementary school site; and create 11 open space 
lots totaling 1,498.6 acres. The project also proposes a Multiple Habitat Planning 
Area (MHP A) Boundary Adjustment that would remove 35.6 acres of existing 
MHPA lands and add 383.9 acres ofnon-MJIPA lands to the MHPA (a 348.3-acre 
net addition to the MHP A). The 2,658-acre precise plan area is located east of 
Pomerado Road, west of the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve. 
south of Beeler Canyon Road, and north of MCAS Miramar (Portion of the SE ¼ 
of the SE¼, Section 26, and Portion of Section 25. Township 14 South. Range 2 
West, and Section 19, 20. 21, 22, 28. 29 and 30, Township 14 South, Range 1 
West. Poway Quadrangle. San Bemadino Base Meridian). Applicants: McMillin 
Homes II & Pacific Land & Investment Company, I.LC. 

Since circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and in response to comments 
received on the DEIR, several modifications to the project have occurred which have resulted in 



changes to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EEIR), Chan&es made in the FEIR are 
shown in a stdkoouttunderline format to facilitate review, 

In accordance with direction from City staff, the applicant has reduced the number of single­
family residential dwe11ing units proposed in the project by six, reducing the total number of 
dwelling units from a maximum of 941 to 936, In addition, the project applicant is proposing to 
enter into an a~eement with the City which, among other provisions. obligates Sycamore Estates 
to convey Parle Land to the City on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site for the expansion of the 
Mission Trails Regional Parle and to establish an endowment trust fund for the long-tenn 
maintenance of conserved property within Sycamore Estates (see FEIR Section 3.8), No new 
environmental impacts have been identified as a result of these chan&es to the Project 
Description, 

In response to two issues raised during the public comment period, additional analysis has been 
added to the FEIR, An analysis of potential water wen impacts is added to FEIR Section 4.5. 
Hydrolo~ater Quality, and an analysis of potential construction-related transportation impacts 
is added to FEIR Section 4.6, Transportation, Staff has concluded that no new si~ificant 
environmental impacts would occur under these two issue areas. 

Traffic Mitigation Measure 4,6-8. which required the construction of a High Occupancy Vehicle 
WOY} lane at the I-l5/Pomerado Road westbound to southbound on-ramp, has been replaced by 
an equivalent measure, which states that as an alternative to the construction of the HOV lane, 
the owner/permittee shall contribute the equivalent cost of the proposed on-ramp widenio& to the 
CalTrans improvement pro~am. 

The changes made to this environmental document do not affect the impact analysis or the 
Findings to the EIR, 

CONCLUSIONS: 

The proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan would serve as the City of San Diego's long-range 
plan for the development of the 2,658-acre Beeler Canyon project area. The Precise Plan 
proposes 835 single dwelling units, 106 multiple dwelling units, two institutional sites, an 
elementary school and adjacent park, and the preservation of 1,623.6 acres of open space. The 
Precise Plan also provides for utility improvements, transportation system and street network, 
trail system, and architectural, landscaping and lighting design guidelines. The main access road, 
Rancho Encantada Parkway, is proposed to be constructed in an east/west alignment taking 
access from Pomerado Road. A secondary access would connect with Beeler Canyon Road to 
the north. The Precise Plan considers two sewer design options: a gravity system that would 
flow through Beeler Canyon, and a pump station system that would be located in the Montecito 
sub-project site. 

In addition to the Precise Plan, an independent Planned Residential Development (PRD) Permit 
and Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) is proposed for the Montecito sub-project and two 
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independent PRD Pennits and one VTM are proposed for the Sycamore Estates sub-project. 
Although the PRDs and VTMs for the sub-projects are being processed independently by the 
City of San Diego, the environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) is comprehensive, covering both sub-projects in this Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). 

Each sub-project proposes development in accordance with the "Rural Cluster Development" 
option in Council Policy 600-29, "Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban 
Reserve." The Rural Cluster Development option allows development at the density pennitted 
by the property's underlying zone(s), but clustered together in order to promote more efficient 
land use and open space conservation. The Montecito PRD and VTM designate 277 lots to be 
developed with single dwelling units under the existing RS-1-8 (formerly Rl-40,000) zone. 
Development of the Montecito site would require 3.6 million cubic yards of balanced grading on 
153 acres. The Sycamore Estates PRDs and VTM designate 557 lots to be developed with 
single-dwelling units under the proposed AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10) zone, and one lot to be 
developed with 106 multiple dwelling units. Development of the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
would require 14.9 million cubic yards of balanced grading on 590 acres. 

The evaluation of the environmental issues included in this EIR concludes that the project would 
result in significant direct environmental impacts in the following area(s): land use, visual 
quality/landform alteration, biological resources, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, 
traffic/circulation, noise, historical resources, paleontological resources, public services (public 
schools, parks, fire protection), public safety, water conservation, and natural resources. The EIR 
also concludes that the project would result in significant cumulative impacts associated with 
visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources, traffic/circulation, hydrology/water 
quality, air quality, paleontological resources, public services (public schools, solid waste 
disposal), water conservation and mineral resources. The project proposes to incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce all identified significant direct impacts to below a level of 
significance except for direct land use (Industrial Element inconsistency), visual quality/landform 
alteration and transportation impacts. No mitigation measures exist to reduce direct land use 
impacts, while visual quality/landform alteration and transportation impacts would be partially 
mitigable. Cumulatively significant impacts associated with visual quality/ landform alteration, 
biological resources, hydrology/water quality, transportation, air quality, paleontological 
resources, public services (landfill capacity), water conservation, and natural resources (mineral 
resources) and cannot be mitigated at the project level and would remain significant. 

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

Land Use (Direct): Implementation of the Sycamore Estates project would not be consistent 
with the Industrial Element of the City of San Diego's "Progress Guide and General Plan," which 
calls for the protection of manufacturing lands from encroachment by non-manufacturing uses, 
due to the sub-project's proposed rezone from Il.,-3-1 (Light Industrial, fonnerly M-IA) and lli-
2-1 (Heavy Industrial, formerly M-lB) to AR-1-1. This loss of industrial land would be 
considered a significant and unmitigable land use impact because no mitigation measures are 
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available to eliminate or reduce the proposed project's impact. Only adoption of the No Project­
Existing Zoning or No Project-Resource Extraction Alternative would avoid this land use impact. 

Visual Quality/Landfonn Alteration <Direct and Cumulative): Construction of the proposed 
sub-projects, when considered with other current and future uses and development in the Beeler 
Canyon area, would contribute to the alteration of the land.form and visual quality of the area 
from that of natural vegetation and topography to artificial landforms and human-made 
structures, landscaping and uses. These impacts are considered significant on a direct and 
cumulative level. Implementation of the contour grading techniques on prominent manufactured 
slopes would reduce, but not eliminate, direct and cumulative landform alteration impacts. Other 
than the mitigation identified for land.form alteration, no mitigation is available to reduce the 
project's direct and cumulative impacts to visual quality to below a level of significance. Only 
adoption of the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent Alternatives would further 
reduce the significant direct and cumulative landform alteration and visual quality impacts. 

Bio!o~cal Resources (Cumulative): Construction of the proposed sub-projects would result in 
cumulatively significant impacts to the White-tailed kite, Cooper' s hawk, Northern harrier, other 
raptors and the Black-tailed jackrabbit, due to the loss of 10.3 acres of native and non-native 
grasslands and 174.4 acres of coastal sage scrub used by these species as foraging habitat. No 
mitigation is available to eliminate this cumulative impact. Only selection of the Reduced 
Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent Alternatives would reduce the cumulative impact. 

I:Iydrolo~y/Water Quality (Cumulative}: Implementation of the proposed project, when 
considered in conjunction with other plans or existing urban development within the Pefiasquitos 
Watershed, could exacerbate the degradation of water quality in Beeler Creek and eventually Los 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon. This impact is considered significant on a cumulative level because 
although the project would be required to adhere to local and state requirements regarding water 
quality, the project would contribute incrementally to the degradation of water quality in the 
drainage basin. No measures are currently available at the project level to fully mitigate the 
cumulative water quality impacts. Only adoption of the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or 
RPO Consistent Alternatives would reduce the proposed project's contribution to cumulative 
water quality impacts. 

Transportation <Direct and CumuJatjve): The additional traffic generated by the development of 
the project would result in a direct and cumulatively significant impact on Pomerado Road that 
would not be mitigable. No mitigation measures are available to eliminate these impacts. Only 
adoption of either the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent Alternatives would 
partially reduce the significant direct and cumulative traffic impacts on Pomerado Road. 

Air Qua!it_y (Cumulative): When considered with other projects in the area, implementation of 
the project would contribute to the non-attainment of clean air standards in the San Diego Air 
Basin due to an increase in emissions impacts associated with ozone (03). The project's 
incremental contribution is considered a cumulatively significant air quality impact. Because the 
only potential mitigation available would be the successful county-wide implementation of the 
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San Diego Air Pollution Control District Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS), no mitigation 
is available at the project level to reduce this impact to below a level of significance. Only 
adoption of the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent Alternatives would reduce 
the proposed project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. 

Paleonto)o~ca) Resources (Cumulative): Grading performed during project construction would 
impact soils with high paleontological resource sensitivity ratings, resulting in potentially 
significant direct and cumulative impacts. Because paleontological resources are a non­
renewable resource, any loss of these resources when considered in combination with losses from 
other development in the region, would result in a cumulatively significant and unmitigable 
impact. Only adoption of either the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent 
Alternatives would partially reduce, but not eliminate, the project's potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to paleontological resources. 

Public Services {cumulative): The proposed project's residential and institutional uses would 
generate approximately 4,346 cubic yards of solid waste per year, which would be regarded as a 
significant cumulative impact on the region's landfill capacity when considered in combination 
with other existing and proposed development. The waste reduction mitigation measures 
identified in this EIR would partially reduce the project's cumulative impact, but not to below a 
level of significance. No mitigation measures are available to eliminate the cumulatively 
significant impact. Only adoption of the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent 
Alternatives would partially reduce the project's cumulative impact. 

Natural Resources {cumulative): Because the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is mapped by 
the California Department of Mines and Geology as "an area where adequate information 
indicated that significant mineral deposits are present, or where there is a high likelihood for their 
presence," the Sycamore Estates sub-project's elimination of the existing industrial (IL-3-1 and 
IH-2-1) zone designations and development of the site with residential uses, would incrementally 
reduce the potential to utilize aggregate resources in the San Diego region, resulting in a 
significant cumulative impact. No mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact. Only 
adoption of the No Project-Resource Extraction Alternative would avoid the project's cumulative 
impact on the supply of mineral resources in the region. 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: 

None of the project alternatives analyzed in this EIR, including either of the No Project 
Alternatives, would completely eliminate all of the significant direct land use, visual 
quality/landform alteration, and transportation impacts and cumulatively significant visual 
quality/ landform alteration, biological resources, hydrology/water quality, transportation, air 
quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity), water conservation, and 
natural resources (mineral resources) impacts of the proposed project. However, selection of any 
of the alternatives would reduce or eliminate the proposed project's contribution to one or more 
of the direct and/or cumulatively significant impacts. 
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The No Project-Existing Zoning Alternative would avoid direct impacts associated with land use 
( conflict with the Industrial Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan) by developing the 
Sycamore Estates site under the existing industrial zones. Direct impacts associated with visual 
quality/landform alteration (Montecito only), biological resources, geology (erosion), 
paleontological resources, transportation (Montecito only) and public services (Montecito only) 
would be lessened. In addition, the project's contribution to cumulative impacts associated with 
visual quality/landform alteration (Montecito only), biological resources (raptor foraging habitat), 
hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources would be lessened. The Sycamore Estates 
sub-project under this alternative would result in increased significant direct and cumulative 
impacts to visual quality/landform alteration, transportation, noise, air quality, hydrology/water 
quality and water conservation. 

The No Project-Resource Extraction Alternative would avoid significant cumulative impacts to 
natural resources. For the Montecito sub-project site, impacts would be similar to the impacts 
discussed in the No Project-Existing Zoning Alternative above. The Sycamore Estates sub­
project site would result in reduced impacts to public services and water conservation, and 
increased impacts to landfonn alteration (direct and cumulative), biological resources 
(cumulative), geology (erosion), transportation (direct and cumulative), noise, air quality 
(cumulative), hydrology/water quality (direct and cumulative), paleontological resources 
(cumulative) and public safety. 

The Reduced Project alternative would provide a proportionate reduction in the amount and 
severity of significant direct impacts associated with visual quality/landform alteration, 
biological resources, hydrology/water quality, traffic/circulation, geology (erosion), noise, 
historical resources, paleontological resources, public services, water conservation and air 
quality. The Reduced Project Alternative would also reduce cumulative impacts associated with 
visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources (loss of raptor foraging habitat), 
hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity), 
water conservation. There would be no change in impacts associated with public safety and 
natural resources. The Reduced Project Alternative would have increased significant but 
mitigable impacts associated with traffic and noise along Beeler Canyon Road and fire protection 
on the project site. 

The Reduced Grading Alternative would avoid significant direct landform alteration and 
historical resources impacts, and decrease significant impacts associated with biological 
resources, visual quality, geology (erosion), hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, 
paleontological resources and water conservation. Compared to the proposed project, cumulative 
impacts associated with visual quality/landform alteration, hydrology/water quality, traffic, air 
quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity) and water conservation 
would be reduced. Significant direct impacts to public safety and natural resources and 
cumulative impacts to biological resources (loss of raptor foraging habitat) would be unchanged. 
Fire protection impacts may be increased, but would be mitigable as compared to the proposed 
project. 
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The RPO Consistent Alternative would avoid impacts to wetlands and historical resources, and 
reduce impacts associated with visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources, 
hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, paleontological resources, public services 
(landfill capacity), and water conservation. The RPO Consistent Alternative would also reduce 
cumulatively significant impacts associated with visual quality/landform alteration, water quality, 
transportation, air quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity), 
biological resources (loss of raptor foraging habitat), and water conservation. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior project 
alternative because it would have fewer and less severe environmental impacts than the other 
project alternatives. 

Unless project alternatives and associated mitigation measures are adopted, project approval will 
require the decisionmaker to make Findings, substantiated in the record, which state that: a) 
individual mitigation measures or project alternatives are infeasible, .am1 b) the overall project is 
acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific oveniding considerations. If the 
gravity sewer design option is selected for construction in the City of Poway' s jurisdiction, the 
decisionmaker will be required to make the following finding, substantiated in the record, which 
states that: a) such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
IN CORPORA TED INTO THE PROJECT: 

NOTE: Both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects have similar or identical 
mitigation measures identified in their respective MMRP's, unless specifically stated below. 

Land Use (direct): Significant land use impacts associated with the project's inconsistency with 
the Multiple Species Conservation Plan's (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which 
generally require that projects avoid or mitigate potential indirect impacts to biological resources, 
would be fully avoided with the implementation of the drainage, lighting, noise, barriers, 

landscaping and brush management mitigation included in the Biological Resources section 
(Section 4.3) of the EIR. 

Visual Quality/Landfonn Alteration (direct and cumulative): Each of the sub-projects would 
partially mitigate significant direct and cumulative impacts associated with visual quality and 
landform alteration by providing contour grading of visually prominent manufactured slopes in 
order to blend the artificial slopes into the surrounding natural topography. 

Biological Resources (direct, indirect and cumulative): Significant direct impacts to sensitive 
upland and wetland habitat would be mitigated at the ratios identified in the City's Biology 
Guidelines, which would include a minimum of 1: 1 wetland impact to creation mitigation ratio. 
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Potential impacts to sensitive animal and plant species (Willowy monardella, California 
gnatcatcher, San Diego homed lizard, Orange-throated whiptail, Western red diamond 
rattlesnake, Coastal cactus wren, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, Northern harrier, 
Golden eagle and Cooper's hawk) would be avoided through the project' s conformance with the 
MSCP Subarea Plan and the City's Biology Guidelines, which require habitat-based mitigation 
through the preservation of the Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHP A) preserve, species­
specific grading restrictions during the breeding season of sensitive species, and irrigation 
restrictions in the watershed of the Willowy monardella. To avoid the potential for indirect 
impacts to wetland habitat adjacent to future construction, the project would be required to 
provide and fence a minimum 25-foot development and construction buffer around all wetlands. 
Cumulative impacts due to the loss of raptor foraging habitat would be partially mitigated 
through the habitat-based mitigation discussed above, but not to below a level of significance. 
Mitigation for impacts associated with the gravity sewer design option, if selected, would be 
mitigated in accordance with City of Poway standards. 

Geolo2y/Soils (djrect): The project' s potentially significant impacts associated with the site' s 
geotechnical conditions would be mitigated by requiring that a geotechnical consultant observe 
grading and earthwork procedures to make recommendations, as necessary. In addition, potential 
soil erosion impacts would be fully mitigated by requiring that a mitigation monitor oversee 
grading and earthwork activities to ensure that proper erosion control measures, as identified on 
each sub-project's grading plans and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), are 
adhered to during construction. 

Hydrolo2,y/Water Quality <direct and cumulative): Potentially significant direct impacts to water 
quality would be mitigated by implementing the project-specific Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) identified in the Hydrology/Water Quality section of the ElR (Section 4.5) and by 
preparing and implementing a City-approved SWPPP during construction. BMPs would include 
erosion and sediment controls during construction, and detention and filtration of site runoff prior 
to discharging into Beeler Creek. No mitigation is available at the project level to mitigate 
cumulative water quality impacts. 

Transportation (direct and cumulative): Significant direct and cumulative impacts to circulation 
in the project area would be partially mitigated by assuring the construction ~f the roadway 
improvements identified in the Transportation Section (4.6) of the ElR prior to recordation of the 
first final map. Roadway improvements would occur on Pomerado Road, Stonemill Drive, 
Scripps Poway Parkway, the northbound 1-15 off-ramp at Pomerado Road, the westbound I-15 
southbonnd on-ramp at Pomerado Road the southbound auxiliary lane on 1-15 from Mira Mesa 
Blvd, to Miramar Way. Spring Canyon Road, Spruce Run Drive, Semillon Boulevard Sunset 
Ridge Drive, Blue Cypress and Scripps Creek Drive. AU impacts would be mitigated to below a 
level of significance except for direct and cumulative impacts to the level of service on Pomerado 
Road. 

Noise (direct): The Montecito sub-project would mitigate potentially significant interior and 
exterior noise impacts for those homes that would be built within 200 feet of the centerline of 
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Pomerado Road by preparing an acoustical report based on building plans to identify necessary 
noise attenuation construction measures to be included in home construction. Such construction 
measures could include double-paned windows or supplemental ventilation to allow for window 
closure. The Sycamore Estates sub-project would be required to implement similar mitigation 
for those homes that would be built within 80 feet of the centerline of the proposed Rancho 
Encantada Parkway. In addition, both sub-projects would be required to construct a noise 
attenuation barrier along Rancho Encantada Parkway, as shown on the specific VTMs. 

Air Qualicy (direct and cumulative): To mitigate potential short-term dust impacts during 
construction, both sub-projects would be required to implement an accelerated dust abatement 
program during construction to achieve a minimum of 60 percent dust abatement. Mitigation 
measures would include periodic site watering, truck wash stations, truck covers and soil 
stabilizers. Because the only potential mitigation available for cumulative long-term air quality 
impacts would be the successful county-wide implementation of the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS), no mitigation is available at the project 
level to reduce this impact to below a level of significance. 

Historical Resources (direct}: For the Sycamore Estates sub-project, a City-approved 
archaeological monitoring plan would be required to be implemented during construction to 
mitigate potential impacts to Site CA-SDI-l 4027H to below a level of significance. 

Paleontolo~cal Resources £direct and cumulative): To mitigate any potential impacts to 
significant paleontological resources that could be destroyed during project grading, each sub­
project would be required to implement a paleontological monitoring program, supervised by a 
qualified paleontologist or paleontological monitor, during project grading. Because no 
mitigation is available to avoid cumulative impacts other than not developing the site, cumulative 
impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Public Services (direct and cumulative): To mitigate the project's impacts on public schools, 
each sub-project would be required to contribute Senate Bill 50 fees prior to the issuance of 
building permits. For impacts to public parks, the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be 
required to dedicate land for the construction of a public park prior to the issuance of the 500th 

residential occupancy permit. If the Montecito sub-project develops prior to Sycamore Estates, 
the Montecito sub-project would be required to pay into the Rancho Encantada Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP) prior to the issuance of building permits to cover its 2.46-acre park 
requirement. To partially mitigate cumulative impacts to landfill capacity, each sub-project 
would be required to implement a waste reduction program during construction. For the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project, a fire response analysis would be required prior to the issuance of 
building permits for each phase to identify any necessary mitigation measures, such as providing 
sprinklers in each home, for any home that would be located outside of the six-minute response 
time from an existing fire station. 

Publjc Safety (direct): To mitigate potential impacts to human health and safety, prior to the 
issuance of grading permits the Sycamore Estates project would be required to properly remove 
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an existing 4,000-gallon fuel tank and other existing buildings, test soil samples for constituents 
of concern, conduct a Phase II site assessment, and remove the top 1 foot of soil around historical 
site CA-SDl-15159H under the direction of a hazardous materials consultant. 

Water Conservation (direct and cumulative): To mitigate direct impacts associate-el with water 
conservation, each sub-project would be required to use low water use plant species and soil 
moisture override systems in the landscape plans, and provide low-flow toilets and faucets in the 
construction plans. No mitigation measures are available at the project level to mitigate 
cumulative water conservation impacts. 

The above-described Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program will require a deposit of 
$7,200 to be collected prior to the issuance of the first grading or building permit to ensure the 
successful completion of the monitoring program. 

Planning & Development Review 
Environmental Review Manager 

Analyst: Kleis 
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PUBLIC REVIEW: 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the draft EIR 
and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Note: an asterisk (*) denotes 
groups that received notices only: 

City of San Die&o 
Mayor Susan Golding (91) 
Councilmember Phil Blair, District 5 
Councilmember Judy McCarty, District 7 
Planning and Development Review Department ( 4A, 78, 87, 352) 
Wetland Advisory Board (91A) 
Environmental Services (93A) 

Federal Government 
MCAS Miramar, Commanding General (13) 
Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
Army Corps of Engineers (26) 
U.S. Soil Conservation Services (430) 

State of Catifomi a 
Cal trans, District 11 (31) 
Department of Fish and Game (32, 32A) 
Department of Parks and Recreation (40) 
Office of Historic Preservation ( 41) 
Resources Agency (43) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44) 
State Clearinghouse ( 46) 
California Air Resources Board ( 49) 
Department of Conservation (61) 

San Die~o County 
Department of Planning and Land Use (68) 
Department of Public Works (70) 
County Water Authority (73) 
Department of Environmental Health (75) 

Native American Community 
Ron Christman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
Kurneyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K) 
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)* 
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Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)* 
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians (225C)* 
Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D)* 
J amul Indian Village (225E)* 
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)* 
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (2250)* 
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)* 
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)* 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J)* 
Santa Ysabel Band ofDieguefio Indians (225L)* 
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)* 
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)* 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)* 
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)* 

San Luiseno Band of Mission Indians/Rincon (225Q)* 
Los Coyotes Band of Indians (225R)* 

Others 
City of Poway (103) 
SANDAG (108) 
Sierra Club (165) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
San Diego Audubon Society ( 167) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
San Diego Regulatory Alert (174)* 
The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century ill (179) 
Endangered Habitats League (182) 
Dr. Florence Shipek (208) 
South Coastal Information Center (210) 
San Diego Historical Society (211) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218) 
Scripps Ranch Community Planning Group (437) 
United States International University (438) 
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439) 
Scripps Ranch Civic Association (440) 
Andy Kean 
Nolte & Associates, Inc. 

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical 
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review Division, or 
purchased for the cost of reproduction. 
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

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

() Comments were received but did not address the EIR finding or the 
accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response is necessary. The letters 
are attached. 

(X ) Comments addressing the findings of the EIR and/or accuracy or completeness of 
the Initial Study were received during the public input period. The letters and 
responses follow. 
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LETTER OF COMMENT 

U.S. Fish mul Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Offi<:e 
2730 Loker Avenue. West 
C:irlsbad. CA 92008 
(760) 4J 1-'1440 
l'AX (760) ,nJ-9624 

L;,wreuce C. Monserrate 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Division 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 first Avenue, Mail Station 50 I 
San Diego, California 92101 

-V 
Californin De11Drlment nr 
Fish end Gome 
4949 View1idgc Avenue 
San Diego, CA 921 2.1 
(858) 467-425 1 
FAX (858) 467-4299 

JAN 19 2001 

Re: Draft Environrncntnl lmp,1'1 Report (LOR No. 99-1094: SCH No. 2000011053) for the 
Rancho Encantada Precise Pl.in. City of San Diego, San Diego County, California 
(FWS-S0- I244. I ), 

Attn: Drew Kleis 

l)eur Mr. Monserrate: 

The lJ.S, l'ish and Wildlife Service (Service). and the California Department of Fish and Game 
(Department), collectivel y the "Wildlife Agcncic.s." h;1ve reviewed the draft Environment.ii 

Impact Report (DElR) and accompanying Technical ApJJCndices for the Rancho Encantada 
(Beeler Canyon) Precise Plan. The Rancho Encantada project proposes a Precise Plan thnt would 
serve as the City of San Diego's long-range plan for the development or the 2.658-acre pmject 
area. The project site is located in the City of San Diego cast or 1-15 and nonh of Murinc Corps 
Air Slation Miramar and lies within the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCl'J 
planning area. The Precise Plan proposes 835 single-family lots, two institutional sites. 106 
multi-family units, an elementary school site and a park site clustered into 12 planning arcus. 
Approximately 75 percent of the site would be retained as OJJCn spucc. The precise plun 
encompasses two independent proposed developments: the Montccito Suhdivisicin (LOR No. 99-
0295) and the Sycamore Estate~ Subdivision (LOR No. 99-0899). Doth of these proposed 
de,·elopmcnts arc evaluated in the Rancho Encuntndu DEIR. Off site sewer improvements thot 
would occur within the City of Poway are Hlso analyzed in the DEIR. 

The Montccito project would develop 153-acrcs of the 278-ocre site and includes 277 single­
family lots and one 1.7-acre 101 to accommodate an cxisIing onsi1c residence, as well us ;18 open 
space lots und a lot reservetl l<.1r" sewer pump station. The Sycamore Estates project would 
develop a maximum of 590-acrcs of the 2,132-u,re site and includes 631 lots for 557 sin81c 
fomily homes. 106 11111lti-fnmily units. Iwo lots equaling 13.9-ancs for future i11sIi1utional uses. u 
4-aere park, u I2-acrc elementary sch(>OI, and 11 open spa,e lots totaling I.498.6-aeres. A 
Multiple llahital Planning Arca (MHl'A) houndury adjustme11t is proposed for these lwo projects 

RANCIIO ENCANTADA £JR 

GJ 

RESPONSE 

The Service's summary of the proposed discretionmy nctions, project location, 
and project description are noted. For clarification, and pursuant to the 
Implementing Agreement by nnd belween lhe City of San Diego, United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), ndjustments to the City's MHPA boundaries may be made with 
the concurrence of the USFWS and CDFG. 
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~Ir. l,1w1encc .Monscr,a\c 2 

th;,t wuuld incm1,e lhe 6izeofthe MHPA hy'.l4R.3 net acres This ho111l!IMyadjus1m~m ho, J G"l· 
been dctcnnincd to be function3ll y cqmvulent to 11\e c~isting MHPA by City ,lllff but h,,, not yet ~ 
been appro\'ed by the Wildlife Agencies. With the propoml l>oumlury adjustment all 
de,•clopmen! impacts woulu occur omside of 1he Mrl'PA wilh 1hc exception of a 2.5-acre impact 
m"Ca ,in the adjacent open ,paw piin.·el ownrd by the City of San Diego 1ha1 would rcsolt from Ute 
cn11•11uct111n of 011 ace,-_. rosd I<' Syc:,mor« l:'s1mes. 

Our comment• ,,n lhe, above-relere11ced project are·ha!!ed rm illfom,a1ion provi,kd in the 
Kovember 22, 2000, l>lliR; Tct:hmcal Appentlices (dat~d November 21, 2'100); J"'C'"iouo projec1-
rda1cd meetings with your staff: documents ""'ocialed with the Ci1y of San Diegn's Muliiple. 
Specie• Conservation Program (MSCP); our knu,,lcdge of s.:nsilivc biologi<:,d resources in the 
projc<:t an:l: anu <'Ur participation in regional co11serva1ion planning effort.<. 

Blologirnl Resources 

As dcscrihcd in the OP.JR (Table 4.3-1) lhe ve&ctulion on the combined Montcdto and Sycamore 
Estnies development si1cs consist, of coasuil $/lgC SCl'\lb (701.9 acl'1)$), undifferentiated ch~parr.11 
(47·1.9 .ocres), aoutlir.rn mi~ed chapillTal (508.7 ac~s). chamii:c ch3pam1l (J32.3 11des). nntlve 
grassland ('.14.0 acres). non-native b'Tllsshrnd (31.0 acres), coost live oak woodhmd (10.8 :11:res), 
eucalyptus woodland (8.4 acres). riparian scrub (3.06 acres), southern willow scnib (0.17 acre). 
wid mulcfat scmb (0.06 acre). Onsile, 0.11 ncre i.< occupiod by wet meadrJ\,, 2.46 acres by 
ephemeral cltt!inagcs. 0.86 acre by natural flood channel, and 0.1 acre by an e11hcmcrnl toad pool. 
The.re is also 74.8 acres of developed land and 135.5 /11..C.~ of diMutbcd land onsile. 

One federally &Jld st31C listed plant species, willowy m11mu<.lella (Mc>nnrde/111 lln,,ldes ~~p. 
vimi11tot), wns observed on the project sites. Seven sc~•itivc plant species were observed on the 
pnlj"CI site iJlclu,ijn~ varirl'uted dudleyD (Dudle)'il variegma), San Diego gnldcnstar (Mui/111 
dt>rdt1ntlii). Mi~<ion Canyon bluccup (Gitllopsis diffi1s11 ssp . .filfr:111,/is), :;,111 Diego barrel cactus 
(Ferocru:111s viridrsce11s), San Diego sogewor< (ArlPmi.,·iu pt1/11u:ri), California mJder's tongue 
(Ophiosloss111n mlifo111ir.1u11), ashy spike-moss (Sd11,:l11ella c/11em.fan.1), dwarf plan1ain 
(F'hm,at" er,·cta). and owl's clover (Cmrillcja e.m,nn). Twelve gcnsitive animal s~cies were 
observed onsit~ includmg San Diego homed lizard (Phrynnst>mu cor<m,1111111 b/<1i111•il/~i). red 
oiamond mllle,mike (C:rora/us mber n,ber}, orange-throated wh1pu1i1, (Cnemidt1pl1<m1x 
1,ypcrytlim., hddinxi), coastal western whipnnl (C:urmldop/ron,s rigrls nwl1isc-11111111s). the 
ftdtmlly-lis1ed 1hn,a1ened coa~tal California gnatcat<'hcr (Pvlioptilu culifomic'fl rnlifomi~a). 
Culifomhl homed lark (Ernnophi/11 t1fpe.t1rh <1ctia}, white-tailed kite (Elwor« /wrnms), 
Cooper'~ h~wk (At'C'ipilrr rnoJJ<·•ii), nor1hem hamer ( Circus c-yo11,·11s), grllSshopper ~parTow 
(A1111111Jtlranw., .tovam,amm). and .San Diego black-luiled ja~kr;obbil (ll!pus ct>lifcJm/cu., 
/m11«·t1i1). '.\1any of the above-li<ted specie< art coMidered ''e<.wered sp.:cics" under the City's 
.\'I.SCP. 

Pcuje.:t lrnpncts 

Acconling 10 Table 4.3-5 o t lhf DEIR. propooed project impscrs for rhe Montccito d•;vclopmenl 
prvjc~t l<'l,11 •ppw,imatdy 153.9 acres and 1·onsis1 of: 0.01 acre ot natural tlood channel. 0.39 
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0 The Service's sumnrnry of the on-site vegetation communities is noted 

The southern California rnfous-crowned sparrow (Aimoµhila 1'1(/,ceps ca11esce11s) 
was also observed as noted on Table 4.3-4. The remainder oflhe commenl 
represents an accurate summaty of the sensitive plant and animal species observed 
on the project site. 

The Service's summary of the proposed project impacts w biological resources 
is noted. 



..___, LETTER OF COMMENT 

Mr. I.SM"<'n,·c .\11mse.rrn1c 

acre of ephemeral drninage, 32.4 3Cres of C03$!al s,,ge scruh (C:SS). 7.(> :1,·res of CSS/chapanal 
rrntonc, JS.9 a,·n.,s t•f southern mixed chaparrnl, 69.6 acre£ or chami&e chap;,naJ, 2.7 acrts I)( 

no11-1111Jivc b,'Tasslnud, and 1.4 ocn:-s uf d isturt>e,J land. Act,,rding to l':,ble -Ll-6 uf the DEIR, 
p1opo,ed imparts for the Sycamcire l::stute.s dcvdupmenr pr<,jc<,t 10131 3ppro.,int3lcl} S\/0 ~ acces 
and ,·um,1s1 of 0.53 acre of namral f11¥,\I t·ham,cl, 0.86 acre Clf cphcn1tral drainage. l5 acres of 
nati1•e gni.~land. 0.9 acre of C03>t live oak woodland, 142.0 acres o f cu;tsral sage sc1uh (CSS), 
2.7 Jere., of ('SS/chapamd ecotooc., 221.9 acres of souU,cm mhed chaparral, 141.7 ncres uf 
cham,se chap.urn!, 4. 1 acres of non-native grassland, 0.3 acres of eucnlyprus woodland, 36.1 
ncrcs of disturh<d land, nnd 35.9 mes of dr.veloped hknll. 

l'ropo~l Mlti~ation 

3 

Prop<Jscd mitigarion for anricipaled prciitcl impncrs is consistent with the Cit is MSCP Biology 
(i\1idelines and includes both onsite preseivaticin and off~itc acquisiti(,n of J10hitat. Pro!X>S(--0 
mitii,:ation for upfond impacts for the Montecit,1 development project con.sists of onsite 
prcsen•ation of 31'prox.imatcly 88.9 acre~ (including 12.3 ucres of CS.S, 35.0 ucres of sourhern 
mhed chap;1rral, 5.7 3,•res of CSS/chapa,ral e,;otone, 30.3 •t:re of ch,11nise chaparral, an(I 5.6 
tu:tc~ of non-mt1h•e gra.sslantl) and ofli!ite prescr•ttlion of apprc).\.Ul'lately 5.5 acres within the 
Sycamore Estarc,i l\lliPA (including 3.8 ac,es of CSS and 1.7 acres of CSS/du,pm.11 ecotonc). 
Proposed mitigation fc)r upland irnpacts for the Sycamore &1011es dt:vdopment project cnnsisls of 
nnsite preserva1k1n of approA.imat<ly 3~3.4 acres induding 3.9 acre of oak woodland, 0 .5 acn: of 
nnti,•c gra•slaud, CSS. 72.0 •crcs of CSS, 183.5 DCl'C:I of southern miAed chaparral, 0 .2 am, of 
CSS/chapamtl ecotone, 69.5 acres or chamisc clrnparrnl, anJ 3.8 acre• of non-narlve. grassland. 
J>ropo,ed mitigation for wetland impacls for both pwjN:ts consists of c,nsl1e creatiot> rind 
enhanccmem of wcrlanll habilal. 

lt is important t<• nole lha.t projecl-relarcd impacr.~ ro waters of 1hc Uni led Sta(~, including 
wtiland~. and/or sireamheds snd the adequacy of pmpo!oC<l Wt-tland initig;ition need to he 
Cvi1l11urcd by both 1he U.S. Anny Corps of i!nglneers (Corps) pucsrnu,t to s,~tion 4\\1 of the 
CW A ;md the Department (1f fish and Game purnuant to seclion 1600 of the Pish and Game 
Code;,/ s,·,,. (Streembcd Al!erati1Jn). The projt>et musr also uccou111 fclJ <he Joss (lfephe,neral 
stream channels in upland habiral•. Ullimately, d.ocisions regarding the appropriate ,wtland 
mitig1tliun site1 am( r.ttios will be determined hy the Corps and the Department /Is prut of !heir 
evalua1ion t>f project imp.ic.ts. The,efore, -.~ encourage rh~ applicant to iniriare pre-p1ojec1 
plan11i11g mwrings wilh the Corps and the Department n.< soon ,,. possible prior to submilling 404 
ant! 11500 applka1ions. 

As a re.,ponsible agenq, rhe Dcpartruenr·~ is.uance or a Stmunbed Altcrnlion A~cme.nt 
requires r<>mpli~nce with the Califc,miu 6nvirQnmcntal Quali\y 1\ct (CEQA). In mosr Clses the 
CEQI\ d,xunicnt published\,)' loc•l Jlrristlic1io11~ ma)' be trear~d 3s 1he dc,cumcnt for issuance of 
the Srr~ambt'd A.hcrnrion Agr,,r.mcnl if it :tdequotcl~ adrJcesses all of the 'Deportment's concerns. 
The final EIR (F'ErR) shuuld include, n lhCln)lll\h analysis of project-related impscti 10 area.~ 
subject In ,cclion lliOO. and de.scribe ;,voidancc and miuilltiuclir,n mea<Urt:$, a11d ho» the 
prvposed mirigationcomplic, with t~c Depanment's 1600 requirements. lfil does nm 
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RESPONSE 

The Service's summary of the proposed mitigation measures for impacts to 
biological resources is noted. 

Mitigation measures 4.3-5, 4.3-7 and 4.3-9 sut!c that prior to issuance of 
grnding permits, necessary CDFG and U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
permits shall be obtained and 1ha1 all wetland mitigation would he contingenl 
upon state and federal resource agency approval. Also, EIR Section 1.5 lists 
the ACOE, CDFG and USFWS as Responsible and/or 1i·ustee Agencies. 

EIR Section 3.9 states that the issuance of state and federal agency permits are 
all\icipated to be within the scope of the overall Project described in the Program 
EIR, requiring no further CEQA documenlalion. It is acknowledged, however, Iha! 
the deter111inatio11 ofCEQA compliance for purposes of section 1600 is the 
responsibil ity of the responsible agency. EIR Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
analyzes Project related i111pac1s 10 areas subject lo sec1ion 1600. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

Mr. l.awr~m:c J\l(>nsenire 

ndequately add,ess 161.)1) maners, then oddi1i11nnl CEQA documenrnlion wuultl need to l>~ 
dc,·clopcd by the Oepa1trnen1 for !he i•suauce of the l600 /\gl\'.cment. 

Willowy Mouard,Un 

4 

Willo\\· y mvmudella. 3 state and fcdernlly listed e11dan~cn:d "pn:ier,, has heen advcr.;ely affected 
by habitat hl-S and d•rwdation and the ,cs ulting changer. in downslream hydrology wh«re 
populntions of th19 .<pccics e.<isl. Willowy monardelfa is a coven~d stiecic~ um.lee the MSC!' ,tnd 
i~ known to ocru,· in JO drainages within San Dieg<> C<>11nty and in one drainngc in Baja None. 
~1exiro. The 1wo southern drainag.:s consist of nppm•imately 1,250 clumps of \\•illowy 
mc,nardella. Of the popu1"1ions within !he oorthem cigh1 drninagcs only three a,e cnn~iuered 
stable, located in Spring. Wes1 Sycamore. antl S)'l:nmorc ,·unyons, which ha,.e Huie or 110 

~vclopmcnl in theirwate~hcds. 8:t~ed on 11cw lnronn31ioo lrum summer 2000 sun·eys, on 
estimated seven1y-1wo percent 1)f all known ind,viduol~ of 1his·~1-=cics are limited lo occunences 
in <•nly 1hree dJ11i11age.~: San Clemen1e. Wes1 Syc1Uimre ond Sycamnrc Canyons. Bnscd on a field 
in~pcction, the populnlion in Snn Clemen1e Canyon appcan tu be adversely affccled by on 
111c11::i.~e In wnLCr from upstrei,m development wl!ich is pmmoting riparian hobila1 and may be 
n•n~etling an ephcmcrnl sire= into a pcn:nnial s1rc.'.lm. In ~ddition llt(rc is ~.\'ide1tce tlf cwsion 
of \he streambnnks which can reml>ve 1he noodplain terraces that support willowy monrurlella. 
The remaining popul11lions of will~wy rtwnard~Jl~ w-e susceptible 10 modificalion, ()f lhe 
hydrology within Ilic upsln:'1m wnlcrshed. Therefore, the Wildlitt Agencies 1ecommend 1hol the 
popul~ti<ms lixMed dow11meam ur the project ~hould he protccml by ~voiding and minimi,fog 
both direcl ond indirect impacts. This shvuld include a,·O1ding hydrological modifications 10 

,uc,is \\~thin drainages up$trcnm of existing willllw)' monnrdclln popularinns, 

The Wildhfe Agcndci nre conrcnied that the cunent project design ma)· result in i11dircc, 
impacts 10 the willowy momudell11 located within S)'<'IUll'Jre and West Sycamol'\! C.uiyons, bnth 
within the M.Hl'A nnd on MCAS Miramitr. In recent meeting~ with Cit>· st:i.ff di,:cu,,ing the 
boundary adjustment tu the MHP A for the Muntecilo and Sycamore 1:Sllltc• development 
prqi~ts. we expressed con,·em over hydro logic chani:cs th;11 muy result from increased urbDn 
n1noffwith proje<t impleme11ta1ion ,md potential de11i111c1113I cffcc-lS un !he downmcam willowy 
monardella porutalions in West Sycamon:. Canyon. During th31 meeting we requested tho.I a 
complete hydrological an~lysis be conducted for these projl'Cts to evaluate aoticlpattJ dmn_ges 10 
Jhc watc~he<ls that would be affcclc<l by thrse pmjcct~. Volumi, D of th~ Tech11ical Appcmlit•es 
In the DEIR include the prt'lin1111ary h)·drologir,J analyses for hoth these development prnjcct~. 
As 6111led in lhc Prdinoin111y Dra/11,rg.• S1udy, Symmorc Esta le.< (Drninage S!lltl) ), dat,d Oc,nber 
2000, th~ hydrologic nnalysis is not mtended to lie a di.•Sif'.11 do,ument for storm w;ller runoll 
ronve)•aocc. it simpl)' provide~ ~n c~1ima1r. uf existing 11re.projcct h)•tlrologic and r-Jinfoll runoff 
condition~ and an cs1imate or propMed p(ISHlt\'tlopment hydrologk and rainfall nmr,ff 
condil1Dns; a design tl,:,cumcnt " ·ould ~ dcvc)opctl with final project enginccrin~. 

As r~portctl in the Ominage SIHdy, it was detennined thsJ "Ap1m.1.,imately 9(1% of1hc sludy area 
cmTently drniM nonherly int.-, Beeler Canyon . . ," «nd 1h01 "TI,e rtmai11iol! !0% of the Sludy are~ 
cuctrntly drains ~outhcrly into canyon~ tlia1 cmss into Manne Corps Air Ststiun Miramar . .. 
kcpof1l'tlly, th~ project'~ potential tamfall tunoff changi.:.< in thi~ IO percen1 onto wt•ukl be 
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RESPONSE 

Based 011 the sensitivity of the willowy monardella, the Sycamore Eslates sub­
project was designed to avoid any increased surface water nows into Western 
Sycamore Canyon. Mitigation measures have been provided to avoid and 
mi1iimize any direc1 and indirect impacts, including: measure 4.3· l 2, which 
precludes any irrigat ion on manufactured slopes draining into the side tributary of 
Western Sycamore Canyon, and measure 4.3-13, which requires silt fencing and 
other measures to minimize erosion potential. 

As noted in 1he comment, a preliminary drainage study was completed for the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. Although the title in the study includes the term 
"preliminary", the study was done at a level of detail that allowed for a complete 
analysis of potential impacts to willowy monardella. As shown in the drainage 
study, the projecl as designed would result in no increased surface water runoff to 
Western Sycamore Canyon. 

The Sycamore Estates drainage study addresses impac1s to the 1wo drainages 
referenced by the commentor in Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY of the 
EIR. The watershed of the easterly drainage of the headwaters of Western 
Sycamore Canyon would not be impacted by the project. The watershed area of the 
westerly drainage that supports a population of 23 willowy monardella individuals 
at least 940 feet downstream of project grading would be reduced by approximately 
14 percent. This reduction in waiershed would reduce flows, not increase them. 
No irrigated slopes would be allowed to drain into these drainages as stated in 
mitigation measure 4.3-12. The fill placed in the headwaters of Western Sycamore 
Canyon was assessed as noted above, with the resulting reduction in runoff The 
placement of fill within the watershed does not constitute a hydrologic change in 
and of itself. The drainage study shows that significant hydrologic changes 
(significant change in the quantity or charncter of nntof1) have been avoided 
through design. Compared 10 the pre-development condition, there would be a zero 
percent statistical change in average water velocity. maximum depth, and average 
shear (scour potential) at the location of the 23 willowy monardella individuals. 
Irrigation water applied to landscaped areas on individual lots would not be 
discharged into 1he Sycamore Canyon drainage. By design, all urban nmoff would 
be directed to the north. Additionally, manufactured slopes that would be 
constructed within or would drain into the watershed of lhe willowy monardella 
would be revegetated using approved plant palettes without supplemental 
irrigation. This design feature is intended 10 eliminate the po1ential that irrigation 
would adversely affect the species. Potentially significant short-term sedimentation 
impacts could occur during construction, but I his impact would be mitigated by the 
use ofsih fencing or other similar method as detailed by mitigation measure 4.3-
13. 
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Mr. i...;,l\\'rence Mon"ierr.J1c. 

di Yelled frQm lh~ ~0111herly-1rc:ndiog dr.unage.s lo av,,iJ imp:l!:IS 10 willowy mo11ardclJ11 
pupul:uions within die Sycamore Canyon drainag~ by avoiding changes in c~isling hydn:tll•gicnl 
cond,1i,in• (i.e .. no ncl chanfc in nmoffcond111ons hctwccn pie-project and 1>0si-pmject 
cnndihn11s wilh a 10(}.ye~r str,rm cscnl). While we acknowledge lhc effort that wenl into the 
DrninJge S1udy, we are concerned that pc,tcnliHI effol'ts to willowy mon&rdclla were not 
adcquatcl)' analy,ed in the L>b!R gil•en lhe staled pmvo,;e uf the Drainage Study: "to determine 
the overall cff,·ct the proposed dc,·tlupment will have npr,n the hydrology of the Beeler C•ntvn 
Creek watcNhed"' (page l). Purthermore, the snuthcrly-tccnding dntlnages were n,,1 considen:<I 
in the Drni11agc Study's before-pr<Jjccl amtlysis. The <ludy 31,o did not mldre&s Nher potential 
hyurologic changes that wuuld occur with dcwlupment v.-ithin the two SQUlhcrl)•-trending 
canyons that constitute the hcadwalers of Wes( Sycomore C:tn)'on Creek. Although lhe DrJinage 
Study accounl• for d.iver,;iM of rninfrtlt runoff for P"<t-dcvclvped t:onditions from th¢ propo~ed 
development ar~a lhat u(curs within the soulherly-lrcnding watershed (West Syramorc C'anyon), 
i/ ,lt.ies not 11c-cou1it for JX'tcntial hydrologic changes with the placement nf fill within the 
water,;hcd. lhc aduilion of inigation w~lcr applied to l&11dscapcd urus on individual lols, or 
inigated area~ on rr.vcgelated manufocture<l slopes, thot would beconstrucled within that 
w:,tcrshed. We are concerned over the large amounl of fill thal would be placed in the 
headwaters tv West Syca111on: Canyon Creek to eccrm1modutc development along the soulhem 
edge of Planning Arca 7, as depicted l)n projecl maps. 

Table 3.5 of the MSCP outline the City's responsihilitic.s for lhe proteclion of willowy 
WQ01t1delln. Within Table 3-5 it 19 Slated that 100% of the 111aj1)r populaliuru; of will,lwy 
mom11deUa v,ill be preserved and that the most impm1ant populalions nf willowy monardclls arc 
locarcd lln J\,lir;lmar, which is not o p;ut of lhe-MSCP. In addition, willowy monsrdc!lu u,·ctlls in 
d"linngcs nnd Table 3-5 idtnllfies that additiomd prot,,ction is onticipatcd based on Fish and 
Game Code 1600 agreements and the federal wetland~ ponnitling process. 

i\s requiroo by the City's MSCP (see Table 3-5), specific meo~ures n11.1.~1 he taken to pro1ec1 
against de1nmemal edge effcc1s to lhis ~1iecies. The u1ml LI~~ A,ljacency Guiddin.:,; contained 
within the MSCP al~o diS<uss the City"s obligation to a,~ure land uS<J,, pJ;inne-d or exisiing. 
mljacent to the l\fHl'A will be regulated to ensure minimal imparts to nnturitl re•our,·cs witl1i11 
the lvlHl'A. Given llte habltal re1J1riremenls nf the willowy mr,nard~lla. the Wildlife Agencies 
believe that mor~ than minimal impa,·t• lo the Sycamore Canyc,n drainage and the w,llowi• 
monardella, hoth wi1hin the MJ-IPA and MCAS Miramar, could occur if incident.ti utl.ian. 
irrigmion. or s10rmwattr Jr:1ina~e is allowed t,) enter th~ o,·<Cupied drainage. These cffecls could 
he in the form vf a degmcfation of w•tcr qua lit)', sedimen1ati(ln. l)r t}pe conversion of an 
eph~mcrnl Stream to a perennial ~•ream. Therefore, in nrdcr 1,, adnruately avoid impacls to lhe 
willowy m,,nardclla population rn W,-,;I Syrnmore Canyon, we r~rn1111ncn<I a boundruy line 
adju1,tme111 for this projcc\ that would inclt,dc th~ ;u-e;is lh.it lie 6outh of the 1000-fovt contour 
linr in Planning Area 7 wichin the MHPA and allow for d~1•dupment in le,, ~cn1ili1•c;m,as. 
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RESPONSE 

All direct impacts to willowy monardella have been avoided. The closest any 
development would be to a willowy monarclclla population is approximately 
940 feet. A far more significant population of at least 396 individuals is being 
conse1vccl within open space in the southeastern portion of the site. Existing 
defense-related industrial facilities currently located at the upper end of the 
drainage supporting this larger popula1ion would be conveyed to the City of 
San Diego. The City would have the exclusive right to elect which buildings 
would remain and which buildings would be removed and converted to open 
space. Uses for the remaining buildings would be compalible with the open 
space designation. 

The project's design features and mitigation measures would specifically and 
intentionally preclude incidental urban. irrigation, or stormwater drainage from 
entering the occupied clraimtge. Therefore. "more than minimal impacts'' have 
been precluded by design. Mitigation measures 4.3-12 and 4.3- 13 arc provided lo 
ensure that 110 significant impacts to the willowy monardella would occur. 
Specifically, these measures would ensure that no irrigatio,! of slopes draining into 
Western Sycamore Canyon would be allowed, that nu stonnwater drainage would 
e111er the canyon, and that water quality and sedimelllalion issues are addressed. 
Because there would be a reduction in !he size of 1he wa1ershed, there would be no 
potential for the type conversion from an ephemeral stream to a perennial stream. 
Additionally, the request to preclude development south of 1he 1,000-foot contour 
line is not necessary because hydrologic impacts have been precluded by the 
proposed project's design and mitigation, 
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We nppt-e.:iale 1he opportunity to 1eview and commcn1 on this l>clR. Tht Wildli(e Agenci~s 
wouhJ like HJ work v.-ith the Chy and the project applic.im t(> de~ign a lxmndury adjustment fo, 
the Sycamon~ 1'$l:l1C! <lc,-dopruent pmject so that impil~l• to willowy m,,nardclla are udequa1cly 
nvoidoo. If y,,u hnvt any qucs1ions per1aini11g to 1hesc commcnls, pka.;e co111~ct Ms. Kim 
M;,r,,1l~n (Department) at (8.~R) 467-4229 or M.r. Josh Gnrdo (Service) at (760) 431-9440. 

Sincer~ly, 1 j . 
IZ»,~j ~JtV\:t 

Nancy Gilber1 
A~•i~l.mt Ficl<.I Supervi~or 
Carlsbad Field Office 
U.S. fish and Wild!Jfe Servi.:.; 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR 

/1 / I I · [ ~ -~ ft." vi/t/41-ft-",.~ • 1(/ r 

William E. Tippels 
Habitat Cr111~erva1ion Supe.J'•isor 
South C<nst Regional Manager 
California Department of Fish and Game 

RESPONSE 

Comment note-d. See response numbers 8 through 12. 

...... .......... 



.._ LETTER OF COMMENT 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Mnston H. Hickox 
\gency Sec,e\a,y 
: alifomia Erwlronmenlal 
'ro\ection Agency 

January 4, 2001 

Mr. Drew Kleis 
City of San Diego 
1222 Firal Avenue, MS 501 

Edwin F. Lowry, Director 
5786 Corporate Avenue 

Cypress. Cal~ornia 90630 

San Diego, California 92101-4155 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE RANCHO ENCANTADA 
PRECISE PLAN (SCH #2000011053) 

Dear Mr. Kleis: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Con!rol (OTSC) has receive<! you, draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above mentioned Project. 

Gray Davis 
Governor 

Based on the review of the document, the DTSC comments are as follows: ] 

1) The draft EIR needs to Identify and determine whether current or historic uses at 
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at 
the Project area. 

2) 

3) 

The draft EIR needs to lden!tfy nny known or potentially contaminated site within J 
the proposed Project area. For all Identified sites, the draft EIR needs to evaluate 
whether conditions at lhe site pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

The draft EIR indicates that a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was 
performed on the Monteclto sub-p roject site and that an empty 55-gallon drum and 
an above ground storage lank of unknown contents were found within that sub­
project site. II also indicates U1at a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was 
performed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site (divided into five operational 
s ites A, B. D, J and K). Site A (formerly General Dynamics' Convalr Division and 
now leased by Raytheon) was found to contain small containers of gasoline. 
cutting oils, paint resins and propane cylinders. Site B (formerly General 
Dynamics' Space Systems Division and now OC{:Upled by Lockheed-Martin) wns 

@ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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RESPONSE 

The San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division, under 
delegation of authority from both the Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, has provided historical and 
ongoing regulatory oversight of operations on the proposed project site. As 
disclosecl in El R Section 4.12, Phase I Site Assessments were conducted on the 
Montecito and Sycamore Estates s11b-project sites that identify existing hazardous 
materials and wastes. 

Sec response number 14. As disclosed in the EIR, potentially significant hazardous 
materials impacts could occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Mitigation 
llleasures arc provided which would reduce potential impacts rn below a level of 
significance. 

Comments are noted. 
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found to contain 0.25 to 5-gal\on drums of hydraulic fluids, vaCJ.Jum oils, paint 
wastes, adhesive wastes. and small amounts of gasoline nnd kerosene waste. In 
addition, the current user of the site Is listed as having a hazardous materials 
Inventory that Includes gases, gasoline, kerosene, alcohol, oils and Stoddard 
solvent. A mercury spill is also noted in the draft EIR. Sile D (previously occupied 
by General Dynamics· Space Systems Division and now used by current property 
owner for auto repair and boat storage) was found to contain two 56-gallon drums, 
one for Freon and one for Gensolve. In addition, a 500-gallon diesel storage tank 
was previously on the site. Sile J (previously occupied by General Dynamics' 
Convair and Air Defense Systems Divisions and now occupied by Raytheon) is 
known to have generated JP10 and paint wastes in the past and currently has two 
underground storage tanks In place of undisclosed contents. It is also noted In the 
dratt EIR that a 1000-gallon gasoline slorage tank was prevlously removed from 
the site. Site K (once occupied by General Dynamics' Convair Division and now 
Inactive) is known lo have been a Tomahawk missile test site in which \tie booster 
engines were tested. The solid propellent used in these boosters included 
ammonium perchlorate and carboxyl-lerminated polybutadiene 

The draft EIR also mentions that there are electrical transformers· loc11ted on Siles 
A, B and D which may contain polychlorlnated blphenyl. In addition. all sewage 
frnm Sites A, Band D Is disposed of through septic systems and onsite leach 
fields. There are live leach fields on Site J and one on Site A. Also, all of the 
aforementioned Sites are, or were, listed in the HAZMA T database as hazardous 
materials generators. It Is not sufficient to assume that because there Is no 
evidence of a recent hazardous materials release that there have been no 
releases in the past 40 years that the sites were active. Prior to initialing any 
construction activities, a thorough environmental assessment should be conducted 
to determine If a release ol hazardous wastes/substances exists at the site. If so, 
further studies should be carried out to delineate the general extent of the 
contamination. Also, ii is necessary lo estimate the potential threat to public 
health and/or the environment posed by the site. II is necessary to determine if an 
expedited response action is required lo reduce existing or potential threals to 
public health and the environment. If II Is not an immediate threat, final remedy 
should be implemented in compliance with slate regulat10ns and policies. 

4) Proper environmental Investigation and/or remediation are needed with a DTSC or 
other lead agency approved Wor1<plan. Complete characterization of the soil is 
needed prior lo any excavation or removal action. 

5) TI1e draft EIR should idenlify the mechanism lo initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation. and which 
government agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

RANCIIO ENCANTADA EJR 
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AB 2644 (Calderon), "School Facilities: contamination," passed and signed in 
September 2000 as urgency legislation, provided that "a Phase I environmental 
site assessment conducted pursuant to the requirements adopted by the 
American Society for Testing and Materials for clue diligence for commercial 
real estate transactions satisfies the requirements for conducting a Phase I 
environmental site assessment unless and until the DTSC adopts final 
regulations that establish guidelines for a Phnse I environmental assessment 
.... " This refers to ASTM Standard Practices 1527 (Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment Process) nnd 1528 (Transaction Screen Process). DTSC's letter 
states that "it is not sufficient lo assume that because there is no evidence of a 
recent hazardous materials release that there have been no releases in the past 
40 years that the sites were active. Prior to initiat ing any construction 
activities, a thorough environmental assessment should be conducted to 
determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances exists at the site ." An 
ASTM Phase I does constitute a thorough environmental assessment and, 
absent evidence to the contrary, it is acceptable to conclude that "no 
recognized environmental conditions" have been identified. · Section 4.5.1 of 
the Standard Practice 1527 notes that "no environmental site assessment can 
wholly eliminate uncertainty regarding the potential for recognized 
environmentnl conditions in connection with a properly. Both practices 
recognize reasonable limits of time and cost. Section 4.5.2 of the Standard 
Practice 1527 states that "appropriate inquiry does not mean exhaustive 
assessment." A health risk assessment would be developed for each chemical 
of concern on each site in conjunction with the phase-out of existing on-site 
facilities. The transformers located on-site would also be tested and removed, 
if necessary, using appropriate, recognized methodologies for removal and 
disposal. 

Relative to the entire project site area, potentially contaminated soils constitute a 
relatively small percent of the total area. Mitigation measure 4.12-3 requires that 
soil samples be rnken from septic systems, storm water nmoff areas, and container 
storage areas prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site. If contamination is discovered above regulatory levels, remediation 
would occur to reduce potentially significant impacts to below a level of 
significance. /\n approved DTSC workplan would be implemented for proper 
environmental investigation and/or remediation of contaminated soils. 

Mitigation measures 4.12-1 through 4.12-4 identify the time (i.e. prior to grading or 
building pennil issuance) al which measures shall be implemented and rhc agency 
that would be responsible for ensuring compliance with the measure. 

Mitigation measures 4.12-1 through 4.12-4 identify the time (i.e. prior to 
grading or building permit issuance) at which measures would be implemented 
and the agency responsible for ensuring compliance with the measure. 

-
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6) If during construction of the proJect, soil contamination is suspected, construction 
In !he area should slop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be 
Implemented. II it Is determined that contaminated soil exists. the draft EIR should 
Identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and 
which government agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

DTSC prollides guidance for Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) 
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). For 
acldilional inlom1atlon on lhe VCP orto meet/discuss this matter further, please contact 
Daniel K. Zogalb. Project Manager, at (714) 484-5483 or me at (714) 46H>461. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Holmes 
Unit Chief 
Southern California Cleanup Operations 
Cypress Office 

cc· Governor's Office ol Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse #2000011053 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, Calfrornia 95812-3044 

Mr. Guenther W. Moskal , Chief 
Planning and Envlronmenral Analysis Section 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 

Mr. Michael Dorsey 
County of San Diego 
Department of Envlronment81 Hestlh 
1255 lmperial Avenue, 4" Floor. P.O. Box 129261 
San Diego, California 92112-9261 
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RESPONSE 

Mitigation measure 4.1 2-6 has been added to the final El R which requires that 
"During constniction. if any soil contamination is suspected, e.g., by odor or vismil 
means, constrnction shall temporarily cease at that location and the San Diego 
County Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Management 
Division ( I-IMMD) shall be contacted. A workplan shall be prepared as required by 
the HMMD, the soil shall be sampled and the results shall be evaluated to 
determine if any further action would be necessary. If further action is necessary. 
measures shall be approved by the San Diego Counry HMMD to ensure appropriate 
remediation." 
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STA.'TE.OF CAl1FORH1A • aus1m:ss. TRANSPORTATION A.NO HOIJSINO AOENCV 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 11, P.O. BOX 85406, MS-50, 
SAN DIEGO, CA 82186-5406 
619.6~a-o954 
FAX: 619-688-~299 

Januaiy 5, 2001 

Mr. Scon Moroan 
Stale Cl~aringhouse 
1<100 Tenth SIreet 
SacramenI0, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Mr;rgan: 

11-SD-015 
PM 14.3 (KP 23.0) 
Pomerado Road 

Dra!t EIR ror Rancho Encanta<la (Sycamore EsIates LOR No. 99-0899 - SCH 2000011053 

Caltrans DlsUlct 11 comments are as follows: 

General Comments: 

A number of the lollowlng comments address p0tlio11s of the DEIR and/or Trattic Analysis thai7 0 
need clartficallan or additional exptanalion. Please address these issues hU! revised report. _J 

• Tile EIR proposes 1rallic mitigation proposals 10 Iha Pornerado/Mrrarnar lnterslate 15 (l-15~ 
ln!e1cllange. Caltrans has active, but underfunded, projects proposad for this lnt~rchange 
and the adjacent f-15 main line. The proposed mlligalion may not be completely 
compatible with the proposed pro)ecl. However, Individual elements of the proposed 
miligahon may be compatible. 

• Considemlion should be made towards contribuling 11,e equivalent cost of the miligafion lo] 
the Rancho Encanlada projecl to the proposed Catlrans projects on 1-15. This may require 
a Cooperative Agreement with the City ol San Diego to define how the contributions would 
be determined, collected, and transferred lo the currently under-funded Caltrans projects 
on 1-15: 

• The proposed development's !ralllc will have Impacts to lhe 1-1 5 ramp inlersections at Mira] 
Mesa Boutevarcl and Sc,lpps Poway Parkway bl,t the report did not have any mitigation 
measures for these locations. Please address this Issue in the revised Traffic Analysis; 

did nol integrate 1111 ramps and lnterseclions ,n a complete traffic network. Please comment L'.::J 
• The repon sepmately analyzed the operation or each ramp and cily street Intersection but~ 1,0 

ii, a revised Traffic Analysis; 
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Clarifications and expbnations are set forth in response numbers 22-57. The ElR 
and the Trame Technical Reporl have been revised, where appropriate. No new 
impac1s were identified as a result of the additional analysis conducted with the 
revisions. Also see response number I 02 below. 

Coordination with Caltrnns has continued concerning the proposed improvements 
to 1he Pomerado Road/tvli ramar Road lnterstale 15 (1-15) interchange. As 
suggested in the comment, it has now been determined that a componenl of the 
proposed mitigation improvement is not compatible with improvements proposed 
by Caltrans at the same location. The specific element thal is not compatible is the 
widening of the Pomerado Road westbound 10 1-15 southbound on-ramp 10 provide 
an HOV bypass. 

The objective of this specific improvement was to help mitigate or reduce the 
project's contribution lo delay at !his on-ramp location. However, as noted in 
Caltrans co111111ent number 49, with which there is agreement, the proposal would 
not have reduced delay, only the queue on westbound Pomcrado would appear 
shorter. 

In this context, it is proposed to modify mitigalion measure 4.6-8 as suggested by 
Caltrans to contribute an equivalent cost (esti111ated as S500,000) of the proposed 
on-ramp widening to the improvement program proposed by Caltrans, specifically 
the southbound auxiliary lane 011 1-15 from Mira Mesa Blvd. to Mira111ar Way. The 
southbound auxili111y lane is scheduled to be open to traffic in 2004. 

This C.iltrnns improvement would increase traffic flow and capacity for 
southbound 1-15 traffic in the 11.111. peak hour, which, in turn, will help to decrease 
delays at the Pomerndo Road westbound to 1-15 souihbouncl on-ramp, the original 
mitigation measure objcclive. 

Consideration would be given to contributing equivalent cost of mitigation to 
Caltrans' improvement program. Also see response number 22. 

The traffic study analyzed the noted intersections for ramp delay and intersection 
delay, and concluded !hat the project would not have a significant impact at either 
ramp intersec1ion. Therefore, 110 mitigation is required. Under Buildout 
conditions. the 1-15/Scripps Poway Parkway interchange is characterized by 
acceptable LOS D or bcller conditions during both peak hours both with and 
wirhout the project. /\t 1-1 5/Mirn Mesa Boulevard, the wi th project aflcrnoon peak 
LOS is E; however, the project's contribution toward this congestion would be 
below a level of sig11ificm1ce as defined in the City of San Diego TN/[f/C /111pac1 
Study /\1(1111raf. In terms oframp meter operations, project traffic would not cause a 
significant impact at either location. /\ccordingly, no mitigation is required. 
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Q:sJ. Isolated intersection analysis is acceptable under City of San Diego guidelines, 
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Additional 1rattic mitigation proposals were presented to Callrc1ns during circulation of the Drall] 
EIR. These proposals (not included In the Drafl EIR) consistecl of Improvements to the 1-
15/Mlramar Road and the I-15/Mlra Mesa Blvd. Interchanges. Further discussion of the 
additional lralf1c m,tigalion rroposed will be requirer.I. Caltrans has aclive projects at 11,e same 
location as the proposed lraffic mitigation. which must be coordinated in order to miriimize 
potential c.onllicti:; 

Specific Comments 

Drah EIR Secfion 4.6 Environmental Analysis• Transportntion 

• Page 4 .6-2. Level of SeNice Standard, last paragraph, second sentence: the latest version J 
of the Highway Capacity Mamral (1997) must be usacl; 

• Paga 4.6•4, Existing Traffic Volumes. first paragraph. first sentonce: Figure 4.6·2, Exisring J 
Trafllc Votumiis, does nol ctepict lhe morning Md avening peak hour traffic vorumes for 
ro11dways and Intersections In Iha vicinity of the project site as staled in the te1.t. Please 
clarify; 

• Page 4.6-4. Existing Traffic Volumes, ser,ond paragraph, first sentence: Figure 4.6·1 CloesJ 
not present existing ADT volumes. Please clarify; 

• Page 4.6•4. F::xisting /11/erseclion Operation. Callrans r&qulres level of Service (LOS> C or 
better al State owned tacilltles, including intersections and ramps. Based on Tabte 4.6-2, 
the following intersections are also operatin(J at an unacceptable level of service al peak 
hours, under Pxisling conditions: 

1. Mira Mesa Boulevard/1-15 NS Off Ramp (LOS D, PM peak ho1.1r); 

2. Mira Mesa Boulevardll-15 SB OU Ramp (LOS C, AM peak hour); 

3. Cauoll Canyon Roacl/1-15 NB Off Ramp (LOS D, AM peak hour); 

4. Carroll Canyon Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp (LOSE. AM p,:iak hour, and LOS D, PM peak 
hour): 

5. Pomerado Road.'l-15 SB Off Ramp (LOS D, AM poak hour); 

6. Scripps Poway Parkway/I-15 NB ON Ramp (LOS D. AM peak hour); 

Field investigation show thal Pomemdo RoacVt-15 NB off Ramp operates al b0fow LOS BJ 
for both AM and PM peak hours as indicated In Table 4.6·2. Please clarify; 
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RESPONSE 

Coordination with Caltrans will continue. Also see response number 22. 

At the time the study was initiated, Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 1994 
procedures were still in widespread use, and were considered appropriate by 1he 
City of San Diego for amilyzing the project's traffic impacts. Accordingly, the 
requested analysis is not required. However, for informational purposes only. 
Buildout with and without Project conditions were reanalyzed using the more 
current 1997 Highway Capacity procedures at sensitive locations (i.e., locations 
characterized by LOS Dor lesser level of service conditions). The evaluation 
found that the project would not generate any new significant impacts on failing 
facilities. Accordingly, the findings and conclusions of the Traffic Technical 
Report included as EIR Appendix E would be unchanged utilizing 1997 
procedures. 

Figure 4.6-2 shows existing ADT volumes for roadway segments. The lltrning 
movement volumes are depicted in Figure 2.2-3 (page 15) of rhe Traffic Technical 
Report included as Appendix E lo the final EIR. 

Figure 4.6-1 shows the inrerscction identification numbers. ADTs are presented in 
Figure 4.6-2. 

The City of San Diego is the lead agency under CEQA. The significance threshold 
used in the Traflic Technical Report and EIR are per the requireme11ts of the lead 
agency, and the City of San Diego has identified LOS Das its performance 
standard. When an intersection is characterized by an exis\ing congested LOS (E 
or F), the threshold of significance for impacts established by the City of San Diego 
is the addition ofa two second delay or a two percent increase in traffic. 

The analysis results were identified using srandard procedures. Peak hour turning 
movement counts were conducted from 7:00 - 9:00 am and 4:00 - 6:00 pm, existing 
lane geometry was input into the intersection capacity software, and the evaluation 
was completed using Highway Capacity Manual Chapter 9 procedures. 

- -
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• Page 4 .8-11. Table 4,6-5. Existing Freewily Segment Analysis: lhe AOT lisled does nol 
match 1999 Caltrans Traffic Volumes. Please clarity; 

• Page 4,6-16: Protect Traffic Distribution 

1. A secllon connecling Scnpps Ranch Boulevard and Pamer ado Road does 1101 have Ille 
percentage traffic number. Please c:larify; 

2. Based on the frgure numbers, 23% trnlfic on Spring Canyon Rd. splits to 12% going 
southwest on Scripps Ranch Blvd. and 10% conlinues north on Spring Canyon Rd. The 
10% lraUic on Spring Canyon Rd. lhen merges wilh the 8% traffic on Scripps Poway 
Parkway to get lo lhe 1-15 ramps. The figure shows only 10% lraHic gelling to 1-15 
ramps. Please comment: 

• Page 4.6-25. Opening Day with Project Bui/dour lnlersection Analysis, lasl paragraph, lasl 
senl&nc&: lhe reporl lncJicales thal "a signillcant direct impact would occur at one 
lnle:rseclion: 

• Pomerado Roacl/I-15 Nor1hbound Off-ramp (change from LOS D lo LOSE, AM Peak Hour) 

Table <l.6• 1 I, Page 4.6-26, Indicates lhal lhe change would occur al Ml,a Mesa 
Boulevard/I-\ 5 Morthbound Off-ramp from LOS D to LOS E in the PM Peak Hour with "NO' 
signlllca111 Imp.tel. The Pomerado Road/I-15 Nortl1b0Lmcl OH-ramp shows LOS B 
lhroughoul lhe cl1ange,s. Please clarify. 

• Page 4.6-28, Opening Day will! Project Bwldout Ramp Meter Analysis: The report 
1ncJicales lhal in "Table 4.6-13, Ifie addllion of lralflc from Project Buildout would result In a 
slgnllica,1I cumulalive impacl at the 1-15 westbound lo soulhbound Miramar 
Road/Pomerado Road in the PM peak hour and at tl-,e 1-15 easlbound lo southbound 
Miramar Roact/Pomerado Road in the AM pe11k hour." 

However, Table 4.6-13, Page 4.6-29, shows Ille 1-15 westbound lo soulhbound Miramar 
Road/Pomerado Road is Impacted In Iha AM peak hour and the 1-15 eastbound lo 
southbound Miramar Road/Pomerado Road has no significant impact Please clarify. 
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The information used in the Traffic Technical Report was obtained from Caltrans 
Planning Division staff on Febntary 15, 2000, and reflec1s 1998 volumes. Al 1ha1 
time, 1999 Caltrnns traffic volumes were 1101 provided by Cahrnns. 

The assignmenl 011 Scripps Ranch Boulevard north of Pomerado Road is two 
percent. 

East of Spring Canyon Road, 1he assig11men1 should be six percent, with four 
percenl passing through the i111ersectio11 and one percent each orie111ed 10 the north 
and south of the intersection. The percentage west of Spring Canyon Road should 
be four percent, rather than IO percent. (Though mislabeled in lhe figure and since 
corrected. lhe analysis was done based on the correct dis1ributio11; see Figure 3.2-2 
of the Traffic Technical Report allaehed as J\ppendix E to the final EIR.) The 
majority of lhc IO percent approaching Scripps Poway Piirkway from the soulh via 
Spring Canyon Road is orienled to the Scripps Ranch Villages community 
shopping cenler and does not proceed to Scripps Poway Parkway. 

The addition of project lraffie would cause the Mira Mesa Boulevard/1-5 
Norihbound Off-Ramp intersection 10 decline from LOS D to LOS E, By adding 
48 afternoon peak hour lrips, the project's traffic causes the delay 10 fall into the 
LOS E calegory. Because lhe project's impact is below the threshold of 
significance (a 2 second increase in delay), it would not generate a significa111 
impact at this location. 

The lexl on page 4.6-28 of the draft EIR has been co1-rcc1ed. The table (Table 4.6-
13} is correct; the project's sole impact to ramp meter delay is at the 1-15/Pomerado 
Ro;id wcstbo1111d-10-sourhbou11d ramp during the morning peak hour. The text of 
final EIR page 4.6-28 has been corrceled. 
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• Page 4.6-:32. B11ildo111 2020 Wilhour Projec/ Daily Traffic Volumes: traffic volume on] 
Scripps Ranch Blvd. decreases from 18,692 to 17,792 between the intersection of 
Spencerport/Erma and Erma/Mira Mesa Blvd. Pl0ase explain. 

• Pnge 4.6-33. Buildout 2020 Will! Pmject Dally Traffic Volumes: lraffic volume on Scripps J 
Ranch Blvd. decreases from 19,860 to 18,960 between lhe Intersection ot 
Spencerpor1/Erma and Enna/Mlra Mesa Blvd. Please ex-plain. 

• Page 4.6-35. Buildout 2020 with Project Buildo11t In/or section Analysis: the text analysis J G;l 
does not depict the findings In Table 4.6-16. Please clarify and refer to the ar,propm1te ~ 
fable. . 

Traffic: Table 4.6-14 mention,;,d in lhe text does nol specify that the analysis is lor the year L.:'.J 
• Page 4.6-3.§. Year 2020 Freeway Segmem Analysis With and Wilhout Project Buildoul] '4ij7 

2020. Please clarify 

D1aft EIR Technical Appendices - Volume Ill - Traffic Study 

he the minimum performance standard In tile study area. Add: Caltrans consldern LOS C ~ 
• Page 5, Road1V,,y Segment LOS MelhOdology. The City of San Diego considers LOS D to J r:;"jl 

to be the minimum performance standard at freeway/ramp lnterseclions. 

• ~. CMP Anerlal Segment Analysis Methodology. t11ird line, change " .. . using Highway J ~ 
Capacity Manual" to '·199i Highway Capacity Manual" L.::'._J 

• Page 8, CMP Arterial Segment Capacily Methodology. second line. change·· .. . speed and J EJ 
lhe HCM ... "' to"' ... speed and the 1997 HCM . . ." 

• Page B. CMP Arlerial Segment Analysis Me/hodology. t11irct line. change using Highway J r:;;;7 
Capacity Manual" to "1997 Highway Capacity Manual" t..:.::....l 

• ~. Buil</0111 Traffic Condffions: list Nr,. 3. Where dicl the 15% reduction factor come ] r-.;i 
~ ~ 

suggests no mitigation lor lhe additiotie\l traffic lh1s r,roject will generate at all attected l...::'....J 
• Page 116, FHlure Transportation Systems Improvements: last senlence. This s1mtence J r:;c,l 

Into, secHons; 
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Comment is noted. The revised analysis indicates lhal the Scripps Ranch 
Boulevard segment between Mira Mesa Boulevard and Erma Road would decline 
from LOS B to LOS C with the change. However, this change would not change 
the findings and conclusions of the traffic study, since no new mitigation would be 
required as a consequence of the volume increase. Peak hour intersection analysis 
indicated that the additional traffic traversing this local ion would not change LOS 
under Buildout with Project conditions, and the eastbound riglll turn lane to be 
provided by lhe Scripps Gateway projecl would restore 111orning peak LOS to 
acceptable LOS D conditions. 

See response number 37. 

The reference to the table mis-cited the table nu111ber. Table 4.7-2 of the Traffic 
Technical Report is 1he correct reference and has been added as Table 4.6-1 6 of the 
final EIR 

Tables 4.6- l 3 and 4.6-14 represent Significance of Ra111p Meter Analysis and 
Significance of Freeway Segment Analysis, respectively. A notation 10 year 2020 
has been added to the buildout condition. Tables 4.6-5 and 4.7-5 of the Traffic 
Technical Reporl also can be referred to fo r this information. 

See response number 30. 

142 j See response number 27. 

E] Sec response number 27. 

See response number 27. 

In areas such as the 1- 15 corridor where there are substantial constraints to peak 
hour travel demand under existing conditions. a 15 percent decrease or diversion as 
a consequence of increased congestion would be reasonable 10 expect. This 
approach has been used in the past on other projects in the City of San Diego. 
Based on standard practice and e,~perience of lhe traffic technical consultant, 
Kimley-Horn & Associates, the diversion factor was determined to be reasonable. 

This comment is inconsistent with the analysis that was conducted. Existing lanes 
and intersections were assumed as the base condition. Where the proposed project 
would impact an i111ersectio11, mitigation measures were required. Also sec final 
EIR Section 4.6.4. 
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• Page 145. /11/ersections: first sentence, Caltrans considers LOS C to be the minimum J r;;;7 
per1o,mance stanclarcl at lreeway/ramp Intersections; ~ 

• Page 162, /11tersections 8uildout Condi/Ions: list No. 4. Pomerado Road/1-15 NB OIi Ramp. 
ILV calculations are requested for the following intersections: 

1. Mira Mesa Blvd SB ramps (AM) 
2. Carroll Canyon Road NB ramps (AM ancl PM) 
3. Carroll Canyon Road SB ramps (AM and PM) 
4. Pornerado Road NB ramps (AM and PM) 
S. Pomerado Road SB ramps (AM and PM) 
6. Sciipps Poway Parkway NB ramps (PM) 

• Page 173. /.15 sovlhbound/Pomerado Road wtostbound: second to lasl sentence Is ] 
incorrect, " ... bul would reduce delay tor both HOVs end SOVs waiting 10 enter the treeway 
dunng the morning peak hour•. There would NOT be a reduclion In delay because the 
ramp meter rate would remain Ille same. Only lhe queue on westbound Pomeredo Road 
would appear shorter, tt1e delay woulcl not change; 

• Page 181, Table 7. 1·2. ILV calculattons are req11ested for lhe following intersections. 

1. Mira Mesa Blvd 
2. Carroll Canyon Road 
3. Pomeraclo Roacf 
4 . Scripps Poway Parkway 
5. Sclipps Poway Parkway 
6. Scripps Poway Par~way 

• page 186,_ Table 7. 1-5: Exisllng Level ot _ Service values tor 1-15 are below lhe J 0 
Transportation Concept Report values. The enllre column should read FO; 

• Page 186. Table 7.1-5: Buildout with Projec1 Levt1I ol Service valt1es !or 1-15 are below the J I 52 I 
Transportation Conclilpt Repor1 values. The rirsl three lines of column should read F3 and 
the last four lines should read F2; 
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See response number 30. 

See response number 27. 

RESPONSE 

The commentor is correct in noting thal there would 1101 be a reduction in delay for 
both HOVs and SOVs waiting to enter the freeway during the morning peak hour 
because the ramp meter rate would remain the same. Also see response number 22. 

See response number 30. 

Cahrans supplied the volume and traflic flow clrnractcristics that were used in the 
traffic analysis. Based on this comment, the transportation concept report values 
are not consisrent wilh the volume, peak hour, directional, and heavy vehicle 
factors supplied from Caltrans. 

See response number 5 I. 
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• Page 188 Bui/dout with Prvject firsl sentence. " ... one addilional interseclion {Pomerado J y 
Road/1-15 northbound otf ramp)". ILV calculations may show several intersecllons are L::.:J 
pushed over 1he 1500 capacity level; 

Conlinued clos<J coordination with Callrans is encouraged. If you have any questions on the J G;7 
above comments, please contact Kellh Ploattner, Traffic Operation Improvements Engineer. at l.::'..:J 
(619) 68B 6659, or Cory Binns, Route Manager at (619) 688-6758. 

Sincerely. 

c9 (S 
Bill FIGGE, Chief 
Oevetopm9nt Review Md Public Transpor1a11on Branch 

c· LCarr (MS 27) 
EGojuangco/CBinns (MS 55) 
VHursl (MS 65) 
KPtoettner (MS 23) 
GPound (MS 50) 
CThomas (MS SB) 
Ann French Gonsalves, City of San Diego 
Drnw Kleis. C,ty ol San Diego 
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r-::-l See response number 30. 
~ 

[8 Co111111en1 is noted. Coordination with Caltrans will continue. 

~ .......... 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

Mr. Drew Kleis 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San o,ego, CA 92101-4155 

From: Department of Conaerv■lion 

The Resources Agency 

Date: January 5. 2001 

Office of Govemmantal and Environment.al Relations 

Subject Mineral Resource Conservation Comments on the Rench Encantada Precise 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) - SCH #2000011053 

The California Department of Conservalion's Division of Mines and Geology 
(Division) hes reviewed the DEIR for the referenced development project The 
Division has responsibility for compiling information on mineral resources in 
California. The Division produces maps end reports for lead agencies to support 
land use decisions that conserve important mineral resource deposits. It is wilh 
respect to the mineral resource impacts of this project that we offer the following 
commenl~-

The proposed project site is within an area of significant mineral resources as 
designated by the State Mining and Geology Board. (Please reference in the 
final EIR, the Division's report, Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate 
Materials in the Western San Diego County Production-Consumption Region, 
1996, by R.V. Miller, OFR 96-04 (Plate 11)). The final EIR should describe the 
project's impacts on the future availability of this de11ignated mineral resource. tf 
the avallabillty of this or olher regionally slgnificant mineral resources will be 
adversely affected, project allemellves or mitigation measures should be 
proposed. Also, if the availability of mineral resources will be impacted, wa 
recommend that U1e final EIR discuss alternative mineral resource areas that 
could meet the future demand tor aggregate in the Western San Diego 
Product,on-Consumption Region Finally, the final EIR would .be the appropriate 
place lo address Iha requirements of the Surface Mining and'Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) with respect lo permitting Incompatible uses on designated lands 
(Public Resources Code Section 2763). 
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The noted reference has been added to Section I 0.0, REFERENCES. The final EIR 
concludes that there would be a significant and unmitigable cumulative impact to 
mineral resources due 10 the preclusion of mining on approximately two percent of 
the Western San Diego County P-C Region ·s mapped 11,000 million tons of 
aggregate resources. The Mineral Resource Extraction /\hernativc included in EIR 
Section 9.3 was developed because the site is within an area of significant minernl 
resources. This alternative would avoid this cumulative impact through 
establishment ofa resource extrnction operation on approximately 847.5 acres of 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Alternative mineral resource areas in the 
San Diego County P-C Region arc mapped by the Department of Conservation, 
Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report No. 153. The feasibility of 
obtaining permits for the mining of these alternative mineral resource areas is 
speculative in nature given in large part to the City's MHPA existing in this same 
area, and pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

A majority of lhe proposed project site is mapped as an area of regional 
significance by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 
Geology. SM/\RA requires that prior to per111i11ing a use which would threaten the 
potential to extract minernls in that area, the lead agency shall prepare a statement 
specifying its reasons for permitting the proposed use and consider ihe importance 
of these minerals to their market region as a whole and not just their importance lo 
the lead agency's area of jurisdiction. CEQA requires the decision-maker to balance 
the benefits ofa proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks in 
determining whether lo approve the project. The preclusion of mining on the 
project site is identified in the final EIR as an unavoidable significant 
environmental impact. Statements specifying the lead agency's reasons for 
pcrmilling the proposed project will be included in a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations which will be included in the record of the project approval. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. Should 
you have questions about our comments, or require technical.assistance or 
infonnetion on mineral resource Issues, please contact Division Senior 
Geologist. Les Youngs. at 801 K Strool, MS 8-38. Sacramento, CA 95814; or, 
phone (916) 322-1083. You may also call me at (916) 445-8733. 

U<.~ 
Kenneth E. Trott 
Environmental Coordinator 

cc: Robert Hill, Supervising Geologist 
Division of Mines and Geology 

Les Youngs, Senior Geologist 
Division or Mines end Geology 
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City or San Diego 

DEPARlMENT OF PLANNING 4ND LANO USE 

$l(H J'4.,nr, MCIAO. SUtft a,$.~• OIEOO. C,.,lit'OtV\lf'l911~:t-1'-('.f, 
iUF'O~t.1At11,.1N l6~J t4s1,;?iM 

l (~U ~RF': IMC,) ◄1 l•WI' 

Land Development Review Division 
Attention: Lawer,;ince C. Monserrntte 
1222 Firs! Avenue. Fiflh Floo1 
Sctn Diego, CA 92101 

"" 'lAACO$ or,~t 
:t33VIJ• 1/UtAC.ROZ• ~IJl1i.a,1 
, ,.,. I.I.ti':,(,~ r.., l ~\"n l t.•, 

,,,<, 11 ..e?J,) 

n. c.uQt• O'"nec 
:.,'")ll!fl<t,( llf.111 ~l - ;$1~ r~ ' l OC•r, 

IHt:..,,•11 (: '.',UO~o,);:·:, 

t'"'t:"""--')Y, 

RANCHO ENCANTADA PRECISE PLAN - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT. 
REPORT PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS. 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

The County or San Diego has received and reviewed the draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) ror tM Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. In response to Hie draft EIR the 
County has lhe following specific comments and recommeodiitions ror lhe project to 
address potentially significant lnipacts U1at will have an affect on the unincorpomted 
lands of San Diego County and inadequacies In lhe draft EIR. 

BIOLOGY COMMENTS 
Tl,e County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use, Resource Planning 
O1v1sion <1nd MSCP Division staff have reviewed U,e Montecilo and Sycamore Estates 
Biology Reports thal were prepared by Helix Environmental Planning. Inc., daled 
October 3, 2000 and September 18, 2000 respectively. The following are our 
comments on the biologics! reports and biological sections of the draft EtR. These 
conimer1ts are rocused on inadequacies in the drar1 EIR and recommend Improvements. 

1. Counly or San Diego staff reel thai the proposed Eldiustment to lhe current MHPA l fs7\ 
will s1gnificantly constricl established Beerer Carwon Regional Wildlife Corridor thal l.:'...'..J 
is a component or the City of San Diego's MSCP preserve system. As a result of 
this polr.nlictl reduclion or thi~ eslablished corridor, addition stress may be placed on 
011,er City wildlife conidors polenti.311y limit,ng connectivity and increasing stress on 
County esl(lblished wildlife corridors, specifically the County's Sycamore Ciinyon 
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Issue number 2 on EIR pages 4.3-43 through 4.3-45 discusses the regional 
corridor issue for the project. The project as proposed would significantly 
increase the mapped Beeler Canyon corridor width over much of its length 
compared with the width approved as part of the Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP). With the proposed project, approximately 74 
percent of the MHPA development boundary would be pulled back from the 
MHPA boundary depicted in the MSCP. The MHPA would be adjusted 
slightly (less than I 00 feet) further to the east in Planning Arca 11, which is 
over one mile west of County of San Diego open space. Existing ongoing 
defense-related industrial uses extend approximately 3,000 feet further 10 the 
east than the proposed project and have occurred on the site since the 1960's. 
As part of the proposed project, the existing industrial buildings would be 
conveyed 10 the City of San Diego. The City would have the exclusive right 10 
elect which buildings would remain and which would be removed and 
convened to open space. Remaining buildings would be put. to a use 
consistent with the open space designation. The phasing-out of industrial uses 
and the removal of existing fencing around the industrial uses would enhance 
the value of the eastern open space area for wildlife use. This would enhance 
use of the open space onsitc, and with Sycamore Canyon offsiIe, would 
function as the primary north-south wildlife movement corridor for this 
portion of the County. 

The Montccito sub-project of Rancho EncanIada docs encroach into Beeler 
Canyon. The on-site portion of the MHPA in this area borders City of Poway 
open space. although there are approximately 10 existing homes along Beeler 
Canyon Road directly to the north of the site. In addition. there are two 
existing homes within the MHPA in this arcl'I. The width of the undeveloped 
portion of Beeler Canyon within the City of Poway ranges from approximately 
1,200 feet to 1,600 feet. The current width of !he MHPA corridor within the 
City of San Diego in this area ranges from approximately 750 feel to 1,500 feet 
and adds to Ihe wildlife corridor on the City of Poway lands. The current total 
width of the wildlife corridor is approximately ! ,950 feet to 3,100 feet, 
excluding the homes between the site and the City of Poway. The width of the 
area of the MHPA being encroached upon by the Montccito sub-project 
ranges from approximately 100 feet to approximately 750 feet. The distance 
between proposed house pads and the closest existing home in Beeler Canyon 
would be approximately 450 feet, with a vertical separation of approximately 
150 feet. The remaining habitat in the narrowest portion of this area 
(approximately 550 feel long) is fenced and consists of non-native grassland 
and disturbed habitats including an existing home, which would provide little 
vegetative cover, and may not be conducive to wildlife movement or refuge. 
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The MSCP recommended minimum corridor width of 1,000 feet is exceeded 
along the entire length of Beeler Canyon when both City of Poway and City of 
San Diego open space lands are included. Corridors as narrow as 400 feet may 
be allowed for short distances (approximately 500 feet). The corridor between 
the existing homes in l3celcr Canyon and these proposed on the M ontecito 
project meet these criteria. 

As no ted in the EIR, wildlife movement through Beeler Canyon would be 
provided both lo the north of the existing homes along the botlom of l3eeler 
Canyon, along the adjacent slopes to the north, and through the 450-foot wide 
corridor along the lower southern slopes of Beeler Canyon. Wildlife would 
need to go around the existing Calmat Quarry operation under either 
scenario. The most likely scenario is that wildlife would choose the existing 
northern option given the topography and cover provided. Given the width of 
the corridor within Poway and the addition of the open space provided by the 
Project, it is anticipated that this corridor would continue to funct ion 
effectively as a regional wildli fe corridor. 

The boundary adjustment would add to the existing MHPA area on-site. There 
would be an increase of edge perimeter because of the increase in the size of 
the MHPA. This potential increase in edge effects to the MHPA would be 
mitigated through the implementation of mitigation measures 4.3- 14 through 
4.3-18. Virtually all of this increase in linear edge would still result in viable 
open space areas based on City of San Diego Biology Guidelines ( 1999), which 
require that habitat areas be at least 400 feet wide for grenter thnn a 500 foot 
distance and connected to viable open space lo be considered viable open 
space. 

A two-lane residential street (Street "B") that would connect the Sycamore 
Estntes development to Beeler Canyon Ro11d, as well as several utility access 
roads and detention basins that would be located wi thin the Montecito and 
Sycamore Est11tes sub-project sites, would he built adjacent to the MHPA. 
Overall project design would mainrnin the integrity of the preserve design 
mapped in the Final MSCP, City of Poway MSCP, and the City of San Diego 
MSCP plans, thereby assuring continued wildlife movement in the region and 
nvoiding significant impacts. In ncldition, the detention bnsins and utility 
access roads would not be lit at night. As riparian plant species develop in and 
around the detention basins, the basins may provide some benefit to wildli fe 
movement by offering additional habitat for wildlife moving through the area. 

~ 
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Wildlife Corridor adjacent lo lhe Sycamore Esl;ites projecl area. Figures 4.3-7 and 
Flglire 4.3-8 sr1ow impacls in lhe central and northeaslern porlions or 1h11 Monlecito 
and central portion of lhe Sycamore Eslates projecl area within the City's 
established MHPA will potenti;:,1/y fragment and reduce the widlh of the estallli~hed 
corridor resttlcting the movement of wildlife and stressing other established City and 
County wildlife corridors to the north and east of the Rancho Encanlada project area. 
The ad(lition of the MHPA land below lhe current boundary within the proposed 
Monlecito Suh-Project area appears to be Inadequate with respect to maintaining 
the Beefer Canyon Wildlife Corridor. The proposed MHPA areas shown on Figure 
4.3-8 lor lhe Sycamore Estates project area also appear to be inadequate since lhe 
proposed MHPA impact area in the central portion of the Sub-Project area may 
fragment connectivity to wlldl1fe corridors east of the project sile. The proposed 
MHPA areas within the Montecito and Sycamore Estates Sub-Project areas are not 
conslstenl with MSCP preserve des,gn because lhe areas are nol contiguous blocks 
of habitat, w,11 create potenhafly significant "edge effects· and may nol be conducive 
for the movemenI of wildlife. County starr recommends existing MHPA areas that 
are part of the City's MSCP be maintained and that If MHPA areas are proposed, 
that they consist of continuous blocks or habitat that do not cre<1te edge effects or 
fragmenlation of wildlife corridors. 

2. 4.3-28 EIR: Indirect Impacts: Within lhe Projecl Wide Indirect lmp11cts analysis 
section, II is concluded thal "edge effects· resulllng lrom these proposed projects in 
the short and long term are minimized by the placement or fencing, shielded lighting, 
open space slgnage, detention basins and water quality flltralion bas,ns. However. II 
is not adequately shown thal these measures proposed lo reduce indirect impacts to 
the MHPA areas and !he MSCP preserve areas support,ng significant wildlife 
corridors will not be compromised since proposed fencing adjecenl to development 
may restrict or deti,r the movement of wildlife between MHPA areas wm1In and 
adjacent Montecito ,md Sycamore Estates Sub-Projecl areas The result of these 
created ''edge effects· could be similar to !he discussed direct impacts In that the 
City's MSCP preserve system that has designated regional wildlife corridors could 
be compromlsecl resulting in the Increased usage and stress on 0U1er regional 
wHdllfe corrld•)rs wilhin lhe project vlclnily including potimllally limiting connectivity to 
the County's Sycamore Canyon Wildlife Corridor. The Beeler Canyon Re9ional 
Wildlife Corm:for could be sign,fic;intly Impacted as a result of !he proposed Sub­
Projecls, reducing the wildlife corridor cumt1laUvely impar.ting lhe wlldlite corridor 
along with existing development and the Calmat Quarry to die north of the Sub• 
Project areas, primarily i:ldjacent to Sycamore Estales Sub-Project area. 

3. The determlnallon that lhe estiiblished MSCP preser·,e s1·stem will 1101 be 
compromised lly lhe development of Rancho Encanlacla is based on the assumrtion 
that both Montec1to and Sycamore Estates Sub-Projects will be developed resulting 
In the addition of MHPA areas within both Sub-Project areas. However, in several 
sections of the EIR. 4.3·46-55, this assumplion could potentially be vlolat~d with only 
Montecito or Sycaniore Estates being developed, resulllng In direct impar.ls to 
exlsti11g MHPA areas and only partial addition lo MHPA areas The proposed 
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The fencing and lighting restrictions applied to lhe project are intended 10 

mitigate edge effects Lo proposed MHPA open space and mapped regional 
wildlife movement corridors. Wildlife movement through the project site in a 
north-south direction is intended lo be directed to the east of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, not through the proposed development. The overall 
corridor width along Beeler Canyon would be al least 400 feel wider for 74 
percent of the length of the project, including all of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project: uIility access roads and detention basins would be located in this area, 
but would not deter wi ldlife movement. As noted in response number 57, 
potential increases in edge effects to the MHPA would be mitigated through 
the implementation of mitigation measures 4.3-14 through 4.3-18. Edge 
effects and impacts lo wildlife movement have been fully addressed in the 
EIR. 

If only one of the sub-projects moves forward. impacts to MHP/\ lands and 
wildlife move111enI would need 10 be fully mitigared by IliaI sub-projecI as 
discussed in the EIR. !fonly the Sycamore Estates sub-project moves forward, 
there would be a nel increase of364.2 acres to the Ml-IP/\. and the wildlife corridor 
along Beeler Canyon would be widened by approximalely 400 feet along 1110s1 of 
its lenglh. If only the Montecito sub-project moves forward, a bounda1y 
adjustment would be required to omet the encroachment inI0 the MHP/\ on site. 
This could be accomplished by either enlarging the Mf-lPJ\ within the projecl site in 
a manner that would provide equal or greater functions and values to Ihe MHPA 
consistent with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines ( 1999), or by enlarging lhe 
MHPA al an off-site location, possibly wiIhi11 1he Sycamore Estates portion of the 
projecl. This boundary adjustment would need to be st1bmitted lo the City for their 
review. Concurrence from the CDFG and USFWS would also be required. 
Preservation of the MHPA if the Montecito sub-projec1 is developed first would be 
assured by mitigation measure 4.3-20. Also see response number 57. 

• I 
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improving transil / bus services. 

7. In addition lo the tables tllat det11iI the interseclions and roadway segments that are J 
signif1c11nlly Impacted by !he r,roject. figures should Ile included. The figures sl1ould 
d1spfi.ly maps (or each scenario end highlight the signiflcanlly impacted roadway 
segments. Intersections, and highwa)' ramps. 

8. It is staled on page 5 o( the TIA, that Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for 
exisllng conditions were assembled from SANDAG figures from 1994 to 1998. All 
volumf's should be factored accordingly using a grow1h ractor to properly estinmte 
existing conditions (year 2000). J @] 

movement volumes for the build-out with Project scenario. It should be stated that l..::J 
9. On pagt? 82, a technique was oulllned Which was used to estimate peak hour turning] fcil 

the technique is approved by the City of San Diego. 

10 The TIA mentions that the Scripps Miramar Ranch community plan only allows for a J 
two-lane arterial on Pomeracto Road. It should be ensured that the modeling 
analysls for Pomerado Road assumed only one through lane for each direction and 
is consistent with the community plan 

11 The TIA states thal the project includes 842 single-family homes while the J 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) states that there are 835. Consistency should 
be maintained between the TIA and the EIR. 

The County or San Diego 11ppreclates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. 1r 
you have any questions please conl<1ct Jason Giffen. Department or Planning end Land 
Use at (656) 694-3720 or Bob Gor11lka, Department or Public Works at (858) 694-3728. 

Sincerely, 

cl:~:~,o•I M•~gom,o< Speciofis, 
Do!!partmenl of Planning and Land Use 

cc: Gary Pryor, Director, Department or Planning and Lend Use, M.S. 0650 
Enc Gibson, Chi&f, Department of Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650 
John Peterson, CEOA Regul11lory Manager, M S.O650 
Bol> Goralka. Route Location Manager, Pep11rtment of Public Works, M.S. 0336 
Davm Dickman, Biologist, Department or Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650 
Brett Solomon, Biologist, Department or Planning and Land Use. M.S. 0650 
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While these exhibits would graphically pinpoint the locations of the impacts, such 
exhibits are not required to be included in the srndy. The same data is provided in 
both a text and tabular format in Section 4.9 of the Traffic Technical Report and 
summarized in the EIR. 

At the time that the Traffic Teehnicnl Report was initiated, the 1994-1998 data was 
the most cmrent available for cities and the County. Because the analysis focuses 
on peak hour intersection capacity, the date of the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
counts is less pertinent to the findings of the analysis. Also, because future traffic 
growth at intersections was based on the difference between existing and Year 2020 
ADTs on the legs, a higher assumption for the existing condition would result in a 
lower projection of Year 2020 peak hour turning movements. The approach taken 
in the Traffic Technical Report provides a worst-case analysis for the Year 2020 
condition, which forms the basis of many of the project ·s mitigation measures. 

The volume estimating technique used is a standard and customary technique used 
by traffic engineers to develop future traffic volumes. 

The traffic model was validated by reviewing the key assumptions that SANDAG 
used. This included street classificntions and capacity. The rwo- lane Pomerado 
Road segment was correctly coded. 

At the time the Traffic Technical Report was initiated, a larger number of units 
were assumed than are proposed for the current project. The evaluation of842 
single-family units in the Traffic Technical Report therefore reflects a conservative 
assumption, because the analysis inclt1ded seven more homes that what can actually 
be built. 

• 
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January 19. 2001 

Mr. Drew Kleis, Senior Planner 
City of San Diego Planning and Development Review 
1222 First Avenue. 5th Floor 
San Dfego, CA 92101 

Subject: Rancho Encantada Precise Plan 

Dear Mr. Kleis: 

The Rancho Encaritada Precise Plan combines two large residential subdivisions into a 
single development plan. The two projects proposed under lhe Precise Plan are Montecho 
and Syc.;imore Estates. Together these projects propose the construction of approximately 
1,000 new residential dwelllng units over 2,658 acres. The area encompassed by the 
project directly borders the City of Poway to the south. As a neighboring residential 
development, future residents wilhlr1 Montectto and Sycamore Estates subdivisions will 
partially or wholly rely on existing roadways, educalional, safety, library, and park services 
provided by thB City of Poway. In light of the potential impact on Powey City services and 
roadways, the City o f Poway·s Development Services Department has reviewed lhe draft 
Rancho Encantada Environmental Impact Report and offers lhe following comments: 

Significant Report Inadequacies 

False Assumptions 

• The Countywide regional growth models do not anticipate any development in this 
area. Over 1.2 million new residents are projected within San Diego County by the 
year 2020. The people and Impacts assoc:iated wllh Rancho Encantada are an 
addition to all present growth assumptions and impacls. The draft EIR falsely assumes 
that design and lmplemenla!ion strategies of regional agencies can accommodate lhls 
level of growth, In this locallon, at this time These regional agencies include the 
Melropolilan Water and Sewer Districts, San Diego Gas & Electric. Callrans, MTDB, 
APCD, and SANDAG. This project should not be allowed to move foiward until lhe 
Impacted regional agencies acknowledge the Impacts and make the necessary 
findings indicating their ability to accommodate the growth and mitigate the cumulative 
impacts to the. rP-glonal environment. 

Ci1.r H:1111.nrnMI ,ot 1.lJZ5 Cine Ctmt, Drh c· 
M,1ilii,~ :\dclms: P.,:,. B,,x 78<.I, l'own1·. C1lifo11m 92074-•!7S;) • (858) H ~-MOC. M~-1400 

t·AX 7-!8-J-t55 
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The proposed proj ect would 110 1 rely on City o f Powny services. As disclosed 
in EIR Section 4 .1 I , the proj ect would be serviced by the City of San D iego 
Fire Department, City of San Diego Police Department, City of San D iego 
libra1y system and the Powny Unified School District which services Poway, 
Rancho Bernardo, Rancho Penasquitos, Sabre Springs, and Carmel Mountain 
Ranch. A public park is proposed on the site which would be conveyed to the 
City of San Diego and which would reduce the project's public park impacts to 

a less than significant level. Public facilities (roads, parks, libraries, etc.) 
including facilities in the City of San Diego and the City of Poway arc available 
to all members of the public, regardless of thei r place of residence. 

Absent an approved development plan, regional growth assumptions are based 
on existing zoning (see EIR Section 2.4.2). As noted by the EIR's No Proj ect­
Existing Zoning Alternative, development of the proposed proj ect site in 
accordance with its underlying zoning could result in a much greater 
development intensity than that proposed by the project. Based on existing 
zoning, up to 278 residential units could occur on 1he Montecito sub-project 
site and up to 178 residential units and large areas of industrial use could 
occur 0 11 the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. No "findings·• need to be 
made by the regional agencies noted in this comment for the EIR to be 
certified and for the proposed proj ect to be approved. The traffic model 
developed for the project incorporates input from the Ci ty of Poway for uses 
within the City of Poway. T hese assumptions were defined in dctnil through a 
series of correspondence between the City of Poway and the City of Snn 
Diego. Notwithstanding the above, adcguate public services are available to 

se1vice the proposed proj ect ns discussed in Section 4.1 1, PUl3LIC SERVICES, of 
the fin.ii EIR. 
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Traffic lmpacls Understaled and Unmttlgated 

The proposed development is projecled to generate 10.548 vehicle trips per day. -
According to the EIR, lratt,c Impacts on Pomeredo Road are unmi!igatable. Suggesla<.I 
project millgalion measures require maJor modificallons to all adjoining roadways. and 
intersections extending out Interstate 15 that mc1y not be physically possible based on 
the existing bullt environment. Majorfic1ws in the methods of ITaffic analysis invalidate 
the tralfic study. The deficiencies Include using Incorrect Levels of Service, inaccurate 
roadway configurations. and the use ol a model that automatically adjusts 
volume/capacity ratios based on theorel1cal Ideal condlllons, which are unrealistic, 
thereby artniclally underestimating future Levels of Services. The traffic report remains 
inconclusive, inadequate and does not meet the guidelines or the California 
Environ mental Quality Act. Further details are discussed in the traffic section of this 
letter. -

BIOLOGY: 

• The Poway Subarea Hab~at Conservation Pl11n designates the Beeler Canyon/Creek_ 
Road area as an important regional and local wildlife corridor. This corridor not only 
extends east/west along the canyon, \Jul south through the eastern portion of this 
pro)eCI. Although Beeler Canyon Road and Creek Road follow along this corridor 
syslem. they are used bye very limited amount of local traffic only. The introduction of 
Oils seconda,y access route from Rancho Enca11tada Parkway, with direct access to 
Beeler Canyon Road, will signincantly increase traffic volumes on the roadway. The 
proposed increase ,n traffic volume could slgniflc;;,ntly Impact the viability of the corridor 
syslem. The concept that wildlife will only move to the north or south of the creek is an 
unacceptable mitigation measure. -
The Arroyo southwestern toad is listed as endangered species by both the U.S. Fish] 
and Wildlife Service arid Iha Department of Fish and Game. The biological survey 
failed to Include this species In Its report. 

GJ 

• The text on page 4.3-51of the biological analysis report indicates that there were no] G 
covered species found in area removed tram !he MHPA or observed In field surveys, 
yet there is a gnatcalchar sighting shown in Figure 4.3-8 wilhin the proposed 
development portion of lhs Montecito project and no discussion of mllig~tion. 
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The traffic analysis was conducted in accordance with the procedures established 
by the reviewing agency and was based on commonly used and accepted 
assumptions. The following steps were used during the course of the analysis. 

• 

• 

• 

The project's daily and peak hour traffic generation was 
calculated using standard City of San Diego rates. Internal 
capture for traffic generated by uses that would be expected to 
serve the project's residential component (i.e., the park, 
institutional use (house of worship), and elcmenta1y school] 
was estimated based on reasonable assumptions approved by 
City ofSm1 Diego Transportation Development staff. 

A travel demand model was developed to forecast Buildout 
(Year 2020) traffic volumes. This model incorporated many 
land usc and network refinements that arc not typically 
included in travel demand forecasts for pn.>posed 
developments. These refinements include "windshield 
surveys" to confirm street design, capacity and traffic control; 
coding of land uses for cumulative projects known at the time 
of the modeling; and incorporation of land use and network 
revisions requested by City of Poway staff. Whereas the 
standard practice would be to nm the existing San Diego 
Association of Governments (SAND/\G) Series 9 model 
without modification, the modeling effort undertaken for this 
project provided a much higher degree of refinement and 
specificity than the unmodified SAN DAG model. The 
incremental assignment of traffic based on v/c ratios on 
alternative routes, referred to as the ''capacity constraint" 
assignment was applied and is the region;il standard of practice 
for traffic modeling in the region established by SANDAG. 

Traffic model output was reviewed to identify results that may 
not be considered reasonable based on local knowledge and 
experience. Manual adjustments were _made in situations 
where the model traffic assignments appeared inexplicable. 
These adjustments were confirmed with City stafT and arc 
documented in detail in Appendix C of the Traffic Technical 
Report. 

i;;;_;;;i -
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The study area was specified using the standard procedures 
summarized in the City of San Diego's Tr<!!Jic !111pac1 Study 
Manual and the regional implementation of the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP). Peak hour intersection lllrning 
counts were conducted by professional data collectors and 
summarized. Existing Average Daily Traffic volumes were 
obtained from SANDAG's compilation of regional daily traffic 
counts, San Diego Regio11 Averagl' IVel'l,day Tra(!ic Volumes. 
Ramp meter rates and existing and future freeway /\DTs were 
obtained from Caltrnns District 11 staff. 

A reasonable cumulative background traffic growth factor was 
used to estimate the background traffic growth anticipated to be 
on the surrounding street network and intersections at the time 
project construction would be completed and project lnnd uses 
would be occupied. 

Projected traffic scenarios were defined based on the requirements 
of the City's Tn!tfic /111pact Study Mm11111/. In addition to the 
minimum required scenarios (i.e., Existing, Existing plus 
Cumulative, Existing plus Cumulative pins Project, Buildont 
without Project and Buildout with Project), the traffic study also 
evaluated Opening Day with Initial Project Development and 
Bnildont with Project plus Milit111y Family Housing (the latter 
scenario assumes the U.S. Navy Southwest Division would select 
a milita1y housing site that loads to Pomerado Road, south of 
Rancho Encantada Parkway). 

Analysis of existing, near term and long term future traffic 
conditions was conducted in accordance with the procedures 
specified in the Trr1/)ic !111pac1 S111dy Manual, and Caltrans 
procedures were used to evaluate freeway main lanes. Project 
traffic impacts were identified using the thresholds specified in 
the Tr<r[lic impact Study Manual and transportation improvements 
were identified to mitigate the project's traffic impacts where 
feasible. 

Please refer lo response numbers 77 through 99 for more detailed responses to traffic 
related comments. 
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The traffic volume on Beeler Canyon Road without the proposed project is 200 
ADT. The proposed project's traffic model shows that an additional 211 ADT 
would be added to Beeler Canyon Road as a result of project buildout, for a total 
of 411 ADT. In order to analyze a worst-case scenario, a sensitivity analysis was 
conducted and it was found that the potential exists for 411 to 950 ADT to use 
Beeler Canyon Road in the future. While the number of trips would be 
increased by the project, an increase to between 411 to 950 ADT would not 
significantly reduce the function of the wildlife corridor through Beeler Canyon 
because 411 to 950 ADT's still represents a limited number of cars using Beeler 
Canyon Road. 

The Biology Reports (Appendices BI and B2 of the EIR) rate the arroyo toad (B11/0 
californicus) as having a low potential to occur because the habitat is inappropriate. 
This species requires shallow pools and open sand and gravel flood terraces of 
medium- to large-sized intermittent or perennial streams that are flooded on a fairly 
regular basis. This species can also breed in smaller streams, deep canyons, and 
utilize upland habitats as juveniles, subadults, and adults (USFWS 1999). Beeler 
Canyon on-site is too dry to support this species. 

Figure 4.3-8 represents the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, not the Montecito sub­
project site. No gnatcatchers have been observed on the Montecito project site (EIR 
Figure 4.3-7). One gnatcatcher was observed in an area immediately adjacent to an 
area being added to the MHPA on the Sycamore Estates project (Figure 4.3-8). 
Mitigation is included (see mitigation measure 4.3-19). 

- --- -



~LETTER OF COMMENT 

R1mcho Encantada Draft DIR • Comment Letter 
January 19, 2001 
Page 3 

WATER QUALITY 

• Information pertaining to waler quality, storm drain runoff, and potential residential run- -
off Into Beeler Creek is inadequate. The report fails to recognize that all the residential 
properties located along Beeler Creek Road rely on well water. The proposed 
millgation measures ulilize siHatlon basins to capture drainage water, which would let 
the water and pollutants percolate through the basin before running Into Beeler Creek. 
The report fails to discuss the potential impact on the quality of the ground water upon 
which the Beeler Canyon residents rely for drinking water. The report also fails to 
discuss the sil:e, holding capacity, and maintenance responsible of the detention 
basins, nor provide mhigation measures to address or prevent the overflow or breach of 
a basin during a large storm event and who is responsible for damage to the properties _ 
along Beeler Creek Road 

• Based on lhe increased amount of noll-porous surfaces created wilh new roads, homes ] 
and t1ard surfaces, the new development will increase the amount of, and degrade the 
quality of. runoff flowing into Beeler Creek. While the Draft EIR does propose several 
detenllon basins, it does not appear sufficient to capture and filter lhe nmoff originating 
from residenlial nodes 

SURROUNDING BUil T ENVIRONMENT 

• The description is not accurate. The report indicates that there are several single-family J I 7sc I 
lots of one to four acres in size located along Beeler Canyon, There are 12 single-
family homes along Beeler Creek, including a 60-acre horse ranch. 

MSCP 

• The report lists types of land uses considered compatible with the objectives of the ] 
MSCP. Park use ,s not listed as a compatible land use, yet the proposed MSCP open 
space area Is already being considered as Mission Trails Regional Park North. The 
impact of man and animal into this area is Inconsistent with the goals of tl1e MSCP 

• Figure 2-9 proposes two types of habitat conservation land uses, C-27 and C-28 If the ] I ml 
goal is to preserve the habitat, why not make the entire area C-27? Permitting 
alternative land uses within 25% of the C-28 zone creates a potentially significant 
Impact on the vlability/1nlegrtty of lhe open space preserve. 
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The project proposes a variety of permanent water quality measures as 
required by federal, state and local Clean Water Act regulations and permits. 
Project approval would be conditional upon compliance with these legal and 
permit requirements. The permanent water quality measures would address 
protection of both surface waler and groundwater resources. Therefore, the 
EIR adequately addresses impacts to groundwater resources. 

The project would be required to protect water resources to a standard known 
as the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). The specific permanent water 
quality measures would be designed, in terms of size, capacity, effectiveness, 
maintenance, etc. lo meet the MEP standard. Pennnncnt water quality 
measures are lypically designed to protect receiving water quality by treating 
dry weather nows and lhe dominant pollutant-canying portion of wel weather 
flows. Permanent water quality measures can protect water resources to MEP 
standards by addressing these smaller flows separately from large storm event 
flows. The large storm event nows would be handled separately by the 
project's storm water conveyance systems that include detention/retention 
basins. 

Approval of the project would be conditional upon compliance with federal, 
state and local Clean Water Act and storm drainage regulations and permits. 
Storm water conveyance systems, including detention/retention basins and 
permanent water quality measures would be designed, in terms of size, 
capacity, effecliveness, maintenance, etc., lo meet the standards required by 
the regulations and permits. The measures shown and described in EIR 
Section 4.5, I IYDROLOGY/ WATER QUALITY. have been preliminarily designed 
10 those standards. 

The surrounding land use description in EIR Section 2.2.1 has been expanded to 
disclose the existence of the 60-acre horse ranch and to clarify that the number of 
ex is1ing single-family homes along Beeler Canyon Road is twelve. 

The MSCP open space area on Rancho Encantada, referred 10 as Mission 
Trails Regional Park North, would be a passive recreation use area which is a 
compatible land use under the MSCP. Providing access to natural prese1ve 
areas for passive recreation is also a specific objective of the MSCP. 

MSCP Guidelines C-27 and C-28 refer to adopted MHPA guidelines included 
in the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan, and are not "zones." 
Development within the City of San Diego is required to be in compliance 
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• The project is not consistent wilh the MSCP guidelines. MSCP guidelines preclude] 
drainage waters from parking lots and developed areas from draining directly into the 
MHPA. Although they may not drain directly into the proposed project MHPA areas. 
there are sltuallons where they flow directly into Beeler Creek, which Is located within 
the City of Poway MSCP/HCP. 

TRAFFIC 

In a letter dated March 24, 2000, Mr. Siva sh Pazargadl of the City of San Diego suggested] 
that the Traffic Model used for determining impacts of the Rancho Encantada Development 
w<1s not a final version of the Series 9 analysis. I\ is lmportanl to Identify In detail what 
changes to the regional model were made to produce results for this report. This comment 
is made due to observed discrepancies In traffic volumes reported In the analysis, 
compared to those shown on lhe 2020 forecast. 

Pomerado Road, 111 Scripps Ranch. has existing volumes that exceed roadway capacity. -
Several years ago, San Diego, downsized Pomerado to a two-lane collector through a 
General Plan Circulation Element amendment. Wllh the downsizing, It was foreseen that 
planned growth would worsen conditions. The Rancho Encantada proiect was not 
anticipated In those General Plan Circulallon Element changes and wm exacerbate 
p,oblems slgnlficanlly beyond those foreseen In !he General Plan change. Traffic Impacts 
in Poway assoclaled with this development will be signlficanUy worse than would have 
been expected had Pomerado Road been constructed to the previously planned four-lane 
conOglira\ion. _ 

Volumes reported on Figure and Table 2.1-1. pages 5 and 7, are from ·1999 and should not] 
be considered as existing volumes. Traflic has Increased significantly on Pomerado 
between Treadwell and Scripps Poway Parkway, and on Scripps Poway Parkway between 
Community Road and Springbrook Drive, as a result of opening two sizeable commercial 
projects (Trident Center and Discovery Isle) in late 1999. 

Existing sei1ment LOS's reported on Table 2.1-1 are not accurate. The table uses vie -
ralios based on ideal roadway capacil)'· Imposition of arterial fr1cllon such as 1rafflc 
signals. driveways. median openings, etc., lowers arterial capacity and therefore degrades 
LOS below ideal conditions. A traffic Impact analysis for a projecl of this magnitude should 
repC>rt conditions as accurately as possible. To more accurately identify these conditions, 
the Artla!rial Analysis module or the H;ghway Capacity Software should be used Instead of 
~,',; comparisons. HCS Arterial Analysts will iden\lfy addit1onar segments lo report with a 
LOS worse than D (and should be reported on p. 5). -
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The comment incorrectly states that drainage from parking lots and developed 
areas would drain directly into Beeler Creek. All drainage from parking lots and 
developed areas, by project design, would be treated prior to draining into Beeler 
Creek. EIR Figure 4.5-5, Proposed Strnctmal BMPs, indicates the locations of 
structural BMPs. Strnctural BMPs also are shown on the proposed Montccito 
VTM and Sycamore Estates VTM. Mitigation measure 4.5-2 discusses 
maintenance of permanent BMPs for both the Sycamore Estates and Montecito 
sub-project sites. 

The March 24, 2000 letter from Siavash Pazargadi of the City of San Diego to Jim 
Lyon of the C ity of Poway indicated that some jurisdictions had questioned the 
smart growth assumptions in the Series 9 model and, pending further evaluation 
and discussions, the smart growth assumptions might be modified in the future. 
However, at the time of the analysis, the Series 9 model, including the smart 
growth assumptions, was the regionally-accepted planning tool. Further, the model 
refinement and incorporation of City of Poway land use inputs tailored the Series 9 
model for specific use for the proposed project. See response number 86 for 
further discussion of this topic. 

The traffic analysis has correctly assumed the adopted street classification for 
Pomerado Road and other streets in the traffic study area. The propose of the 
Traffic Technical Report is to study the impacts of project traffic on the adopted 
transportation system, including certain Poway streets. This analysis has been 
properly conducted. 

A five percent growth factor was applied to these volumes to reflect additional 
traffic generated by new development proposals in the study area. 

ADT-based LOS is prescribed for all traffic studies in the City of San Diego by the 
Tl'(!flic: !111pac1 Strr<(r Manual ( 1998). However, the intersection, freeway, ramp 
meter. and CMP arterial analysis all focused on capacity during the peak 
commuting homs. 

::...J 
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Existing Intersection peak hour LOS's reported on Table 2.2-1 are Inaccurate. City staff, -
through comparison with other recent counts, Identified numerous Intersection turning 
movement counts wijh reported volumes lower than actual conditions. Lower volumes 
usually result in better LOS. FurU,er. intersection LOS calculations were apparently made 
by allowing the software to select an optimum cycle length. This usually results In 
slgnlficantly better than actual LOS. In reality, during peak hours, signals in Poway are 
coordinated and require cycle lengths significantly longer than those reported. All 
Intersections in the study with cycle lengths shorter than or equal to 90 seconds, should be 
recalculated using a more realisilc time. This should be included in corrections along w~h 
corrected LOS Clata. 

Table 2.3-1 summarizes existing arterial segment conditions. me table fails to include 
Scripps Poway Parh-way east 01 Pomerado Road. This should be included for comparison 
purposes with future conditions. Addilionally, 1he !able shows Pomerado Road in only two 
segments. The long segment between Treadwell end Ted Williams Pari<.way should be 
cllvid&d In two al Poway Road. Pomerado Road changes significantly in character at 
Poway Road with commercial properties, high density resldentlal and two schools north of 
Poway Road. It Is expected that LOS calculations of the two will -confirm lhe significant 
dllference wllh a lower LOS seen north of Poway Road. Failure to complete this split will 
result In Inaccurate reporting of LOS on Pomerado north of Poway Road. 

In Section Ill, Methodology for the Projection of Future Traffic, the study assumed that 
traffic al the Beeler Canyon access would be nominal, and later in lhe report estimates thet 
3% of project traffic will use Creek Road. The srudy does not include how such a low 
percentage will be maintained. The project street layout suggests lhat Creek Road has the 
potential for being a primary access point for a much higher percentage of the profect 
traffic. Such an access point would be particularly attractive considering the LOS F 
condition that exists on Pomerado Road al Rancho Encentada Parilway. Proactive steps 
should be implemented lo prevent a higher percentage of project traffic from using Creek 
Road. Only a 5% underestimation In the project traffic trip distribution will rasult In Iha 
majority or traffic being arlded lo Poway streets. This should be notacl In view of the 
conserv11live percentage of project traffic allocated to Creek Road. 

Following comments relative to the manual adjustments: 

Adjustment 1 
No comments. 
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The analysis contained in the Traffic Technical Report was conducted in 
accorclam:e with the guidelines published in the City of San Diego's Traffic /111pac1 
S111r~v Ma1111a/ ( 1998). This approach is commonly utili7.ed and accepted as an 
appropriate analysis under CEQA to evaluate the project's impacts. 

See response number 81. 

Sec response number 98 which addresses alternative assumptions for project traffic 
assignment on Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road. 
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Adjustment 2 ] 
Manual adlustment of volumes on Scripps Poway Parkway west of Pornemdo, es noted In 
Appendix C, has reduced the volume below that shown just east of Pomerado. It Is 
reasonable to expect that volumes will continue to Increase to the west, past Pomerado, 
and it Is sugges1ed that the 50,600 AWD originally shown is more accurate than the 
adjusted volume. The SAN DAG 2020 forecast shows 51.000 AWD in this segment wtthout 
the project. 

Adjustment 3 

Background shift (volume reduction) on Stowe and l<irkham don't appear necessary. The ] 
SANDAG 2020 forecast projects a volume of 14,000 on Stowe and 25,000 AWD on 
Kirkham without the project Projec1 volumes may be somewhat high. however. The 
projected volume on Scripps Poway Parkway, between Community and l(irkham, is very 
low (4 1,600 AWD) compared to the SANDAG model (46.000 AWD without project) snd 
should be Increased significantly. 

Section Ill, Build-oulTralficConditions, indicated build-out volumes are taken from the San ] 
Diego Year 2020 model with Poway inputs. As noted above, volumes are lower using this 
model than those shown on the SANDAG 2020 forecast. Please detail differences in the 
two models t11a1 cause the volume discrepancy end discuss why it is acceptable to choose 
the lower volume (less conservative J opOon. 

Section Ill Build-out Traffic Conditions, also stales that "without project" volumes were J 
estimated by subtracting project ADTs from the model plot. Why weren't the SANDAG 
2020 forocast volumes used to report, wtthout project volumes, since the model does not 
Include Rancho Encanlada? 

In comparing figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-3 build-out with and without project, volumes are shown J 
to Increase by approximately 2000 ADT on Pomerado nonh of Scripps Poway Parkway, 
but only by 500 ADT on Pomerado north of Stowe. This suggests 1,500 vehicles wlll use 
Stowe. It is more reasonable to assume 1,500 will use Pomerado and 500 will use Stowe. 

Section IV Traffic Impact Analysis Impact Significance Criteria indicates general LOS -
111resholcJs were used lo assign LOS vslues to arterials studied. The Roadway 
Classifications, Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Daily Traffic chart, in Appendix A, 
that was used to assign LOS contains a note that LOS values are only Intended as a 
general planning guideline. The chart provides 11.1le of thumb estimates and does not 
consider arterial specilics such as Intersections, traffic signals side friction and land use 
thlll degrades capac~y and therefore lowers LOS. The traffic impact analysis for lhe 
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The re-assignments attached to the memo in Appendix C were sketched onto a 
copy of the initial traffic model run, which did not incorporate City of Poway land 
use inputs and other refinements made by the Ci ty of San Diego. The traffic 
analysis was based on the refined tra ffic model run (May, 2000). The Buildout 
with Project with M i litary Family Housing scenario estimates approximately 
53,100 on Scripps Poway Parkway west of Pomerado Road m1d 57.400 ADT east 
o f Pomerado Road (see Figure 3.5-4 on page 97 of the Traffic Technical Report) . 

The intent of this adjustment was to ensure that the project's impacts on a more 
congested intersection (i.e., Scripps Poway Parkway/Commun ity Road) would not 
be understated as a consequence of what appeared to be an unrealistic level of 
diversion around this location. While the adjustment involves a relatively small 
volume of traffic, it makes sure that the project's potential impact on a congested 
intersection is accou111ecl for in a conservative way. As noted in response number 
84. the volumes on the diversion sketch in Appendix Care oui of elate. F igure 3.5-
4 of the Traffic Technical Report shows the volume on Scripps Poway Parkway 
between Community Road and Kirkham Way to be 50,600, which is higher than 
the corresponding SANDAG Series 9 forecastecl ADT. 

The refined traffic model incorporating both City of Poway and C ity of San Diego 
enhancements is both better tailored to the study area and more detailed compared 
10 the Series 9 C ities/County forecast. Review of selected locations indicate that 
the volumes evaluated in the study are consistent with and higher than those in the 
2020 C ities/County forecast, as published in the T homas Guide format by 
SANDAG (April 10, 2000). The Rancho Encantada volumes were taken from 
Figure 3.4-5 of the Traffic Technical Report: 

Rancho Encantada 
Model Run 

Pomcrado Road, north of Poway Road 
Pomerado Road, south or Poway Road 
Community Road, south of Poway Road 
Community Road, north of Scripps Poway 
Parkway 
Scripps Poway Parkway, west of Community 
Road 

29,918 
22,862 
39,300 

24,800 

50.600 

SANDAG 
25.000 
21.000 
36,000 

21 ,000 

51.000 

(The above locations were selected becm1se they are key facilities in the C ity of 
Poway. It is acknowledged that there may be cases where the Rancho Encantada 
traffic model runs may be lower than the corresponding SANDAG volumes.) 

~ 
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Because the project and Militnry Family Housing land uses were coded into the 
traffic model, it was approprinte to estimate a without-project condition by 
subtracting out the volumes from the forecast numbers. For the reasons discussed 
in response number 86 and because the model incorporated numerous refinements 
from the Cities of Poway and San Diego, it was determined that the project-specific 
model was more appropriate than the more generic SAN DAG model, upon which it 
is based. 

Figure 3.2-4 of the Traffic Technical Report shows the project traffic assignment. 
While this figure does not show the project volume on Stowe Drive, it does show 
approximately 1,900 ADT on Pomerado Road south of Stowe Drive and 1,600 north of 
Stowe Drive. Approximately 300 vpd are siphoned off of Pomerado Road to Stowe 
Drive. 

Sec response number 80. Peak hour arterial analysis was conducted on Regionally 
Significant Arterials (RSAs) in the study area in accordance with the Countywidc 
implementation of the CMP. 
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Rancho Encantada development ls a detailed anatys1s containing data such as turn 
movement counts, segment volumes, distance between lnter&ections and signal timing thal 
allows for more accurate identification or arterial LOS using Highway Capacity Sortware. A 
housing development the size of Rancho Encantada merits use of the Highway Capacity 
Software for more accurate reporting of arterial LOS on all arterials studie<l. 

Table 4.3-3 summarizes Arterial Capacity Analysis of Scripps Poway Parkway and] 
Pomerado Road. The analysis uses lntersecllon signal liming assumptions (partlcula~y 
unrealistically short cycle lengths) that are Incorrect. These assumptions can artificially 
improve the reported LOS. Further. the segment of Pomerado Road between Treadwell 
and Ted Williams Parkway should have been broken into two segments tor accurate LOS 
calculation. The segment should be broken at Poway Road as arterial characteristics 
change there. 

LOS and delays reported on Table 4.4-2. and others throughoutthe document, will change J EJ 
with corrected Intersection volumes and signal timing. Table 4.9-2, listing the evaluation of 
significance of traffic impacts, will need to be adjusted as well. 

Section V, Tran.sporlalion Improvements indicates "improvements that would restore LOS] 
on Pomerado In San Diego are not consistent wtth the Community Plan' and are therefore 
not feasible. II should be noted that, by not constructing those improvements. traffic 
Impacts on Poway arterial streets are more severe. For \his reason, consideration should 
be given to amending the San Diego Community Plan to accommodate more of the 
antfdpated traffic impacts. 

Severiil sections In the Traffic Impact report suggest the City of Poway Intends to change] 
land use Ill 1110 Industrial Pali\ from Industrial to Office. Al present, the City does not Intend 
to make this change. As it Is not germane to the Rancho Encanlada development, It is 
recommended that all references lo this change be removed from the report. 

In Section V, Other Transportation Improvements, additional traffic signals are ] 
!'ecommended at three locat10ns on Spring Canyon Road In anticipation of traffic diversion 
from Pomerado Road. It seems more reasonable that lhe adcllflonal signals on Spring 
Canyon will help repel this diversion, and possibly force a higher percentage oftrafflc north 
1nlo Poway. Further. the suggestion to construct medians at selected intersections, to 
discourage cut-through traffic. will reduce accessibility and therefore Inconvenience the 
r;ommuntty the medians are intended to seive. 

1'12 I 

Section V also suggests construction of e traffic signal at Pomerado Road and Stonemilll 8 
Drive due to the 'signmcant lraffic Impact" of lhe project at build-out. The report suggests 
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~ See response number 82. 

EJ Seeresponsenumber81 

El 

The decision to classify Pomerado Road as a two-lane collector street was made 
many years before the Rancho Encantada project was proposed. The issue of 
widening Pomerado Road was broached with the Scripps Ranch Community 
Planning Group as one of the first meetings the project applicant held with the 
group. The Planning Group clearly indicated that they would not support the 
option of widening Pomerado Road. As a result, all traffic sn1dies have respected 
the adopted street classification of Pomerado Road. 

This comment was based on a series of correspondence between Miriam Kirshner 
of the City of San Diego and Kim Lyon of the City of Poway. Poway staff 
confirmed that office/ industrial uses in TAZs 1561 and 1578 could po1e111ially be 
shifted to office uses and indicated that the model "should anticipate such growth." 

The Traffic Technical Report does recommend that the applicant work with the 
commlmity 10 implement improvements 10 Spring Canyon Road that achieve the 
objectives of both facilitating through traffic on Spring Canyon Road and limiting 
cut-through trallic on residential streets. 

The project applicant will work wilh the City of Poway to best determine how to 
implement this measure. It is acknowledged that the City of Poway has control over 
how this improvement is implemented, or ifit is needed. 
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that flow 11,rough this segment will be otherwlse acceptable. Because this segment is 
primarily a two-lane road, LOS will be E or worse with project traffic added In. A traffic 
signal could have been Installed when the Rolling HIiis Estates subdivision In Poway was 
built. This opllon was not implemented because of the unusual intersection approach 
geometry (roadway curvature and grade}. The report Indicates left turns in and out are not 
allowed during the peak morning period. Only left turns out are restricted. A traffic signal 
w\lh a phase allowing left turns out of Slonemllt will accommodate left turns out, but will 
reduce capactt11 on Pomerado and, therefore, further reduce LOS on this segment. 

El 

Section VII Summary of Findings - Opening Day Conditions indicates only 2% background J j % I 
traffic grow1h was added to Pomerado Road. due to its constrained condilion. while 5% • 
was added to other arterials. Pomerado Road. from Creek Road north. does not have the 
same constraint as the southern segments and should have the full 5% background traffic 
grow1h added. 

Section VII Project Trattic Impacts and Miligation lists will require updating with i::orrections 
n ole<i above. 

Suggested mitigation. at the intersection of Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road, ] 
includes construction of additional left turn pockets In the northbound and westbound 
directions. The suggestion Is schematic only. Because the Intersection is already built out 
and existing geometry is hlghly constrained by buildings, topography, and sensitive open 
space, it is recommended that addiUonat review be completed lo help ensure that the 
improvements are Indeed possible and. if done, what cost will be incurred, 

The traffic report Indicates that traffic volumes on Creek Road and Beele1 Canyon 
Road, utilized as a secondary access road. are anticipated to increase byonlyseveral 
hundred trips per day. This figure Is highly suspect because: (1) ii is uncertain if the 
proposed elementary school will have a bus system: (2) it Is uncertain what phase of 
residential development the school will be constructed; and, (3) the use of this route 
will propor1ionally increase as the lnlerseclion of Pomerado Road and Rancho 
Encanlada Parkway progres~ively delerlora1es lo LOS D, E orF. The existing analysis 
should be redone to evaluate these scenarios, as well as, the potential impact that 
closing Creek Road would have with respect to these Issues. 

MCAS-Miramar has select<Jd an area immediately south of Rancho Encanlada as a] 
possible location for up lo 1,000 mimary housing untts. The EIR fails to fully evaluate 
potential design ollemalives thAt would coordinate access to Interstate 15, SR-52, 
M1rama.r Way and Pomerado Road via shared roads and intersections. 
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~ The constrained 1wo percent growth factor was assumed for Pomcrado Road from 
1-15 10 Metate Lane. North of Metate Lane, the full live percent growth was 
assumed. 

A preliminary geometric plan has been completed that confirms 1hat the mitigation can 
be completed wi1hin the existing roadway improvements. 

Appendix K of the 11-affic Technical Report looks at two "what if" scenarios 
related to Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road access. The first option involved the 
closure of Beeler Canyon Road, and the second evaluated the potential for 
increasing the project assignment to 411. Analysis of intersections impacted by 
both scenarios indicated that neither the closure nor the additional assignment 
would have a significant impact. A sensitivity analysis for 950 AOT also was 
conducted [or 13eeler Canyon Road, and no significant impacts were identified 
(see response number 73). 

At the time the Traffic Technical Report was initimed, the location of the Military 
Family Housing (MFH) development was not fixed; various alternative locations 
were being evaluated. The project's access had to be established independently oft he 

MFH project. Al project definition mce1ings in .January, 2000, MCAS representatives 
indicated that they would not approve of public roadways traversing the MCAS 
Mirnmar base. As a result, the project's access opportnnity is limited to Pomerado 
Road, since a connection to the north is not feasible. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES: 

A sewer pump station is proposed near the intersection of Beeler Canyon Road and 
Creek Road. This single station would serve the entire 1,000 units. II the pump 
station were to fail, the subsequent spill would create a devastating Impact 011 the 
residents, water quality, plant and animal communities that depend on, and live in, 
Beeler Creek. Design methods lo address and prevent lhis potential problem should 
be included in lhe EIR. 

Although the Plan speaks to utilizing low-water-using plant material end the reduction 
of large lurl areas, the use of water in common areas, slopes and individual lots will 
still remain high. WUh !he Increasing scarcity and cost of water end the need lo 
minlmii.e the region-wide demand on potable water systems, the EIR should evaluate 
the cost benefits or duol-plurnblng the project with potable and rec:lalmecl water lines. 

As noted in the comments, numerous secllons of the Draft E\R are significantly deficient in 
their an11lysis. C-Onsidemtion should be given lo recirculate 1:1 revised EIR In order to allow 
the public end affected agencies an opportunity fo review and comment on tlie true 
impacts of the project ancl to consider necessary addillonal mitigation measures. 

Thank you for tl1e opportunity to review and comment on the Rancho Encantada Draft 
Envlronmenlal lrnp3cl Report. 

Sincerely, 

,1/Jp~-
Niall Frttz 
Direc!orof Development Services 

c: James L. Bowersox, City Manager 

N:\C.O'r\Pl .. Ml~flG'.1.ETTE'.ROO\RE.-EIR,OOC 
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The EIR evaluates two alternate sewer strategies, a sewer lift station and a gravity 
sewer line. Although it is a generally accepted sewer design principal that lift 
stations should only be used when gravity solutions are not available, the sewer lift 
station strategy has been included in the environmental analysis in the event that 
the City of Poway would not approve a gravity sewer system nmning through a 
portion of Poway's city limits. Selection of the gravity sewer strntegy would 
prevent this potential concern. 

If the lift station strategy is selected, the lift station would be designed to the 
standards of the Metropolitan Waste Water District and the City of San Diego. 
These standards require that the design address potential failure scenarios. The ElR 
has been revised in Section 3.2.8, Conceptual Water, Sewer and Drainage Plans, to 
indicate that the lift station, if selected, would be designed to the standards of the 
Metropolitan Waste Water District and the City of San Diego. 

The project considered the use of reclaimed water. The consultant for the 
supplying agency analyzed the potential for use, comparing the amount of 
irrigated landscape sui table for reclaimed water with the costs associaled with 
bringing it to the site. The consultant concluded, based on that analysis, that 
the use of reclaimed ,w11er is not financially feasible al the Rancho Encantada 
project site. The analysis regarding the use of reclaimed water on the project 
site is included as part of the Administrative Record and is available for review 
at the offices of the City of San Diego Land Development Review Division. 

Pursuant to Stale CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is required to recirculate an ElR 
when significnnt new information is added to lhe EIR. New information added to 
an EIR is not 'significant' unless the El R is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportuni ty to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect oflhe project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect that the project proponents have decl ined to implement. 

Recirculation is not required where new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modificntions in an adequate ElR. 
Because no new significant adverse impacts or significantly increased impacts hnve 
been identified, recirculation ofthc EIR is not warranted. 

c.;....;;;: -
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-r..., (619) 21111-174:l 
Vo!ceM.U 1619) 299-170 

&565 (619) 299-4018 

RE: Orsft 'Ecw!ronroentel I!nPact Report R~ncllo l'..ncanladA Precise PIM 
•. LDR No. 99-109ll/SCW200Cl0l 1053 

' ...... 

Tbrw.k you for the opportunity to ·CO!lll11Cnt on ,he Dran EIR for the R:t.nel)u Eocan1.1da Precise 
Plan. The dcvelopmeui of this ~•I in a.:corc\,mce with Council Polic.y 600-29, wbkb allow, 
ch1~te1ing of dwelling W'lits re provide, for moro open ~pa.ce C('inservarion, i:J fo accord \\ith.St!lrr:> 

Club goal, 10 uio,:.imiz• •~o•orv•lionofthe vnluable habit:ltremaining in San Diego. However, 
cert~n ••peel, (lf the propO$cd ~~jcct, which do not meet the 518lld!l1ds ,~t by the city's 
Reiource Ptotection Ordinan,,e (.RPO), the tnvirohmental guide under which the dcvtlopm or 
µus project have cbdsM 10 worx. ,,a,,b• improved by following the :nviroruueo!Ally pre(eired 
Rlrcniativc, lhe .Reduc·ett Project Alratt>Glivo. This altem2tive would •lso be most coo~isrcnt with 
the con,ef\·atiou goals Qf the Siem Club, 

i,ouc o< thi• t ime in we growlh.o( S"'1.Oicgo City :ind the adjoining a,eas. Population growth 

Toe. EIR itself i.!111n madcqlliltc_ ~ootune~I in that it does not addreo, the issue of public tc~~lt 115 ] ~ 
3 m:ans co provide ftltf_roativc rr~sporulion ro the residents Qfrhe project Tr•ffic is ft cnt,~aJ 

bas b,ougbc die ••••-to ai pofui wltetle fas~ effective, pu~lic tr&Uit can be a viable op:ion for 
lransportatic•n. It,~ ti111t tJ,at 01lr planners etid developers rccogoiz.ed lhis as an eo,➔ronmcntal 
i~sue thM need3 to be fully disc·usseil lo the .F.l\t. 

LA. '\'Df/ORMIVlSVAL OUAUTY 

TI1e chviire c,flood 11sc ftoll) r~a1/11ciy 11anon1 lond to that of a residential neighoorhood 1$ ! 105 I 
regarded a.s a significant a,1d ulimiligatcd visual qwlil)' impact (page 4 .1-17). Only ndoption Qf 
the ReJuc~d Gr~diDg. Reduced·-P-roje,1, or RPO Con5istcm Altcmativ• would pr1n1Dlly reduce 
th~ direcc snd cu,mllati••e visu:il quality iropacl,. of the proposed l'rojecl {pai:•• 4.2-29) Und<r 
the city·s .tandatJs, lr.adfonri ~lt,;r.ltioo impacu an con,idcrcd slguiticl\lll whr,n 1:r,,diug 
qur1miti•s cxc11eJ 2000 pubic ytlr<js per llf3d~d acre ~od th• c"a\iop c,fmenufactured slop•~ ove, 
1~ fe•t ip heiglJt {p&ge-9·2l) .. Altllough thr RPO Conoistent Allemalive does meet lhc ciry's 
St8lld11d Cor cfadina and rJtc Rwu:ccd Project Alteme1ive does 001 D'ICtl !his sia.od:.r<l, the. 
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Comments regarding the Sierra Club's preference for lhe Reduced Project 
Alternative, as the environmentally preferred altcrna1ive. are noted. 

Public transit service is not currently offered to the project site vicinity by the 
Metropolitan Transportalion Development Board (MTDB) and provision of such 
service is not within the eon1rol of the applicant and is beyond the scope of the 
project. However, the applicant 's consulta111 submilled a written request for service 
to MTDB in January 200 I. MTDB responded on Februa1y 14, 200 I, stating that 
limitations in transit service operating funds have prevented MTDB from 
developing new service plans for the area, but that service expansion may occm in 
the future. 

Theses comments are noted. 
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Rrouccd ProJc~t Aliemati~~ liis 1. r~uced in1pact on r.l>e total vu in that it prol-")ses to grade : 
ouly 11, iota\ of 400. 7 ·= co~l\led to the gnding tow in the RPO Consistent Altematw• of; 
5~ 1.3 ~eras ond 143 acres-on _tire p-rornstd project, This Jugo reduction of ilnpact to land of • 
342 3 act.:-s from th~ prop<>,ed pr<>ject will grNtly iml'fove \he visiul qualitie• of the pr.reel :is 
well•• provido gre.iler rrolecfa;o fo, biologicol re.1oun-e, and wetland, 

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION 

The ditec1 and 911mulotive 1si1fficimpacts on Pomerodo Road would be incon1ls1ent whh the . 
Transportlllion Elcmeiit oftb·e P-rogn-,is Guide aud General Plan rewlling in a signific,nt im~••ct 
(paae 4.1-1 ~) w\)kh i$ OJUJ1irigilbl.-. Th~ Reduced Project Alternative hu a reduced iwpact o~ 
uaff\c due botli to thu!tduccd ii11rt1b~r of dwelling units pro,-idcd, 758 compared •.J) 940, but also 
the number of prcdicu,i'd9il)' irtps per unit in the Montccito sub-project is low« t>ecau.se the 
tll1.m a,e &ttached ratbu than </embed single family homes. 

i,; e~1er the pNpos.d.project nor '-°Y of the alternali,•e.s address the issues of public transit. The 
1r11ffie conditions on·POIUC11lilo:Road and its ioteutttioos ate already at a low LOS and the 
addition ofl\mhcr tcat'f\u generatod by-any new ho~sing will oul~• reduce the LOS. Tbc 
developers 111• r,quir~d, k• pr9v~. a number of street and highway imp1·ovewents before !hey ~Ml 

begin con,irucrinn ,n order 10.n,itigotc lhe traffic impacts of the uew dcveloprnen1 (peg, 4.6,3t). 
Unrorrunately, d1e<e is no proyi.sion In the city planning dt'palfmcat for rorrectinn of the tnffi~ 
problems using pulilic traiis;L° µ, •addi1ion to 11.sking ~•• developer to wi.dtn roads, add tnflic 
lights aod left tum ,ignals, tMie :11>ould be requln!d sddiliol\S 10 public transit urvices to provide 
alternative forms of tnhlp<)t131:ioil. 'Ilte EIR does not even adc!r.,.., the issue of bus seivices in 
the adjacoot neighborhood,. ,v~ there buses running oJc,ng the highly congestE<I t'omerado : 
Road? {!not, would th• addirioo o!tbis new neighborhood~ & goo<! lime to odd ~-ucb a ~er.ic•, 
or to e~psnd ~=•ices lh•I may .already exist' Some E!Rs do di!cuss the provision of bus SI0P$ in 
their proj~et plans; nothing ofl)w nature has been addressed here. TI1is i~ ~ re~l lack in the EIR. 

ID:J)ROLQGY/WATI;Jt Q_fiALIJXIDRAINAGE 

Wa!tt Ou;UUy 

Bolh 1he Syc,.more ~ti.tr, a11d Montecito i;ub•pn>jects would have significoot di1cc1 •nd 
cumulative effect,, on wAIM qullily CP•t!• 4.S-18). Even with the propo~d miti1:ation measU1Cs, 
the cUJ11ula1lve wott., qu.alil)' lrnpaocs would remoio cignificanl. Cumulati,·e wam qual ity • 
iwpacts a..,socimd with u.rb.ui poilutil\ts would be reduced in the Reduc,cd Pcojccl Altent3tive, 
due to the reduced aro<iilot of~ryiou:. surface, that would ccC11t i.111llis oltern&tive (page 9-l 
~4). E-ro-sion \\i<>uhl •l~<! ba detresased because of tile reduced gndJog area. Since t,his project r• 
roetnly in 1he wateuhed of the Peiiasquit.os Laaoon, degraded waler from the projec1 will 1 
eventually end up in th~ lago!)CI. Willun lbe legal implicotion, oftb~ fftrir.ra.l Clean Wa1or Act; 
Section 3Q3d. lh~ .P"!J.a.wutoi, L,igoon is defined a& an 'impaired water body" tbU!S h"Ping 
ucga1h·e impact& to •,mr:r quillly at a minimum is espt'Cially critical in this watershed. ; 

I 

Wetland filJlciicns a.-c importabt in the m•intcnince of water quality and the avoidnoce of ! 
impacts on-site wetlands can 1ie achieved thrc,ugh the use of the Reduced Project Alt,raative. j 
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RESPONSE 

The commenter is correct in noting that the project would generate a significant 
unmitigated impact on Pomerado Road in the Ci1y of San Diego on an ADT basis. 
The only mitigation that would restore LOS to the minimum performance standard 
would be to widen Pomeraclo Road to provide four lanes. This improvement would 
be in connicl with the objectives of the Miramar Ranch Norlh and Scripps Miramar 
Ranch community plans. which limit this segment to one travel lane in each 
direction. For the Montecito sub-project of Rancho Encantada, traffic generation 
rates associated with deiachcd (rather than multi-family) units was assumed. This 
provides for a worst-case evaluation of projccl traffic impacts. 

6 Please see response number 104. 

These comments are noted. 

These comments are noted. It is acknowledged by 1he EIR that the Reduced 
Project Alternative would reduce on-site wetland impacts, but not to below a level 
of significance. 

-
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The reduced grndmg oftM Montccito sub-project in !l,is .,.hcmalive a. well •h• 1edu~ed imr•j J 6 
10 lhe Wllutal flood cboHneb due !O design changes io the Sycwoort, £,states sub-projccl (paic P· 
2A) will help to premv~ the o/\·5itt werlends. I 

I 

BIOLOGIC&L RE80URCF.S i 
The biologic3l , .. outceo ofU.ls at..a include a oua1her ofrar,, thrc.iened, or endangered sp\~(Js 
wd also a number ofsel)'sitiv• hebitAI•, according to the Biological ResonrC&:$ Report. s,nsitit• 
plant and auimat •("'ties co,•ert<I under the MSC!' ~re de.icn'bed es prortc1ed bccau.e the proj<!ct 
mc~\S MSCP reguirementl .. Howcnr, impacts 10 wetlnnds, I>iegan Coastal S•gr. Scrub, 
Soutb~m Mixed Cbaparn.l, Cbamise Chaparr11l, ancl non-native gtt.1sland are consid<red 
sigv.itic11Dt. Mitig!l.liQn pla.os for these impact., are iocluded in the proje<.'1 prof)l\SAI. lmJ)a~n 10 
biological resourc,:s would be reduced in tho Reduced Project Altcmati,•e; in the proposed 
pr~iect direct imp,c\3 tu hiolog!<:il rcsourc~ from the 2 ,uh-projects would be 742.9 a Cte$ 

1

, 
tTablei 4J-5, 4.3~). 5-om the R~duc~ Pr,ijcct A}tfroative, 400.7 acm wou.ld be directly 
impacted tTable 9-23) Tiler~ wilt h~ no cncroadunr:ot into lh•• MHPA in 1he Reduced r,.,jec 
Altero,ti ve. . 

CONCLUSION 

Althoug~ the Rcdu.:•d Project ~ltmJaliv~ proc!des fewer dwelling uni1s, 7~8 compared to 94q in 
tht origio>I proj~ct, lh~. alterpali\'c i& pl'l'fm, d b=us~ it subswitfa.lly , educes the amount of , 
gndlng odU1 S\lbseqw,111 alle,atloo of landforms and visual qUJ1lity, it provides more con1c,,,a400 
of opoo arooo lllld l,,o i.1~001 mollr04?, Md ho., l<>oo impoot on tramo and wo,or quolil)• Both : 
rho proje..t and the alleru,1ivc pro,·i~e a(fonlabtf. housing, 106 units in the. pr(ljtct, 77 uni~ i.u the 
;Hcmativc. Both •lso provide 1 16:licrc school-park site. Bec•use there i~ a much grea!cr , 
preservation c (habital aud _open Sp3C!e in tho Reduced Project A_lt.r:metivo, plu, • reduced i111p1c1 
on ,v,ntcr qiahty, pre&rtvahoil of wot!Mds, mruetd ir.ffic and 1 11 quaht)• !mpac[s, we endorse, 
th• Rtduced Pr(lj(C1 Alternative. ! 
Siucercly, 

l:1J1et A. Audersou 
Ccnse"'atil'O Cbo.ir 

.AJ4-U 
Gcof!'r<)' Smilb 
Couso,,,~rion Coordlnitor 
Sierra Club, Sao Diego Cb,pt~r 
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These comments are noted. It is acknowledged by the EIR that lhe Reduced 
Project Alternative would reduce on-site impacts to biological resomces, but 1101 to 
below a level of significance. 

B These comments are noted. 
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Jgauary 19, ZOO! 

Cicy of San rnego 
I and [leve.lopmr.nt .Review Division 
1222 Fir,t Avt.nue, Fiflh i'ltJl1r 

San Diego, CA 92 JOI 

Atkntion: Lawrence C. Mcm;crnUe 

Re: Rancho Encantada Preci~c Plan, T>rafl En,irunmental l.otpoct Report 
LDR No. 99-1094: SCH No. 2000011053. 

Dear Mr. Mo11stra11~. 

The Scripps Ranch Commuuity formed a Joiot Committee consis1i11g of rep11,,ienta1iv'-'l 
uf the Miramar Ranch North Plllllllin11 Comminr.e (\'IRl\"PC), Scripps Ranch Planning 
Group (SRl'G), Scripps RMnch Civic Association (SRCA), Scripps R.,nch Recreation 
Council (SRRCJ and Slve Our Scripµ, Ranch (SOSR) for the PLI'l'D•~ of reviewing the 
Drn(\ cUl for Rancho Encall\ada. The draft EI.R fails to adcqWlttly ann!yzc impacts for 
traffic, parks, u,han stonmvater ,,mull; bio!Ol!Y, air quality and schools. 

Unfortuna1e-ly, the draft ErR did no\ analtze reasonable alternatives and even tfef~rred 
analy~i~ of impacts to a future action, such a., sreding permits or stonuwater pllllulion 
prc,·c,ui,ln plans. Submin•d hcr,with is a summory of the. draft EIR deficiencie, 
prepared by planning. cngineerin!?, Jnndsc.,pe architeccurel and noise ex~r1s 
documenting in detail the deficiendes. 

Sinre the Ranrho Encantada Preciso Plan is an amendment to the City of $RU J)ieg\> 
Progress GuiM nnd Creneral Plan (CJPA). it n1us1 satisfy born among the elen,e111s and 
within ear.h clcruent, including mandalory anti optional eleruents, Govcrnmc,11 Cod~ 
section 6S300 S, In addition, the fuuicho Encantada Precise l'lan, dated February .:?5. 
2000, docs not include the proposed mitigation measures id,ntified in the draft EIR. To 
avoid profound adverse impact~ on the Scripps Raoch Community, the -Pred~e Pl.ID must 
be revised to require proposed 1mpro,,ement, or miti@-llliou mca"'-lrcs be tied to a •pedlic 
huild-nul schedule. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR 

J 

] 
-
-

-
-

G 
EJ 
EJ 

1, 14;,1 

11 1401 

11 t4CI 

RESPONSE 

Refer to EIR Sections 4.3, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8 and 4.11 for analyses of potential impacts to 
biological resources, hydrology/water quality, traffic, air quality and public 
services, respectively. 

See response numbers 236 through 244. In accordance wi1h State CEQA 
Guidelines, final EIR Sec1io11 9.0 presents a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project. Analysis of impacts is 1101 deferred; the EIR does analyze the impacts of 
future non-discretionary ac1ions and has ide111ified mitigation measures that would 
be implemented during various stages of the projecl's development, such as 1he 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW PPP) prior to the 
issuance of grading permits. 

California Government Code §65300.5 states "/11 co11stmi11g 1/ie prOl'isio11s of tl,is 
article. the legislature intends that the ge11eml plan and ele111e111s and parts thereof 
comprise c111 i111egmted. intemal/y co11siste111 and co111palible s1a1e111e11/ o_/policies 
for the adopti11g agenc:11" Adoption of the proposed project would not result in an 
internal inconsistency of the City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan 
and would comply with California Government Code §65300.5. The proposed 
Rancho Encantada project site would implement a majority of the environmental 
goals, objectives and recommendations of the Progress Guide 11ml General Plan. 
The Progress Guide and General Plan identifies the project si1c as "Area for Future 
Growth." As one of the proposed project actions, the Rancho Encantada Precise 
Plan wo11ld be considered pan of the Land Use Element of the Genernl Plan: thus, 
adoption of the Precise Plan would be considered an amendmcm 10 the General 
Plan. The Guidelines for Future Development provide goals for the areas identified 
for f11ture growlh. They address residential growth, provision of facil ilies, balanced 
housing, and preservation of open space. The Rancho Encantacla Precise Plan 
complies with these goals as well as the regulatory zoning requirements set in place 
to implement this section of the Progress Guide and General Plan. The Sycamore 
Estates sub-project would be inconsistent with the Industrial Element due to 
c11111ulative natural resources (aggregate) impacts associa1ecl with Sycamore 
Estates· proposed rezone from AR-1-1 , IL-3-1.ancl IH-2-1 lo AR-1-1. Furthermore, 
as one of rhe proposed project actions, the Rancho Encm11ada Precise Plan would 
be considered part of the Land Use Element oflhe General Plan; thus, adoption of 
the Precise Pim, would be considered an amendment 10 lhe General Plan. Please 
also note tlrnt the City of San Diego Progress G11ide and General Plan docs not 
contain any optional elements, and optional elements are not required to pursuant 
to the California Government Code. 
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Adoplion of the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan is one of the 
discretionary actions evaluated by the EIR (sec EIR Section 3.2). The El R's 
miligation measures would be enforced through a separate Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (State CEQA Guidelines) and all of said measures are not 
required 10 be incoq,orated into the Precise Plan. 

The proposed Rancho Encantada Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) and the 
EIR 's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) provide details 
regarding the plrnsing of major on- and off-site improvements. The Rancho 
Encantada Precise Plan is not required lo address a build-out schedule for proposed 
improvements. 
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We request that 1ho draft EIR be revised, aod ri:c:iiculated for a 60 day comment pesiod 
due to the complexity of the J>rojc,<,'l 

In cnncl~sio_n, we respectfully •ubmit our comroont, 1111d look forward to resolvinl! any 
ou1~1and111;; mues. Please provide respo=s to each of the signatories. 

Uc!clfu;u 
Bob llko. Chair 

Planning Comm. Scripps Ranch Planni113 Group 

/!.kLvt~ Li~~ ~ ~ 
~a Mca~cllc, l'reridimt ' 
Save Our Scripps Ranch 
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Recirculation is not required because no new significant information has been 
added to the EIR that identifies a new significant adverse impact or the 
worsening of an identified significant adverse impact. Also refer to response 
number 102. The comments and the City's responses have been incorporated 
into the Final EIR and five copies will be provided to the Joint Committee 
Members. 

......... 
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SCRIPPS RANCH/MffiAMA.R R.\.NCH NORTH 
COMMlJNITY COMMENTS on DRAFT EJR 
RANCIIO a,:NCANTADA - LDH No. 99-1094 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE No. 2000011053 

EoYironmental Setting, Cbnpler 2 

P. 2.2. Surrounding Planned Devek,pmcnl_. Seel ion 2.2.2: Show the location ot'lhc proposed 
Marine housinp locations in proximity lo Scripps .Ranch •·is~-••i.< Rancho Enc,ntadn Th,rc is no 
di,cussion of the cun1ulative effects of the 1.000 hou~ing units that may be localed next tu the 
Rancho Fncamada projecl. This ~h,,nc<'ruinl! should be addres~cll in tin• Chapter, and also in 
following chaprer• dealing wilh cumulative envi10nme11tal impacrs. 

P. 2.13, Sycamore fatales Sub-project \\/hy doe~ not the re-zoning ofa ronion ufthe Jnnd frnm 
JL.3-l Md IH-2-1 In AR- 1-1 m111ire a phase ~hift7 This chan!!• in land use •C(:ulmion 11ppear~ 10 
ba beyond 1he aUnwanccs of the Future Urba.nizing ,\!ca as addr~s6ed by Chy regulations 

P. 2-1) Sec. 2.4.J, l'ropo,ition NCnuncil PoUcy 60(~29: Nole the above conuneot. In atldirion, 
the l'1oject applicams are proposing the devcl,,pment option of Rurnl Cluster De,-elopnmu 011der 
CCluncil Polic>· 60\1-29. A full explann1ion of how borh sut,-proje,·ts are meeting the requirements 
nl'"Rural Cluster Develop111c111'· shoulJ be provided in Chapl1:< J. Note tbal in comparison to 
otJicr project altemati,·~• a, descrihed in thi• BIR. tJic degree of clu~tering of tit~ p1oposcd pro,icct 
appear& insullkient 10 achieve potential environmental imp;ict reduc.tions. 

Projec1 Dc-scription, Cbn]lt~r 3 

P. J-1, Sec. 3 I, rhe draft E!R 111c.w,us rhe "o,-erall go3I" 11ftl1e project ·'to provide a va1ie1y uf 
single-fa,nily det~ebed :ind affordahlc m"lti•fomily attnched residcnlial unils in a manner th~1 is 
g<·m·r<rlly con,i~tent " ith upplicable plans_. policies rmd regulations" (cmpha:,is add«!). Why 
should the goJI be 10 tic gcr1erally consis1cn!'/ Wl1y not be ni <"on,is1en1 as possible or prncticable 
with •pplicabl~ plans, policie, «nd rngul•tions? Tht drafl EIR, in fKcl, presents three proj('(,1 
alrcrnarives which are more cc,nsiMenl wi1h applicable plans, pt1licies ,md regulatio11.q, and (see 
hclow) there Me liktly other reasonable ,lhtrnulives tVhich arc even mori;, con,istenc. This shotrld 
he ~orrc~te<I in the draft E!R. 

I'. 3-2: Nowhere i; it demooslrMed 01 su111111r1ed 1ha1 the proposed two "inslilu1ion:1J" laod use 
pads of lhi~ projeci arc nc,;c,sary to serve project populalron. In fact. it i• unclc3r in the 
document.at ion spo..-ificaUy wha1 laud u~es ~re to be allowed'"' these pads 

P. J-2. Scclion 3-2 Precis" Plan: Since the Rancho Encanl3da Predse Piao is nn amc,idmc111 10 
the. City nl' San o ,e!w I'mllJcss Utiide and General Plan (GPA). ii must sathf:,• bo1h among the 
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EIR Section 2.2 discloses the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 
the proposed project at the time the nolice of preparation was published (January 
I 0, 2000) as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. At that time, the locations of 
the Marine housing options were speculalive and, therefore, were not shown on 
Figure 2-4. EIR Sec1ions 2.2 and 5.1 disclose that development proposals at 
MCJ\S Miramar include four oplions for the construction of up to 1,600 housing 
units and the fmure development of these military housing units is considered by 
the EIR in the analysis of cumulative effects for landfonn/visual quality, biological 
resources, transportation, hydrology/water quality, air quality, palconlological 
resources, sol id waste disposal, water conservation, and aggregate resources. Also 
refer to EIR Appendix E, Traffic Study, "Buildo111 with Project Plus Military 
Family Housing'' scenario. 

The Sycamore Es tales sub-project site differs from the majority of land designated 
for future growth in that, unlike most Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) land which 
was agriculturally zoned, this properly was industrially zoned when the FUA 
designation was appl ied. The Managed Growth Initiative prohibits changes in 
zoning that allow grea1er development inlensity; however, the proposed rezoning is 
from an induslrial zone to an agricultural zone that is less intense than the existing 
zone and is a zone that is commonly used to implement the FUA designation. 
Therefore, a phase shifi is not required. 

As staled on pages 4.1- 10 and I I of the EIR, Council Policy 600-29 presents four 
options for development in the FUA. The Monlecito sub-project site is zoned RS-I­
Sand is proposing lo cluster development pursuant to Council Policy 600-29, 
Op1io11 2, which states that clustered development is permitted pursuant 10 1he 
Planned Residential Development (PRO) regulations at the density permitted in the 
<1pplicablc zone. Council Policy 600-29 docs 1101 dictaie the degree of clustering. 
The Sycamore Estates sub-project is proposing to cluster development pursuant 10 
a PRD ar a density no1 to exceed one dwelling unit per four acres for agriculturally 
zoned land. This is permitted under Council Policy 600-29. Option Three, and 
through a rezone of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site from IL-3- I and I H-2-1 
(indus1rial) to AR- I- I (agricultural). 

Comment noted. The EIR discusses the proposed project·s consistency with 
applicable plans and policies in Section 4.1. 
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It is not necessary to demonstrate that the proposed institutional land use is needed 
to serve the project population. EIR Section 3.2.3, Institutional Land Uses, has 
been clarified to state that the following uses may be permitted in areas designated 
as lnsti111tional by the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan: churches, temples and 
places of religious assembly; botanical gardens and arboretums: educational 
facilities by a Conditional Use Permit (CUP): day care centers: interpretive centers; 
or any enterprise or business which the City of San Diego determines to be 
consistent with the intent and purpose of the institutional land use designation. If 
any use is subsequently proposed on the institutional sites that would require a 
discretionary permit, the lead agency would require subsequent environmental 
review in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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rlemem~ ond within each clement, induding mandatory Bl>d oplional elements, Government Code J 
section 65300. 5 In addition, 1hc Rancho Enr~ntoda Precise Plan, dated Fehn,:uy 25. 2000, doe, 
n111 include lhe pr,,posed mitig,11ion measures identified in the draft EtR. To avoid profound 
adver~e impacts on the Scripp~ Ranch Community, the Prcci~ePIM mu,1 be rc,~sed to require 
proposed improvements or mitig11tion measures be 1ied to a specific bt1ild-ou1 schedule 

P. 3-3. , ' ."P paragraph: Tius slatts that "the <'Wrall l'r«:ise Pion density for the Rancho Enc~n,~da ] 
project ~itc i.1 approximately 0.35 dwelling unit per nerd (941 units maximum/ 2685 acres - 0.35 
du!~cTt'.)" Tiiis tigure ru,d calculation is inaccurate This calculation incluJ~ the 24& acre C:ity• 
owned pan·e~ which is rJ:Guired to be se1 aside as opcu ~pace. 11 appe~r~ that including this parctl 
in calculauog densi1y is iotended lo give a public impresoion of ,•c,y low development imen.,iry 
and that the dcvC'loper~ h;ive vo!unrarily reduced propo5e<i development. 

Density calculatiClns shuuld be based on nN projeci ~creage. Acreage devrncd 10 other land uses: ] 
including the .~cltool, park, 1he iostitulional land use development pads, MSCP ru1d for roadway• 
sh1luld be removed th1111 !he E,'f<lSS acreage. 38.S acres are propo<ied to be retained as exis1ing 
buildins development within th~ eastern ,,pen space arCB. All 1hi~ a,-re~g• ,bould be e,r.ludro 
from any cakula1ion of dweUing uni1 density, so as not 10 be counted m ice for l•ad uge 
demilics/inten~itics, and lo provide a more true, obj,-c1ive pictme ofdevelC1pn1ent deru;ity. 

P 3-3, Proposed Lxnd Use Acreage Surrun,,ry, Table J-1: Need 1,, spedtically describe wha1 will J I 124 j 
be done with eru:11 oflhe 1'xisting buildi11gs on the 38 S acres. 

l', J-4, Sec. 3 2.3, ln~1i1mil,11al tJse~. l)es,;ribing the uses allowed under thi, lru1d use ca1eg.oiy 
"in~lude. bm are not limited to .. " is 001 •ufficient disclosure oflbe sp~ific range ofu~e$ which 
<viii he allowed under tbe project prcci~c 11lan, wnin3 and development !1f;1eemen1~. Somewhere 
in the draft nm, 1herc should be a specific li51ing of usti penruttod by wuing and devt"lopment 
r~gulatio~ under this projecl, or immediate reference to a section of e.xi,;ting City re{(ulati,,n 
providing such specific rnngc (e.g., speclfic Cit), z.oning µroviiicms). App,1rc1Jtly, there is 110 

specific deliueation to dbte. either a5 disclosed within the EJR or u,1dcr the prop<>s..d precise plan 
Without this spociJic delineatioo, both the proposed project and 1his ElR are inc<11nplc1e. (l'or 
cxa,nple, traffic analysi~ cannot be completed without knowini; whftt hmd uses will he allowed fJn 
thi, acrcase.) 

I' J-4. lie<: 3 2 4, 01>~n Space: 11 is uncfoir wh~ the 248 acres ofCi1y owned laud i1 included 
under this project and iti pr,-ci;e pl&n 1 his acreage should not be pr°'iding a.ny develc,p111ent 
t1ll1>wnnrc for the remainder of the proposed project area, rut there ilID'. differeuc.s proposed 
under this prujt'C1, as to what can happen to or be done on tltis acreage? ls there any differenl 
land use regulntiM or Hllowance on this acreage, romparin3 existing J)lanning aml zoning to rhe 
pro~•ed pmjccl? ff ~o. this should clearly he di~clC1sed io the EUl, the ETR should be re-done 
11nd re-iosucd for e new public r.,iew period 

-

J 
P. J-4. Se<: J 2 5, Reveaetated Manufactured Slopes: This section starts, "Ex1erior manulllcnmiJ l 
<lope; uq~ln•dto rupport development .... tt (e;upha,is added) Such m•nufocrured slopes. in 
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See response numbers 114A, 114B and I 14C. 

The EIR is accurate in noting the overall Precise Plan gross density of0.35 du/ac. 
This density does include the 248-acre City of San Diego-owned parcel. Excluding 
lhe 248-acre City of San Diego-owned parcel, the gross density is 0.38 du/ac. The 
City of San Diego-owned parcel is included within 1he Precise Plan boundaries and 
therefore the gross Precise Plan acreage (2,685 acres) and gross density used for 
calculation in the EIR is correct. ls should be noted that since distribution of1he 
Draft EIR, the number of total units has been reduced by six for a total of935 
dwelling units. 

The City of San Diego Municipal Code Section IO 1.090 I establishes the criteria 
for calculation of net density within Planned Residential Developmenls (PRD). 
The net acreage that is used to determine density includes the project site minus the 
area of existing public streets. This is the method for calculating density that has 
been used to determine the number of units permissible within the Precise Plan. 

As noted in the final EIR (see Section 3.0, Project Description and Table 3-1, 
Proposed Land Use Acreage Summary), the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
contains existing buildings that may be phased out and convened to open space or 
uses consistent with the open space designation. The future use oflhesc buildings 
would be determined by the City of San Diego. The City would have the exclusive 
righl to elect which buildings would remain and which buildings would be removed 
and converted to open space. Remaining buildings would be used consistent with 
1hc open space designa1ion. 

See response number l20. The project's Traffic Technical Report analyzes 12 
acres of institutional uses and states that these uses are "anticipated to provide 
houses of worship" for purposes of conducting the traffic analysis. An ADT 
generation rate of 30 ADT/acrc was assumed for these 12 acres. 

In a letter dated July 21 , 1999 directed to the San Diego Ci1y Manager, the Scripps 
Ranch Civic Association requested preparation of a comprehensive master plan for 
!he Beeler Canyon Future Urbanizing Arca. Pursuant to this request and with the 
concurrence of the City of San Diego, the City-owned 248-acre parcel was 
included in the Precise Plan area. Being surrounded by the Sycamore Estates sub­
project on three sides, it is logical, and prefcrnblc, for this parcel to be included in 
the Precise Plan. This 248-acre parcel would remain as open space. 
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The 248-acre City of San Diego owned-parcel was conveye<l 10 the City of San 
Diego by General Dynamics as consideration, in part, for the New Cenn1ry Center 
Development Agreement. At that time, the parcel was being considered for 
inclusion within the MHPA. Subsequently, the parcel was included entirely within 
the MHPA (with the exception of a road crossing), and up to 25 percent of the 
parcel is permitted to be developed in accordance wilh 1he City's MSCP Subarea 
Plan and lmplcmcntaling J\greemenl. However, under the proposed Precise Plan, 
no uses inconsistent with the open space designation would be permitted. No 
biological mitigation credit or residential density allocation is given to either the 
Montecito or Sycamore Estates sub-projects from the 248-acrc City-owned parcel. 
Also see response number I 02. 

......... --
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their e,1e111 and their k>csliun, are not ~11lr~ to suppor1 oile develop111en1. This is clear in lhe J ~ 
presrnlalion ofse"eral 11ro.iec1 ~ltematives wt,ich each substantially reduce !!rading. It i, more ·' 
accurn,e to say, '·E,1erim manurai;1url'd slopes ~~•ich the propo~ed project proposes 10 er•••• . 

Between Sccti,ln$ ~ 2 4. 3.2.5. and figure ~-I, the reader is given the impression tb~t all area., 1
129

1 
colored '·open ,pace green" on figure J-1 will be natural, undishnbed opeu .,1,ace. Ho,wver, the . 
proje<:t'~ propos3ls for utility connee1ion, including water ser,ice, ~ewer service and drainl\!!e. as 
well a~ other impro1'1lment~. will heavily impuc1 the "opcu space" periphery of development pads. 
Grading to inst,i!J such focilitie., aJJd permanent improvemenl• 1,1 mainlllin acc~,s to such facihlies 
su,'h 11b ncces, roads. will largely compromise SulT(,unding open space, including MSCl'-11-tHCP 
designated Opl·n ,pace This should be clearly desciibed in Section 3 2.4, and sJ,0"11 on the map 
f.igurc 3-1 . The &cTc.iJ,le of opcu sp3ce land to be so comp11)111ised should be discln,cd. 

P. :!-5. figure 3- 1 Tl1c presenrntiun of dwelling units per acre fi1,•,ir~ in the Tot~b row of the J JI Jo I 
.. land use ab,trnof' table, is inac~urate as previously stated. This page and similar referem:r• iu 
the draft ETR no!Cu to be corrected, and n revised drat\ EfR circulated for public r.-vie1,,. 

P. 3-6. Vehicular C:irculation l'lan, Section 3.2.6: A representative of the Cily of Poway ha• J §J 
;lated U1at it wUI close Beder Cany<m Road to the g~neral public by vacating th~ e.xistioi; rieht-nf 
w~y >lo altemam,e for secoudary acces! to the proposed project h..s been pro1-ided. 

J>. 3-6, Se<:. J 2. 7. Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation Tht< use of non-contis,.ious sine.walks nnd 
meru,dcring path, increases the ''l~alk~bility'' of the proje<:t ar~a The Scrip11s Ranch Community 
has asked thal di~contiguous sidewalks (sidewalk• separated frl>m curb by a 5 font parkwa>•) be 
implcnwmoo throughnut the re,idenriol slrecL! ofMontccito and Syc.im<>re blates. 

Bww."IC it is ,litectly adjacent to the Sycamon-Canyo,i'GoNlen Ranch open space areas. th~ Rnndto 
Encantada !:ite rreM,nt• a unique ruxl valuat,!e Opportuuity to develop high quality =realinmJ 
resource~ The mnccpl is lo de,elup a fi)'Slcm ofpcde.Slri.'Ull"hicycle-fiicndly walks !llld pathway,. and 
com1e-c1 these to a tr.iii !!)'Siem which aocesses opcu spate, -.ithin the project "ith links to County 
pr'-«crVe.i including the lasgcr l\,fis-sion Tr,uls system TI,c full poterrtfol ofthiscMccp1 ""U n<Jt be 
realized unril fiorther elements including equestrian aoce~, are specified l'illw, the Precise Plan. 11,e 
project Precise Plan should be amended ill, foU,,w,, and the draft F.IR reDl'<-t these revisions: 

Es1nbUsh pa1s-1hrou{:hs Md lane< linking the ichoo~park site \\ith the Sllrrounding 11eighhorhood 
to promote pedestrian ~ccesi. Exteod the concept to the instiMionaJ sites. 

• Dc,elop the trail system within the Montedto dcvtlopment !llld link to p,desuianlbic)'cle-frieudly 
walk, and pa,hs \\tthin Montecilo 10 create• unified sy;,tc,n within !he project 

• .l'edestriarnl. n,nw,r,lin bicycle. and hor5e; are riot naturally compaliblc on nmow trails with hlind 
c-0men. Achieve c,impalibility by "idening trails (about 12 to 16 feet), creating !tpar~te mountain 
bike and horse trail; or with other appropriate clements 

• TJe,·ekrp tmi.lhead.! 1<ith parking space for 20 cars. a stasing area .ind restroCTrns Pote1tlial 1ites 
include lhe NW (Be.tier Road ru,d Creek k.oad area) and NE (R<'llin!! Hills Stahl"' area) $'1l)1lents 
of the project (ir c,pen ~p.,ce 
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J 12s I On page 3-4 of the Final EIR, the word "required" has been changed to "proposed." 

~ 

~ 

EIR Section 4.3, 131OLOGICAL RESOURCES, analyzes the impacts of all 
proposed ground disturbance, including the facilities that would occur in arens 
designated as open space. EIR Section 3.2.4 states that "firebreaks, trails, 
trailhcads, SDG&E utility corridors and easements, water and sewer lines, 
pumping stations, waler storage reservoirs, existing building pads that would 
be converted to open space or used consistent with the open space 
designation, and other utility infrastructure are permitted in open space." In 
addition, footnote number 3 to Table 3-1, Proposed Land Use Acreage 
Summary, discloses that utility improvements and trails are included in the 
open space acreage. Similarly, land uses that are considered compatible with 
the objcc1ives of the MSCP and are permilled uses in MHPA open space 
include utility lines and roads, limited water facilities :incl essential public 
faci lities, and brush management zone 2 (see EI R Section 2.4.6, page 2-15). 
Including all existing and proposed utility easemenls and facilit ies, road 
easements and trai ls, it is estimated that approximately 80 acres of 1he Precise 
Plan's 1,989.2-acre open space designation would accommodate such faci lities. 

The Density columns on the Figure 3- l Land Use Abstract represent the density 
range permilled by land use category and arc correct as shown. No changes are 
necessary to the E!R based on this comment and recirculation is not warranted. 
Also see response number 102. 

Street "B' is proposed to connect the proposed Project site with Beeler Canyon 
Road. The City of Poway has indicated that it may consider closing Creek Road, 
not Beeler Canyon Road. If Creek Road is closed to public traffic, Street "B"' 
would s1ill be constrncted, but would serve as emergency-only access. EIR Section 
4.6, TRANSPORTATION, page 4.6-36, discloses that no additional significant adverse 
traffic impacts would occur in the event Iha! Slreet "B" served as an emergency­
access only roadway. In addition, Sections 4.7, NOISE, and 4.8, AIR QUALITY, also 
disclose (see Table 4. 7-2 and 4.8-6 footnotes) the potentia 1 effects of Street "B'' 
functioning as an emergency-only access. 

fin1 The issue of noncontiguous vs. contiguous sidewalks is a plmming-relatecl issue 
Cl and docs not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 

El The EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed trail plan 
included in the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. Suggested revisions 10 the 
trail plan are noted. If the future managing agency of the on-site open space 
areas decides to establish a trail system that differs substantially from that 
addressed in the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and evaluated by this ElR, 
:idditional environmental analysis may be required in accordance with CEQA. 
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• ('rcaw acce.~i to ei1ues1riM fildlities ruch as S)'camnrc Canyon S1ablcs, a1 the Eas1 end tif 
Sycrunore Canyon Row:! (Thon,as 'Brothers MRp (rn) l l9l C6) from the ridge-top power-line 
row 10 the south of the stable b:isting ho•s~ trail, ,.;1hin the City ofl'oway should be coniidcr~d 
\men deciding corniections and trailhcads. AdditionAI stnble~ include: Rolling Hills Stables (TO 
1191 A6). ul the co=r of Sycamore Canyon Road and Reeler Canyon Rox1l This si1e should be 
con~dcrcd a., a nnure 1r.wheml. -

P, 3-9, Conceptual Water, Sewer and Drainage Plang, Secriun 3.2.lS: What are the en,ironmcntal - ~ 
impacts ol'thc wa1cr lines. water ca&ement~, and water tank to be built in the opea space? 6 
What are tbe eo,ironmental im11ac.ts (l(1he &<!Wl:t linl."6, sewer easements. and pump stations that 
will 1un 1hr1'ugh th~ up•o bp•ce? Have these imracts been included in tho environmental impac1 
analy•is? 

As d.:,icribrd here, w3tcr and .,ewer lines are prQp•»td oYcr open space orcas, including ]1,fHP A­
designated open spac• pre-serve Ease111ent• over , uch line;, and r.a IS foor wide all-wenthcr 
main1ena11ce [permanent I)' paved] road" will compromise this open space. Gr•ding ,viii also be 
neces.ary to lay the line~, and make ~~nicnt access roads drivable. The dra[I Elli. should 
di.,dose specifically how much grading jg nece&i;ita1cd,. how much ocrcagc l)f open ~pa,·.: area is so 
compromistd, aml ty~• of mitigation. -
I'. 3-W. Grn_vi1y :'.!ewer Option: Project analysi~ fail to identify the numl:ter of parcels Qr ex1ent of J ~ 
impact to pm·ate. property. 

P. ). JO and J. I 5 and figure 1-6, Oraina~e Plan Subslantial u!ilily facilities uft:5ite of the 
residenlial p,,dded are,1s w,d within the prqject "open spore~ areas will substantially compromise 
open space 1me1,~i1y, Not only drainage linc.vswalcs, but also grrt<ltd detention and de~iltation 
b:,sins arc proposed. Twel"" de,iltation ond detention ha~ins are indicalt!<l on figure 3-6 within 
or~n space. However, the e,1en1 of i;rttdlni,: nnd bmsh clearance specifically I<' an:Qmmodate 
these fucilities is not indicated on any gra1>hic, not•l>ly, 6irure J. \. and • se1>ara1c delineation of 
grading (volume and are:, extent) for the~c facilitiecs is 11(1! disclosed 'I Ill.'! should be, including 
those volumes and c~tents in oren g~>ace. 

.I' J-16, ~1ontecito Sub•tlfojcct PlaMe<l Development Permit, Secti(ltt J .:l 2· Th~ Montecito 
PR!) site pl~n and tbe Predsc Plan shC1uld be revi,ed to include private recreation facilitie,; (pool, 
.,pa, 1en11i~ courts, Knd smnU clubhouse) and disccintiguous sid.,walks. 

P 3-25, Sycrunore EstMcs- Affordable Hou,lng Site Plan, Figure 3-13. Arc the plllpo•e<l 
nffordable units for-sale c,r rental? 

-

-

J 
J 

P. 3-~0. GrnerRI l'hm Amendment, Section 3.5: The propost"<I General Plan A.me11dmcn\ should J 
meet all 1he shtlulvry rc<Juirements and the undcrt)'ing Precise l'lan should be of sufticient derail 10 
ser forth 1he $¢QUCIIC¢ and liming of the OlJjor on-site and oft:sitc impruvern~nt, fort be projec.1. • 
Th• currently-proposed Precise Plan uppe~rs imufficieo1 for this purpose 

4 
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See response n11111ber 129. 

The environmental effects of the gravity sewer option arc adequately addressed in 
the EIR. Whether the gravity sewer line is constructed on private or public 
property does not affect the adequacy or completeness of the environmental 
analysis contained in the EIR. 

See response number 129. As is common practice in long-range planning 
documents, and as its title implies, the Precise Plan Land Use Plan (Figure 3-1) 
depicts land uses. It is not appropriate to show proposed drainage infrastructure or 
brnsh management areas on the land use plan. Drainage facilities are conceptually 
shown on Figure 3-6, Precise Plan Conceptual Drainage Plan. The design of these 
facilities, including the disturbance area required 10 accommodate them, is shown 
on Figures 3-8 through 3-16. Brush management areas are shown on Figures 3.9 
and3-14. 

Section 4.2, LANDFORM 1\/ISUAL QUALITY, discloses the total grading quantities for 
the Monlecito and Sycamore Estates PRDNTM's, including grading quantities 
proposed for utilities and detention basins. The significance criteria for grading 
quantity (EIR Section 4.2.2, criterion a., page 4.2-6) is based on the average 
grading quantity per graded acre. To determine the significance of impacts, it is not 
necessary to break-out the grading quantities for drainage facilities proposed in 
areas designated as open space. 

This comment does not address the adequacy or completeness of the EIR. 
Suggested revisions to the Montecito PRD site plan design are noted. The project 
complies with the open space requirements of the Planned Residential 
Development regulations. Additional private recreational space is not required by 
the regulations. Sec response number 132 regarding the issue of sidewalks. 

Analysis of the affordable housing units, whether for rent or for sale, is an 
economic issue not relevant to the analysis of physical changes in the environment. 
At this time, the type ofunil is not known. The u11i1s would, however, meet all 
requirements for iifTordable housing per the San Diego Housing Authority and the 
City of San Diego. 

This comment relates to the phasing of planned improvements rather than 1he 
analysis of physical changes in the environment. The com mentor is referred lo 
the proposed Rancho Encanlada Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) and 
the E lR's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The 
Rancho Encan1ada Precise Plan is 1101 required 10 address the sequence and 
timing of' proposed improvements. Also see response no. ll4A. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

P. :l-30, Reronc. S""tion 3.6 Does the rezone of Sycamore e!!lales from IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 to J ~ 
AR-1-1 require a phase shift? 

P. 3-32, Se.:linn 3.8, Oeve\opmen1 Agretornn1 hmendmem: Thi; l>1iefparagraph is an inacle<1ui11" - [GD 
description of the nature oftl,e amendment ofao ,->cistiog dcvelopmrn1 agretnitnl. \\1,at are the 
tenns of1he existing agreement, and how speciOcally does the proposed projecl propose to 
change tc,ms and circumst:lll<:es for lhe site and lhe City' None oflhis is curr~ntly preotnt~. in 
this chapttr, Project Dcicription; in Chapter 2, Environmenral Setting, where 1he nature. of th~ 
rnrrent development agreement should be presented; or in Chapter~. Impact .\naly~i;. TI,i~ 
should be folly desccihed in a revised drat\ lllR, made av11ifable for a new public. review period. 

Chapter 4, Envlronruentlll Impact.~ 

I.Arul list lmp•cll, Ser . .i.t 

1'. 4.1 -13. L1111d V•e Impact Analy.,i.• re: Trensportation· Ad<liliona.l traffic from the rrojc,ct along J j 1421 
S11nng Canyon Road could re•nlt in significant noise impa,1s to existing re,idrnts The setback, 
"nd buft~,s in ce11ain locations are not adequate based on recent Hcighborhood rnmplsint s 

I'. 4.1-13. L.1nd Use lmpact Analysis re: lndustrfal l:lement: 222 acres ofindu•uially ,.c,neu land 
may he developed into oth~r n~s and this is i11consis1cm with the City's Jndn,trial Element. A.n 
osse<smem of the lc,ss of 222 ac-re& ofindusllial land in the City shunld be made. 

P. 4.1-1 S, LMd U!'e Jn,p~ct Analysis"' Rttrcation 'F.ll'lltent: The Mootecito 911b-prnject should 
be required lo prov,de the r~quisite amount of parkland acres and should pay City park fees, 
whe1hcr Sycamore E~tate.~ is buih Of nl'~l. 

Landfotm 110d ViJuAI lmpacll, Sec. 4.2 

1'. 4.2-7, Lnndforru and Visual Impact Analysis, Section 4.2 2: The proposed project c,ce.?ds th, ] 
signincam threshold of2,000 cubic yards 1)f grading per developed ac,e The Sycamnre P.sl~le, 
sub-~>rojcct i~ p«,posing 24,899 cubic yard, per acre, which is over 12 tinies the City sta,1dard. 
No juMification Of c,pla11ali(,n of criteria 10 aUow this ~xceedancc has been provided. The ,ame 
comment, peo1ain to the 2:l,529 cubic y111ds per graded acrf pro11os«I to be moved un the 
.',fontecito sub-project (pg 4.2-11), 

l'. 4,2-19. Landfom1 and Visual ln1pact Analysis re: Precise Pl3n: Given the aignificant chanse; J 
to 18Jldform, the dr~ft El.II. btateJ, "the Projfct pro11osC$ to grade the site to confonn with lhe 
site·; e~isting l<>P<'!Jrnrhy." ln fact. tlie project is pro11osing rnassh•e amount& uf grading with no 
detail on hnw the gradi11g will confonn to the existu1g lopogre11hy. 
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See response number 11 7. 

Although the details of the proposed agreement do not affect the adequacy or 
completeness of the E!R, Section 3.8 of 1he E!R has been modified 10 more clearly 
describe the agreement. 

Section 3.8 of the EIR has been replaced as follows. 

3.8 Agreement Between the City of San Diego and the Owners of 
Sycamore Estates 

A portio11 c!f' the Sycamore Estates s11b-projecI site is c11rre11I~1• 
co11tro/led by tlte terms a11d co11di1ions (}(a De,,elop111en1 Agreement 
be/H'een the City and General D_p1m11icsjiled H'itlt tlte CiZ)' of Sm, Diego 
Cill' Clerks Office 011 December 2, 1997 as Doc11111e11I No. 00-18448. It, 
ailition. that ·.~ame portion (){tl,e site is also s11hjec1 to a Conse1w1Iio11 
Agreement a11d Declaralio11 o/Restric1io11s /1e/ll·ee11 General Dynamics 
a11d the Ci~r dmed June 9. ! 998 a11d recorded in the Sa11 Diego Co11111y 
Recorder '.5 O.[Jice as Doc11111e11I No. I 998-0432I88. 

A11 agreement betwee11 the Ci(I' ofSa11 Diego a11d 1he ou•I,er ()(Sycamore 
Esta1e.1· sub-project is proposed to 1110difj, lite obliga1io11s ()(the Ci1y a11d 
Sycamore Estates wit/, respect to the De1·elopme111 Agreement. The 11ew 
agree111e111 /Jl'Ol'idesfor a .rnbs1i1111io11 of ceuain extrno1dina1:1' benq/its 
original~!' bargai11ed.for in the De1·elo1111ie111 Agreement. Spec/fical~l'. 
performance of the 11ell' agreeme11t would eli111i11ate 011y oblig(l(io11 by 
Srcamore Estates to establish a co11se1w1Iion bank 11µ011 tlte site a11d to 
siwre proceecl5 o(comen·atio11 ba11k sales ll'ilh the Ci1y. !11stead, the 11e1r 
agreement \1'011/d obligate .~rcamore Estates ta c0IIV('.J' Park La11d 10 the 
City.for the exp(111Sio11 ()( Mission Trails Park. to add 11ew MHPA l(111d to 
the City :r MSCP Preserl'e (shmrn 011 Figure 4.3-8 011 page 4.3-50). to 
establish a11 endo1rn1e11I tmstfimdjor /011g-Iem1 111ai111e11a11ce ()f 
conserl'ed propero• within Sycamore Es/ates, and to make a caslt payme11t 
to the Cityfor tlte Im11iose of/i111di11g i111Iwoi·e111e11Is 10 Mission Trails 
Park a11d ll'ilhin the Kearny Mesa co1111111111iIr-

Trnmc noise impacls along Spring Canyon Road are included in EIR Table 4.7-2. 
The direct project impact is shown to be 1-2 dB. Increases of less than ... 3 dB are 
generally imperceptible under ambienl condilions. Final EIR page 4.7-6 shows that 
an increase of+ 3 dB is the threshold of significance on a project-specific basis. 
Cumulative vehicular noise along Spring Canyon Road exceeds the City's Noise 
Land Use Compatibility Chart (EIR Table 4.7-1 ). The increment a1trib11table to the 
proposed project, however, docs not exceed significance thresholds for direct and 
cumulative impacts. 
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The 222 acres noted by this comment refers to the number of acres that would be 
developed wilh industrial uses under the Existing Zoning-No Project Alternative 
discussed in EIR Section 9.2. The <1ssess111ent of loss of industrial land is made in 
the EIR in Section 4.1, which concluded that the project would have a significant 
and unmitigated land use impact due to Sycamore Estates' inconsistency with lhe 
Industrial Element of the Progress Guide nnd General Plan. The potential 
environmental effects of the proposed project, including the proposed rezone, are 
adequately eviiluated by the EIR in accordance with CEQA. 

An analysis of the marketability of the industrial land was included in the San 
Diego Association of Governments "San Diego Region Employment Land 
Inventory and Market Analysis.•· The least marketable category of ''Vacant 
Unmarketable" was applied to this location due to the site's inconsistent industrial 
zone designation wilh the City's r-ut11 re Urbanizing Area (FUA) designation (see 
response number 117), the highly constrained nature of the site (steep hillsides), 
limited access/improvemenls required for large scale vehicles, potential impacts 011 

the adjacent MI-IPA result ing from industrial development, and the amount of 
grading needed to prepare the site for industrial development. 

As stated in EIR Section 4.11, the Montecito sub-project would generate lhe need 
for 2.46 acres of public parkland. This impact would be fully mitigated through 
either the development of a public park adjacent lo an elementary school sile on the 
Sycamore Es1a1es sub-project site or through payment into the proposed Rancho 
Encantada Public Facilities Financing Plan. The payment of City park fees is not 
necessary to mitigate impacts and is therefore not required. 

The EIR discloses a significant and unmitigated direct and cumulative Iandfonn 
impact due to grading more than 2,000 cubic yards per graded acre. Mitigation 
measures contained in EIR Section 4.2 would reduce, but not to below a level of 
significance, this significant impact. The Reduced Grading Alternative discussed in 
EIR Section 9.5 also would Fmther reduce, but not to below a level of significance, 
significant land form impacts. Per CEQA Stat11tes, the purpose of an environmental 
impact report is 10 identify the:: significant effects on the environment ofa project, to 
identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those 
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided. CEQA requires the decision-maker to 
balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks 
in determining whether to approve the project. In order for the decision-maker lo 
approve the project's significant and unmitigated visual quality/landfonn impacts, the 
decision-maker would have to adopt project "justifications" disclosed in Findings and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the EIR which would be included in the 
record of the project approval. 

- - -
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The EIR is correct in noting the site would conform with the existing 
topographic character, as the existing character of the site is comprised of 
ridges, valleys, and steep side slopes. The cut and rill slopes created would be 
similar in character, orientation and slope ratios to the existing slopes 011 the 
project site. Figures 4.2-2, Montecito VTM Manufactured Slopes. and 4.2-3, 
Sycamore Estates VTM Manufactured Slopes, numbers the proposed 
manufactured slopes on ench sub-project site. All 11i:111ufactured slopes would 
have a maximum gradient of 2: l and highly visible slopes would have varied 
slope gradients 10 belier reflect a natural condition. Mitigation mcnsures 4.2- l 
and 4.2-2 indicate that prior to the issunnce of grading permits, the City of San 
Diego's Planning nnd Development Review Depnrtment would review final 
maps .ind grading plans lo verify implementntion of contour grading of 
manufactured slopes with the exception of certnin slopes th.it the City 
determined would not be highly visible from public viewing areas. 
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P. 4,2-19, Landfonn and Visual Impact Am,lysis re. Pree.is~ Plan: No detail on the visual impart J [3 
of the ,chool nn the iurrounding housing has been pro,ided 

Rm'tatlon Trail, Tm)lach (Ref Draft Em. l'rojecl Description, pp. 3-6/Six. J .2.7. 3-~iFig. 3-
3; a11d En,-ironmental Analysi:,, Ch. 4) 

There is~ brief description in Chapter 3 of pmpu~td u-ails, but no impact analysi6 in the dr.ift r;m 
rcgMding exi!rting 1, ails, trail plaiining, .,,d i11tcrco1mer1iuns. The drnft nm environmental 
analysis d1aptcr ~hould be amendeo to add ~uch anftl)'li~ 'this analysis should include the 
follo,,;ng: 

• J\n important upcc1 of the trail system is the conneclio~ to existing !roil nctwmks, trail 
heads, •nd equc,trinn facilities. Ne,-1 in importance oner these issues is the dcvel(lpmem of 
new unils 

• Mountain bicycles :tnd hor,;e, are 1101 na1ur:1Jly compntible on narrow tmils will, blind comers 
'l'wo wa1-s of achieving comparibility is to widen lrHil6 (aboul 12 10 16 feet) ur to create 
separate m1>11nt~u bike and horse \Tails. (These do U(ll appear to n,Jl'.' be di!ferentinted in the 
pmjccl dcso:ri111i,,n) 

StorrtlwHttrlWRler Quality 1.mp:ttlS, SC(:, 4.5, Oy(ll'(J)ugy/Water Quolif~, 

-

-

How "ill stonn ,unofffrom Rancho Encanlada be lrr•ted so that it doe~ not pollute lhe canyon, J 
and beaches? Secuon 4.5. Hydrol1>gy/Water Qualhy oft be rtr.u\ C:.IR discu~es the fact that 1hc 
µrojcct "~II entail irupact6, and in pp. 4.5-19 through 4,5-24 discusses mitigation measures to be. 
deu,il~,I aftet discr~lionary project s11provaJs. But it appears thal 110 detail,d annly~is ofpoUution ] 
losdi, &H(i tilt detailed analyses and me,,sures to ~e ;,ppli~d through suhscquent p•nnitting, has 
ye1 hecn done It wt>uld be more conilstent with the Clean W~ter Act mod Stale R.WQCB to 
provide thc-<c deuiils now, prior to discretionary approvals, and to mrtLine thc111 i11 the draft Eut 
;md appendices a~ appropri;1tc 

El 

El 
1£) 

No anal,1•ii~ ha.s born provided on lhe potrntinl impact to existing private well~ anJ ~eplic !IYStcms J fisil 
of the rcsidc,us in the Furure Urhani?i11g Are3 {Beeler Canron). l.:.;;.;J 

Tmo1J10l1alio11/Cirrulation Impact A111ly!i1, Src. 4.6 

C0mmunity Primary Acces~: Tho draft E.IR docs ""t pruvidr and analyze primary acce,s., using ] ~ 
Scripp; Poway Parkway/Kirkham \Vy or any othc..- possiblo l'onnections with Scripps Powa~· 0 
access. Th,' analysi, should include the ad,antnge.< a"d d i~aclvantgg•" of one access vs. oth•rs 
includiog mitigation~. tu ~n example, Scripps l'owny Parkway volume and level of Service 
bftwren Community Rd and Pomerado, 1ra1·el distances/time to daily con1n1u1uty needs {schools, 
$uremmrke1s, gn,, stvrcs). 

(i 
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A cross section between the proposed on-site elementaty school and the proposed 
on-site surrounding housing is included as Figure 17, School/Park/Residential 
Interface, in the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and is reprinted below. According 
to the significance criteria for Visual Qua lity (EIR page 4.2-18). significant visual 
quality impacts would not occur from construction of the proposed eleme11ta1y 
school because the school would not block public views to significant visual 
landmarks or scenic vistas, would not severely contrast with the surrounding 
neighborhood character, and would not have a negative visual appearance. 

I ,. 

~ See response number 133. 
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EIR Section 4.5 addresses the question of how storm and urban runoff from 
Rancho Encantada would be treated during and after construction. The 
process set forth by the EIR is the process outlined in Order 2001-01 recently 
adopted by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. The 
permanent post-construction water quality protection measures are described 
in the EIR and shown on the proposed Tentative Maps. Mitigation measures 
and tentative map approval conditions are included that would require 
ministerial approvals (grading and building permits) be conditional upon the 
detailing and analysis necessary at final project design. Detailed analysis of 
pollution loads and detailed design of the measures is premature until tha t 
final design detailing and analysis has been performed. The EIR presents an 
adequate level of detail to determine that direct impacts to water quality 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance, but because best 
management practices are not 100 percent effective, the cumulative impacts 
would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Rancho Encantada's domestic and irrigation water would be supplied by the City of 
San Diego water system; thus, potential impacts to well water draw drown would 
be precluded. The most common sources of contamination of wells in areas like 
Beeler Canyon are septic systems located near the wells and pesticide and herbicide 
use by residents with wells on their own properties. Well water contamination 
from sources farther away is less likely to be significant. It is likely that 
groundwater in Beeler Canyon currently has low (part per billion range) organic 
contamination of a man-made origin. Additional contribution by the Rancho 
Encantada project is not likely to result in the exceeding of a Maximum 
Contaminant Level (MCL) as established by the Clean Water Act. The Rancho 
Encantada project proposes pennanent water quality measures that address 
potential negative impacts lo ground water quality. The variety of measures 
proposed for the Project work in different ways and together. Certain water quality 
measures work to settle contaminates from the runoff prior to leaving the site or 
infiltrating into the ground. Other measures use vegetation to filter contaminates 
from the runoff. Mechanical devices that separate the hydrocarbons from the 
runoff are used in parking lot areas where oils and solvents could be discharged. 
Herbicides and pesticides in standing water rapidly break down in the presence of 
oxygen and sunlight, conditions supplied by the proposed extended detention 
basins. Refer to mitigation measures 4.5- 1 through 4.5-9. 

The Proposed Project would likely result in some increased groundwater recharge. 
Increased water recharge does not result directly in a higher water table, and the 
water table would not be increased such that existing septic systems would be 
negatively impacted. The relationship of increased recharge to water table height is 
hydrologically complex, but it can be concluded that the increase in water table 
height as a result of the Proposed Project would be insignificant. The most 
noticeable effect would be increased groundwater in the dry season. 
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This comment is inconsistent with the analysis. As discussed in EIR Section 9.1.2, 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project PRD/VTM application to.the City of San Diego 
in September 1999 proposed primary access to the site via a northerly route 
through the City of Poway. This alternative was considered but rejected by the lead 
agency because of the lack of circulation integration with Montecito and increased 
impncts to the Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor. In addition, traffic 
impacts would not differ significantly from the traffic impacts associated with the 
proposed Project, except that more traffic would be expected to use Beeler Canyon 
Road. 

The EIR evaluates potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, 
which proposes primary access lo the site from Pomerado Road and secondary 
access from Beeler Canyon Road. Direct access from Scripps Poway Parkway, 
Kirkham Way or other roadways are not proposed; it is not necessary for the 
EIR to evaluate options that are not proposed or alternatives that are 
considered infeasible. Due to the City of Poway's direction that a northerly 
access road through their jurisdiction would 1101 be approved, additional 
nccess nllernatives to the north were considered infeasible. Pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines§ 15 t26.6(f)( I), "a111011g thefi1ctors that may be wke11 i11to 
acco11111 11'he11 addressing thejeasibiliZJ' of altemmil'es are . .. reg11lc1101:1' 
li111ilatio11s a11dj11risdictio11al bo1111daries . .. 

~ ~ 
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'The EIR doe9 not anKlyze Beeler Cany,,n Rd a~ primary acce.s, 1111d po51,il>le improvements in J 
rcbrioo to the en,-ironmcm ,;uch as less slope impac:ts, conservation 11f umyon, ai1d nahmu 
habitat. 

The EIR does not ~ddJt'.::S 3ltemnte acces~ 10 Sycamore Canyon Road, 1-1~ or State lhghwny 52 J 
Such aoaly~is ~h,,uld t>e provided. 

Prims')' Acceso Intersection: The Effi. report d\'lcs not specifically addrt'~S the e.,act loc~tion of J 
the intersection with rel:1tlon 10 Nhcr ii1ter;ectious addre6Sif\l! tmffic queue distances hetween, 
widlh ofiu1erse,tion!capidt)', and irnpac,ls on the crnrent traffic Dow and espccted delays for 
residents. 

Project Dependenci· and Miligotions: The EfR stales that "transportation improwmrnt, fur each J 
si.1b-proje,ct ~re 001 dep~ndent on each other~ refening 10 the two proje,ts, Montecito uud 
Syc~more. The F.TR dots 1101 clearly identil}· the timiog ,ind imprc,vements of the pre,emed lraftic 
r11itiga1io11, il'ehhN project not de,-eloping or devekiped le1~r. 

Mmint Acre~s: Traffic ~naly~is 1v~s performed a~ru,ning 1,000 J.hrine. units ''taking access from J 
l'umerado Rd•· 11 is uuclcar •~ whether this access will be allowed through Ra11cho I!11ca111ada 
after ii is established and overaU imp~cts. The potential acce.ss of the Marine comple,~ shoul1I b~ 
address includin!,! the u~e l>fR110cho EncaHtada. 

The traftic data presen1ed in the draft EIR is inMCcurate. Existing traffic 1~)\ume~ a; presemed are ] 
too low, pa.nicul.uly in the.J.lirn M~.a Blv<I./Scripps Ranch Blvd./Cam,11 Cnnyoo vicinity Do 
thfi~ Vl•lumes 1a•~ into eccowir lhc expected 1rafl1c from the Morurrch development and the 
pr,>1>nscd middle ~d•ool'/ The draft EIR 11aftic aMly6i> ,houlu be redone to take into account 
mort accwate, hiFh~r e,'<ilting traffic voluru~!I. 

There is" di<c~epancy he1ween 1raffic volume~ prcse11ted in the EIR for the Scripps Ranch l\1iddle] 
School (propMed in the :icripps Raiich Busine;s Park), anti the traffic volumes presented in this 
Rancho Encamada draft EIR, particulttrly for the Mira l\·lesa Blvd./Scripps Ranch 13lvd./CsrroU 
C11J1yon ,idnity. Again, the drat\ l!IR 1raflic analysis should be redone to take into nccounl 0101< 

accurate traffic volumes as c~cmpliflcd in the Middle School E.IR. 

SA'ffiAG and Traffic Mood Contain Substantial Sludy Flaws. The EIR states that "In mporu.e -
10 Community concerns. the Cit)' of San Diego undenook n major etfort 10 c.:ilit,rate SANDAU 
model." Scripps Ranch Oro11ps, spedlkally SRCA Transportation and Trame CommilttJC 
(SRTIC) request for cMlibration using ACTUAL count~ by collection of darn tl6ing traffic. v<•lumt 
count~r• was not used. SRTTC dctennincd two separate City divi6ion~ w~rc using conllicting 
da1a. The data collected wos 1hcn compared showing thM lhe "b11Seline'" ruodtl wa., u11calihrared, 
therefore pmviding underestimated trallit 11',<Ults ,\s ;in e.,11111ple, 1raffic moMI ~hows Scripps 
Powar Parkway wilb an e,;i61ing 2~000 AO Ts. ~ollo<:1e.i volume counter data is 38000 The 
me>del still rem.1ins unc~Ubr•ted lhi& is one ufthe many areas evaluated 
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The EIR evaluates potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, which 
proposes primary access lo the site from Pomerado Road and secondary access 
from Beeler Canyon Road. Because primary access from Beeler Canyon Road is 
not proposed, it is not necessary for the EIR lo evaluate that option. Also see 
response numbers 131 and 152. 

The El R evaluates potential environmental impac1s of the proposed project, 
which proposes prima,y access to the site from Pomerado Road and seconda,y 
access from Beeler Canyon Road. Because allernale access lo Sycamore 
Canyon Road, 1-15 or Stale Highway 52 is 1101 proposed, it is 1101 necessary for 
the EIR to evaluate those options. Providing primary access via these 
roadways would require the construction of a new collector road crossing one 
or a combina1ion of MHPA open space areas, the Sycamore Canyon County 
Open Space Preserve, or federal MCAS Miramar properly. Such alternatives 
were considered infeasible by the lead agency. Pursuant 10 State CEQA 
Guidelines §15J26.6(f)(J), "a111011g I/1e.fac10rs 1'1at may be lt1ke11 i11I0 acco1111I 
whe11 addressi11g !he.feasibility q{altematives are . . . reg11/aI01:i• /i111i1<1Iio11s a11d 
j11risdicIio11a/ boundaries. " 

The Traffic Technical Report (EIR Appendix E) includes an evalualion of six 
transportation network alternalives which were conside red feasible by the City 
of San Diego. Network Alternative I, which forms the basis for analysis in 
EIR Section 4.6, assumed that the existing street network would be retained 
with minor modifications. Network Alternative 2 assumed the extension of 
SR-I 25, Network Alternative 3 assumed the provision of a viable north/south 
travel alternative in the western portion of the study area (i.e., the Spring 
Canyon Road extension), and Nelwork Alternative 4 assumed the provision of 
two new norlh/south routes for regional commuting traffic. Network 
Alternative 5 analyzed direct project access to/from Poway via Kirkham Way, 
but no extension of SR-125 or Spring Canyon Road. Finally, Network 
Alternative 6 assumed SR-125 to be extended to Scripps Poway Parkway and 
thnt the Sycamore Esta1es sub-project would be developed with a substantially 
higher 1raffic generation. 

The precise location of the proposed Pomerado Road/Rancho Encantacla Parkway 
intersection is shown on the Monteci10 VTM, and intersection spacing and turn bay 
storage have been determined based on projec1cd future traffic volumes. The 
required dislancc between this intersection and the Pomcrndo Road/Spring Canyon 
intersection, cenlerline-to-centerline, is approximalely 1,200 feel. 

Both sub-projecls would be required lo assure the co11s1rnction of the required 
mitigation prior 10 reeorclation of the firs1 final map for either Mo111eei10 or 
Sycamore Estates, whichever is recorded first. 
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At the time the stt1dy was initiated, the US Navy Southwest Division was studying 
a number of alternative sites for the Militaiy Family Housing (MFH) project. The 
most appropriate approach from a worst-case traffic analysis perspective was to 
assume that the MFH project would load its traffic to Pomerado Road, south of 
Rancho Encantada Parkway, since other locations would have lesser impacts on the 
congested segments of Pomerado Road, east of 1-15. In addition, the US Navy 
indicated no desire lo take direct access through Rancho Encantada 

The existing and daily peak hour traffic data published in the Traffic Technical 
Report were the most current at the time the project's traffic study was initiated. 
The majority of project impacts and mitigation measures were identified in the 
Buildout (Year 2020) condition, which was developed based on the traffic model 
developed by the City of San Diego, with land use inputs from the City of Poway. 
As discussed in response number 72, the forecast for the Rancho Encantada project 
indicates higher volumes than the more generic SANDAG Year 2020 forecast. 
Based on this, the project's impacts are not understated and the background growth 
is accounted for based on conservative assumptions .. 

See response numbers 72 and 79. 

Use of the term "calibration" was a misstatement. In Gail Goldberg's December 17, 
1999 letter to Linda Sloan, calibration of the traffic model was specifically 
excluded from the services to be provided by City staff. The efforts associated with 
model refinement were limited to "clean up" of the network and incorporation of 
development proposals known at the time the work was done. Validation of model 
results lo match ground counts is an exhaustive process that was not in the City's 
work program and could not be accommodated within the time frame of the 
project. As discussed in response number 72, City efforts on traffic model 
refineme111s far exceeded those ordinari ly completed for development proposals. 
With respect to the ADT on Scripps Poway Parkway the 25,000 ADT shown in the 
traffic study is not a modeled volume, but an existing count. Discrepancies 
between the existing volume shown in the traffic study and other data discussed in 
this comment could be explained in a number of ways, including: 

Daily or seasonal fluctuations in traffic 
Calibration of datii collection machinery 
The traffic counts could have been conducted al 
different locations 

-
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Dal~ from Tra8k- S1udiC6 prepaml by individual dt'l•clo1>f'l"S at specific intersection~ wis J f"u,jl 
C<ln>parcd 10 the model finding dis~epancies This example clearly shows 1hat there h3s hei:o no ~ 
effort by agencie~ w continue to update the model \\·ith already approved development data and 
3$SOciamd traflic slUdie<, therefore the error continue! 10 carry-over Md de\'dopcrs continue to 
u~• erroneous <lata. The results are not representative of ACTUAL c<,unls aod scenarios 
11reviously u~cd. E,ampte: lnterse<..1ion #7 Scripps Summit and Scripps Poway Pa1kway. 
Projert ~cudy AM-PM/Model AM-PM I 80/S63i20-17, I 9/44i2-7, 260-748/l-8.683-327/29-
21,2272-l054il6.17-l l 7 l.105-285i6J-47,ctc 

The1e a,·e incon,isltncies l'ith the perr..,nlages presented al th, imersections not adding up. in 
addition tn losing traffic lnps., b<:tween inter6t'ctions "'-hen nc> 01hr; inrersec1ions aJ"c in-hc1wccn, 
(i •· · eastbound Pomcrado Road hetween Chabad and Aveniil;, Magnifica). 

Thtre is no explanation or ~pecific re:isons on how/wfiy the percemagcs were attributed a, 
,howu 

There 1s no reference as to whether the followinB pr(liCCt! were includt.>d &nJ supported Traffic 
Smdy iucorpoution in tile SANOAG model 
• Mira Mesa Market C'cnter 
• Gatewa)• Shea ~nd KauOnan &. Broad 
• !sew l\1iddlc Schrnll 
• KMhritlye 
• .ScriJIP·' fuluch Business {'ark• Intel and Newport National 
• Mon3rcl, 
• Po,nerado & Spring C~nyoo(29 hc>mes) 
• Marine hou~iug (1.000 homes). This pwjert bas been mtntione,d in the DETR. 
• Fairbrtwk site (elementary school, 1iark, 17 h(,mes) 
• l.lSnl c~pan1it,n 
• Ch:1b3d Mi>..<W Plan 
• Scripps Ranch High SchMI Master Plan (Ahrens Field) 

l he traffic model~ include n1~ior colle,1or1, 1111d arterial• but nm residenti~l .1tree1.,. Maov ufthe 
collec1or streets used in lhe ~ode! have abutting residences l>ilh drivel'·ays. After majo; 
colle<,tors exc.eed caµaciiy , it sra,1s usius the "path of le~<t re.eistance", ie residential collectc)rs. 
The dn10 EIR \lu~, nut address those imtances where the model ~tarted <livening nnd a6signiug 
additional traffic lhrough R£SU)ENTIAL collectors, ha\ill{: a direct impftct on spe~. volume, 
3nd noise Bild r ollution generation whic-h impact the quality oflifo i11 neighborhood&. Mitigatioos 
or an olloc~lion nt'l\md~ i~ 11eeded Ill addre>0 1bese impacts to e.<ivtins 1c;idcntial inftastructurr 

No ~naly,is for ma,s lransil wu included lo ,uppon the proposed residential or institution~! 
de,·ek,pment. 

Traflic Dela)' T 3ble.s for Tn1erseNi\>ns anJ l• 15 .R.'llllps: The draft EIR is not clcAr M wherher the 
presen1eJ v~lues :ue "programm~d'' rraflic light time, or .1,;111a! me.t~urcd and 1he d:ltcwt,mc and 
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~ See response number 160. 

J 16J 1 

With respect 10 existing counts matching between intersections, it is expected thal 
volumes may not match precisely for a number of reasons, including: 

Traffic may be diverted to intervening driveways 
Counts may have been conducted on difTerem days 
Counts at acljacenl intersections may have slightly different 
peak homs clue to side street volumes 

See response number 72. 

The traffic model does not include residential streets and therefore does not assign 
traffic to these roadways. However, recognizing the po1e111ial for 1raffic diversion 
to residential streets, mitigation measure 2 on page 190 of the Traffic Technical 
Report recommends improvements to Spring Canyon Road 10 address community 
concerns. 

See response numbers 104 and 107. 

The ramp meter rates included in the study arc actual rates obtained from Caltrnns, 
Dislrict 11. Queues and delays were estimated using standard procedures outlined 
in the City of San Diego's Trq/Jic Impact S111r~i• Manual ( 1998). Observations for 
other projects have found that these procedures overstate delays and queues. A 
field check was conducted to identify actm1I delays versus calculated delays under 
existing conditions. This is summarized in Table 2.4-1 of the Trnffic Technical 
Report (EIR Appendix E). As shown in this lable, the observed delay at l- 15/Mira 
Mesa Boulevard westbound-to-southbound on-ramp was approximately 10 
minutes, while the caleulated delay was 53 minmes (11eady an hour per vehicle). 
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calc.dn1ions useu The dcla)'5 presented for ra11111s and queues are underes1iinMed and nm u J ~ 
rcflcclion c,fthc worst case scenario beinK experienced frequently as a re,ult ofreceul established ~ 
developmcms and traffic light timing wertofl 15 which impacts lhe ability for E3m (15 traffic w 
seek alternate route acce!l.s as a result of gridlock ttaffic. The EIR fails to 1111alyze the impacts tr, 
1-1 ~-

Level of Service and miligalio11 rcquiremems: The drnfi hlR •1Mte& that the "acceptable Level nf - ~ 
Service for San Diego intersections i.\ o.•· Mitigation 111e3mres ere required for ony delcrioralion ~ 
from lhis Le,·el. and nu ruitiK•lion has been presented despite tJ,e additional 1raffic added by th~ 
project rerulting in a r .e,·el ofSer\'ice below D. Any change~ to land u•c and exisli11g approwd 
muctur~ wi1hin a sperifrc z,,ne 111us1 be requiJed to pr0\1de funds for the improvemcm or the 
craOic in.fras1n,c1ure within lhe co1111nunity even ir ~•periencing ;i Level of Service Dor below, 
otherwise, there are no incemives and fonds for impr()vements. Example: 4S .ltan~h 
conuibutions tn 1-15 corridor. 

School ,., . No-school Traffic Analysi,: There is no assurance tbM the Poway School District will J ~ 
use the fonding provided by the developer to build a school on•Sile. The Jrafi ElR fails to analyze 
outgoins 1ramc a~ a result ufno school on site and how this can aff'<!<.1 traffic overnU 

Construction Trnffic ond Acee•~ 1''.,c draR "P.[R doe, nut address the impacl.q of \ht construc\ion J I I 69 I 
traffic and JurMwn. ttrces~ 1111d the loci thal no hcav>· lrucks fir~ ~Uowt'<l on Poruerado Rd. 

The draR ElR doe, not pr.wide any information MS whl'ther the propMed' mitigation~ 4.6-6 a·m1 J 
4.6-7 specific 10 1-15 are fe,sible since these improvements have a direc1 impact on tiJlurc 
R11xilie,y lane proJt'<-1,md CALTRAJ\'.'S co111rols 1hose impwvrments aod not the City of San 
Oit"go 

fhe pro1}o•cd P.l'R niiligalio'n measures o•tl)' addre!lS ONE 1-15 on•ramp and 1101 the Mil'a Mess, J 
Carroll Canyon and Scripps '1'01,ay Parkway l-15 on and off ramps and impacts a,,ociate<l to tlte 
comrol oftr,tffic si~utl as a re"ult of City and CAL'l'll.A.'IS lraffic light ownership and conttol 

Any mitigation in Spring Cr<nyon Rosd should Address the ,11ccd and ~afe pedestrian movement J 
along or acros., since many pirks and •chools are abutting the Road nnd exten,ivdy used by 
pedestrians. 

Mitigation 4.6-1: the draft EIR must clearly specify what is meant tiy a modilicd four-lane ni~ior J 
street and prc,vide diAgr,un to clarify. 

~0tiK,ition 4.6-4: The drat\ El'R m~ ioclude diagram of the )'toposed imprc,wmem• to this J 
intersecti,in and 1hc intent nf thi; miligation. 

Mi1iga1ion 4.6·5: L'ncle.ir as what is the intent of this miti~Mion, provide additional analvsis J 
ju~tifying eddili(ma11u~ mo"·cments. • 
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The City of San Diego's minimum performance standard in generally built-out 
areas, such as the 1-15 corridor, is LOS D. According 10 the Ti-a(/ic l111pac1 S111czr 
Manual, mitigation is required when the minimum performance standard is not met 
AND the project generates a significant impact (based on seconds of delay al 
intersections and on changes in volume-to-capacity ratios on street segments). 

The proposed elementaty school would generate 720 daily trips. with an estimated 
560 daily trips assumed lo be "captured" within the site. If the school were nol 
constrncted on the site, the project's traffic generation would be reduced by 720 
daily trips, including the trips coming 10 the school from outside Rancho Encanlada 
( 160 ADT). The project's external traffic was not reduced to renect internal trips 
to/from !he school site. Thus, if a school was not constructed within Rancho 
Encantada, the number of external tri1>s would remain the same as evaluated by the 
Traffic Technical Report. 

Construction traffic hottrs of operation are governed by City of San Diego 
guidelines. The ADT volume associated with construction wo11tcl be substantially 
lower than the ADT volume of the proposed project at buildout and would 
therefore have lesser impacts from a traffic perspective. In addition, construction 
traffic would typically occur during off-peak hours. A discussion of construction 
traffic has been added to final EIR Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION. 

See response number 22. 

Because the project would 1101 have a significant impact at 1-15/Mira Mesa 
Boulevard, 1-15/Carroll Canyon Road or 1-15/Scripps Poway Parkway, no 
mitigation for these intersections is warranted and none is recommended in the 
EIR. 

Comment noted. (See mitigation measure number 2 on page 190 of the Traffic 
Technical Report). 

The proposed design of this road segment varies from the specifications in the City 
of San Diego Street Design Manual for a four lane major arterial in terms of 
median width and curb-to-property-line dimensions. These variations were 
necessitated because of constraints imposed by surrounding topography. 

A concep1m1l sketch of this improve111en1 is contained in Appendix K of the Traffic 
Technical Report. 

These improvements would restore LOS to Dor belier conditions during both peak 
hours under Buildout with Projecl conditions. Appendix J of the Traffic Technical 
Report provides worksheets summarizing this analysis. 
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Mitig.,tion 4.6-9: It i~ recommended th;,.t this mitisation 111c31ure be ,,wised to delete the Spring 
Canyon Rc,ad ~ignals proposed at Scmillon Rlvd. and Scripps Creek Driv~. SemiUon •pperu; too 
close to Illuc Cypre..<s to allow for smoothly flowing traffit: c11nditions, and lhc signal at Snipps 
Creek has ahead)' hten fiindetl by the City of San Diego by otb~r means (!<Chcdulcd to be inM,Jlt'(] 
in Pebru3~) II new 1,aflic analysis should be presemed lo evaluate the iru.taUation ofa ,ig113J at 
ei1hcr Sunset Ridge Dr or Spruce Run nnve, whichever provides the best tra□fo flow dficiency. 
AI1other traffic analy~is should be conducted for the inten;ection of Ha~broc,k Ami Spring Cai1)·on 
for p11rpose, nf reduciog trruli~ ~peeds, pcdrnrian $8fety and a signal, due to th~ fact a new 
scl100I i• bring built on this segment of !>pring Canyon and Rancho Enrantada resident$ are 
expected to use lhe shopping center scro~s the street from the ~chool a.• their primary shor,ping 
ar;,;1. Ex.istius speeds on thi~ ""¥1'1ent of Spring Clll}()n ar~ alreldy aveiaging 55 mph nod traffic 
calming is n~ded 

Additional traffic analysi• and im1>acl• are required beyond the miti@alion 3re~s of t'oni,rado Rd 
~nd Scripps Creek Drive since the develo1m,e,1t wiU )irneme traflic and use along Spring Canyon 
Rd. as th~ m:lin access to food Areas. gu, shopping malls. The analysis should take iu10 
c<>n!\idcralion spe«ls nnd safety ofpcdel-iri,u,. tum pocket queues am.I diblances, a, well a.> 
impacts in gening in'out by rcside111s from exi•ting ,treets. 

Mitil)ation 4.6 - IO Addre,is the impac1, if any or pedestrian crossing at intersection~ lu the overall 
timing synchroni1.Mion 

Safety i~ a higher 111iorily trutn cirwlii.lion, therefore-calming technique$ such as pe<lesuian land 
area~. and landscaped medians should be re,iuircd and $h,,wn 

No r~•trictioos to turning movement• are tu·opo.1ed c)lhcr thao what currcnil:, e,u,1 on Spring 
C:anycrn Road 

A dedicated righ1 turn l.lne i• n~cd from nonhbound Pomerado Roatl to eastbound Scri,,ps 
Poway J'itl,·wny. where no such Ion•· currently c,ist& This should be added as a mitigation 
mea.iurc, in thii •l'Clion ai1d in the rest of the Tran,ponation impict analysi., secti,,11. 

An nnnl~sis ofimpr,w"1tlent• to the intersection of Spring Canyon and Smpp, ltaoch Blvd., 
paniC11li11ly with rcspc.:t 10 we:,1b011od left-tuming mov,ments and stacking is needed 

Noise lnlp3tt Analysis, Sec. 4. 7 

Ref'. Appendix P to tl1e draft mR, "Noise Rcpon" (Technical App~ndices, Volume ITT dated 
November 2 \. 2000): The Nois,· Impact A,rnlysis proviJed in th,se tt:<:hnical appendices 10th~ 
Rancho Enc.an•ml.i E!R is u1complc1c. The re.isons Cor this fi11<lins are a, follows: 
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See response number 164. 

See response number 164. 

See response number 164. 

See response number 164. 

Sec response m1111ber 164. 

See response number 175. 

RESPONSE 

The project does not generate a significant impact to a fai l ing LOS al this location. 
Accordingly, no mitigation is warranted and none is recommended. 
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• Table I or the Nois~ lmp•ct Al1Alysis :ll)ccifies traffic noi:se levels along the tra,ispon3tioo 
corridors affoctcd hy Rancho F.,nc.1ntuda traffic. The Nc,i~c Impact Analysi, indicates o;, pogc 
9 that noir.c impnrts a.s~ociatcd wilh the projcrl-genrratcd traflk were assesstr.l by th~ l'eder.il 
I ligltwny Administn,tion traffic noise predkrion mudrl Thi> Federal Highway Admini~tration 
R.Sscsscs traffic noise le,•e\s ha.,ed on lhe informatlon on t10ffic volume, ~peed, mix, st111ml 
propnge.1i,1n conditfong (so-r~Ued ''hard" nr "~fl" ~111nd prop~gaiion ram). 8.Jld r11hcr 
variables. In addidon, CNEL descriptor used iu the Nniie Tn,pact Analy~i• depend, 011 the 24-
hour traffic flow cunditions. The Noire lmpkct An•lysis does n11t speci~" what tr..r6c flow 
(traftic volume, llli'-, speed, 24-hour distribution) and ttlffic noise 1iropogati,,n condilion• 
were used io Che trallic noise prediction estimates. Wi1hout 1hi, inform,tion, validity or che 
tmffic noise le,•el infmmation given in Table I cannot be verified. The technicAI noise studv 
•hould include the nbov~ infonnation. The noise s1t1dy must also pmvidc infom1a1ion th•t • 
verifies the validity oflhe traffo: Oow and traffic noise prop~gAtion asswnplio11s used in the 
trl\ffic ooise prediction esliltl.lte:<. 

• While a,,~i1ing traffic noi:;c impacts to the projcc.t ~ite, the Noise Impact A.nalysi.• a•s111nes 
th!II al 200 R from 1hc Pomerado Road centerline, troflic noise level would tx: within 
CJ\'EL- 62 dB There io no infoniwtion in the Noise impact Analysis that verifies the above 
finding 'f rchnical noise study •hould illcludc t,11n1>lete infommtion on the variableg used in 
ihc 1raflic noise predic1ion estima1es The tedmic.11 n~ise assel\Sment must al,o include 
information that verifies tbe validity orthe 1,~ffic Oow and noise pf\1pagMion :mumptions 
ust:d in the tratl\c noise pre<liction estimates 

-

-

] 
• As has heen noted abo"e, Ille Nc,i$e Impact Ane.ly.,i.s a.sswmes that ut 200 ft from lhc ] 

Pomerado Road centerline, traltic noi3'> level "ould bo, within CNEL-62 dl3. That apparently 
assumes a certain traffic volume 011 Pomerndo Ruad However, Traffic TrnpKct Analy,is for 
Rancho Encantada EIR (AppendL~ E) considers se,·ere.l traffic flow 6CC1WriM for Pomernr.ll• 
Road Thcrc·fore, it ,1ppears that the Noise lmp,rt Analysis must addr~-,,, .u of these 
scen,rios The n()ise impacts associated with each baffic flow scenario should be clearly 
identified. 

10 meet the Cily nuise standnrd is perhaps 8 dB. ·r This finding conflkts "ith other findlll{;S or ~ 
• The Noi'!() lmpAct Anal)•sis suggcsi.s on page 12 that "The ,na,um"m nuise reduction needed J ~ 

the Noise Impact Anal;;,i~ 
• AppenJi, P include, a Memo d'1.ted Seplemher 11. 2000. lhe Memo prcwidc, additi,,nKI ] r,;.;-i 

infonnati,,n 011 bKrrier heigh1 for traffic noise mitigation within the Rancho Encantada ~ 
pni1~rty and<'" needed interior "?ise mhigfttion. The information is rnth~r genc~ic iu nature 
and os not S\lpported br any techmcal data. As lrns been 1101ro above, fin<lutgs ot n technical 
noise study 111u$1 l)e supported by technical infom1ation that ju~tilies the v,,li,lity of tho 
lindin1:1s nnd validity oflechnicol data used in the noi&e prcdic1ion e.<timates. 

• The Noise lmpact Analysis i11dica1es on pa~e 9 that "nnn~ of the pwject-related noise ] §J 
increa.se< <:<JU31 or exceed the +3 dB CNEL incrense considered 3S individu~Uy ,ig,nificant 
ooise impact." The Noise Impact Analy,is does not specify who established the .. +3 tlB 
(')\llL increase" ~ tl1e criterion for as~es~ing the traffic ooise level inc1ease signifirnnce This 
infonnation should be provided 

• \\~1ilc a<se~ing c-011strur-tion noist impact&. the ~oise lmp,1ct Analysis does not mention J f'is9l 
potenlial noiie impacts from haul truck traftic that mighl be assDciAted with the project L:.'.'.:J, 

ll 
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"Defm1lt" input assumptions for the traffic noise analysis were derived from several 
nearby environmental studies thal were likely to experience 1he same types of 
travel speeds, vehicle mixes, diurnal distributions and propagation conditions. 
These projects included the "Scripps Ranch Mixed-Use Maslcr Plan" ( 1999) and 
the "Mira Mesa Market Center" project ( 1997). It was presumed that Rancho 
Encantada traffic patterns would be very similar to these nearby projects. Traffic 
volumes, as 1hc most critical noise level determinant, were obtained from 1hc 
proposed projecl 's Traffic Technical Report. 

The lwo closes! end points of the lraffic projections along Pomerado Road that may 
alTect !he project site are between Spring Canyon Road and Legacy Poinl. The 
forecast buildoul traffic volume on Pomerado Road adjacent to the project site is 
22,160 vehicles per day. The City of San Diego CEQA guidelines provide a traffic 
noise curve that suggcsls !hat noise level at 50 feet from the roadway centerline for 
any daily volumes (ADT) is expressed by: 

CNEL = 65.7 + 10 LOG (ADT / 10000) 

A slightly higher reference level to account for more evening traffic was used as 
opposed to the reference level used in the City's guidelines. The noise reference 
equation used in the Rancho Encantada noise report is: 

CNEL = 67.8 + 10 LOG (ADT I 10000) 

The values in the project noise report are thus +2.1 dB more conservative (higher) 
than in the City CEQA guidelines. For any other distance beyond the 50-foot 
reference distance, noise levels at distance D are given by: 

CNEL (D) = CNEL (50') + IO LOG (50 I D) ' • 
where "' = 0.5 for "soft" sites 

For example, for the 22,160 /\ DT forccas1 for Pomcrndo Road, 

CNEL (50') =67.8 + I0LOG(2.2 16) 
= 71.3 dB 

CNEL ( 100') = 71.3 - 4.5 
= 66.8 dB (rounded 10 "67" in report) 

CNEL (200') = 62.3 dB (rounded lo "62" in report) 

The analysis thus is based upon more stringent guidelines than !hose suggested in 
the City's CEQA guidelines using standard acoustical propagation assumptions. 

-
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The assumed traffic volume in the Noise Technical Report was the future buildout, 
with project volume as the worst-case traffic noise condition. As the nosie analysis 
assumed "worst-case" conditions, noise analyses of the different traffic flow 
scenarios contained in the Trame Technical Report is not necessmy. 

This comment notes a typographical error on page 12, paragraph 4 of the 
Noise Technical Report. The needed exterior noise reduction is 3 dB, as 
referenced on page 12, paragraph 3 of the Noise Technical Report. 

The lot-by-lot noise attenuation analysis was semi-generic in nature because 
exact housing footprints have not yet been established for each lot. ElR 
Appendix F calculated the needed solid perimeter barrier heights based upon 
grading shown by the proposed tentative maps and the minimum yard setbacks 
established by the proposed Planned Residential Development (PRO) 
Permits. 

Please see response number 184 regarding the technical input data 
used in the noise analysis. As indicated in response no. 184, the 
analysis uses vnlucs that arc 2.1 dB more stringent than City of San 
Diego analysis guidelines. The requirement for n break in the line of 
sight for a receiver to feet inside the residential lot line is expressed 
as follows: 

Wall+ •H = 5 + •H 

D D = 10 

Where wall is the needed wall height, •H 
is the pad/roadway grade separation, and 
D is the distance from the roadway 

centerline lo the property line. 

The wall height would meet the exterior noise stnndard of 65 dB CNEL for 
ground noor receivers; however, second-story bedroom windows would not he 
protected by the noise attenuation wall. The City of San Diego would require 
a final acoustical report in conjunction with applications for building and 
occupancy permits to verify lhal interior noise standards of 45 dB CNEL 
would be met as required. Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-3 require the 
prepnra1ion of these subsequent acoustical reports. • 
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The -'-3 dB CNEL criterion was adopted for this EIR by the lead agency from a 
m1111ber of approved noise studies completed in the project vicinity. It is derived 
from observational evidence that the instantaneous human noise discrimination 
threshold under laboratory conditions is ± 1.5 dB. Under ambient conditions, with 
the changes spread out over l 0-20 years of traffic growth, a + 3 dB CNEL threshold 
is the 111ost common analysis threshold used for environmental analysis. The City 
of San Diego identifies a -1-3 dB sound level clwnge as the 111ini11111m change 
perceptible to the human ear. 

Haul trnck traffic would not impact public streets. Cut and fi ll is anticipated to be 
balanced on the project site, therefore, haul truck traffic would occur internally to 
the project site and would not use existing public streets. The grading operation 
itself would be subject to the noise control measures contained in the City of San 
Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.040, Construction Noise. These measures 
state that construction activity (including grading) shall not cause, at or beyond the 
property lines of any property zoned residential, an average sound level greater 
than 75-clecibels during the 12-hour period from 7 a.111. 10 7 p.m. 
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implemen1n1ion (significenl amount of (,.,.lld,n/1). This i,•ue •hould be addres9<'d The nni<c 
sludy should Also address polential for cn11mnminr1 noise impac1s 10 "noise :sensiliw" 
l>i,,logical habitat (ir an}') on sire itnd off •ito. 

• On r"l!c 2 the Noise lmp~ct An~lysi• suggests thot Caltrans ba•es its significance 
detcnnioarion on a ' 'peak 011e-hour level ofo7 dB LEQ.'' Actually. Catrrnns l>aie~ its 
signi(icanee determination on a one-hour level nf 66 dA I ,P.Q. 

Se~1ion 4. 7 of the R.incho Encantada drall Ern. co mains proctically the same infonnstinn a• the 
Noise [{eport given in Append is F. Therefore. based on the re a suns li&rcd above. Sect inn 4 7 
a1111cars t(> be incomplete as well. In additio1~ the dratl E!R text includ~ ~dditional slatemenl! 
rhar appear to be eilher incomplete or inrnrrerr. The. r~asons for 1hi~ finding ere es follow• 

P 4 7-.l \\11ile clescribini; '•Sil,!ni6cancc C:rirrria" the EIR indicates th~t ''Short-term - r,;;;-i 
construclirm-,·eleled i1npac1s would be regnrdtd as ~ignificant if'noise levels would imp3ct existing ~ 
I.ind uses abrlVe the noise levels speci5ed in rhe City of San Diego Koisc Land UM~ Compatibility 
Chan (see Table 4. 7-1). Impacts also would be considered significant if conwuctil,1\ nt,ise 
violarcd the City vfS.in Diego Noisr Ordinance for con,rrurlion ur !/l'Oding (.Section 59.5/0404 <•f 
ll1e City <'f S11J1 Diego's :\tunicipal Code).'' Cnnstn1cti(,n nrJiSo impact• ore rcg1~ated by the :--Jnisc 
Ordinance bur llO\ hy th~ Land Use Compatibiliry Chart Therefore, the fir,1 sentence of !ho two 
s~nt~ncrs quoted above appear~ 10 b,, incorrect. 

P 4 1-G. \\~1ilc des,..--ribing "Significance Criteria'' the EIR indicates lhHI devele>pment-relatcd 
noise impacts would he regarded ai. signilicanr "If P,oj,ct-generatcd traffic "ould increase 
e,1iS11f1!t vehicufor noi~e levels along puMic or private roadways by J dl3 CNEL or ar<1at~r. •· :-lo 
inrtin11a1ion i• prl\\•itled in relation tn the City ofSQn Die1tu or federal/State regulation$ that 
cst•blishrd •uch a significance crite1ia This infonnftlion musl t,c pr(>vided. 

P. 4 7-8: The '{![R indicaled rhai th~ first SN e>fhomes close~ to l'omersdo Rontl "would ~hicld 
nnd prorccr any interior units" and therrforc "impacts to homes othtr th.m rhose clo"st ro the 
roadway would not be s1gnificnntl)' impacted·· The almve finding is ,-alid at ,;pedlic topography 
configurntion, 1e1idtnr-e placement. size and orientation Without information lU• the abtw~ 
vt1riables, thi• findiog could be misleading. Te~t of the .ibove sta1emenr should al$!' b~ revised 
since "ionpacis to home•" cannol be .. impaclcd." 

1' 4.7-9 Bashi 011 the reast,ns listed in th~se rommcms, '"Ol'F-SITE ~OISE IMI' ACTS'' 
discussion given on 1his page appearn w he uojusri.6ed. for example, the l:lR inoicate• 1bat "An 
exisring block will is loc3ted along the west side of J'umerado Road, betw,·cn the roadway ed11e 
3ml erJsling residential home, which adcquMely relluce$ ,·ehirnlu noi,r imJ)acts on cxistins ~ 
residential homes tt• bdow a l~vel of ~igniticaucr.'' Nei1her ECK nor Appendix f include any 
i11fo11nario11 thal .i11~tifies lhi& finding 

] 
] 
] 

§) 

11941 

§] 

r 4 7.11: The noise mi1ig~t_loncondirio~ listed s~~g~sr that "a_!IUbm1ue111 acrJu~1ical an~ly,is 7 ~ 
shall be performed by a quahfird acnus11c,an to verify 111corpC1rntron of idmlify all ncccs~ary noi~e ~ 
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EIR Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. evaluates polelllial indirect noise impacts 
to sensitive biological resources. Indirect noise impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatcher are considered significant for the Sycamore Estates sub-project, and 
mitigation measure 4.3-19 would reduce this indirect impact to below a level of 
significance. 

Comment is noted. For clarification, the federal noise abatement criterion. as used 
by Caltrans, is 67 dB LEQ as slated. A mitigation analysis is required if impacts 
"approach or exceed" this threshold. For purposes of definition, Cahrnns has 
selected 66 dB LEQ as "approaching" the standard. 

Both significance criteria apply to short-term const111c1io11 noise. The Land Use 
Compatibility Chart relates lo the receiver and the Noise Ordinance relates to the 
1101sc source. 

Cily of San Diego environmental guidelines arc based on meeting the standards in 
the Land Use Compatibility Chart and compliance with the Noise Ordinance. An 
increase of) dB CNEL is used in the EIR because it is the level of increase 
necessary to be perceptible to the average human ear. 

The conclusion about the first tier of homes shielding interior units can be 
substantiated with the following considerations: a) the first 1ier of homes already 
would not exceed the City of San Diego noise compatibility standard; b) the second 
tier of homes is even fnrlher away; and c) 1he second tier of homes would have 
their front yards toward Pomerado Road with the house itself additionally shielding 
their backyard patios or pools even farther away from the road. The words 
"impacts to'' in the referenced sentence have been stricken from the final EIR. 

No site-specific monitoring was conducted at this location as part of the Rancho 
Encantada El R. The location and height of 1hc existing barrier was designed to 
achieve appropriate noise reduction as part of subdivision approval. 

This correction has been made to mitigation measure 4.7- 1. 
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control requirement.< on building aod site pla.11s." Text orthc noise mitigation conditions li;ted on 
page 4. 7-11 shmJd be revised. 

Alr Qu~llty hll(IQU AllAl)"Jis, Sec. 4.8 

Soc. 4 8 1. EKistins Condilions 

P. 4 8-2: Th• dmft EJR fails 10 measure ambient air quality of the propu11e<l site. Instead it is 
speeulated that the oir qu•tity obtained frc11n the Kearny Mesa monitoring ~ile would be equivalent 
to Rancho Encontada, without any ,cientific date to support thi, assumption The dr"Jft .EIR 
should b• amended to either pro,ide eite-speciJ1c ambirnt air quality measures, or to (le111oru.lrnt• 
the levels of similtority/di.lforeuces bCl\,•e,m th• two sites. 

P. 4.8-2: The draft EIR ~hould fows only on the more stringent of each ambicnr air quality 
standardB category. The State llfCalifumia bas more ~tringent air quality standards thao the 
federal requirement~. The draft ETR should nut try to minimi7.c 1101 me•tin!.( the State stand11Cds 
b)' slating a less stringent Federal ,1111dard, 

P. 4.8-3: Th• ozone level~ stated in this analy!i~ appeared Ill cume fi-om data tiom tl\e l)~l 11ar 
monitorin!I st~tion (seo Table. 4.8-2) and not Kcainy Mc~a. There i~ no data that dcmon•11'11tes 
th~t reiulti from the Del Mar monirming Sldtion would be ~imilar to thC>:se that would he outained 
from the Rancho En~amada ,i1e. The drat\ 'l!(R should be corrected in this matt•r. or 
dtu>t•n,trrtte the levels of .,imilarityfrlift'ercncc~ \><:tween the three sites. 

£'. 4.S-3: Table 4 6-2, Rancho Encantada ,\ir Quality Monitoring Summary, fails to summari,.c 
results for s<1lfur dioxide, ~ulfate,. lr~d aod visibility redurini1 particles. The dr&ll EJR showd 
s<1mml!!i1,e for lhesr. pollota111~. and pn:,,,irle related impa~I 3naly~~-

P. 4.8-4: ln lhe Sources of Polhrtion &c~tion tl•e drclll l:::lR •t•tei that a 25% decrea~ in NO_, and 
ROG would l\llow the SDA'B to meet Peder al .standards. The draft EIR fails to sla1e th~ decrease 
required tor mecring State standards; thi& should be provided and cuo•iderrd in significance ur 
imp3Ct 

P. 4.8-o, Co~trnction-Rclatcd Tn,pacts • The draft EIR only~ the impael Iha\ 
conMruclion A\ tht ~ite will have. The draft Elli foils to show an)• air qulllity dat• rrom 
cooslrurrion •ires iimilar tu the proposed sire. 

P. 4.8-7: The drat\ ETR Sillies l>lllh 2568 and 2657 acre! for thd site. Which one Is ~(lrrect? 

P. 4.8-7: The draft ELR discus,C!- re:ie:arch about a P.M-2.S hut fails 10 ~ite any ret'emiccs. h 
npp~11rs that this discni~ion is !n atlempt lo minimiz.6 any concems about 1be PM-10 sla11dard for 
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Air qunlity measurement is normally not performed on a site-specific bnsis unless 
there are unique characteristics lo the proposed project thal dep~nd critically upon 
site-specific knowledge. The assumption in air quality analysis is that important 
pollutants such as ozone are regional in nature, and that the regional air quality 
nelwork operated by the SDAPCD adequately characterizes regional differences to 
the extent !hat they exist. The use of available air quality measurements from the 
Kearny Mesa station is salisfactory for the purpose of describing existing 
conditions. No changes are necessary 10 the EIR based on this comment. Also sec 
response number I 02. 

The final EIR does focus only on meeting the most stringent air quali1y standards in 
cases where the State air quality standard is more strict than the corresponding 
federal standard. For example. Table 4.8-6, the microscalc "hor spot" analysis, is 
based solely on the California one-hour CO standard of 20 ppm instead of the less 
stringent federal one-hour standard of 35 ppm. 

The "Del Mar" entty in Table 4.8-2 has been revised. The daia entries are all from 
the San Diego APCD Kearny Mesa (Overland) monitoring sta1ion as shown in the 
"Source" line at the bottom of this table. The Kearny Mesa sile is the closes! 
monitoring station to Rancho Encantada. Pleiise see response number 197 
regarding regional data applicitbility. 

Monitoring activities for sulfur dioxide, sulfates and lead have shown the San 
Diego Air Basin lo be in compliance for many years. Measurements have been 
discontinued, or arc performed at only one or two sites in the County because 
levels are so low. There are no monitoring stations and, therefore, no data 
available near the project site, but air quality levels for sulfur dioxide, sulfates 
and lead are presumed to be well within acceptable levels. "Visibility reducing 
particulates" arc included in the entry entitled "Rcspirable Particulates (PM­
JO)" in Thble 4.8-2. 

The most current estimates of ozone precursor emissions total 234 tons of No, and 
239 Ions/day of reactive organic gases (ROG). These emission levels are 1he 
threshold levels that appear to allow the basin to meet the federal hourly ozone 
standard (met in 1998 and 1999). The hourly State standard is one-sixth more 
stringent than the federal standard. Assuming thal 1here is a linear relationship 
belween emissions and air quali ty, lhe additional needed rcduc1ion to mccl the State 
standard is estimated as follows: 

NO,= 234/6 = 39 tons/day 
ROG = 239/6 = 40 tons/day 

Note that the SDAPCD has 1101 developed or approved this estimated calculation 
rcduclion. Air pollu1io11 crea1io11 depends upon numerous factors (loca1ion, lime of 
day, weather patterns, etc). A formal plan for meeting specific emissions reduction 
targets to attain the Stale ozone standard has nor been developed by the SDAPCD 
because there is no specific attainment deadline as there is for federal standards. 
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Construction activity impacts vary from site to site, from day to day, and from 
activity to activity. The focus on construction impact assessment is therefore 1101 lo 
develop emissions esti111ates, but to concentrate on effective 111itigatio11 because the 
estimates have a substantial level ofuncertai111y. The variation in construction 
activity i111pacts would not change the conclusion of the final EIR that short-ter111 
construction impacts would be significant and that cu111ulative short-term fugitive 
dust i111pacts would be significant and unmitigable. 

The total project site acreage has been corrected to 2,658 acres. 

PM-2.S research is cited extensively in the EPJ\ srnfT reports and public testimony 
during the development of the federal PM-2.S standard. There is no effort to 
undermine the importance of PM- I 0. The entire fugitive dust and construction 
equipment exhaust discussion is based upon signi ficant levels of PM- I 0. 
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Slt~pendcd l'articulate Maner. Th~ State r11<111iremenls for Suspended l'aniculate Matter is based J 
on the PM-IO inet1surrment. not PM-2 S. 

Pa!,!e 4_g.s : The draft f;IR SlAtes th~t prevailing daytime west to ea~t winds will impact area, ea;t J 
c,r the constn,ction site Hnwever, the l>iafl .ELR foils to stete that this Mea is occ,,sion11lly 
~ubjcctc·d to SMtft Ana wind~ that move from east to west. During Santa Ana wind conditions 
prulidc• "ill b~ blow Into th•. Sc.ripp• Ranch communitirs. 

1'. 4.R-R: No throshold was stated for NO,. or PM-t0 fn, additiClllal i111pa~1 on th~ microscalc 
en"iro111nc111 analysis. 

J>, 4 8-9 The drnft Em c;tin1a1es pollution based 011 free flowing traffic. Howe"er, 1hcre will bo 
frequent timos when lrallic will not be free 0owing, especially, w•th no tr.ulic mitigntie>n. 

P. 4R-~: The draft Em states a buil<lou1 around 2020. Will 2/>2(> br the ,-cheduled buildout for 
this projE-C1? Or is 1his ,stimated to be ~mounding C-011uuuni1y buildo,111 l'his should he clarified 
Note that huildt,ut aroly6is including fuU projt-'<-1 development and ~urrnundinl( communi1y full 
Mvtlop111cn1 (irrespective of date that builoout i, achieved) m111t be proviclrd. 

J> ~ .R-1 2· The drat\ ElR fail~ to give dita related to ~econdar_v projf,t irup3cts Thi< ihould ~~ 
c,~rrectcd, 

J 
J 

J 
J 

P 4 8-13: n,e draft EIR su~ e:s11 means to reduce duM during the grading 1>roces, l ht draft ] 
Effi is wiUins to ncc.ept "<lllp work" order if the dust abatement progra.m i< not heing complied 
"ith Rocommend that the draft EIR may be fined also for non-compliance. Measure< to reduce 
!,'!~ding and ,;ons1111cttt1n dust should be included in a miti11ntion, monitoring and reponing 
prt,grao,. 

P 4 &-13: The drall Elk SUl!.@<lSts that onl)' tune-ups ofhCllsy eqmpmcm will be performed prior 
1,, th~ start of consll\lction in order to mitigate NO emission:,. However, no additit>nal 
mi1iga11ons, such as m,:mitori11s the hea,,y equipment aud additional lune-up~ h6ve hccu 
<uggested. It i$ stro11gly rcco111mended that these specific measure be included in a monitoring 
program 

P. 4.8-13: The impocr au.alysi~ nliniroizes the impBCI of CO on the microsca.le e11,•ironme11t 
There b e~pectation of"clcan" vehicles. Although the State has mandated cleaner vehicles in th~ 
li11ure, these types of mandlttes hav(' been delayed in lhc pi!St. Recommend thar !he dran EIR 
includes analysr~ with no new dean vehJdo, 1echnologiei. 
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P, 4.11-14· 11,e drall EIR rails tn 1.,ke actual lllClllJtll'ements for 1he Microscalc lrnpacr Analysis 
The ,lraft EIR us,,, It~! accurnte traffic B11elysis. Recornmem.1 that lhe dratt E:m. monitor at least 
some of the intersoclions. 
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Comment noted. During Santa Ana winds, dust levels are high lhroughout the 
region such that the impact of any single source would be masked by the 
background. The existence of this phenomenon, and the exlra care 10 be taken for 
dusl control, is acknC1wlcc.lged in mitigation measure 4.8-1 which requires an 
accelernled watering schedule when winds exceed 15 mph. 

There are no local NO, impact thresholds because most NO, is emitted as NO 
(nitric oxide); however, !he clean air stnndard is for NO, (ni1rogen dioxide). 
The NO to NO, conversion takes several hours. In several hours, locally 
generated emissions have dissipated. The construction activity impact 
assessment did consider microscale effects of PM-JO. PM-JO impacts from 
grading operations arc considered significant. The grading equipment may 
travel all over the site as opposed 10 traffic confined to a single roadway. It is 
the refore not possible to explicitly predict future grading activity PM-10 
exposure at any given localion. The significance of the magnitude of PM-JO 
emissions during grading is, however, acknowledged in the EI R. 

The URB7G computer model incorpora1cs 1he effects of variable 1raffic speeds. 
The mean travel speed used in the calculation is 25-30 mph. This represents a 
mixture of free-0ow (off-hour freeway and mid-block arterial) and congested (peak 
hour freeway and arterial in1ersec1ion) speeds. The commenlor is incorrecl in 
stating that !here is no lraffic mitigation. Mitigation for transporlation impacts is 
idenlificd in final EIR Scclion 4.6. 

The EIR estimates buildout ofbolh the community and the proposed project by the 
Year 2020. 

Secondary project impacts are generally ei1her much smaller 1ha11 mobile sources 
(such as from natural gas in stoves, heaters. hot water, etc.), or they are regional in 
nalure (power plant exhaust, haze, elc.). The most dominanl secondary impact 
from general development derives from the electricity consumed by project 
residents. With deregulation, however, lhe electricity consumed in any given 
airshecl was not necessarily generaled within lhat airshed. There is therefore no 
geographic nexus belween electrical consumplion and its generation. Seconda1y 
impacls are recognized on page 4.8-12 of the El R. but arc not qua111ifiecl because 
quantification would be speculative clue lo 1hc dcregulatccl electrical power market 
The sewer lift station is also a secondary source of polcnlial impact, and its impact 
potelllial is discussed on pages 4.8-10 and 4.8-11 of the ElR. Seconda1y impac1s 
would not be regarded as significant on a project-specific basis, but cumulative 
level contributions were considered in the determination that the proposed project 
would have a significant cumulative air quality impact 

Mitigation measure 4.8-1 is adequa1e for grading and cons1ruc1ion clusl gencra1ion 
and no furlher miligation measures are necessaty. This miligation measure also is 
included in the pr~jcct's 111i1iga1ion, moniloring, and reporting program (MMRP). 
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Mitigation measure 4.8-2 has been clarified to stale that additional Low NO, 
tune-ups may be required periodically over the course of project construction, 
by the City of San Diego. 

The future emissions were calculated using the models that State and local agencies 
[Air Resources Board (ARB), Air Pollution Control District {/\PCD), etc.] have 
approved for planning purposes. A limited amount of market penetration is 
assumed for "clean" vehicles. The ARB has refused to delay implementation of 
clean vehicle targets. Furthermore, the bulk of forecast emissions improvements 
derive from retirement of older cars independent of any new clean air vehicle 
technology. The margin of safety between forecast worst-case exposures and the 
most stringent stnndard is so large that any minor changes in emissions assumptions 
would have a negligible impact on the analysis of air quality impacts and would not 
effect the conclusions of the final El R. 

The microscale analysis combines the worst-case local impact with the worst-case 
regional background levels. The predictions are for future conditions that can not 
be monitored until they occm. The use of a worst-case theoretical combination of 
local and background CO levels introduces n substantial level of conservatism 
(over-prediction) into the find ings that indicate that standards would be met with a 
large margin of safety. Therefore, the EIR 's analysis is sufficicni and monitoring is 
not required. 
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P 4 8-14: The anRl)'&is ufth•-inter;eclion of Spring Cannon Rd and Pomerado Rd is mi10ing 
from Table ~.8-6. Recommend th~t the <lr:\ft ElR include this infonnation JB 
Cnltunl Rt5ourc~ lmpatc Aulysi.f, Sec. 4.9 

l:lMed on• review <>fthe druR l:.IR and the cultural rc~ources technical reports (Appendices HI - -
l-15). a Native American c<>nsuhatiun p,ugra.m w~s not co11duc1cd for the proposed project Pase 
6 oflhc Sept. 7, 1999 report titled "Alt Enhanced Archeologicnf Survey of 1he 237-Acre 
Montccito Project" prepaml by Brian fo. Smith & Associotes (Append•~ l-l 1) slatl'S that "the field 
rer.oMaissance did not r~veal IIJl)' evidence of cultural tltposits. for this rea.son, no Na1ive 
Americnn assessmenl or consultatil,n was requested." Howe,·er. ~ultuntl resources were 
identified on the R.~ncho Encantada prt,ject 1ite, and Native American consul1Htion should be 
conducted under the City's c.ufrural resourc-e guidelines regardles~ of whether c,,lturnl re,ource.s 
are found by 11J1 archeo1<1g;,.1 ,1udy. The draft EIR should be amended in thit seC1i<.1n to inclt1d, 
~uch coosullatio,t. and ""I' amended .-~inclusions which may follow. 

rubllc Sen•ites Imp Ket Anely,IY, Sec. 4.1 l 

Pirc and Police l'rotecti,rn 

-

The Montrdto sub-prnject alfows for private, gated roadway• within the site Ac.:ess tu l_laled ] 
arcu often increases emergency response time due tn tht additionnl time necessary for cmergenr.y 
vehidcs to gam ~<:<:ess through a locked gale. Often there is a differ~nt gate access mechanism 
for lire prot~c1ion ,tnd ambulance pers<1Mel than for law enforcement offi.-~rs. This emid11atc-<l 
incr.:Me in cesponse cimc, and proposed means of emergency •rcess through a lock~d gate for fue 
,,rotcction persvnnel, ambulance service anti law enl'orceinenl officers should be addressed in 1h1, 
Elll 

.',choolo & School lmpru:t Anl\lysio: 

Tho draft EIR (1113lyzes schools impact using l \199-2000 school enrollment~ to compare against J 
the added enrollmc11t of the project houses. Vear 20tl0-2001 enrnllmcut levels are now available 
to pro~ide a more accurate current-year impact a11al)•~i~ Those more current enrollment fil,.~ues 
should b• prfscnted 

More imponantly, othr.r grogrnphic areas within the Poway t:nifie1I School Oislrict are \'Cl lob~ -
developed under their own~ planning and z.oning designaJions. It is inappropriate to 
exdude from analysis llte alre.,dy-planned and zoned generation frnm lhese olher unde,·eluped 
nnd unMrdevelopod ""''"· (In fac1, GBQA Guidelines, Sec. 151.10 parasraph< (a), (b) and (d) 
require the cumulnti,·e impact con;;idera(ion ufthfse other geo1,,raphie aru,) The draft r.m mu,I 
be redone in this ~e,1ion lo a.nllly:te projecf imp"cl not only in tenns of current-year school9 
cnrnllmcnl, bul curr~ntlf•planned buildoul enrollment as well. This is likely co disr-lose a mo,e 
sig11ific11Ju impact Crom che proposed project. • 
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The analysis in Table 4-8-6 includes only those intersections that operate now, or 
are forecast to operate in the future, at a level of service (LOS) of "D" or worse 
during the stagnant meteorology a.111. peak hour. The suggested intersection does 
not meet the analysis criteria. 

For clarification, no cultural resources are located on the Montecito sub­
project site. The resources referred to in this comment are identified on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. As listed on El R pages LO and J 1, the 
Native American community was notified of the availability of the Draft EIR. 
Comment numbers 505 - 507 were received from the San Diego County 
Archaeological Society. No comments from the Native American community 
were received. No evidence has been found to indicate the resources located 
on the site are of Native American importance. The cultural resource analysis 
for the project site has been conducted in accordance wilh the City of San 
Diego Historical Resource Guidelines. Please see mitigation measures 4.9-J-
4.9-6 in Section 4.9 of the EIR. 

Gates within the proposed project would be equipped with override systems for use 
by emergency personnel. The San Diego Police and Fire Departments are trained 
in using override systems and their use does 1101 significantly affect response times. 
In addition, mitigation measure 4.11 -4 requires that a fire response time analysis be 
performed prior 10 the issuance of building permits for each development phase in 
Sycamore Estates. Such analysis would take the presence of gated entries into 
consideration. If the s1ruc1t1re is located outside ofa six-minute response time from 
an existing fire station, a fire sprinkler system would be installed in the structure 10 
reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

Pursuant 10 State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of the 
physical enviro11111en1al conditions in the vicinity of the project, as at the time the 
notice of preparation is published. The environmental setting would normally 
consticu1e the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines 
whether an impacc is significant. The notice of prepara1ion for the Ra11cl,o 
£11c<111tada EIR was published on January I 0, 2000. i\1 that time, the 1999-2000 
school enrollment data were the most current. Bccm1se the 2000-2001 enrollment 
data were not available until well after the notice of preparation was published, the 
1999-2000 dma were appropriately used in accordance witl_1 CEQA. 

t.,_.,;J 
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[JR Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, considers buildout of the Poway Unified 
School District area in accordance with applicable long-range plans and approved 
but not yet built development projects within the District. As stated in EIR Section 
5.2.6, the addition of elcmcnlary, middle and high school students to schools 
serving lhe proposed Project site would resull in significant c111m1lative impacts. 
The conclusion of significant cumulative impacts would still apply even if the 
enrollment projections for future development areas of the District are increased or 
if 1he geographic areas of the District boundaries are adjusted. Thus, 1he 
conclusions of the EIR related to school impacts remain unchanged and no 
additional analysis is warranted. Also see response number 217. 
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Orafl El'R P. 4.1 J.O t<•p parng,aµh, Mate~ that "the cunv,yllllce of[an elementary school sit~] to J I 2191 
the Poway IJniOcJ School OiMrkl would reduce the 1>roject's cumulative impact on elementary 
school capacity to below a level c,f sii;ni6cance •· 

The drnft 1:'.rR im1,lics th&t provision of an elemetitary school campu9 on this project site is a 
nece,y:uy objectiYe (draft EIR page J l ). However, i,, discussion's with Ms Burgoyne, Pow~y I 2201 
School Di,1ric1, she di;closcd 1ha1 the Po,;vay Unified School DiMrict dues no1 require that the 
Rancho F.ncaniada rrojcct provide land for an eleruentnry ~chool on this pr<ti•~1 ,ite The school 
di1trict can injt~,1 identify is11pect lees which will cooipensate for ac(juisition (1f a diflem1tly-
lol:ated school, or cspan~ion of other alread)'-cxisting or planMd schools. This fact i, nvt 
diictosed in the drntl EIR, hut should b~, •s project allcmatiws which do not include a sch,,c,1 
campu~ can be more accurately aTialy7ed for related lraflic impact reduction, as well•• reduction 
of other ,elated imr,rts such ns air quahly. (In or•I pre!entntions to the Scripps lunch 
conununity, the project 3pplio:.,nts hnve represcnte<I 1hat their project homes would gener~te 75% 
oflbe enrollment oft he on-project eltmiemary school. However, the figmes of the draft EIR (p 
4 l l -R et, st,1.) indicate that elementary ,wollment generated by this project would lotal 439 
studenu at build•t•ul. Per Ms Bw·goy,1e, the plMDed emollmenl cap~cily of a J'oway L'nined 
S,,hoot Distsict elementary school i~ 770 students: th" dr~ll EtR cites up to ~0(1 stud~nt&. Thu,, 
thh project is projected to r;enernte about 55% c,r r.chool enrollment at huild-oul. Thi, difference 
may all(·r proj~crions of traffic 1rips prc~ected to be generated by 1hr ~chool use a1 pan oftllls 
projr<·t as µ11lp(l>Cd.) l'roject objectives as pre$ented in the EIR (p. :1.1 and elsewhere, indud111g 
in ~lt•rnalives analyse~) sh,,uld an~lyzc the exclusion of:, school campus 011 site. 

We al~o note tht1t th~ J>ow~y Unified School Dimict is no>t lis1ed in the dr.lft EIR. p 10, as a J G2i7 
public agemsr provided review oft he draft EIR. L::..l 

Parks: 

The !:LR docs no>t addrci, the joint-use of the proposed l'oway School District elementary schor,J ] 
r=eation•I field$ with the Ci1y of San Diego Pa, ks Dtpartmrnt. Per Debbie Von We11sel, 
Director nfthc Nonh•m Parks Divi$iOrt for the City Park.. and 'Rec. Department. the City of San 
Di~i,:u is requiring an S-acre park. to consist of4 acrea c,fC'ity park and 4 acres of joint u&e with 
lh• proposed elementary !'Chool This joint-use req1riremen1 should he cla,itied am! dl'lailed in the 
Ell{ 

The E!R bt•les tl1a1 in the event the Sycamore E.slales sub-project including the pro1,osed ] j m I 
park/s<:11001 is nut built, 1he.Montcci10 sub proj~£ wo?ld.l~ _required to pay into the C:ity's pa1k 
fee pro@rn111 to i~lucc pubhc park 1111pacts. l'i1)1ng a lee rn heu of pro,1d!ng acruol park land does 
not ,olvr thr p1oblem or rroviding adequate 1>arlc , pace for recrentional activities. The EIR 
should be amended to require adequate park sµace to be provided within the Montec110 
devclopmenl instead offees )laid in the event the park/tchoc,I is 1101 bnUt in Sycomorc F.mtes 
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Comment noted. 

The elementary school site is part of the proposed project and, as such, is analy7.ecl 
accordingly in lhe EIR. The provision of a school site is, appropriately, an 
objective of the proposed Project. As with nearly all master-planned development 
projects, school sites can be identified and offered for conveyance (usually by 
either purchase or dedication) lo the governing school district. The school district 
then has the discretion of accepting or declining the site baseu on need, location, 
and other factors. If the Poway Unified School District decides to decline the 
proposed elementary school site on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, 
elementary school students generated by the proposed project would attend other 
existing or planned schools in lhe Districl. If the elementary school is 1101 
developed on the Sycamore Estates' sub-project site, then the adjacent public park 
would be expanded to a minimum of8.05 net acres (sec mitigation measure 4.11 -
2). Irrespective ofwhcthcr the elementary school site is developed in Rancho 
Encantada, the payment of statutory Senate Bill 50 (SB-50) fees would reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. It should be noted thal SB-50 prohibits 
local lead agencies from imposing school mitigation beyond the statutory fee. 
Because the number of students is unknown at this time, lhe school's traffic 
generalion was estima1ed based on its acreage. Also see response number 168. 

A copy of the draft EIR was provided to the Poway Unified School Disirict by the 
City of San Diego. 

In accordance with lhe Progress Guide and General Plan, the park size based on a 
population based calculation would be approximately eight acres; however, the 
neighborhood park in Rancho Encantada is proposed 10 be four acres due to its 
localion adjacent to lhe proposed elementary school sile. A joint use agreement 
may occur, but is neither required nor anticipated. 

EIR Section 4.11 discloses that the Montecito sub-project would generate the need 
for 2.46 acres of public parkland. This acreage is 1101 of sufficienl size to warrant 
the requirement for public parkland dedication within the Monlecito sub-project, in 
the event that the Sycamore Estates sub-project is 1101 developed. 
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No parkischool developm""l plans are prcwided in the I!ffi., therefore it is not possible to a11aly,e J p) 
the adequacy uftbo une p,opostd park. A d<:tniletl plan showing the rc~Teationlll facilities 
planned for these devek,pruonts should be provided. 

No private rocrcaiio,131 facili1ies are iocluded in the P,-cci~c l'lan beyond thosf prn1'<'sed tor the 
affordable housing componetrt, nor evaluated in the El.R. It i~ rccommend~d the scope of the 
privele re(rcational facilities be ex11:inded. Such privnte re<:reationol facilitiC11 3hould include a 
S\\•immws pool, te11nii co~ns Md muhiµurpn~e rooms for diildren'a programming a11d 
communit}' gothering1, and may include additional a111er1ilie~ to be determined at a future dRte 

] 
The Preci,e l'lan ihouhl be oruended to include subsurfoce drain, in the 1>arks ...,;p~cioUy along the J J 22(, I 
perimrier and under lhc inlield and sand play areal! in order to insure useahlc play areas 

The Scripps Rai1ch Recreation Council (SRRC) has provided the following park a.,e,iment ro, 
1he Rallcho Encant3d:, de1,elopmen1. Thi• assessment cefen to facililics that should .be included in 
the l'redse Plan and subseq,mll!y evalunted in the EIR 

"RDnchC1 Enc3JltadH will he a sC1mewhat gl"Ographically isolated co1M1unity with re,pec1 t<' the 
Cit)' of San Dicg<l. In closest neighbor, will be th~ City of Pon·a1• and the community of Scripps 
Ranch. What this mean, from a recreational perspective is that the a,nununity of Scripps Ranch 
will offer any putentio! '·tiering" t>f San Die)!o City Recreational asseu 

Ali WI! know the City of San Diego ha~ o popula1ion-based park ~lrucmre I hat is comprised ot' 
,nini-pockel parks, ne,ghhorhoml parla, cormnunit)• parks and regional parks. F,Hmples of these 
would he· 

• ·Mini-pocket pa,ks Lake View Parl.., S,rnilloo and Pllrest View lot lols. The>t' gr<' small 
pa;sive park ~reas with µlayg1ou11\ls in them for children. Active rc,rc~lional acli.,,1ie, ar~ 
not scheduled in these parkb oor ore resl room facilities maintained bv Pilrk l!lllu1tcoancc 
fu~L • 

• Neighborhood park6: Cypress Canyon 1'.uk, Jerabek Park, and Spring Canyon Park. The,« 
asc smaller Jlllrks desigoed lo pro,ide recreational spa~ to the local neighborh,)ods. Mos1 of 
lhese. parh, at lecM in Scripps Ronch, arc in tho 10-12 acre gJoss s,ze with at le:isl 5-8 acre, 
of active, recreatiorral space that support, srorts such a, sm·cer, boseball, softball and 
baskeib.ill 

• Conununity Parks Scripf>i Ranch Community Parl.-, Bl~ck Mountain Commurriiy PMk. an<l 
lfr,u11:1la.•s Community Perle These are larg~r, conm1uni1y-based recreational focilitics usually 
over 25 ac.rcs in sit'-' which offer lighted outdoor recreational facilities anti recreational 
centea (~')•ms). Seri pp~ Ranch Conm1u11ity Park is th~ smallest <1f tl•esc Jaciliries 

• Regional l'•rk• Balboa Perk. ;>.{i,.,ion Bay Park, and '.\.IL<slon Trail, P11Jk. These <tr~ very 
large plllk lands that offer a wide variety of spcciakr.ed recreational tacilitiM 10 tht< who!~ 
City. 
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The detai ls of the school and park site design would be developed in coordination 
wilh the City of San Diego's Parks Division and the Poway Unified School Distric1. 
Such cle1ails are not necessary to evaluate lhe polential environmental impacts of 
the proposed project. For purposes of the EIR, public park adequacy is based on 
net acreage, not design. 

Impacts to public parks are evaluated in EIR Section 4.11. This comment regarding 
privale recreational facil ities does 1101 address the adequacy or completeness of the 
EIR. Suggesled revisions lo the Precise Plan are noted. Also see response number 
137, 

This comment regarding drains in the park site does not address lhe adequacy of the 
draft EIR in evaluating project impacls. 

The EIR evalua1es the project as proposed. Suggested revisions to the Precise Plan 
are noted. When determining park acreage requirements, lhe City of San Diego 
conforms to the standards set fo rth in its Progress Guide and General Plan of 
providing 2.4 acres of net usnble park area for every 1,000 population residing in a 
community. This acreage requirement encompasses both neighborhood and 
community park requirements. The General Plan also provides for a "five-acre 
credit" for neighborhood parks localed contiguous to an elementary school. Based 
on the proposed 941 dwelling uni1s in Rancho Encantada, a projected popula1io11 of 
3,354 is anlicipated. This translates to a park acreage requirement of approxima1ely 
8.05 acres (3.05 acres after taking the "five-acre credit" for the proposed 
elementary school site inlo account). The Precise Plan for Rancho Encanlada 
proposes a 4.0 net-acre park si1c. As pan of this park acreage rcquiremenl, 
provisions for a restroom fac ility, play equipment, and turfed play areas can be 
accommodated. 
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Park us"l!e in the City of San Diego is ir,crca..,in!J )'Mriy. This is e,peciaUy tru, in !he No11hem 
Park Di,i,ion area Boch the types of spons being 11fayed and the length of the •ports •easons for 
both youth an<l adult recreation arc. increasing. Tftis has resulted in a serious over-usage in 
Smpps Ranch a., weU as other communities. This condition forces many league~ to limit 
p11Ctid11ation as well as rorcing the Scripps Ra.nch Recrc~tlon Council into the position orlimiring 
r=rationat usage requests from the residents of the conununity as we stmggle to halance ll!\8{:e 
and m~intenilJlce of park tacililiCII. 'This condition will only get worse as homes are stiU being 
conwucted in S,-ripps .Ranch nnd all of !lllr parh are already on-line. Scripps Raoch wiU 
accomn,odate its rc,idents, but will he unable to provide rec.rutioual si>acc for communities 
oubide of ~Cl ipps llanch 

Therefore. it is imperative 1ha1 Rancho F.ncant~dn and !he FUA. be planned such th~i iT cnn fully 
pro•ide all of its rccreation:u needs. Thi~ n,eans n(1t only its local re<c.reational 11eeds, mini-p,rks 
and neighborhood pil!ks. but alf(I plan lo provide wl,al would bo considered communit)·•hased 
rccrrohooal requirements. lighted adult fftcilitie• for outdnor r~crentiun and ,ome form nf indo,>r 
1e.;rcation lilcilit:,-. i e l,')ln 

Currtnlly, the City's commems indicate that llicre should be at least 8 acre.1 of,ll'tive r~creatione.l 
space in R•ncho Encautada. Thi& space can be l"ithc.r a pack or a combination of park acr~uge nnd 
jointly used school play!/]011nd From a recrca1i1,nol octh,ity perspective, 8 acre; of ~clive play 
area ~hould meel the needs of th~ 1000 homes planned for !wncho Encantada. Howe1,e1. based 
0,1 recr<:ati1,nol nMge in the surrounding communitic~, it is clear tha1. acreage alone is n,,1 a 
suftlci,nt (fitc1fa for insuring that Rancho Eocantada C&ll meet all its recreational 11teds. To 
iniure thot the rccren1ion:il need, are mel, the foll01,ing li.~t of rccreatioo:tl facilities is providt.><1 a,. 
tfte minimum acc.epl.\ble to insure that Rancho Enrantada can meet 1he need• of i1s residents: 

• Suffici,nt turf to rw,ide •t lea<1 two foll-~ized soccer tlclds, 3JO y~rd• by 6S yards. each wilh 
0:de<1m1te separation. 

• Four adult-lil'-Cd soflball infields 
• At \r.ast oue full-sized bilSketbsJI court 
• One-two te11nis courts 
• Rei.lromn facility 
• Li.!!,hting for at least one soccer field and twu softball fields 
• Playground(,) with facilities for different age groups 
• Sha<le mucturea in ru,d around the park areas. and 
• Indoor rccr~alfurnJ space, i e. mioi-gym as seen in several Poway elementary achools. 

Th~ sprearl-oul nature of Ranch,, cncanlada would lndicote 1hc 11,cd fnr at le~t one pocket por1, 
i" the .Montecito aren, although sevr..ral of these s01Rll areas "ith play11,round ec1uipment ~earc<l 
lowArd pre•chool to early element•ry !thool-aged children would greatly et~1ance tht' recreational 
aspect~ uf th~ community. ln Scrirp, Rancl~ we have fonn<l thrso small play area~ offer lh~ small 
children opportunities for play where 1hey >1Je not contpeting for space from the large,· childrt'n ur 
the organiud recreatiMal ac1i,~ties. 
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The EIR evaluales the project as proposed and concludes thal public park i111pac1s 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance. Suggested revisions to the 
project's recreational facilities are noted. See response number 227. 

- i.-,J -
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The Scripps Ranch Rtcrtation Council would urge the City ro comider locating and dl'vtlupillg a ] 
regional p3rk somewhere in the Nor1hern City area, It may be that the FUA wnuld o!Ter 1his 
opportuniry A park ~imilbr tu Kil Carson Paric in Escondido is seriously needed to not only 
provide increased facilities for "classical" recreational need 1, but could also provide space and 
fodlitit"S for the var inus lhnns of allem3th-l' rec.re Al ion 1bat have become so popular." 

Llhrarlts: The EIR did not analyze potential impacts on the l!.xh-ting Scripps Ranch Llbrari• 
parking lot. 

Public Safety Impact Analysis, Sec. 4.12 

flecuomagnttic fields: 

The ETR states thllt ''bocause 1ht p~i,sible link between clectromagnelic lields frum power lines ~ 
and deleterious health efforts has not been established, no land use scthack distances from puwer 
6nM or eaiemcnts has been rE'Cummended ... " llowever, when the McMilliu Company 1eze>n~d 
lh• lnnd north ofScripp~ l'ow~y Parkway in 1995 to construct appro:<imately 500 homes, a 
se1hack fr<>m 1hr ove,bead power lines wus ebtabti•hed (the same power line~ thbt cross the 
Rancho Encamada development) It is not clear what new informtttion bas hecn made awufable 
neg~les th~ public he3lth C<1nc~ 01-~r deleterious health effects asroc.i•ted with locl!ling hon1es 
ucar power lines in the past sh< yeMs. Re1·ugnizinl! the fact that the California St~te Depw1mcnt 
nfEducatioo re.1uires a I SO ft. setback from 230kV transmission line~. it would be logical 10 
expe,ct n similar setback of home& to protect r~.~tltnl! from the associated clcctromaimetic fields 
(Efv!f's). lhe draft Em should be so ~mended -

No an:ilysis oflhc cxi~ting D\•ppler Radar station tiocated on 1hc Mira,nar Air St~tiun) impact un J I 232 I the propo~e,d I esidential arc.1s hai been provided. 

Etttlricity/Power Cuo,umption (ref. Sec. 4. 12. l'ubtic Safety Related to Elect,icity) 

Allhough lhe dratl nm addres:;e.,; environmental irnpRCU oftlw elecuic lines for· the project from a] 
public safety st&11dpoi111, the draJl EIB. fail& to disc,u~s measures to a~surn that lhe new project 
would not c•uso Stage ll1 ckctric short•ge emergencies flltd rolhng brovmouts. ht the cun-cnt 
marl:e1 of power av"ilabiliry in Califomia and S3n Diego County, this pn.ijoc1 could nffect power 
nvailobility for neighboring communitie~. The draft Eill should be amended 10 add• ~cclion 
a,sessing energy resource~. nnd the impacl• oftltis pr<~l'CI on the energy re.sources and 
a,-ail3bility 
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The comment is noted. Development of a regional park within the FUA is beyond 
lhe scope of the proposed project. 

El R Section 4.11 concludes that the proposed Project would 1101 result in a 
significant impact to library service because lhe Scripps Ranch library is within a 
lwo-mile radius of the proposed project site and is adequate 10 serve the projected 
population. The availability of parking facili1ies at the library is beyond the scope 
of the proposed project. 

No revisions are necessary to lhe EIR. As stated in EIR Section 4.12, the existing 
scientific data regarding EMF arc inconclusive and potential impacts are 
speculative in nature. In accordance with State CEQJ\ Guidelines, the known 
information about EMF is Slllmnarized in the EIR and no conclusion regarding 
significance is reached. 

The National Wea1her Service maintains a WSR-88O weather surveillance radar on 
the MCAS Miramar properly. The radar has been in operation since 1995 and is 
located at an elevation of approximately 945 feet above mean sea level, 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Rancho Encantada project boundary. The 
WSR-88D measures the speed, the direction of motion. and intensity of 
approaching weather through doplar lechnology and provides advance warning 
time for weather events such as thunderstorms. Commonly used microwave 
exposure guidelines and standards are adopted by several organizations, including 
the American National Standards lnstitule (ANSI), the lnstilute of Electrical and 
Eleclronic Engineers (IEEE), the !nlcrnational Radiation Protection Association 
(IRPA) and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Energy 
transmitted by the WSR-88D is well below the energy levels permitted by these 
standards. In fact, the WSR-88O energy levels are approximately I 0,000 times less 
than a cellular telephone (National Weather Service, March 22, 200 I). No 
significant adverse health or safety impacts exist on the proposed project site or 
would occur to future project residents dtte to existence of the WSR-88O radar. 

Energy shortages occur on regional, not local, levels. As such, implementation 
of the proposed project wou ld resull in a negligible effect 011 the availability of 
energy resources. 
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I'. '1-1, fourth paragraph The Allcrna1ives AnAly,ib sectitin oft he draft EIR assumes that all ] 
other project lll1ema1ives should be asse.ssed a.~ though old City develupmeot regula1io11s would 
•tiply. There is no explanation provided for the reason for !hi! analy,is a.s,;umption. Jn fact, this 
pR,~!1,laph goes on to stale thaJ aoy oew tle.velopmenl proJ)Osal :i;:,quld be subjc~t 1<1 the City's o~w 
r~gulotio~. This anllysis ass11m111ion 1111pe.an; to be m;ule without merit. All of the 3l1c:rna1ives 
analyzed in this section should therefore he revised to inste.id Ml11rue the City's new regulations 
This should be done through R re,iscd draft EIR, subject to new public <li>1ribution and review. 

l'p. (). J & 9-2, Section 'I. I I, Phase. Shift Alttmati,·e: This section, prestnting an alte, native 
"considered hut rejected," present• a pl111s~shifl alternative as one where "the land use plan 
l\'.2l!l!l_designatc ,nnrc intense use oftbij land than that pro110scd by the Pr,~ect . it is also likl:!.Ji 
thnt more land area :wQ!llil. be di,turbed under the Ph115e Shill Alr~matise as compared to the 
prop<1stld Project and that the Mm>A would not be expanded ... . " [,;mpha,,'is added] For this 
reason. the <lraR HR rrjec~s and doe~ not analyze A pha...- .hift alterna1ive. 

There is no justiliwion for th~se Msumpliom in the record. The proposed prnjects iutcnsity and 
urban-level of development is sub~I.Ultir,lly be.yood the level ofla11d use de~cribed and intended 
withom a phase shift in Council Policy 600-29.) The draft ElR should be revised 10 include, 
consideratio11 of n pha.<e shift alternative. 

-

-
I'. 9-3, s~ction 9.1.3, Altcrn.·11ivc Sites· The number of dwelling units and c11her land ] ~ 
development Jl'f'OJl<»Nl bi• the current projc,ct can easily be achieved hy t~nd or subM~ntiaUy ~ 
smalltJ' size It is u1111ccest'4J'Y thlll alternate prnjcc1 sites be 2,600 acres in are,i, and 3\l~mati, ., 
~it<' consideratiun should not be .,o limi1e.l. Further, simply because lhe current. project apJ>lic~nt, 
"do not [c~n·cntlyJ own any other 11arceh of land in tbe proximit}' of1he project si1e," [whirh jg 

ttlsv not SltpJ>oned b)' anr evideace in the rocord], is 110 reason to nol consider alternative sites. 

PP ?-4 - 9-12, Section 9.2, No Prnjcct E,'<isting Zoning Altcmativc· This sectiun presents air - ~ 
alternative where full ~ite development would happen under current wiring designations a 
(!«!buroan reoidcntial and i.ndustrial). CEQA (',uidclines Sec. 15126.6(e) define~ the CEQA no-
project alternative. Subscclion (e)(2) sayt uthe 'no project' anal~sii shall discuss the existing 
conditions [of the site] al tlte lime the notice of preparation is 11ub!ished, or . at 1he time 
mvironmcntal analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonahly expectetl tu o{icur in 
the for,.eeoble future iflhe project were not approved, based on current plairs and consistent witb 
av>tilable infrnstrucrure and con11m1nily services." The current draft £LR does not prese111.e.,ist111,t 
site c.onditions (mo~I)' n~,n-developed) 11& pnrt ofit~ n()-projecl present~tioo 
Thi~ tlevelopment icenorio (p. 9-7, sec,,,nd pt113Staph) ' 'would rc~ult in land UM' conflicts with 
Council Policy 600-29/Proposition A B!l..<oclatetl with the devel,,pn1e111 ofman11fnc1\1ring uses . .. 
" The level nfl<1n~ use outlined he.re would likely re.1uire tt ph•,e shift, and therefore does not 
qu•lif>· as laJ1d use consislent will, ~uncut plans. lnfraslructure is missing to suppo,1 the le,,·el of 
induwial u~e outlined in this ,section. This alternative is not reasonable or feasible. 
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The proposed project was filed and has been analyzed under the provisions of 
the City of San Diego Municipal Code in effect prior lo Janumy I, 2000. lf one 
of the alternatives discussed in EIR Section 9.0 is selected by the decision 
maker, it would be approved under the auspices of the original application and 
would be subject to the same provisions as the proposed project. If a new 
application were to be filed in order to implement one of the alternatives, the 
provisions of the Land Devclopmenl Code and Environmentally Sensitive 
Lands (ESL) ordinance would apply. 

See response number 117. According to a Cily of San Diego Planning Reporl dated 
February 22, 1990, Report Number 90-052, pgs. 5 and 6, the Sycamore Estates site 
could be intensively developed with industrial uses as a matter of right under 
present zoning, notwithstanding its Future Urbanizing designation. 

CEQA does not require that analysis of alternative sites always be included in an 
EIR. However, if all the surrounding circums1ances make it reasonable to consider 
an alternative site, then lhis alternative should be considered and analyzed in the 
EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section~ 15126.6(1) states 1hat "the range of alternatives 
required in an EIR is governed by a ' rule of reason' that requires the EIR to set 
forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice." In making the 
decision to include or exclude analysis of an alternative site, the key question and 
first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would 
be avoided or substantially lessened by pulling the project in another location. 
Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project need to be considered for inclusion in the EIR. 

A review of road maps and aerial photographs of properly within the general 
projecl vicinity were examined in an attempt to identify sites that were tmdevelopecl 
and available for private development. A 2,600-acre site was not a limiting criteria 
for the evaluation of sites lo be considered. No alternative sites were considered 
reasonable alternatives under the provisions of CEQA. 

As stated in the Stale CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall 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 1101 approved, based on current plans and 
consistent with available infrastructure and comnnmity services. If the proposed 
Rancho Encantada project is not approved by the City of San Diego, the site could 
be developed in accordance with existing zoning, taking into consideralion existing 
utility easements, the City's MHPA mid Council Policy 600-29. Figure 2-8, 
Existi11g Zo11i11g, in Chapter 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING. provides an illustration 
of the project site's existing zoning. Necessaty discretionary actions could include 
Planned Development Permits (PDPs) for each of the sub-projects, and tentative 
subdivision map applications and Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) permits 
would be required. A Precise Plan or other long-range plan would not be 
considered under the no project alternative. The existing physical conditions of the 
site under this alternative are the sa111e as indicated in Section 2.0 ofthc final EIR. 
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I'. 9·b. '[he lewl of traffic imp~ct outlined for this alternative on pp. 9.9 a11d 9-10, and presented J 
as a contrnst to the propoS('d project, is not logical given the existing topographic site ceonmain1s 
and lack of adetJtint~ infraMruc1urc 

Pi>. 9-JJ -9-20. Section 9.3, ~o Project lvfincral Re~ourc.e P.,trac1ic,n Ahmative. No exi&ting ] 
site condition~ 11tc• pn-,;ented ~• part of this no-project 11resentatinn. An intcn~il'O end e., tensive 
"!!!l'cgate mining and proce,,in~ open<til•n •~ oullined i• inconsistr.nt with cwrenl regulotnry 
limitations under the FUA. T\1i.1 all er native is not r«1sunable or foll•ible and should be removed 
ftoni the drat\ El.R A 1evi$e-d draft should be rcNculated for public r,wiew 

P 9-21, Sec. 9 4.1, Description oflhc Reduced Project Altcmath•e: Thi~ altern,tive includes the ] 
siting of M element:uy school, which is 1101 required b)' 1he Poway Cnified School District, :ind i< 
0 1.•t r«1uiroo to reac.h noces~ary projecl objectives. Gi,en the reduction of ,hvdlin~ units in this 
t1hernatil·e. inclusion of the school would acrually inc1ca.5c tramc because the Rancho Encan1:1da 
devtlopmcnt would oo lo11ger gen,rat~ ov~r SO¾ of the srudents who n·ould an~d the $Choo! 
The school should be eliminated from this ahemat,ve for impac111,1h,ction. 

l'p. Q.n anti 9-28, Sec 9.5 l, De,criplion oflhe Reduced Grading Alternative: It is not clear ] 
why "it i! a:;iumed that several ,cc.ws points would be c,IAl:>ti.1hed with Beeler C'iuwon R•.•ad." 
And, lhe E'IR states. "it is ru.sumetl that 50 % of the I'll area would be disrurbcd by.!,-radi,ig a11d 
conslmc1io11 . . ." The SO¾ impact assumprk•n hn, b<en cho.en as n worst case sc.enario, 
hc,wcver, based on topo!jraphic constraints it is likely that .l .~-.IO% <.,f each lot wo,dd be im))a~tcd. 
This project altern~tive should be revised a11d grading impacts re•3SSe~se<I, for ~\'nmpl~, ~I JJI 

nven;(C 3 5% giading impact lc,cl. 

P. 9-30. Soc 9.5 1. Jh-duccd Grading Alternath'( l;u1d use impncr a,bessment Tl is stated that 
each p1oject would he ~uhjt-c1 to the RPO. Howe,·er. it is more likely that any new project 
s11bmit1"l wc>uld be subjoct to the new ESL regulations. The impact ~n.~lysis should toke thi3 into 
acc,ounl. lt is rtlso italed, ·'depending on the plaecme11t of ..-ach home on each lot, potentially 
~i~nificam i1111,ac1, ooul<i occur tu wdland6 aod sleep •lopes in cxc,.., of the RP() cncn,aehmrnl 
llllow:tnce, . " This alternative sh1111ld identii)· and prnhibil su,,h encroachmenls 1t is ~lated 
11tn1 "from a land use rtandpoint, [thi~J Alternative would not be preferable to the proµoscd 
Projcx, becallSe hM1es would not be du~tcred" As described, this all•n1tttive will reduce in1pacts 
below 1hc level "fthc prc,posed project. lftltis alternative reduces im1>acls more than 1he 
propo;ed projecl, then the proposed project'& level of clustering would not be preferred. Thi~ 
incorrect assessment should be remov.J from th• draft EIR The ailcrn~tive should be rev,s~<l 

-

-
l'p 9-34 through 9-40. RPO Co11Sis1e111 AUemativc: It is stated that eich projtct would be subject J 
to the RT'(). Ht,we,•er, it is mure likely I hat any new project submillal would be subject to the 
new ESL rcsnlalil,ns. The impac1 anttlysis should take this imo accou111. 

A new project alternative shlittld be dev~loped which reduces impacts more than any other. In the -
i:un~nt tlmfl ElR. three alternative:; arc fo1md lo be enviroMie.nt,JJy superior to the proposed 
rrojec1: the "r~tlu1,ed project alternative.'' the "reduced gradmg altem:11ive." ll!ld the ' 'RPO 
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The traffic genera1ion presented for the No Projec1-Existing Zoning Alternative is 
accurate as stated in the EIR. The number of trips genera1ed is calculated based on 
the number of dwelling units and the manufacturing and industrial acreage that 
would occur under the alternative. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be 
graded in such a manner lhat lopography would not preclude the development of 
manufocturing/induslrial uses. To accommodate the increase in traffic, Beeler 
Canyon Road would be improved to an Industrial Colleclor. 

The No Project-Mineral Resources Alternative is included in the Draft EIR to 
present an alternative for avoiding the proposed Project's cumulative impact to 
aggregate resources. As stated in 1he State CEQA Guidelines, "the discussion 
of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project which are capable of 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. ... " 
"No Project" does not mean no development. State CEQA Guidelines clarify 
that if disapproval of the project under consideration would result in 
predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this 
'no project' consequence should be discussed. The Mineral Resources 
Alternative depicts such a potential consequence. Council Policy 600-29 
(Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban Reserve) sets forth 
fom development options for the FUA, one of which allows development 
pursuant to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), provided that the conditional 
uses are natural resource-dependnnl, non-urban in character, or of an interim 
nature which would not result in an irrevocnble commi1menl of the land 
precluding future uses. The No Project-Mineral Resources Alternative could 
be permitted in the FUA under that option. 

The provision of a school site is an objective of the proposed project; thus, the 
provision of a school site in the Reduced Project Alternat ive allows the Allernative 
to meet this pr~ject objective. As staled in Stale CEQA Guidelines. alternatives 
should feasiblely attain most of the basic objectives of the project. Also sec 
response number 220. 

Uncler the Reduced Grading Alternative, residential lots would be cons1rnctecl under 
a custom-lot program. A 50% impaei assumption represents a worst-case scenario. 
It is recognized, however, that a smaller impact area could occur. Multiple access 
points to Beeler Canyon Road would be necessary to avoid substantial grading 
associated with the constrnction of a main roadway. 
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IL is likely under this alternative that a new development application would be 
filed with the City, rather than a modification 10 the existing development 
applications. In that case, the Reduced Grading Alternative would be subject 
to ESL instead of RPO. The intent of this alternative is to reduce the proposed 
project's significant impacts to landfonn and grading through a custom-lot 
program, but it is not possible at this level or analysis to develop a detailed 
grading plan for each lot. I t can only be assumed based on the site topography 
and location of wetlands, that the grading of some lots could impact wetlands 
and/or steep slopes in excess of tlrnt permitted under the Ci ty's ESL if i t could 
be adequately demonstrated to the City that impacts to the steep slopes and/or 
wetlands could not be avoided. Even though this alternative reduces impacts 
to biological resources as compared to the proposed project, the custom lot 
program would fragment open space areas, and therefore, be less preferable 
from a biological standpoint. In accordance with State CEQA G uidelines, the 
Reduced Grading Alternative contains sufficient information to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project. 

See response number 234. It is likely that under the RPO Consistent A lternative, a 
111odifica1ion to the existing development applications would occur. In that case, 
this alternative would be subject to the same provisions as the proposed project, 
including RPO. 

The EIR has evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. 
The decision-making body may, if it wishes, approve a project that contains 
components of the project alternatives. Therefore, no additional public review is 
needed. 
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TO: C'il)' t>f San Diego 
P!Jmning DepMlllleul 

RI:: £lR#LDJl'l?-1094 / SCUlOOOOJ 10!13 - Syci,murc t:statrti - M•cMilhtn lluihltr$ 

I have !Jeen lidng at 147 Ill Beeler Canyon Rd. (sho"11 on ac.compaoying topo runp •• ] 
BCC-) for lhe l•SI 20 monlhs. T have spe,11 e,1ensive lime hiking U,rcw Olli lhi~ entire region and 
becoming familiar with some of,he plams ,nd 1r-:ind m~ny oflhc wildlife. From my livi.og 
"l'•ce L •m able lo "-•l<h the birds I\Ild llllllmls that live, hunt, and travel a~T0!8 the m(Jb1 
Westerly hill oflhe proposed Sycamore Eslalcs (shown on topo as MS.E) 'L his report addresseb 
solely chis portion of 1he proposed devclopm~t. T have marked 1hc wildlife activity ou the 
surroonding hillsides. slopes, ml c-reek-l>ed. Any build iog on chis hflltop (MSE) would do J 
irr<"Puirable d1UW1ge 10 the exislin@ oc:osystem of the ectiro A.IC•. Sevtt', l 11111jor wildUfe corrid,irs 
converge in the cRnyon below lbe above,menlioned hill. 

The EfR Re<lnced Project Ahcmative tl!al d(lei:n 't call for d~\'elopmcot on this wost westerly 
hilllap would do 1b~ molt 10 maintain the llllegrily of this mo St pre<:ioui. and needed \\~Id lite 
bal>itut region. 

It is my i;incere prayer that "t.en you mal:c your docision you remember we shPJ'c tbi~ planet anJ 
i1 is our responsibility to leave a place for our four leMed, finned, and \\ingcd ti'icnd~ to live, 
bwu, and pl•>·· 
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Comments are noted. 

Comment is noted. The species identified by the comme111or were either already 
known to occur on-site, or their presence does not change the analysis or findings 
of the E!R. See response numbers 57 and 58 for a discussion of wildlife corridor 
issues. 

Comment is noted. 
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RE: [ffi#LDR99-1094 / SCR2000011053 - S,·camore "f.sblte,s - llfacl'trman lluilder~ 
Comments by JelfHilppy Beer • 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
Wltllin study .\rta 

As listed on accompwnying Topo MHp 

A Coyote deri• 
B. Marsh Hawk nest$ (yoar-round) 
C. f'alc<1n nest (Spri.Dg

0

& SulW!mfor2years) 
D. Deer resting and sleeping !JIOIS 
DE. Veer nms 
F Great Hom Owl nest (one, Oodgliog la!:t year) 
G Bbck Shoulder Kiles hunting area (nest clo1,e but unkomt) 
H Red Tail Hawk ne~ (hunt tbe'eutire region) 
r f\am(lwlne.t 
J ilN. Roadrunner nests 
K Juttl,-snake dens (IJlrge) 

Also home to the 11U1ny additional collllllOu species such a~ rahhhs, 11qoirrel~, many hirds, etc. 

Other Visitors lo the Aru lnliodts 
Dohc,at 
Mountm Lion 
Skunk 
Red Shouldered Haw~s 
Kestrels 
Racoon 
Turkey Vultm.,.; 
Ooldeu Eagles 

RANC/1O ENCANTADA E!R 
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1248 1 See response number 246. 
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LETTER OF COMMENT 

Communication Endeavors, Inc. 

lAlluaty 3, 2001 

TO Oty M SM Di~'\l 
Pla,mong Dept. 

PO Box 231402 
Encini1as, CA 9202'3 

s..~1-1n1 

RE: lUl #LUll.9!1-1094 I $(:11?000011053 • Sy<JOm<><T !';otatu-MacMill•~ Bolick"' 

Dt• ••IU3tiou: 11te building of• U•ct of homos <111 tho <test of• bill that ovet!ook, a very v:Lluable, 
•cci"e wil<ilifo corddo,. 

Tho prot>lcm: Ally building ri~ oo t.he edge of hill treru...,do\1$1y imp~as ~nythingdolMlhill fron, it. 
I. Run-off of r:tin, f'OOJII0, v.11!hi!Js tbeu C.'US, \\'hld blowing pic,;e, of trnsh, ete All C,,11')' DWIY 

a,~omotive :ind hUllWI poUttllwl,; oowuhill .. 
2. Grading the crest go as !o push dirt oruo tho incli1lc to increoStl tiJJ.l tlat s,ufat'3 area at tho top 

d.,m,ges the hillside itself, 
3, Mosr '3'l!l?f :mimals. oumttl3n co)'ote, are very 6en5itive to the pr(<;t'r>Ce of humans. The &ill.ht 

AO<l ooisc l)f boottoa 31 the top cf th• bill 00<'8 change m,my :mi.mats' wovemcnts 

P<.nmJil) Tt,qtlmmy. 1 luvo bt,o,1 a fTllqllc,,t c:ampC'< ,n this are'l ove< a twl> year period and have •een 
1mny v.il<llifc in l1fil nre, It i< a very acti,·eaud rich ..;ldlifc and phnl-lif~ area. BVC)' night I luve 
crunpl:d I Jl3•c h«ud owb bock in tho :ue, undl!r consid,m!tion and am qu,te certain they nest tho,c 
!'lease see iu,,,1 A ,-,., accompanyiug topo unp. 

=:J 

J 
J 
J 
J 

I ~vo 11,,·ently w:i1ki:d lhe arc.1 in qu,stion and ~ith billoculer,;llavc !t«l :u.ri,ual dtu hole:, ooly fiftceo to J 
Lwl<l!y 1M beiow the erl'St of the hinside in quostioo. I will be hnppy to take the time to sl1ow !his to an)' 
offici~t. e~cnvation R1Jd buildius will abeolut.ty n~tivoly :rlfMt this rum 1111d mru>y othm• Piao.., ,re 
item O Oil acxon1p,u1)'u~ t.O!JO ll"'P 

0/I!;lnh.atiou Concgm; Our S0l(cX3} noflJ)rofit org;v,iz.tion is dmteredto use1/le media toproniote 
pooiti,'I: eolutiC'llA to :IC'citty. In this motterlhore io not time and probably no ueed to in"clvethe media 
how"""" tit• p01illve S<>)utiou is dear md ob,,,;OU!I. 

1;491 

i 2sol 

! 2s 1 I 
1

252
1 

1ml 

The Sohrtion· F01tu11>1ely the so1~oo is alr .. dy com,,ined witnin this elR it,elf. Tho "~dn,rd J 12561 
Project Alttrll.t!ive~ w~uld b, olJI ur,p111hle oo~romi&e al= cly laid out. 1 &alute the fort"Sig/,t of the 
, ,td.tors of this BIR to have included lhi, option v.llich wves everyone inNlved. 

[ •slt th" decision-makers in U1is rnaUerto 11pbold U1e tn"' spirit of maillttinillg e ,iablc v,i!dlife corridor J 
And habitat by pmtoc6ng this saluablc hilllc,p and die canyon below. N: this moment it may seem minor. 
In just a fow short>'"""'· "ith rhc m.,,si,·~dovdopm.-.U that is sun>toOlll?l• to tins"'""-~ decisioo 
looms brge for our t\ture seuer&lloos. 

Sinetnly. 

Q_...,,~~ 
Steven Luhk • 
Prfflidml 

RANC/10 ENCANJilDA £JR 
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RESPONSE 

Refer 10 response number 57 for a discussion of regional wildlife corridors. 

EIR Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY, includes an analysis of downstream 
water quality effects. EIR Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, includes an 
analysis of potential indirect impacts on biological resources. 

As disclosed in EIR Section 4.2, LANDFOR.M/\IISUALQUALITY, the proposed project 
would have a significalll direct and cumulative and unmitigated impact 011 

landform. 

Sec response numbers 57 and 58 for a discussion of edge effects and wildlife 
corridor issues. 

Comment is noted. 

Comment is noted. 

Comment is noted. 

Comment is noted. 

Comment is noted. 

~ 
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LETTER OF COMMENT 

Ecological Ventures California, Inc. 

<~69(0lfocc/ -------
61Y--47J-<>;09 rrox) 
t1t1111I, ;-co, tmurcW)l.ot.coin 

Lawrence C. Mo11scnu1e, r.m•ironmemal Rc,-iew Ma11a~cr 
Planning and Development Review L>cpanmcnl "· 
en Y 01' SAN l)HiGO 
1222 1-'i<'l:t Awnuc, Fillh f'Junr 
San Diego, Cnlifornia 92101 

r .O. l:l<,x69 
----aPCLjg.,c'"\"'-"3.!!JIICul·~C111ifomi.1. 919ft2 

www.(i~o1nejc"h·cutur,~s 0011, 

.lanuRry 4. 2(K)I 

kt: Rancho '"nca1llad;1 Pre.:i~c l'lw1, Ornfi t::IR Dated :-.ovember 22. 2000 
WR No. 'J'.1--1094. SCI! No. 20ot)()I 1053 

De/II Mr Mo11sc11at1:: 

Ecological V,mu,-es Califomia, Inc. ha, been cnguged b~-lhc ll~eler Creek Consavanc-)' 10 

reHcw uod commtnl upon the City ofSw, niegu's Rancho Encuntodn Drnfi E!nviro,mwmul 
lmpRCI _l<eport (D.1:"IH ) Ecological Venlures Califomin, Inc. is an e-nviro11111cn1:1t illld l>iologirnl 
, unsulhng finn wuh over 30 ><tllr.< nfc.ombined experic11c,, in hotb ti,~ public and priva«c seclun. 
of planning and wildlifo 6"0logy. 

~lur rcvi~w has found thl\l the informnrion contained within the Vc!R is iricomph,re lllld 
•~udegu~tc 10 ru; Jcn;t the tc,llowing sections: 4.3 Fliological Resour<·es, 4.5 H~drolvgy!Water 
Quality, and 9.0 Altm1111ives. 

Moro s1iec,il'tclllly. und p11n;uant to the Calitorriia Environnicnlnl Quality i\c1 (CcQA) and case 
lall' prcl,edenrs, lhc 01:IR is ck:ficient, itt th« followiug, nrcas: 

,_ 

2. 

3. 

Helensing of the DEIR_ tlu1 i~g Ute holidRy !Cft~on is coulltcr--proclucri, c lo Cl:QA ] 
umle1 Sccuon 15201, in wh rch lh~ " . . public ngcncy should indude pro,isi11ns in 
its CEQA prucedut'CS for n,jde pnbljc inv~. formal !llld inlimnal, 
consi,tent ,~ith ,1, C)(isdng_ ncth•ilie& Md procedures. in order 10 receive a11,I 
evaluale public rcuctioos to cn,·irornnenl•I issues rclalctl to the a•cnc)"'s 
acti\,iti~." (l'mphasis added). 

0 

l'ur..uertt to Section 1520<, ot'CEQA, this projcc1 m...ets the criteria t it' n project J 1,:591. 
11~th Stnt¢1,·illc. Re(!ional, <>r Aruwidc sigi1iticancl' and ns ,uch shnuld be 
includ~rt i t\ the l)L:IR. 

n,e En,irnnmeotal Analysis for Sections 4.3 Bio\(12ical Resources rutd 4.5 
Hydrology/Water Qualily are inadequate tor the ro1i;,wi1ig reason, (Sim Jot1q11111 
RapMr/ lf/1/dlfje fl~.t,:111· Center 1·. Count)· o/Srcmisla11.t IS'' Disr, l'J'J.J) 27 
C"!d.App,lh 71.1, 7Z2--729 [Jl<'ol.Rprr 2i11J-I/): 

RANCHO E NCANTADA £JR 

RESPONSE 

The EIR was released for a 45--day public review period on November 22, 2000. 
The release was not intentionally planned to coincide with the holiday season. The 
City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) processes hundreds of 
environmental documents each year, and is responsible for doing so in a timely 
manner. Each environmental document is released for public review as soon as it 
is completed and determined to be adequate by EAS. The close of the public 
review period was originally January 5, 200 I; however, the City extended this 
deadline to January 19, 2001. 

A statement has been added to EIR Section 1.0 disclosing that the proposed project 
meets the criteria of a project with statewide, regional or area-wide significance in 
accordance wilh Stale CEQA Guidelines, In meeting this criteria, the lead agency 
submitted the Draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse and to the appropriate 
metropolitan council of governments (SANDAG) for review and comment and 
coordination with transportation planning agencies was conducted. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

lvfr Mt>n><lrnlt ·2- Janumy 4, 20111 

a. "\·01 cnou11-h bioh1gical infunnntion is presented rcgflrding curre111 u~e of the 
projec1 si1c by lnrge and smoll 111011111101s such as mule deer. l><,hcat, am! 
coyote. No data has been l"~sentl:d thnt idemifics whether or n1111hc project 
,ite wnl adjacent wildlife wnidors are being utili1.cd and l\11c1hcr or not the 
projecl .,ill.' hns Ill>)' relnlion,.hip IU 1hcsc cmridors or regionul si~titicancc 10 
these 1x)!Tidnrs. This intorrunliou is ,·ilnl in rda1ic111shi1' to the u;~e of'the 
bolh Bock:r Cunycm Regional Wildlitc C'orri11or nm! Syc,1n10rc Canyon. 
These mruoindh may hi.' u~i11g 11ot1h/south trcndiug ennyous w,d ,!raws 10 

access neeler C'onyon and <;}cainnc-e- Canyou. This rypo of iofomtalion is 
1Kcess~11· in Jllan nini through routes for the~, nn imal~ wilh in 1h~ propo;cd 
dcvclopmmt. rather thnn RSsuminp_ (hat 1hcy will j11,1 ·'go nround it:• 11' 
n~cess conidor, a~ he-ing utiliT.ed within lhc propos,tl project site lhtn more 
caret11J plluming of roads. lightin(!, vegetative cmw, 11m1 safcl) lior lhe.,o; 
:mimuls must be bull! into the prqiec1 for their contilll!Cd survivul ,end 
protcrtion (see hi@hlig)tlcd cxccrr,1 ftom The Fo1est News). For CJUWlplc. 
dmws and canyons should be brld2cd, not filled Please refer lo the corridor 
study conducted for lhe cnnstructi<>n of Highway 52. It is intmming to note 
that no discussion oflarg~ ma,mnal~ was presented for the projc~t silc or for 
lhe off-site eost/\\'est wildlife conklurs. Tlm~fore, it is highly recommended 
that a study he developed to dctcnuinc cun,111 "ildlife usage on and adjncem 
to lhc projcc1 silt 11nd potential impacts fro.l111 development and human 
immsions. 

b. '111l,rn is ahsolutely 111:, discu,siun of the um>)'CI ~outhwestern toad (R11fc, 

microscap/111., c,r/ijomirns) ,1-hich is Jiskd a, endangered hy hoth the ll.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Se1vice ~nd the Califcintin t.>cparhncnl of l'i~h and Cirune. 
If surveys were nm conducted, why? !Tave lhcy bcco ob,.,r.·ed nr sur..-eyed 
for in the past? Beeler Cr.::ck has a suOicient ~ensonat """ of wnlcr that 
~ould 1m1e11tinJly support lhc arroyo to.id We have fouud lhe anoyo wad in 
<1r.,iua1,c,.; 1ha1 ""e previously assumed to not ha..-c ~uppurted I hem. lu 
nddition. it ~hould bt n<>ted thut nrroyci road! ha,c been known lu migrate into 
uplar1d hnhita1; out lo on• kilomeler from their spring 11t1d summer 
sln,un,,.rivcrine habitnls (Tim Bun. <.:amp Pendleton MCB, pen.comm.). II is 
highly re;;ornmeodcd llrn1 a ,tudy be cleveloped 10 detem1ine tile 
pn·,cnct</ahsenet<ol'the a,·ro)'O load both o.ln the 11roject site Hnd udjncent 10 it. 

c. lnfor111ation pcrtnining to w:rte.1 q11olity, storm " 'Ater run on~ and n:sidemial 
and industrial g(ncralcd run-off into Btelcr Canyon is irmdequntc. More 
specifically, then: is nor coough infonmction pmaining to 1he 
dutcntinnf.<edimentntionfsi11a1io11/inftl1tatiun h.1,ins them~elves. F.Ycn with 
pro(cctl~c m~<urei in plAce, 1hc:se ~OJltruls will not SlllJl the leaching of 
pollu1an1.; inio lhc ground water. ln addiliou, f)<lllurnots will also aft.lei 
surface wnter quality ror wildlife ancl 111nnt5. Additional infonnation 
•~garding the basins should include: th~ si1.c of the hnsins, the holdini 
capacity of the bosin.s, the dissipaiion and cva11ora1ion mies projected withict 
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RESPONSE 

Beeler Canyon and Sycamore Canyon have been identified as regional wildlife 
corridors in the MSCP. These two canyons arc the primary wildlife movement 
corridors in the region. Wildlife also currently use the areas proposed for 
development for cover, foraging and movement to other areas of natural habitat. 
The purpose of the MSCP is to identify the key corridors and linkage areas in a 
region, and insure good connectivity through these corridors to larger blocks of 
habitat. The project, as designed, provides conneclivity through Beeler Canyon, 
and provides north-south movement throughout the eastern half of the Sycamore 
Estates project. Additional studies are not warranted because wildlife movement is 
adequately addressed in the EIR and through the MSCP. 

See response number 74. 

The detailed information requested would not be available until final project 
design and is not required for the EIR to adequately assess the project's 
environmental impacts to water quality. The EIR follows the appropriate 
procedure by describing the permanent post-constrnction water quality protection 
measures required of the project and shown on the proposed Tentative Maps. 
Tentative Map approval conditions are included that would require discrelionary 
approvals be conditional upon the detailing and analysis necessary at final project 
design, prior to permitting. Detailed analysis is premature until that final design 
detailing and analysis has been performed. The intent oflhe permanent post­
const111ction waler quality measures included in the project is to treat the 
stormwater nm off for the pollutants of concern to the maximum extent practical 
before it is discharged from the project site. This basic requirement has its genesis 
in the federal Clean Waler Act and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) as administered by the federal Environmental Protection Agency 
through the State of California's General Permit for Construction Activities 
administered by the State and Regional Water Resources Control Boards. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

Mr. :\fonstrrute -.l- Jnnunry 4, 2(1(11 

4 

lhc basins. mnintenan~e ond 1Ul\11Rgcment of the basins (will they he cleaned 
out pcriodicnll~ and hy whom'/), what types ofpolhuAnts lite ~.,pcc1cd within 
n,e bRsins (t}pic:tl and atn,il:ul), and what measures arc ill plftcc for o,·crnow 
or large storni events. !'lease ttddress the 011li(ln ofpurting the storai WAier 
wid residentiDt use run off into the 1cwcr s}slem ruth~ thJn into basins which 
will c•·enhmlly Onw into the Pcnasquitos Lnguun. 

!!~cause the DElR lncks suffiuient infnnnnti<>n r~gnrding nildlifo corridor usngc, 
cntlangered arr(l}'O soulhwcs1cn1 toads, und wuter 11uo1i1y, and that the documcm 
h3, foikd tu adequately 11rovide mitigation for th,·se i~~ue., (~• •e~~ than 
signiticant), the OclR will need to address 1l1osc componcnL~ us slal~d ahnve in 
item 3. a; wtll as thn~c deficiencies di6cussed later on tltis lcllcr {Co11cw11ed 
<:111u 11s of South Ce1111·a/ L.A. , •. Lr,s A1111e/e.• Un/fie,/ Sclwul District (2d Lllsl. 
1994) 24 <;al.App.,('- 8]6. 840-843 /29 Cal.Rptr.2d 4921). In Sierm Club 1•. 

StaldJonrd qf l-iJres11y (199~1 7 Cal.l• 1215, 1236 [31 <:,rl.Rplr lei 19/ nnd 
pursuant to Public Resource~ Code Section 21160, in which that staluh: 
m,thnrize, neeocics to require the applica11ts for certain kinds of projects lo 
"submit t!Hta nnd infbrntation "blch may be nec,mnry to enable lite public 
Agcm·y 10 tlct~mline whether the proposed proj,x:l mny have a sig11iticnnt effoct 
011 the em·ironmcnt m lo 1ut11nre an environmcmal impact report." 

Rcg:irding Alter.natives, ~ectio11 LS 126, subdivision (d){2) nf CEQA., requires the 
lead a~cncy, within the r.1R , to "iMntify any ftlt,'TI!nliw~ Jhat w~re con,id~red hy 
the lend agcucy but \\('re rejoctcd as infeasible durini the scoping process'' untl to 
·'briefly explain (he rcnsonj underlying the lead agency's deknnination." In 
a1ldilion, Seciion I Sl26, subdh-ision (d) nfCEQ.A., alio ~totes that the ·'rl!llg( of 
rcasru,nblc ul1cm~1i,·tf ' to be included in an EIR must consist of alternatives that 
"would feasibly a11ain m11st of the ba;ic objectives of lhc pmjccl hut m,utd avoid 
or $UbStAnli!llly lcJ~ lilly nfthl'signi1ka111 el'tects ofU1e project." Also 
tliscu~sed under this Seel ion i~ .. fousihility," 11., it 1,c1tains to the sclcc1i,:>n of 
ullurnuti\'c$ for i11clusion in an Ell{_ l'ach1N include jurisdictionAI hcy1111d11rics 
(ptUjccls with a regionally significlllll impact shmrld consider the •-c!{ional 
CQIIICxl), nnd whellter the propo1lenl CIIO rcftsonabl~· nC<\uirc. l'<.'lllrul or otherwise 
lrn\'t access 10 lhc ultenmtive silc(~l- flow might this pertain 10 widening of 
Jlecler Canyon Rc,:id which is within the jurisdicti(ln of the Cit}' of l'on11y and lhc 
Jll<\iected de.:line of water qunlity within the l'entLsquilos I .ago<>n'! 

If lhi., is the intent of Cl"Q/\, the.11 wh~· do some of lht1 allernatives p11111ose 
grc111cr cnvimnmcnt~l impac~~ than the p1oposcd project woultl. giHn thnt tht~e 
alternntivcs lllfil'. occur in Jhu fomeeahle lirrure if'the proposed project were lllll 
appm,·ed. Some ofthc bcll~'f cOmJll'Uents of th~c altcmatives could be 
Ct•mbined or mixed nntl matched to create the most envirnnmentally S(llSitiv~ 
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One of the primary efforts under the Clean Water Act is to separate stormwa«er 
systems from sanitary sewer systems and eliminate combined systems. PuUing 
storm waler into the sanitary sewer system would be inconsistent with water 
quality goals. In addition, such an action may ullimately result in flows in excess 
of the sewer treatment plant's capacity. 

See response numbers 57, 74, 149 and 262. Significant impacts to biological 
resources would be mitigated to below a level of significance. As discussed in 
response numbers 149 and 262, although direct impacts to water quality would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance, no feasible measures would be available 
at the project level to mi ti gale cumulative water quality impacts to below a level of 
significance. The commentor cites Concerned Citizens of South Central L.A. v. 
Los Angeles Unified School District ( I 994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 840-843, Sierra 
Club v. State Board of Foreshy ( 1994) 7 Cal.4ch 1215, 1236 and Public Resources 
Code section 21160. In Concerned Citizens. the court stressed that lhe "rule of 
reason" under CEQA requires the lead agency to analyze only feasible means of 
reducing significant environmental impacts, no( every imaginable projec( 
alternative or mitigation measure. In compliance with CEQA, the Rancho 
Encantada EIR analyzes a reasonable range of project alternatives and mitigation 
measures to address significant environmen(al impacts of«he project. In particular, 
Sec(ion 4.5 of«he EIR discusses the feasible mitigation measures associated with 
waler quality impac«s. Public Resources Code seccion 21160 authorizes a public 
agency lo request information needed lo identify the significant environmental 
impacts of a project. The City has requested and received such informal ion from 
lhe applicant. 

Section 9.1.3 oflhe EIR does explain that alternative sites for the project were 
evaluated and tha« no alternative sites were considered reasonable allemalives. 
Other than pavement and utility improvements within the existing right-of-way, 
improvements to Beeler Canyon Road are not proposed by lhe projecc Because 
no significant impacts would occur with respect to Beeler Canyon Road, no 
analysis of alternatives is required in that regard under Stale CEQA Guidelines. 
Using Beeler Canyon Road as a primary access road would result in new, 
significant direct impacts on traffic at the intersection of Creek Road/Pomerado 
Road, as analyzed under the No Project - Ex isling Zoning Altemalive and the 
Reduced Project Alternacive. In addition, the EIR analyzes the impact of project 
alternatives on waler quality within the Penasquilos Lagoon. The cumulative 
water quality impacts would remain significant and tmmiligable under all of the 
project alternatives analyzed in the EIR. 

-
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The State CEQA Guidelines state that the No Project Alternative should discuss 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project 
were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services. Both the No Project - Existing Zoning 
Alternative and the No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative represent 
development that could occur on the site under existing zoning. The commentor is 
correct in noting that greater environmental impacts would occur under these 
alternatives. According to a City of San Diego Planning Report dated Febmary 22, 
1990, Report Number 90-052, pgs. 5 and 6, the Sycamore Estates site could be 
intensively developed with industrial uses as a matter of right under present 
zoning, notwithstanding its Future Urbanizing designation. As explained in 
response number 264, the "mle of reason" under CEQA requires the lead agency 
to analyze only feasible means of reducing significant environmental impacts, not 
every imaginable project alternative or mitigation measure. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

lllr. '.1m1,~rra1e -4- Janunw 4, 20(11 

ahcinative, and no1 show the 1>uhlic that all other altcmati~·cs urc worse thAn the J 1266 ~ 
rmjt'ct an<l therefore the project it,clf (or the ultl'muli~c closc!t In resemblance to 
the projrct) lll<lks tt> he llic best option for th~ Sile. Thi, is commry ro CEQA. 

In Addition, one nllenrntive was clcnrly lett oft' ofthi; li;t. One iuch al111math·c 
should discuss a No Pr(ljcct Alternative simply addres~ing the curt~nt and 
existing hmd use "ith no project or 1{1ning ti11s.. sinet: c,·cn lhosc projects mar be 
r~jt;vltld due to en,·ironmen111I construinls. In f:.'11vJro1111w111a/ Plmmlng am/ 
ll!formntio11 Co1111C'J/ , •. Co,mry qf El l)Qmdo (3d [)fa·t. J.982) 131 C'al.A11p .. M 3511 
{18Z Cal.Rprr. JI 7/, n prop<:r "no project'' alternative mus1 look 01110th exi,ting 
conditions w1d n future b11ild-011t scennrin ( i.e., what would likely e~cntnally 
l\<:1-.'.\lt "11-,;i\e it' a \)m\l<)'iW \)R\i~I \l\)\lli1:-,1\i1m is 1le11k<l\. 

The fulluwing is a hrc.tkdmm or each a,ll(nmtivc an,t a,,ocialud im)>llCl.s ns found 
wiUtin th~ DEIR: 

11. ~o Project-: r;,~j~ti))g]'.oning Alt~rnaliv~. Thi~ ahcrnativ~ includ~, intl11stria,l 
and n:,id~11lial zoning within occupici.l coastal Culifumitt gnalcntchcr hAbllat 
All~ potcmlllllr upland iovcr-win(cringl hab!tnt for the nrroyo somhwcstern 
tond. This nl«emnti\·e would also have potential ad\·er,c effe~ts nnd/('r .. take" 
,,f the endang(rcd willowy mo11111dellu p<>pulnli(,n t(> 1he south. Wattr qualit)' 
i~, u~s would af,o h~ signiticaut :md .idvtrsc. The concL'Pl of the bridge over 
the nol\hfwcst c1myuu within the Sycamore Es1a1cs ponion of the site is an 
excellent iden and sho11M be utilized where there arc other wntcr !low nnd 
wildli~ mm·emenl i~s11es. 

b )111 l'IL•icc\ - Min;:ra) ltcsourcc t::xtra~Iiun Allrm;ttjvc. '111is altcmativc 
11roposcs large s~nlc ond long-tcnn sand and grav<l mining (reso11rc¢ 
e,1iaction} over nearly 900-acics on (he SycRmorc Esiatcs project site. TT,is 
altc:mativ11 w1,uld dedmat~ coa.~tal California gnatcatcher c,ccupied habitat 
and p1>lrnlially upland (uvt"r•winra ing) h~biwl li>r lhc am,)·n scmthwcstcm 
toad. This altcntalivc would al,o ha"c pnt~ntial adverse effects andior "take" 
of the endAllgc~d \>illo\\y monardclla population 10 the somh. The Beeler 
cw,ion Regional V.-'ildlile Corridor \Wuld be restricted nnd indire;:tly 
im1mc1etl Ihm, mining uciivilies to lhe immediut~ south u, well as dire~lly 
imp.ictcll f111m 11,ud widrning aud mining lrn~k traffic. Water quality issues 
~nd fugith·c dusl i,-;w; would al$O be ; ig11ilicru11 a11d ad,wsc. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR 

RESPONSE 

CEQ/\ does not require that the "no project" alternative equate lo a "no 
development" alternative in every instance. State CEQA Guidelines clarify that if 
disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions 
by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this "no project" 
consequence should be discussed in certain instancess. The no project alternative 
means ' no build' wherein the existing environmental selling is maintained. 
However, where failure to proceed with the project would not result in 
preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the 
practical result of the project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of 
artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical 
environment. Both the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative and the No 
Project • Mineral Resources Alternative discuss the practical result of potential 
disapproval of the proposed project and depict site conditions that could 
reasonably occur upon disapproval of the project. Analysis of a "no deve lopment" 
alternative for the Rancho Encantada project is not required under CEQA, as it 
would involve the artificial assumption that existing land use controls are not 
applicable lo the project site. The commentor cites Environmental Planning and 
Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.Jct 350 ("EPIC"). 
That case is distinguishable because it involved a general plan amendment to 
reduce the allowed future intensity of use in certain areas. The "no project" 
alternative is evaluated under a separate line of analysis for a general plan 
amendment (i.e. , the project in EPIC) as opposed lo a development project on 
identifiable property (i.e., the proposed Rancho Encantada project). This 
distinction is explained in the Stale CEQ/\ Guidelines. 

Comments are noted. 

- -



LETTER OF COMMENT 

I\ Ir. \1cu1serrnk .hunmry 4 .. 200 I 

c. Rcduc~d Projcc1 Ahcm;ujyc This ollcmatlvc proposes home si1,-s alons th~ 
major ingres~egre;s road just sourh of and adjacent to Beeler Canyon. These 
home sites would restrict the wildlife conidor and would create more 
inunediate water quality concerns. These home sites shourn be climinat~d or 
shirted Mlllth or eastward. The widening of Ueder Canyon mad will ttlsu 
r~strict th~ wildlife l"Urridor. ·1 he loop road should be moved ,outhward lUld 

0111 oi Bcckr CIIDyon with minimll.l iropnm. The loop could begin and end 
closer lo 1he northwest ~orucr oftl1c Sycamore Es1a1cs projcc1 sire. 

<l. Heducl'<I Clrnding i';!teLn_ative. Thi~ nlternntive rm1mses cusmm lot 
d1,n;lup01mts. ·n,~ id«t of.:usrum lot developments mily b,cnk up the mtturnl 
habitat ncn mo1c ~nd under !his nllcmati1·c pushes lhc !ms 1ipht up to lhc 
fleefcr r. an yon Reiional Wildlife Corridor. This will restrict the corcido, nnd 
cau~e more immediate problems from water quolit:y nnd meso-p1edatinn 
(predatiun of native wildlife from dn111e,;tic/fe1al cals and dogs) to noise and 
light conlrol issue,. The ultcnrntivc offers mads al,ing all rid11-elinc~ and 
through canyons Md draws. Is 1bcrc more r◊adway proposed wi1h this 
ahemative thaP! wilh the proposed project? Road, nre n<>t bridging canyons 
:ind lfrnws and will (SS-entially cut off any Y<ildlife nm~ement in a nnrtJ,/snuth 
fashion. Impacts lo pulentially upland (n\'cr-wintcring) hnbilnl for lhc ru,-oyo 
southwc;rcro toad 11-ould occur. 'TTiis altcmntivc would also lrnvc po1cmiol 
ndverse eflects and!or "take'' ot'thc endangered willov,;y rncm1udclln 
popnlution It> the sou1h. The flcelcr Canyon Regional Wil<lliti, Corridor 
would be rc,stric1.,J un<l lfirectlr impactec.1 fmm road widrnini,; anJ inrnm~c,1 
iramc. Water quality issue, would also be si:).11ific11111 nnd advcr;c. Larg(r lot 
sizes are more preferable lhan smaller lot siies, however. cnvironment,lly 
de.st11i.tive actil·ities should be preoluded l>y the hutdowner on thc.<e parcel~ 
(i.tl. oft~mad vehicle u<e, dumping. exotic laJ1d<caping. et~.) and only ccnain 
limited and/llr rcs1rictcd octi,·itics allowed. 

e. R.P,O ConsjstentAJtematjve. This alternative proposes strict consistency 
with the City otSan Diego ·s Resource Ptotection Ordinance.. Although this 
i, a less en,ironmcntully damaging alremative. the sam.: is,nes J(ganling the 
»nuyo sou1hl'trslt'm toad. wildlife nmvenrnnt. us~gc, and corridors. water 
1111alily, and the. widening ofl:lcclcr Can~on Rond sliU npplr as discussed 
p1e,·iously within this lcncr. The bridgin~ ort11c rond over the cnnyou is o 
great idea ond should be imple1nenled over other can}'ons or llruws as the 
ntlcessu1y \l•ildlite movement 011d usage inlonnutiun is guth(rt:tl. 

f. S,·,n-r Lim,. The ofT ,it., grnvitr stlwer line is the p1<fom;d uitcniativc. Keep 
the line out of l:lccl.-r Canyon. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR 
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12691 The commentor's preference for the off-site gravity sewer line is noted. 
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Mr . .\llunstr rutc famrary 4, 200 I 

Ii 

7. 

8. 

We propose 1ha1 lht h~,t combinntion ofproj~c1 ideas be combined into an even 
heifer nnd mor~ cnvironm~ntally sensiti\'e alternative. This alt~macivc mighl 
include the con~pls of-

• C-luslncd residrntinl units; 
♦ Lo11 lc,cl Slnx;l li!,lhling: 
• Ori~ges over ~nnrons or draws 10 nllow tor surfac( 11'!lrcr flows nod wikflili: 

movemerit; 
• i\ loop mad that docs not need lo gc, into l:!celtr t::myon ru1d itnpnct that 

wild Ii fl' cunidm~ 
• I tome sites that coultl be built ,m the minimal amount of waded surface area 

lo preserve the surrounding naturnl habitut6; 
• I\ $l•Jnn wmer and residential-'11111dsca11c use wm~r quality rlan where the;.¢ 

~•pos of waters afij not all<•wed 1(1 em(r into the rcgiMHI groundwater system 
and thus 0111 to l'cnas411it,i~ I .agoon, hut into the planned sewage ~yst"m (via 
a .,1n1111 wnter drain_) for lite proj~cl m into u water reclnmation pl111u whereby 
this wur,r could he m1se<1 for irTigarion pUl"Jll>,es ,md fire control: 

♦ Speed humps nlL•ng lhe pr{1poscd Rancho Encanlada l{oad lo rrdurc or avnid 
the incide11co, or road-kills Lo wildlife: and 

♦ Hom.-owner e<.lucation obo111 the ,urruundin!!,lrnhirat~ and wildlife, to include. 
rucso-prutlatinn anll the li~ely hood of their Jll'ts hcin~ 11reyed upon as well; 
rcduc.:cl back-.vard lighling udjuccnt to open space; 11 safely anti ,·duculit>n 
cla« regarding opcu ,pH~'t: prcs,rwtion, tmil use, limited pa5Si\"C use 
.ic1i1·iti,, (hiking. walkiue. ho~cbnck riding!. ,rc. 

l\to1c detailed analysis ut'impacts i~ wmrnnted within the Cumulati,·c Impacts ] 
,e<.·tions regnrdin!! wildlife conidur, mul 11sage-ofthe 1>r(!jcct ~ite (northisoulh nnd 
cruMwc,1111,wements) and ad,iacenl to the pmj.:~t site- More detoil is nlso 
wnrrru11cd rcgm<ling th~ am,yo southwestern tond. lite c;uu.stal C11lifo111iu 
~nutcatchcr. and lhc willowy m1mardella. 

If sig;niiicant eflecl5 cnnnot be mitigated. <:nnnut I,~ lessened or a\'(lir\ed, thtr\ a J Gn"I 
S1a1cmcnl l•r011miding Consideration; should he issul.l by tl,c I.eat! Agency. ~ 
The information in lhis 01.!IR does 1101 show or conclude 1ha1 significant impacts 
1sil1 he mitisatcd to less thnn significw11 levels. 

Lh,c lo the faa thaJ scclions 4.3 Biolo(!.icul tt,::<nurcl'l'. 4.5 I l~dr<•logy!Woter 
Qualil)', nnJ 9.0 Alt~rnativ._\ are deticicm, it is r~<1ucs1cil 1hal Lho~ts tMicientie,; 
he corrected b<:forc th~ l'inat EIR i~ retensed nnd ccrtilicd. Tllcn:fon·.1"­
drcnta1io11 of lht DEIR (or scc;Liun, thereof) is wnrronted. TI,i; is requested 
pursuant m C'l:QA Section I $088.5, suhdil·i•ion (a). In oddiliC1n, sul•divi~ion (d) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR 

RESPONSE 

I ;701 The addilional alternative concepls suggested by the commentor are noted. Some 
of the concepts were discussed during the design process, but were rejected for 
reasons of safety or code compliance. Regarding the last bulleted suggestion, 
homeowner education would occur as set forth in mitigation measure 4.3-1 6, and 
lighling restrictions would occur as set Torlh by mitigation measure 4.3-14. 

The analysis provided is consistent with what is required for a project wilhin the 
MSCP. All City survey guidelines were adhered to for the project. Also see 
response numbers 57, 74 and 260. 

A Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) is required. The draft Findings 
and SOC are provided with the final EIR for consideration by the City's decision­
making body during public hearings on the project. 

Recirculation of the EIR is not warranted, as none of the conditions requiring 
recirculation has occurred. 

~ -
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Mr. Monscrrn1e .7. Jnnuory 4. 2001 

of 11ml section pro1•idcs lhal n decision to re-circulalc nn EIR must be supp0nc<l 
by substantial e, idcnce in the ndminislrnli\'e record. 

The following list of page numbers is specific lo 1hc DEIR and lhvsc sec lions lhat arc found to 
be deficient and in need of more information or exrlannrion: 

Page 
Numb·r C 

I 

ES-9 aud ES• I 0 
ES-17 

ES-I<> and ES-20 
2-7 

3-13 and3-14 

4 1-6 

4. 1-29 

4.1-30. 
4.3--12 ilcm -1.3· 

1-1 

lliological 
Rccn,1rc .. s 

X 

RANCHO ENCANTADA £JR 

I l)·drologyl 
Water Oualilv 

X 
X 

Off·si1c 8f.l\it)' 

SC\\Cf line is bc11.:r 
op1ion 

Basins ,,;u not 
prt,"Cn1 lcacl1i11g of 
pollultmls i,110 
Bc-eltr ('onyon 11ncl 
u.himolcly in 
Pcuasaui10s La~oon 
Jr dmi11:1gc or IOl(ins 
i, ll\ be J.-e111 off of 
~11 IPA IBoJ~. 1hc-11 

"·har J1np11e11.s t<" 
runoff a Au It c~i,~ 
~ II-IPA fands (1 < 
1111(.\ Oeder or 
S)'l'~IIIOIC 

Crut,·un~1? 
Di,cu~( \\h:n 
h:tppern 10 w:uc-r iu 
ba~ins should there 
be .1 for~c s1orm 
t"\ (HI thnf ,,·<'uld 
c .'i;CC(d llu: c::1p:1dry 
uf1hc banm." Ho"' 
nill quality ul'"nlt:r 
be m:inastd i11 an 
\lvcr (low sccmmo·~ 

.. U I Othc J 
Sycamore Esrn1cs is 
111ii;;sin~ .l6-:1c. 
Doul1ti: ched 
3CteJ ~c nmounrs. 

-X 

·-

I ip.h1ing di1<Ctcd 
nw:,.~ from Btdtr 
\ nuyCtn. nod open 
SIJ:li!C, 

j~ 12141 
§], 

El 
§) 

J 1ml 

j 
§1 

12761 §l 

] l.:_111 

~ 
1ml 

l279l 

89 

RESPONSE 

The acreage amounts listed on page I are correct. 

Comment is noted. 

The commentor's preference for the off-site gravity sewer line is noted. 

This comment and following comments on groundwater quality appear to assume 
that the permanent water quality protection measures proposed by the project and 
addressed in the EIR are intended to prolect smface waters only. The measures by 
regulation and design protect both surface and ground water resources. As is 
required for leach fields within the County of San Diego, infiltration basins would 
not be proposed for use in areas where fully saturated groundwater conditions 
occur within ten feet of the basin floor. This requirement, which has been 
developed by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, addresses the 
concern expressed in the comment. 

The intent of the permanent post-constniction water quality measures included in 
the project is to treat the project nmoff for the pollutants of concern to the 
maximum extent practical before it is discharged from the project site to surface 
and groundwater resources. This basic requirement has its genesis in the federal 
Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) as administered by the federal Environmental Protection Agency and by 
the State of California's General Permit for Constmction Activities administered 
by the Slate and Regional Water Resources Control Boards. 

The basins would be designed in accordance with adopted sizing standards of the 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, Order 2001-01 . The waler 
quality components of the basins would be separated from the storm water 
retention components of the basins and would be sized in accordance with Order 
2001-0 I. It is common design practice for the water quality components of such 
basins to address flows from non-storm nmoff, from more frequent runoff events 
and initial flows from less frequent runoff events, while larger flows from less 
frequent runoff events bypass the water quality componen1s. This design treats the 
stormwatcr mnoff for the pollutants of concern to the maximum extent practical 
before it is discharged from the project site to surface and groundwater resources. 
The detention/retention basins are designed to accommod1tte the 100-year storm. 

Mitigation measure 4.3-14 would reduce potential indirect lighting impacts on 
biological resources to below a level of significance. This measure is consistent 
with the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan. It is unclear why the com mentor 
believes the measure to be deficient. 
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Page 
N uh .. , un C 

4.1-31 

4.3-1 

4.3-6. 
4.3-8. and 

4.) -39 

4..l-10 

~--

LETTER OF COMMENT 

Biological 
•5 U es D, ,n rrc, 

6·fl. high 
w-alls.'ftntl!s mar not 
be CllOUl!h tO 

preclude meso• 
predators from 
culering adj3cen1 
oncn snace. 
Inconsistency in 
S«t. 4.~. I -
" ... dc1-cloptd 3rtas 
arc no1 a-.signed a 
T 1cnypc: · ,.\s 
•~posed to '" ... and 
dc,•clt'lptd 3,rc3s 
which arc- Tier I\', 
uon•\ensitivc 
u1,1t1nd~ ... 

Wtrt lhe eucotyp111.s 
1tces c,·aluatcd for 
rsp1or use? Arc 
tltcse tn:es \'lable? 
Arc rl,cy red {lUm 

and ho,·c lhey bec11 
infc-cted'? 
Sill f<ocin~ should 
a.lso mclude 1he use 
ofhc:wy blAck sih 
fence niid should be 
trenched in 10 

protect wc1lsnds. 
Or:u1gc cons1n1c1ion 
fcmcin~ does not 
control silrarion. 
Tlus should be 
addrcs::iieJ in the 
SWPPP 
It is higJ,!y unlike!>· 
and biolog:ic:iUy 
impossible for a 
"rood pool" to 
suppon f:1i1y shrimp. 
Noo1hcr .. emal 
pools or fairy shrimp 
occupied pool:i: 3re 
loca1td \\ilhin the 
vfoinitv Rcfcrc111:c 
to 1ht- =•rond pool"' 
should be srric.ken 
front the fC.'(I, 

-8-
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RESPONSE 

Mitigation measure 4.3-15 requires that a fencing plan be provided to the City's 
ERM for approval. Six foot high fences/walls are considered acceptable by the 
City of San Diego, but higher or lower fences could occur, at the discretion of the 
City based on individual site-specific conditions. 

Comment is noted. Developed areas are included in Tier IV, although the MSCP 
does not specifically include "developed" lands as a habitat type. Tier JV is 
intended to include vegetation types that are mderal or non-native such as weeds 
and ornamental plants. 

An altempt was made to identify any raptor nests located on the site, including in 
existing eucalyptus trees. The eucalyptus trees were not assessed for general 
health because they are non-native species. Mitigation measure 4.3-11 requires 
that all raptor nests be identified prior to initiating project grading. All active 
raptor nests would be protected by the measures outlined in the mitigation 
measure. 

The orange constntction fencing delineates the area to be cleared and graded and 
effectively notifie~ workers of project disturbance limits. Silt fencing, or 
equivalent, would be used as a best management water quality practice during the 
constrnction and landscaping establishment period. 

Road pools are depressions formed in dirt roads that pond for extended periods of 
time. San Diego fairy shrimp are found in road pools in Kearney Mesa to the west 
and on the Marine Corps Air Station Miramar to the south. Although the potential 
for fairy shrimp in the noted road pool was considered to be low, without focused 
surveys, it could not be concluded that this species was not present in the road 
pool. 
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Page 
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4.J-15 

4.3-22 and 
4.J-28 

4.3-31, 
4.J-41, and 

4.3-52 

LETTER OF COMMENT 

13iological 
Resourc•s C 

Were no sign or 
larg~/sm:iU 
m:munals found 
withi11 lhe project 
site? This is poorl)' 
oddn:sscd. 
lnfom1a1iou 
,c.£tardin~ 1he sini;lc 
gnatcntchcr is 
cicficicnl. Wh;· is 
1his indi,•id1l.llf 
tnOp['ld "ilhiu SMC 
habi101? Wa, •~• 
bird sun·c,·ed for in 
o.r 00[ or,i}c 
breeding se:,soo1 
Were US foh and 
Wili.llifc Scl\'icc 
n1ol(liCols us.:d? 
Any impacl to 
\\ iJto"y rnona.rdelfa 
should be 
considered 
si~nificaut due 10 the 
1-1, 0 loH or 
w:uer~hecl 
iwailabiliry. Since 
"tllo")' rnonarddla 
is highly st'nsilfrt' ro 
a1t;· ching_cs "i1hin 
nt\turt\11)' occurrini 
hydrolO!(ic retpmcs, 
, US Fish aud 
\\'ildlifi: Sen ice 
IOt :-) pcnuit ror 
"iake" should be: 
obtoincd 
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RESPONSE 

Deer, coyote, mountain lion and bobcat are known from the area and were 
assumed to use the site. 

USFWS protocol surveys are not required for gnatcatchers ifa project does not 
propose to impact gnatcatcher habitat inside of the MHPA. However, gnatcatcher 
surveys are still required for CEQA purposes and if appropriate habitat for 
gnatcatchers is present. The only impacts resulting from the MHPA boundary 
adjustment on the Sycamore Estates sub-project are to dense chaparral, which is 
not considered appropriate gnatcatcher breeding habitat. The gnatcatcher 
identified in the EIR was a single individual observed in Southern maritime 
chaparral habitat. 

Impacts to the wouldowy monardella were fully addressed through project design. 
See response numbers 8 through 12. Wouldowy monarclclla is a covered species 
under the MSCP. Because the project is consistent with the MSCP, no additional 
permitting is required under the federal endangered species act. 
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Page 
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4.3-34. 
4.3-36, and 

4.3-37 

4.3-42 item 4.3-
16 

4.3-42 item 4.3-
17 

LETTER OF COMMENT 

Biological 
R 'M esourc 

Titr If - should 
nlCbcSMC? 

I~ S~tC is being 
subsliluted for 
DCSS? Is this 
allowed l1;• 1he US 
fish nod Wildlife 
Sen-ice. Cali(. Dcpl. 
offish and O,unc. 
::.od County ns 
3di:qu:uc miti1111ioo 
for <he loss of 
DCSS? 

ts CSS s111>po><d 10 
lJe DSS? 
H('lmeowner 
cducnuon should 
mcluc1c a cl,Hs and 
materials thal 
discuss 1he deelin.: 
of rc~id(nl bird 
specifs, C!lJl rhc 
~{'ll1t11tcher, from 

doincs1icifcrt1l cals. 
Educ:uion should 
als(lo i11clude habi1n1s 
nnd wildlife and the 
likely hood of pm 
being prt)Cd upon 
A> well; reduced 
back·)·ard lig!Hing 
adjaccn1 10 <'l)CU 
space; o~n $pttce 
prestl'\·ation. trail 
use. rmd limited 
pas...,.in: use ncli\'itie.-t 
(l1ikinJ:t. waJkuif. 
horseback ridin0). 
l.1u1dscaping of open 
sp:lcc;hilJ sides anJ 
slopes shC'uld only 
be done \\ i1h 
adjacem locnl nr11he 
plant spe~ies onl)·. 
ft is p1c-fc-rablc to 
use the ou-si1c or 
atljac:col si1c natin· 
seeds. if ........ .sibJc. 
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This typographical error has been corrected in the EIR. SMC is the correct 
reference. 

Under the MSCP, Tier II habitats (Diegan coastal sage scrub) can be mit igated by 
conserving Tier III habitats, including southern mixed chaparral, if the 
conservation occurs within the MHPA. 

Mitigation measure 4.3- 16 has been revised to state that "educational materials 
regarding the sensitivity of the MHPA shall be given to project residems as part of 
the Project's CC&Rs." The information noted in this comment will be considered 
in the development of the educational materials. 

Mitigation measure 4.3-17 states that " ... newly graded slopes adjacent to the 
MHPA, and existing fire breaks within the MHPA (not being used for trails) shall 
be revegetated with native species .... " Manufactured slopes would be 
revegetated using a mulch consisting of native topsoil, along with local native 
seed. 
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Page 
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4.3-43 item 4.3-
19 

4.3-43 item 4.J. 
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LETTER OF COMMENT 

Biological 
Resource., 

Rci3"iin~ the 
g1111tcau:htr Rud 
noise issues. whar is 
meant t,y 
··substl'\lltii,J coas1al 
sage scmbr 

What is mean! by 
1h01cm1 

··subsrnn1i1I" 
f,•e9etilli\c cover. 
tX'cupicd 
p,a1catcher lr:1bita1, 
unc:xi:upfcd 
gmH~a11.:her habil31. 
or. .. )? 

1'l'lc llJ)3IC"-1Chcr 

bn.:('diU~ SCi\SOn 

ofliciall) bq:i,n ou 
Febni,ry 15 and 
cnch f\11 Aup.11S1 JU 
1VS Fish ood 
Wildlife Son ice 
Sur,.·cy Protocols, 
1997). 

I low will noise 
le\'el:; ht- monitored 
durint,? all 
COIISfmction 

11crh·i1ks? 
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Substantial habitat here refers to habitat capable of supporting the gnatcatcher 
based on patch size and overall habitat quality. 

The dates of March I through August IS are consistent with the requirements in 
the MSCP. 

Noise monitoring would only be required if the gnatcatcher is present adjacent to 
Planning Area 11, and would be conducted by a qualified acoustician using 
standard noise monitoring equipment and techniques. Specifically, noise 
monitoring equipment would be placed at the boundary of the constrnction site to 
determine the appropriate height for temporary noise walls/berms. Noise levels 
from constrnction activities during the gnatcatcher breeding season should not 
exceed 60 dBA hourly LEQ at the edge of the Mf-lPA or the ambient noise level if 
noise levels already exceed 60 dBA hourly LEQ. Construction noise in occupied 
gnatcatcher territories would be measured again after installation of noise 
attenuation measures and a report on noise levels would provided to EAS by the 
consulting acoustician. If necessary, additional noise attenuation could be required 
by the City to ensure that gnatcatchers are not subjected to noise levels over 60 
dBA. See mitigation measure 4.3- 19. 
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RESPONSE 

Wildlife movement through the project site during constrnction is likely to be very 
limited, given the level of activity typically associated with grading and 
constrnction. Wildlife movement through the developed portion of the site is 
addressed in response number 260 above. 

See response numbers 57, 58, and 260 above. 

Significance determinations are arrived at using CEQA criteria and input and data 
from various sources, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California 
Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant Society, and site­
specific survey reports. 
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Mitigation measure 4.3-15 requires that fencing be provided in all areas adjacent to 
the MHPA to limil access into rhe MHPA. In addition, signage would be placed at 
tra\lheads to inform trail uses of habitat sensitivity. 

A Habitat Management Plan has been prepared for the MHPA areas of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site and is attached to the final EIR as Appendix BI 
for reference. 

6 Comment is noted. 

I Jo~ Comment is noted. 
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No arroyo toads are expected to occur on-site. See response number 74. 

The comment describes the usual process for managing temporary sedimentation 
best management practices. This information would be included in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plans prepared during the final design process prior to 
permit approval. 

See response number 263. The practice of combining sanitary sewer systems and 
stormwater systems is in direct conflict with the Clear Water Act and water quality 
goals. 

The Regional Waler Quality Control Board (RWQCB) assigns responsibility 
to the City through the Municipal NPDES Permit process. The RWQCB 
does " initiate or oversee controls and mitigation of siltation and pollutants 
into the Penasquitos Lagoon from projects within its watershed" as part of its 
regulatory responsibility. See response number 263. 

~ ~ 
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EIR Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY, addresses potenlial impacts to 
drainage patterns, amount and rate of nmoff, and water quality related to urban 
pollutants and sedimentation. 

See response numbers 262 and 279. 

Certain pollutants of concern, for example petroleum products, attach to sediment 
particles carried in the runoff. This is the reason mechanical oil/water separation 
devices contain "grit chambers" and "sedimentation chambers". Sedimenl itself is 
a pollutant of concern in this drainage basin. Detention basins and extended 
detention basins are designed with components that allow sediment to settle out of 
the runoff water. The biochemical processes that occur in the basin during the dry 
weather periods that follow storms result from bacteria, exposure to sunlight, plant 
growth and other natural processes that break down and modify pollutants. As 
required by the federal, state and local agency regulations, the project SWPPPs 
would identify maintenance entities and requirements for the permanent water 
quality protection measures. 
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If there are any questions regarding the information in this lcner please do not hesitate to c~II me 
at 619-473-9669. 

Sincerely, 
Ecologicnl Ventures California. Inc. 

Julie 8. Alpert 
President/Wildlife Ecologist 

Atta~hntcnt 
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A Vegetation Basin is designed to treat runoff for pollutants of concern by contact 
with vegetation leaves, stems and roots within the basin. Filtering may be 
accomplished using Vegetation Basins. Vegetation Basins may be components of 
other water treatment basins or may stand alone. See response number 311 
regarding permanent water quality protection measure maintenance. 

See response numbers 260 through 269. 

t;.;.....;.; 
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tioo. end :,aurdon11fCtN ; 1c tu. d:crJ:u1::b1'1~. We :J\"c.tpi don,tior,s in !"l)W·l:nd 1>wush. oco~~tion eUU'llffll or 1<hatiub1ertm:Jrr.dcr 
mtny fomis ,u.:h u rmonal ~ns, stock o-.a.ns(cn, nol p:operty tr.;\t. 
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To: Planning and Development Review Department 
Regarding LOR 99-1094 
SCJI ?llOOOtl 053 

Andrea Barnes a 
Friends of Goodan Ranch/ Sycamore Canyon Preserve 

Member, reapond11 to the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
IHued Nov 22, 2000 by Iha City of San Dia go 

for the Rancho Eneanlanta Preclae Plan 

January 4, 2001 
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..____ LETTER OF COMMENT 

In response to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Issued Nov 22, 2000 by the City of San Diego 
for the Rancho Encantanta Pree Isa Plan 

To: Planning and Development Review Department 
Regarding LDR 99-1094 
SCH 2000011053 

The Frier,ds of Goooan Rencn offers oommenls on 1110 Clly ot San Diego's Draft EIR for the 
propo180 Rnnet,o Encanlada De.elopmsnl. We find Iha! the draft EIR is Inadequate end 
Wl00mpl01e es tt rela\ss lo lhe Impact on Biological Resources that effect the regional open space 
plans and the needs of the Gooden RencNSycamore Canyon Pre...,,rve 

• lhe dreli doe$ no\ Oller an onalysl! 011 lhe elfects O'f lhe plan regarding regional movamen, or] G"i-;l 
wildl,re. It simply 001':ludes ltial the wildlife has to ·110 erO<Jnd." l.:'..'..:J 

• Tho draft EIR does not adeq<Jetely address lhe elf acts on Hydrology/Water QuoI11y on 1he J I m I 
Goodan Rench Preserve a11d on the connecting City of San Oiego Parcel and essoe;aled 
W..SI Sycamore Canl'Qn O~n S~ce. 

• lhO dmll EIR doe$ not a<ldress the North-SOU1h flow of wildlife t:M!lwoon SycalllO/e Canyon J IJi6l 
end Beeler Canyon. L:'..'..:] 

All of l ll<lse em • ionificarrt and Important conslderetions ro, tho regional movem•nt af wildlife and 
for the protec:tlon of Ille~ habitat. In addillon and pethaps most importantly, ii does 001 addra,s: 

• Haw to keep 1o•je water runon O<JI of lhe canyons 8'\d POiiution out of tho i,ou/lll waler. ::J 
• The drolt EIR does not adaress how lo ~.eep light from shining inlo the MHPA areas end from :::J 

disrupting blologicol &Ctlviijes, Whal conslitule.s light shin,ng on MHPA areas? 
• The draft EIR does not address lho height end offective.-s of fencing In prevaI~jng edge :::J 

offer.ls on MHPA lands. .. 

Alte,nat,\'as to t1,e propo$0d plan "'" not ooeqU1Jlely oonsld9red. Toe Ptecisa Plan 11 es~ing 10 -
take MHPA land from lhe Eastem portion or the proposed de~etopmen1 (tor the 20 4 acre PA 11-
aroe. Prectae Plan figure 3-1) in exchsrige lor tand In tM u,terio< of Ille deve:opmenl. Sy any 
eshmelethe toking or the MHPA land for P.A. 11, IOr the purpgse of building rnto lhe major North­
South v.ildlife torridOJ across tile ridgeline. lmpac,9 too habi\et quality of tho entire MHPA of the 
region, 1119 Nor1h-Souih revin .. adjacont lo tho Eostcrn ond Weslern boundary of lho Sycamore 
Estates Sub,Projeel P.A 11. and the rklgellne cotrldor in th& Clly of San Diego open space 
pareol . This diracUy ell<>cis the vieMty or wildlife P0Plllallons olnee thesa ""''•dOf linl<s and 
habl1a1 ccnnecl the weuend in Beeler Can)'Oll to Syc.gmore Cenyon arid West Sycamore 
Cantons. -

Tho proposed EHlern mosl developmont, P A. 11. is asl<ing for a Par1<11'<'Y across tho li<lgellne ] 
on Cit;,~, Sen Oi~go MHPA land which v,;1I ~troaively 0.JI on wildlffe now over the rldget,na EasI 
ol 1ht mil~ary-lndustn91 fenced atea. The dlreci elfects of fhe te~fng of this MHPA land have nol 
b&en anaI1·zod Why should lhe City or San Diego Qive up tt,,s high value MHPA area In 
exohar,ge fOf oltie, a.ea, which are enclosed by the· PrOiact and ol far less velue? Why should 
Ihere not be a/lemalives to suc:tl an unfair exchange tor the MHPA. 

n,e fnlr oltemetive is the Roduced Projoct Plan. es it et:n,inates lhe intrusion onto the vilal MHPA J ~ 
link<19es. Al rmnImum the MHPA should not give owey either the land on i:>'OPOSed P A.11 nor l'.::'..l 
allow a parkway cc,os.s the CHy ol Send Di~ Parcel ridgeline. 
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See response numbers 57 and 58. 

The project does not propose to develop within the drainage basin containing 
the Goodan Ranch Preserve. Bec::iuse there would be no project 
development in this basins, nor would any urban runoff be directed to or 
toward the b::isin, no significant direct or indirect impacts to the hydrology or 
water quality of the basin containing Goodan Ranch would occur. 

A detailed Hydrology Technical Report (March 27, 2001) for West Sycamore 
Canyon is included as part of the Administrative Record, and is available for 
review at the offices of the City of San Diego Land Development Review 
Division. The hydraulic ::inalysis examines the effect the ch::inge in peak flow 
might have on hydraulic.: variables at two cross-sections, one at the upper pan 
or the watershed and one at the lower p.trl of the watershed. The specific 
variables considered were depth, flow velocity, ans shear. The analysis 
concludes that although there would be a reduction in peak flow rate between 
the existing and proposed condition, there would be little change in the depth, 
avernge velocity and average shear due to the reduction in peak flow. Thus, 
as disclosed in EIR Section 4.5, the project would not result in a significant 
::idvcrsc change 10 drain::ige p::i11erns. Potential water quality impacts 10 West 
Sycamore Canyon would mitigated by design and through the implementation 
of mitigation measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-9. Also see response nos. 75A and 
149/50. 

Wildlife movement is expected to be maintained between Sycamore Canyon and 
Beeler Canyon. See response numbers 57 and 58. 

The EIR does address water quality protection measures for the canyons and 
ground water. See EIR Section 4.5, IWDROLOGYIWATER QUALITY. Also see 
response numbers I 0, 76, 149, 262, 277, 278, 279, 311 and 312. 

Impacts from light would be minimized through mitigation measure 4.3-14, which 
requires the preparation and approval of a lighting design plan. The plan must 
minimize exterior lighting in development areas adjacent to the MHPA, and where 
needed, lighting would be selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from 
native habitat. • 

Mitigation measure 4.3-15 requires the preparation and approval of a fencing plan 
for the project. T ht: final height of the fence located between development areas 
and MHPA open space would be determined by the Environmental Review 
Manager of the Land Development Review Division. 
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A reasonable range of alternatives pursuant lO State CEQA Guidelines is included 
in EIR Section 9.0. 

The areas outside of the MHPA included the ridgcline in Planning Area 11 (sec 
EIR Figure 2-7). The boundary adjustment in this area would move the 
development footprint approximately I 00 feet lO the east. The acreage affected by 
the adjust111ent would be offset by the addition of 348 acres of MH PA lands for the 
project as a whole. See also response numbers 57 and 58. 

The existing roadway that crosses the City of San Diego-owned parcel along this 
ridgeline actually has higher traffic volumes when the existing defense-related 
industrial facility is in use than it would upon co111plction ofbuildout of Planning 
Area 11 (see EIR Appendix E). The proposed Rancho Encantada project would 
preserve open space to the north and east of the City-owned parcel and the MHPA 
WOlild be expanded by 348 acres. The area to the north of the City-owned parcel 
supports a number of sensitive species, and the area to the east provides additional 
buffering of willowy 111onardella populations. 

Comment is noted. See response nu111bers 321 and 322. 
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lhis is rmo or th~ m;i•w nnrn,ttl 
t1,11t• k,..i, linu north wci,t oul of 
Sycamore C11nyr,n towar,t<; tt1e 
ndJt>111h1g Cl'lt1yo11r, 

t ypiol !lvide11c<1 of North 
South moverrwnt-Hetwum 
Sycmnort> Wesi Syu11;i,>1~ 

and BEmle, C':<1nyo11'1 

111h, I,, l\lrt' ,s l<1k<•r1 f1om Hm 
Uood ,,co l~nuc;l ,/Syc.ai11t1r" 
<:,rnyon fln\1r hiking south up to 
the tori w li1:rt! West Sycamore 
Cnnynn nmi Sycamore 
C:inyon 10l11 

Mup 1 niov••r, ,:inf. of w1ldhlo 
Nr,1t1, nn(I t,1,uth ac,oss City 
l •I : ,at• I 1ii:Hn Ml !Pi, 1and on 
,,dqolinc 

rh1s pk.ture is t<1kcn 
from the western 
f.ldpe of Sycamore 
c:in1or, look111g 
1!,l •.( , 1J11,.I< into the 
'.•alli:r 

I 
Exernple of antmal l~1lq<190•, hef.\'.·eM ~yc;irnure C.inyor1 wotlanr.l 
and !he Beeler c ,eek wetland Nort'1 of proposr?d Rancho E11Ulntarla 
Pree, c Plan 
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1 
The pk:tt;re below was taken looking north towards the military facility at 
the top of West Sycamore Canyon Notice all t11e fencing that stops the 
now of animals Wildlife crosses to the lert of tile picture, moving 
up/down the East and West ravines surrounding proposed 20.<t acre 
P /I 11 home sites Ridgeline to left of picture is location ol proposed 
feeder pa1kway effectively blocking this wildlife corridor 

1 1~id9(1liM corrido1 j 

I I10iow show. lhu iiuncli11c of lhfl proposed pt11kway to PA. 11. at thr top 
of t>nth Syr1111we and Wt ~, Syt qmorn C1111yons Nolicn all tho fencing to 
Um fl!Jhl II tht RG<focorl J)Jnn 'l\l/orr111t1v1> WM acl0ptN I lhP ~rnAII 'l(('l\ nn 
the lr>ft .,,dr of tl1i!' pi<11110 would rn1rnin C1pe11 Ni.Jw h111lrJlnq in th,s area 
wo11ld h,ill this flow 
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Wildlife would not be precluded from continuing to move through this area. As 
noted in response number 322, vehicular traffic is actually reduced !'I long the 
existing roadway on this ridgeline. The primary wildlife movement area remains 
to the east of Planning Arca 11. 

Photo is noted. 

See response number 325. 

See response number 325. 
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I
r Fro111 1he Nor-t11ern ridgeline of Sycamore Canyon l.ook111g south into 

West Sycn111orc Canyo11. 

West Sycamore 
C,inyo11 is a rnajor 
Wildlife link all ll 10 

way to Mission 
Go19e. 

Should the Reduced Project J\lternali'l; be adopted~ the-~olfidor up 
th_is cm1yor1 <1nd over the ridgeline, shown in previous photogr aphs, 
will con11nl,c to be the prim<1ry linkage between the populations of 
lhe San Diego River inland valley wildlife and the Pf:nasqu1tosl8eele1 
Canyon w"1tershed. 

RANCHO ENCIIN7ADII EIR 
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Janu111y 4, ?.001 

/ ~ n /, • /' {._,(_: / .• 11.c-,1 .., ,I If I .1.~ > 

Andrea Barnes. 'member 
FRIENDS OF Tl IE GOODAN RANCI I/ 
SYCAMORE CANYON PRESERVF 
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See response number 325. 

Commen1 and photo are noted. Sec response number 325. 

The primaiy wildlife movement area is located east of Planning Area 11 and would 
be preserved as open space both under the proposed project as well as the Reduced 
Project Alternative. 
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5 January 2001 

Beeler Crnr!k C1mscr1:a11q 
14710 R~~l~r C,m,ron 

PIIX'UJ', C ~ 92064 
760-6.1.1-/6,1.f 

l 'elfftt.,· 760-M .1-ll;J 
a,1,/ykeun<ffrncbo/l,net 

Lawrence C. Monserrate, Environmental Review Manager 
Planning and Development Review Department 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
1222 Flret Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Via Telefax 619-446-5499 (8 Pages) & Hand Delivery 

RE: Rancho Encantada Preclae Plan, Draft DEIR Dated Nov 22, 2000 
LOR No. 99-1094, SCH No. 2000011053 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Beeler Creek Conservancy Is the owner of the 12.8 acre parcel of land In 
the City of Poway, APN 323-100--0400, adjoining the proposed Rancho 
Encandada project. The Conservancy's mission Is lo preserve, restore end 
create habitat in the vicinity of Baeler Canyon to support, heal and I nsplre 
plants, animals and humans, 

We have reviewed tile above-referenced draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan {the ''DEIR") and we have the 
following comments and questions to that report. 

As stated on page 6 of the DEIR, " the Reduced Project AlternatiVe would be 
conaidared the environmentally euperlor project alternative because it 
would have fewer and less severe environmental Impacts than the other 
project alternatives." We agree with this concluslon of 1he DEllt 

Regarding the Executive Summary, Environmental Setting at page ES-2, 
this section should upl1ln that the project ls In an environmentally 
sensitive locaUon because It Is surrounded on three sides by 
environmental resources of regional importance to the success of the 
Mul1lple Species Conservation Program (" MSCP" J, the Beeler Canyon 
Regional Wildlife Corridor to the nortti, the Sycamore Canyon Regional 
WUdllfe Corridor to the east and the City of S;in Diego's MHPA to the south. 

Regarding the Executive Summary, Biological Resources beginning at 
page ES-6, this section should explain the affects the project will have in 
diminishing the networking of habi tat. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA £JR 
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Comment is noted. 

The project site's contexl in relation to wildlife corridors is discussed in EIR 
Section 4J. A summary of this context has been added io the Executive Summary 
page ES-2. 

j n41 Significant impacts on wildlife movement were not identified. See response 
numbers 57 and 58. 
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Lawrence C. MonHrrate, Environmental Review Manager 
5 January 2001 
Pag& 2 

Regarding the Executive Summary of the Reduced Projecl Alternative 
beginning at page ES-19, this summary should alao explain the ways in 
which this alt.ematlve wlll make It easier for wildlife to effeclively utilize the 
MSCP regional " llnkagaa" and the networking of habitat. 

Regarding Section 4.2, issue 2 on page 4.2-18 of ttia DEIR, the report has 
failed to examine the visual affect of the Sycamore Est.ates project In the 
scenic area near the Joining of the Beeler Canyon Regional WIidiife 
Corridor and the Sycamore canyon Regional Wildlife Conldor (see arrows 
designating corridors at Figure 4.3-3). 

Regarding Figure 4.3-3, Wildlife Corridors / Linkages, existing local wildlife 
corridors which connecl the Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor with 
U,e 

Regarding Section 4.3, issue 2 on P'!ge 4,3-43, ''Will the project Interfere 
with the movement of any resident or mlgra1ory fish or wildlife species?". 
The DEIR has failed to disclose data or evidence to support its oonoluslon 
U1ol, " Significance of Impacts There would be minima I Impacts to wildllle 
movement. Impacts would not be considered significant" (pg 4.3-45). 

It muet be noted and analyted that this laaue Is unusually crltlcal to the 
proposed project because the project ls located at Iha intersection of the 
Beeler Canyon Regional WIidiife Corridor for east-west movement.and U1e 
Sycamore Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor for north-south movement. 

It should be recognized that the wlldllhl corridors include local corridors In 
addition to regional eonldors. Local corridors need to be identified and 
analyzed for their Importance In meeting the objectives or the MSCP. 

Attached Is a relevant portion of Iha 7.5 Minute Serles (topographic), US 
Geological Survey, Poway Quadrangle. Thia map depicts certain canyon 
as having seasonal atrHms. A map with depiction ot these seasonal 
stream bads/wildlife corridors should be Included in the DEIR. 

Studies should be performed In each or theB& seasonal stream beds/local 
wlldlile corridors to analyze wildlife movement and reports should be 
prepared to analyze the affect of the project on this movement and U1e 
alfoct upon the City of San Olego's MHPA land adjacent to the project as 
well as the success of the City of San Diego, the City of Poway's MSCP and 
the Coun!y's MSCP plan to preserve a network of habitat and open space 
tha1 wlll protect biodiversity. 
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The proposed project and lhc Reduced Project Alternative would not resull in 
significant impacts to wildlife movement. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, 
no encroachment into the Ml-IPA would occur, and a MHPA boundary adjustment 
would not be necessary. The Executive Stunmary has been expanded to note that 
the Reduced Project Alternative would provide a wider wildlife corridor in Beeler 
Canyon. 

The City of San Diego's significance criteria for the visual quality analysis 
addresses views from public areas. The location noted by this comment is a 
natural open space area that is not a public area. Although this area would be 
conveyed to the City of San Diego as part of its MHPA, no trails are proposed 
in the location indicated by this commelll; therefore, it is not considered to be 
an existing o r future public viewing area. Therefore, visual quality impacts 
were not identified at this location. 

This comment is incomplete. No response is possible. 

Potential impacts to wildlife movement resulting from lhe proposed project were 
assessed within the context of the MSCP and found to be less than significant. The 
project, as proposed, would preserve the mapped wildlife corridors along Beeler 
Canyon and Sycamore Canyon as identified in the City of San Diego's MSCP 
Subarea Plan and the City of Poway·s Final MSCP. See also response numbers 57 
and 58. 

Local wildlife movement would occur throughout project open space. The project 
as proposed would not decrease any local wildlife movement beyond whal was 
already approved as part of the City's adopted MSCP. In fact, the proposed project 
would increase the MHPA by 348 acres beyond that called for in the City's 
adopted MSCP Subarea Plan, increasing opportunities for local wildlife 
movement. Regional movement of wildlife would occur through Beeler Canyon 
and Sycamore Canyon. 

Ephemeral drainages and natural flood channel are delineated on all resource­
based maps in the EIR. See Figures 4.3-1. 4.3-2. 4.3-4, 4.3-5 and 4.3-6. 

The level of analysis for the projecl is consislenl with requirements for projecls of 
this scope. No additional studies are warranted. See also response number 260. 
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Lawrc11ce C. Monserrate, Environmenh'II Rovlew Manager 
5 January 2001 
Page 3 

It mus! be noted a11d analyzed that the far east leg of Sycamore Estates w/11 
radically encroach upon and effectively cutoff an existing local wildlife 
corridor/seasonal stream bed which dimctly connects Beeler Canyon 
Regional Wildlife Corridor with the City of San Diego's MHPA land in West 
Sycamore Canyon. 

As cited on page 4.1-5, the MSCP Guldllne 28 requires that, "Any potential 
development associated with the aroas of Che MHPA outside the 
conaervatlon eaeement ... must asaure continued wildlife movement 
through West Sycamore Canyon". The DEIR has failed to provide data to 
support such an assurance. 

It must be noted and analyzed that the project wm Isolate and effectively 
cutoff existing local wildlife corrldorslaaasonal stream beds which connect 
to San Clemente canyon and to Carroll Canyon to the Beeler Canyon 
Regional Wildlife Corridor. 

Mo eludiee are discussed or referenced In the DEIR which explain how and 
what wildlife fs currently moving through Iha proposed project to 1h11 
existing Regional Wildlife Corridors. 

Aa the project Is proposed, all wildlife traveling in drainage corridors which 
need to translllon from the east-west corridor to the nor1h-south corridor 
are required to pass through the Beelar Creek Conservancy property. "The 
DEIR has failed to analyze such a single point access. 

Regarding Section !5.2.4, "Hydrology/Water Quality", 1he last paragraph of 
1his section indicates BMPs wlll not be 100 percent effective and that 
cumulative water quality lmpacl9 will ba significant and unmitigabla. 
Studies should be Included to provide estimates as to the percentage how 
effec11va the BMPs are expected to be, 

Well water Is used for human consumption at the Beeler Creel\ 
ConHrvancy property. A report should be Included In the DEIR to 
consider ltle affect of the algnlffcant and unmlllgable Impacts on water 
quality to well water In Beeler Canyon. If there Is a potential affect on the 
water quality for human consumption at the Beeler Creek Conservancy 
property, city water should be provided to the Beeler Creek Conservancy lo 
mitigate this affect. 

Section 1.4.3.1 of the MSCP states the BMP aystems lo be Implemented 
require annual maln1enance. The DEIR should explain who wlll provide this 
maintenance and how proper malntanance will be assur&d Into the future. 
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Planning Arca 11 was always contemplated in the development of the Ml-IPA for 
the property (sec ElR Figure 2-7). The overall size of Planning Area 11 is less 
than that allowed under the MSCP. Sec also response numbers 322 and 325. 

Sec response numbers 322 and 325. 

Sec response numbers 57 and 58. 

Estimates as to the effectiveness of permanent water quality protection measures 
va1y by the pollutanl of concern, the concentration of pollutant in the water, 1hc 
design of the selected measure, and the source of the estimate, among other 
factors. The EIR correctly bases its analysis on the tmderslanding that no practical 
waler qualily proleclion measures or combination of practical measures can 
guarantee 100% effectiveness. This docs not mean, however, thal the permanent 
post-construction water quality protection measures proposed for the project would 
nol meet the requirement of the federal, slate and local agency regulations lo 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Studies providing estimates 
of effec1ivcness are 1101 necessary for 1he E!R 10 adequately assess the potential 
impacts of the project on water quality. Due to the fact that best management 
prnctices may not achieve I 00% effectiveness, the EIR concludes that cumulative 
water quality impacls would be signiticanl and unmitigable. 

Because Rancho Encantada would be primarily a residential project, the 
pollutants that might be of concern are total dissolved solids (TDS), 
hydrocarbons, nitrates, pesticides, herbicides and 01hcr analytes. However, 
the fenilizers, pesticides, herbicides and 01her products available to the 
homeowner, landscaper, etc. are limited to relatively non-persistenl products 
that are addressed by the water quality 111itiga1ion measures proposed for the 
project in El R Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY. The project's 
potential adverse impacts to groundwater quality would be less than the no 
project alterna1ive or continued industrial use of the property. A discussion 
of potential well water impacts has been added to final EIR Section 4.5. Also 
see response number 151. 

The federal NPDES, state General Construction Permit, and miligation measures 
4.5-2 and 4.5-7 require that 1he project's SWPPPs identify the maintenance entity 
and requirements prior to the issuance of permits. See also response number 311. 
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Lawrence C. Monserrate, Environmental Review Manager 
6 January 2001 
Page 4 

Regarding Section 6.1, "Risk of Upset", because of the history of the 
subject property's use for military Industrial purposH, the DEIR should 
disclose whether or not any such uses have occurred or are continuing on 
UIc property which may require an emergency response. 

Regarding Section 6.4, "li9ht and Glare", ehould Include a report which 
specifies the lighting that will be used which may affect the MHPA and It 
should consider the affect on such lighting on the MHPA open space. 

Section 10, "References" should Include the City of Poway's MSCP, Habitat 
Conservation Plan. 

lnlorested parties may have some difficulty submitting comments to the 
DEIR, the second sentence of the nrst paragraph of the "Public Notice of A 
Draft Environmental Impact Report", dated November 22, 2000, requires 
writ:tan comments be "received by the Land Developmonl Review Division 
at the above address by January 5, 2001". There Is no "above address" on 
that Notice. 

Regarding brush management, we have found no reference to who wlll be 
responsible for Brush Management in the Zone 2 areas adjacent to the 
MHPA.. The better practice Is 1o delegate such responslbllity to a 
profeaelon11I lhlrd party tflat wlll perform such clearing In accordance with 
the MSCP Guldelines discussed on page 4.1 -6 of the DEIR. In order to 
consider allowing Individual homeowners to have such authority lo enter 
the MHPA area for bruah clearing, a study should be performed to compare 
guideline compliance by professional lhlrd parties as compared to 
Individual homeowneni. 

Regarding revegetated manufactured slopea, we have been unable to 
locate a discussion of tne BMPs tflat will be uaed lo aaeure succeasful 
revagetation. The attempted rovegltatlon may be unsuccnsful, as hH 
been the case with some revegltation attempts on the north side of Beeler 
Canyon. These failures may be causod by lack of rain over the past years. 
The DEIR should consider the posslblllty of such taltures and discuss 
whether a second planting would occur and, If so, how would such an 
expense be paid. 

Regarding the Mitigation Monitoring aI1d Reporting Program, the 
" Management Element at page 27 or the MHPA Guidellnea requ lro 
Mitigation Program provide assurances that the mitigation areas will be 
managed and monitored in a manner consistent with the MSCP. 
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Potential impacts due to hazardous materials are disclosed in EIR Section 4.12. No 
uses or materials exist on the site as identified in the Phase 1 Environmental 
Assessments (see EIR Appendices KI and Kl) which would cause a risk of upset. 

A statement has been added to EIR Section 6.4 that refers the reader 10 

Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, for a discussion of potential indirect 
lighting impacts on the Ml-IPA. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan includes 
guidelines for development proposed adjacent to the MHPA, called the Land 
Use Adjacency (LUA) Guidelines. One of the LUA Guidelines states that 
lighting of all developed areas adjacent 10 the MH PA should be directed away 
from 1hc MHPA. The proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and Design 
Guidelines and Development Standards recommend that the amount and 
intensity of lighting be limited to that necessary for safety, security, and to 
compliment architecturnl character, and that lighting of all areas adjacent to 
MHPA open space be shielded and directed away from the MHPA. 
Adherence to the project's proposed Design Guidelines and Development 
Standards would eliminate the potential for impacts associated with lighting. 

The reference has been added. 

The word "above" should have been "below:· The address and a contact phone 
number were listed on page 2. 

Brush management wilhin City of San Diego brush managemenl zone 2 would be 
delegated to a professional third party by the responsible maintenance entity, 
idcntiliecl in the EIR as a homeowners association or maintenance assessment 
district or other appropriate maintenance entity. Individual homeowners would not 
have the authority to enter the MHPA areas for 1he purpose of brush management. 

Manufactnrcd slopes and other dish1rbed areas would be revegctatcd in accordance 
with the City of San Diego Landscape Technical Manual that contains performance 
criteria and specific,tlions lo assure successful revegetation. This issue is also 
addressed in the Habitat Management Plan prepared in conjunction with the 
project. Also sec response number 300. 

J 354 J See response number 300. 
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Lawrence C. Monserrate. Environmental Review Manager 
5 January 2001 
Page5 

We have found no reference as to how the designated open space areas 
are to be managed. Various Issues may be raised dependant upon 1he 
anticipated me1hod of managing the dedicated open space. 

Regarding the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the manager 
of the dedicated open space should be a party to the homeownel'$' CC&Rs 
to provide that manger with standing to enforce the CC&Rs. The CC&Rs 
should specifically prohibit homeowners from violating d1e MHPA 
Guidelines for homes abutting MHPA land. 

We appreciate this opportunity to participate in reviewing the DEIR. Thank 
you for your attention to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

BEELER CREEK CONSERVANCY 

~~ 
Andrew Kean 
Manager 
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T he City of San Diego would be the "manager'' ofMHPJ\ areas dedicated to the 
City. The City of San Diego Code Enforcement Officer would have the authority to 
enforce the land use adjacency restrictions for areas abulting ci ty-owned MHPA 
open space. The proposed project's master homeowners association would be the 
responsible party to enforce the CC&Rs. 
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Earth School 14710 Beeler Canyon Road 
Poway, CA 92064-6121 

To: Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 

January 5, 2001 

Planning and Development Review Department 
City of San Diego 

Dear Mr. Monserrate 

Under this cover find our response to your draft Environmental Impact - 135(, I 
Report for the LDR No. 99-1094, Sut:Jtect: Rancho Eocantada Precise 
Plan fur the approximately 2,653- acre development In the Beeler 
Canyon future Urbanizing Area (FUA). In general, v.-e find the draft EIR 
unsatisfactory and incomplete in several areas including the 
Environmental Analysis of Existing Conditions and of the Effects on 
Biological Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, and Effects Found not 
to be Significant and Alternatives -

Sin~_r?.1)11 , . . ,,. , / 
, -r~½:idtL1t:11,_1¼_ , //~'. :::,,.,,. 
v (.{/.- I vrl'<-cV 

andolph A"Howell, Ph. 0. • 
Director, Earth School 

RANC/1O ENCANTADA EIR 
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8 Comment is noted. 

c.....;l 



- LETTER OF COMMENT 

Ea!lh Schoo! •~ lo Ora~ EJR LDR # 99-1~ 

Earth School Land Cover Studies 

A Response lo the Draft EnvlrQnmental Impact Report 
Subject: Rancho Encantada Precise Plan in Future Urbanizing Area 
LOR No. 99-1094 

1. Blotogicat Resource Impacts 

A. Muttlple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) adjustment is required 
to implement the precise plan. You should deny the adjustmenl 
They are proposing lo reduce MHPA land on the Montecito project 
and In effect cut the North South flow of wildlife between Beeler 
Canyon and habitat running South to the San Diego River. The 
proposed increase In MHPA area (net gain of 348.3 acres EIR pg. 
3-32) for the City of San Diego does not add up to a significant 
benefit simply because of the amount of acreage added to MHPA. 
They are proposing to add areas to the MHPA within U,e 
developmenl that are a mostly steep slope, and which would be 
left as open space even if not included in the MHPA. In fact, there 
1s no data In lhe EIR to support the contention that the overall 
effect of such boundary adjustments would benefrt the flora and 
rauna or lhe region. Those assessments need to take into account 
the actual position and the quality of the habitat within the overall 
project. The draft EIR contends that the proposed additions In the 
Sycamore Es1ates are "adjacent to large areas of natural habitat 
within the MHPA fo the East" (see Page. 4.3-53) This is not true. 
That area proposed to be added will be bound on the East by 
Sycamore Estates sub-area PA 11 and the Great Wall or the 
Encantada Parkway. If Sub-area P.A. 11 or the Sycamore Estates 
and 1he Parkway were eliminated then the draft EIR's position 
would be correct, 
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1357 I The project as proposed would not decrease any north-south wildlife movement 
beyond what was already approved as pan of the MSCP. With implementation of 
the prnpose~ proj ect, the MHPA would be approximately 348 acres larger than 
whnt Is required under the MSCP. All of the areas proposi::d to be added to the 
MHPA are adjacent to ex isting high quality habitat, and enhance the overall value 
of the MHPA in the area. Planning Area 11 was always contemplated to be 
developed during the MSCP process (see EIR Figure 2-7). It should be noted that 
the MHPA boundary adjustment approval is determined by the City in consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and ihe California Department of Fish and 
Game, and is dependent on maintaining the biological functions and values of the 
MHPA. Also see response numbers S7, S8, 322 1111d 325. 
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• Page3 EMh Sdlool n.sixinge to Dmn ElR lDR # 99-1094 

B. The effects on habitat linkages and function of pr4!serve 
areas are too great to be passed over so casually. The proposed 
laking of 4.6 acres of MHPA land ror the development of !tie 
Eastern most part of the Sycamore Estates sub-project severely 
affects the miSSion of lhe MHPA to preserve core biological 
resource areas and conidors. From our analysis, the proposed 
adjustment would be detrimental in both the Montecito 
development and the Sycamore Estates development. The City of 
San Diego should require a more extensive environmental impact 
analysis as to the effects on the MHPA mission if !hat boundary 
adjustment is done. Concerning regional wildlife corridors, lhe 
draft EIR points to the County of San Diego MSCP -Sub-Area 
Plan 5/18/00 (See draft EIR fig. 4.3-3) and indicates that all wildlife 
must go around the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
Developments. Those yellow arrows do not indicate the true 
nature of the wildlife movement within the adual MHPA areas. 
The actual North/South flow of wildlife comes over the hills 
between Sycamore Canyon, West Sycamore Canyon and Beeler 
Canyon. The City of San Diego parcel Is ciitical in keeping this 
flow open because of wildlire movement West of the fenced 
industrial area to the East of the Cfy of San Diego parcel. 
Allowing P.A. 11 to proceed would block this now. There is no 
analysis of this crucial corridor in the draft EIR. By taking t!le 
several acres from the MHPA and applying it to P.A. 11 in the 
Sycamore Estates su~roject, the developer w!JI build over into 
the canyon, intruding Into this Norttl/South comdor. The edge 
effects of such an intrusion will effectively lake ou1 much of that 
very high quality habitat and corridor. which is contiguous with 
MHPA land to the East This will be a much greater loss than 
what would be gained from adding unbuildable slopes on the 
Western side of P.A. 11 to the MHPA. This seems In violation of 
lhe Idea of having ltle MHPA in the first place. We need lo have 
some kind of analysis as to the value of the real loss of habitat (as 
opposed lo the number of acres gained in the trade. In addition, 
ftre has severely degraded or destroyed areas lhat the developer 
proposes to trade for this significant corridor intrusion. The entire 
draft EIR analysis of the exchange is no longer valid because the 
draft EIR dose not reflect conditions 1hat exist now and even the 
previous five months prior to its issuance. 
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@!) See response numbers 57 and 58. 

1359 1 See response numbers 322 and 325. 

l-'60 1. See response numbers 57 and 58. 

a Fire is a natural component of chaparral and sage scrub communities in southern 
California. Many species arc fire-adapted in that they quickly resprout from basal 
burls following fire. 01her species actually require fire in order lo regenerate. The 
site was assessed based on a matme vegetation communi1y, and 1he recent fire has 
no bearing on the assessment of project impacts or the MHPA boundary adjustment. 

-
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• Page 4 ~rth Schro respocl$e to Olan EIR LOR • . !lS-1094 

C. Rancho Encantada Par1<way: The building of Rancho Encantada 
Parkway across the ridgeline of the development constitutes a great 
wall that adds an insurmountable obstacle to the regional wildtife flow. 
The Reduced Project.AJtemative is far superior. An analysis should 
be presented which shows the true differences between lhe Reduced 
Project alternative and tile Precise Plan in regards to effects. on the 
mission of the MHPA. 

2. Open Space Element: They contood that no conflicts of the open 
spaoe element occur because ltlere will be 100% preservation of the 
City of San Diego owned parcel. See Page 4.1-15. On the previous 
page, they say (excepl for a road crossing Page 4.1-14}. It turns out 
that u,e "road crossing" is the building of a parkway across major 
wildlife corridor linkages. The city should require an analysis of this 
conflict, on the City of San Diego owned parcel, of the opeo space 
element in order to determine the true environmental impact 

3. ExJsUng Conditions: Existing conditions reported under section 4.3 
no longer exlsl These conditions did not exist for five months before 
the issue of this draft EIR. In June 2000, on an afternoon when lhe 
wind was blowing (unusually) out of Beefer Canyon and up ttle 
slopes of the development footprint, someone started a fire in ttie 
densest tandcover In this part of the county. By time the fire was put 
out, a1 great tax payer expense, and much to the devetoper's favor, 
much of the oak woodland and heavy mixed chaparral was gone. 
Also gone were the troublesome raptor nests, potential listed Rora 
and fauna, as well as obstacles to surveying and grading. It was an 
extremely hot fire and 1he oak woodlands will be a long time 
recovering. The biologlcal resources listed in the EIR are no longer 
valid, especially in that they are proposing to trade some of those 
resources (which now do not exist) for extremely valuable MHPA 
fand. You wonder how a report oould be lsSued on something that 
has not existed for 5 months. Some of the survey was done in 1993 
(Page 4.3-1) by Michael Brandman and Associates. How Is ii 
possible to take any of this senolJSly? Clearly, the analysis of existing 
biological resources needs to be redone. 
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See response numbers 322 and 325. 

The road crossing referenced by this comment is an existing roadway that serves 
existing defense-related industrial uses located on the eastern rorrion of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The portion of this roadway that crosses the 
City of San Diego-owned parcel is 1101 included in the MHPA (see EIR Figure 2-7). 
Except for improvements to this existing roadway required by the City and an 
access road proposed to Planning Area 11 that would disturb 2.5 acres, the City of 
San Diego-owned parcel would be preserved as natural open space. Improvements 
10 an existing road and construction of a road segment over 2.5 acres of this 248-
acre parcel would not result in a connict with the Open Space Element. Biological 
resource impacts from the mentioned road improvements would be fully mitigated 
as discussed in EIR Section 4.3. Also see response number 322. 

See response number 36 I. The oak woodland referred to in the comment is 
:tctually southern mixed chaparral with a heavy mix of very mature scrub oaks. 
Scrub oaks are shrubs not trees. This should not be confused with coast live 
oak woodland that is dominated by coast live o:tk trees. Complete suIveys of 
the site that were used for this analysis were conducted prior to the fire, 
between April 23, 1999 and November 18, 1999, and the fire has no bearing on 
the assessment nf project impacts or the MHPA boundary adjustment. The 
surveys conducted in 1993 by Michael Brandman and Associates were used for 
the mitigation parcel of the Sycamore Estates sub-project si te, where no 
development or impacts are proposed. 
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Photo Cxhihit 1 Fire area 1n the Sycamore !'states Uevetopment 
~ oolp1in\ 

4. A. Boelor Crook Corri1lor: Hydrology impacts indicate llwt 
tfevetoped site runorr will be directed into Beeler Canyon C1eok. 
Maybe that sounds good; to follow lhe Best Management Practic-.es 
(BMPs) of the City of San Diego. but it is not so good for the 1101a and 
fauna of BeelP.r Canyon. Regionally. our BMPs have produced suet, 
storm drH1n toxicity lhat we are seriously polluting our canyons an<l 
ostua1ies The "type" of trc~atmrnt proposer! needs to be analyzed 
prior to planning to dump into Reeter Creek sinc;e it is such an 
important resource that effects much more thnn the City of San 
Diegu'> Wt1ere is the analysis or the "effectiveness" .i901nst exp<:<:ted 
toxins entering 1110 Wc\\er f.:1ble, -of the propoi;ed stmrn drain n111ofl 
detention pools and RMPs, and frorn ground water seepage from tho 
prof)(ISP.t1 landscaping asS<X:10!1..>d with secllon P.A. 11 ·> Our 
1Jornes\ic water source In Beeler Canyon is well watP.r lnfillmli(ln 
n1nthodf. proposed on the Syc.1more Eswtes would endang(i1 · 01 11 
d1111krng water. How do you propose to kP.np the toxins out 01 0111 
u1111kin11 water? 
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Significant n111ofT from developed areas of the site would not be directed into 
Beeler Canyon instead of drnining into the appropriate pre-development drainage 
basin. With a minor exception, developed areas of the site would drain into the 
same drainage basin post-development as pre-develop111cnt. The minor exception is 
a diversion of drainage area from the southerly drainage to prevent runoff from 
developed areas and non-storm nows from developed areas from affecting sensitive 
plant species within the southerly drainage. By design, this minor diversion would 
result in no increase in peak nm off leaving the prQjeet site because of the 
attenuating efTect of project retention facilities . 

The co111ment states that "Regionally, our BMPs have produced such stor111 drain 
toxicity that we are seriously polluting our canyons and estuaries." In actual fact, it 
is the lack ofBMPs that has resulted in storm drain toxicity. The ElR indicates that 
the project would be required 10 employ approved water quality protection 
measures [also known as Best Management Practices (BMPs)] to treat project 
nmoff for the pollutnnts of concern to the maximum extent practical prior to 
discharging that runoff to surface or groundwater resources. This standard is 
consistent with the Regional Willer Quality Control Board's NPDES Permit 
requirements. 

See response numbers t 51 and 346. /\. discussion of potential ,v.-1ter well impacts 
has been added to final EIR Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/ WATER QUALITY. 
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• Pago6 Ealth School response to Dra118R UYU 119-1094 

B. Endangennent of wetlands below the Easternmost Sycamore 
Estates development: 
Beeler Creek, just North of this P.A. 11 { see the proposed section of 
lhe project description In Figure 3-1, Precise Plan, Land Use Plan), 
during a normal rain year, retains water at the base of this hill un1il 
June. I use this part of Beeler Creek to take water samples Into the 
local schools for environmental science in hydrology. This is a 
primary watering spot for wl!dtlfe from alt over the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project area. On Iha! hill Is a primary nesting area for Raptors 
and home to many animals at various times. As you can observe 
from 1he animal tracks, scat, trails and bones scattered across these 
hills lea.ding across the city of San Diego parcel, this a stopping place 
for the North/South movement of large mammals and birds. Any 
pollution put into the ground water from !hat PA 11 development 
would have consequences for the wildlife of the regioo that use !hat 
Beeler Creek watering area, and for smaller critters specifically in 
Beeler Canyon. A statement by lhe draft EIR (that they will use City 
of San Diego best practices) will not serve as • an adequate 
environmental analym for ttiis critical Issue. A real study should be 
done, to detennine the type and quantity of toxins {aftef treatment) 
that you intend to "filter" into our wetlands and drinking water. The 
EIR ls silent on Ulese issues. 

c. Wlldllfo Movement through Beeler Canyon: Section 4.3_, Issue 
2. regards the Interference of movement of WIidiife species. The draft 
EIR indicates that wlldllfe movement Soutti of !tie Calmet QuarJY is 
unlikely given the project design. They propose that wildlife will have 
to travel North of the Quarry, whicll the report indicates is 1,000 feet 
wide. Have you seen the nature of this 1,000-ft? One would not 
coosider much of ~ passable. Take a more serious look at this 
section of the plan. The developer should move the road, which is 
planned for the S~more Estates sub-project, further to the South or 
the quarry. The developer should 1hen create a wildlife corridor 
betweefl the Syc3more Estates access road and the Southern edge 
of the quarry. We think other corridor atlematives, more appropriate 
for wildlife, could be presented. 
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The Planning Area 11 development area would not pose a greater potential for 
pollution of sur face or groundwater resources than other development areas. EIR 
Section 4.5, IIYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY. indicates that runoff from all 
development areas would be required to be treated for pollutants of concern to the 
maximum extent practical prior to discharging that runoff to surface or groundwater 
resources. Regarding the statement "any pollut ion put into the ground water from 
that P.A. 11 development would have consequences for the wi ldlife of the region 
thal use 1hat Beeler Creek watering area," it should be understood 1ha1 human use 
of the area surrounding Beeler Canyon for decades has resulted in pollutants 
percolating into the ground water, as scientific analysis of the groundwater shows. 
Protection of water resources involves, along with reasonable and effective 
regulatory action, the application of sound scientific principals and well-designed 
protection measures. The EIR indicates that all of these would be required of the 
project and would adequately address the potential for impacts to water resources. 

No raptor nests were observed during project smveys on Planning Area 11, and 
none are expected given the lack of appropriate substrates (trees or rock outcrops) 
within Planning Area 11. Sec response numbers 322 and 325 regarding wi ldlife 
movement. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. 

See response m1111bers 57 and 58. The corridor is considered adequate for wildlife 
movement. Both the Poway Habitat Conservation Plan and the City of San Diego 
MSCP identify this area as a regional wildlife corridor. Moving the road to the 
south would create significant grading impacts from both a habitat and visual 
standpoint, and would not significantly improve wildlife movement through the 
area. 
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• Pngu7 Earth Sdiool fCSl)OOSe to Draft EIR LOR# 99-1094 Jenuar: 

5. Effects found not to be Significant: In the executive summary, the - 1370 I 
conclusion was that "light and glare" did not have potential to have 
adverse effects. Light and glare are problems with other real estate 
developments in sensitive V;ildllfe areas. Why would il not be of 
concern here? At Earth School, we study Wildlife in Beeler canyon, 
and often at night thus we are particularly sensitive to this issue. We 
expect that precise measures to counteract this should be addressed _ 
in the final version of the EIR. 

Thank You for the Opportunity to Comment 
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~ See response numbers 318 and 349. 

-
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1anUNy l 5, 201) l 

Lawrence Monsemite, Enviro!llllentnl Review Maruiger 
Planning 8'. Development Review Department 
City of San Die11,o 
1222 Fir,1 ,\venue, Fifth Floor 
San Diego, C'ali fornia 921 O I 

Re; Comr11en1s on Diaf'I .El'.R, Rancho Encanlllda Project (LDR No. 99-1094, SCH No. 
2000011053) 

D<:u Mr. Monserrate: 

Plea~ accept these e-0mmmLS on the draft EJR for the proposoo Rancho £11tantada 
project. [ am submitting these coouuents as a private individual, not as a represeota1h·• of an)• 
~ommunity group. Related to my exp«tise and .ibility to pcrlorm this 1eview, please= the 
allached resume 

These commems fiod thot substantial portion, of the drafl EIR as inued need revi~ion 
Md amendment. and substru,tial ~hortcomingl in the e,<irting dmft document exist, to the point 
where• revised drafl EIR ~hould be prepared Md it.sued for new public review and comment. 
Amendmeut oftbe proje.:t as proposed may also be necel'-.sary. I l>ereby request that a revised 
draft EIR be S-O prepared. Should the City detcnninc not 10 imie a new draft BIR, pursuant to 
ceQA Guidelines Sec. 15089 I hereby request ll1a1 an l'Xplirit period of time not Im than 30 
days~• pw,~ded by rhe City for the public and those making comment8 on the dn,ft to re,iew 
the proposed final ErR. prior to any pubUc hearings or formal con,ideration by the City of the 
EIR or the project. 

Please notify me when respo= to comincm• ate available, e11d forward to me r~ponst~ 
and 1be proposed 6nal ELR document. 

-

Srllool~ & School lmpad Analy1i, (pp. 4.11-? through 4. 11-10) 

The draft EIR aolllyz~ ochools impact using 1999-2000 school enrollments to compare J 
against rhe lidded enrollment ol'tbe projea house•. Vear 2000-2001 e!lfollment levels are now 
avnilablc lo provide a more acc<.lfllle current-ye.1r impact ~nalysi'l. These more current 
l'll!ollm~nt tii,;urc:1 should br presemed. 

More i1nportantly, other geognpbic arens within the Poway Unified School Dimict are yet tol 
be developed under their own~ planning and wning desi8Jlatious. Jr i, mlsl~ing 3Jld 
incorrect to exclude from anely~i, the alrNl!ly-plMned and l.Ofled gencratioo .from rbese other 
undeveloped and underdeveloped arcu. (ln f4':I, CEQA Guidelines, Sec. IS 130 pan graph! {a), 
(b) and (d) require the cumulative impact consideration of~se ot~ gcograplric areas.) The 
draft E IR musi br redo11e in this sec1ioo to ilWllyzc projrot impart no! only in terms of current-
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Regarding the reques1 for recirculation of the El R, please see response no. 
102. The first public hearing on the proj ect cannot be held until al least 14 
days after the EIR has been finalized. The actual hearing dale will depend on 
the docket times available and will be subject to public notice. 

1·1: 2 I See response number 2 17. 

~ 
t::.:.::.J See response number 2 18. 
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year schools enroUni<:nl, but currenlly-p18.llllcd buildout C11rollmfnt a.• w~l1. Thi$ is likely 10 
disclo~ a more significant io1pac1 from tl1c propol'Cd prnjcct. 

P . 4.11-9 top pmu!!Japh, 514les that '\he conveyance of[an cleroen11uy school site] to I.he 
Pow.sy Unified School Distric:t would reduce the project's cu,nulMive irnpa,1 on clemenlllly 
school cap.rciry to below e Jevtl ofsig,,ificancc.." This siarrnicnt at best is incomplr.tc and 
misleading, lnc conveyane<: of land alone for a !lehool do.:s not provide for con.11ruction of the 
schoo~ provision ofston'.11p school materials, hiring ~nd placement of P'r10n11cl, and year-after­
year co111inui11g opern1ir111 com The draft J!IR mu~, rresent \\1teLller tllese additional school 
costs "ill be mtt by the project before mncluding no significant impact. Tllis must be corrected 
in the draft EIR 

ln the followini paras,aph of the draft Effi it appean that thi~ kind of analysis, limited to the 
cons1ruc1ion of school f'lcilitie, only, begins 10 be rrese111ed. The draft Effi does not assess oosts 
and impacts rdatoo 10 ongoins &chool operations Thi, impact mu!! be assessed This parasraph 
funner concludes lbal, since the proposed project will pay "mitigation fees," that thill project's 
contribution of cumulative io1pact will b~ fully mitigated. While there is a gcnc,sl discussion of 
lypes of tees which might apply, the$tl appcw lo be limilc.d to facililies oonsuuotion fees, onl)', 
Ol)ain. 1he costs l>f school operations is excluded. Furtlttr. there is oo clear dcftn.ition of which 
and/or how lllllCn of the gene:rally-discussed consmiction impact fee& will be required to fully 
mitig111e impact from this project 

In tdephooe discussion on Nov. 29, 2000, witl, Sandy Burgoyne, Poway Unified School 
District. andc-0nfim1ed by telephone on Ja.nuacy 3. 2001, it was disc lo~ th~t t~ school dis11ic1 
to date is still involved with Mneso1iarions" with the Sycamore Estates devcloptr, only, oo the 
amo11n1(s) ofimpact flll'S to apply ro Sycamore.ESl.3U'S. Thus, full miti~Atioo ofSyc.,more 
Estates' cumulative impact is nol yet defined. and cannot be pre&e111ed in 1he E1R as fuUy 
roiligoted Further, school district "ncgotho.tions~ with Mont~cito •• to mitig!ll.ion of its impact 
had not evm begun as of Nov. 29. These negotiations must also be completed, and,full 
mitigation defined, for schools C<111struc1ion and operlltion, before the l?!R can conclude full 
n1i1iga1ion of schools impact. 

The dn:rl\ EIR implies that provision of an elcm .. atery school <:ampus on this prnjccl site is a 
necessary objC<'live (d,aft EIR past 3.1 ). Hl,we,·er, in her N1>v. 29 lelcphone di!ICussion Ms. 
Burgoyne discloml that the Poway Unified School District dow llll1.BIUliLf tba1 the Rancho 
E11ra111ada projf(l provide land for an elemer11uy school on this project site. The school district 
c:in instead 1den1ify lwpac, feel whiGh will compensate for acquisition of a differently-locate<! 
school or e.,pMSion of other already-existing or pl.enoed schools. This fact is 001 disclosed in 
the draft ElR, hut should be, u project alternatives which do not include a ~hool campus can be 
more accurately analyr..ed for related traffic impact reduction, as well as reduction of other 
related impacts ,ucb as air quality. (111 oral pre~ntfttions 10 the Scriws R.alich commu,ury, the 
projecl ap1>lican~ have represented 1h31 their project bomc5 would gcncrJle. 75% of the 
enroUmenl c,fthe on-project elementuy school However, the figures of the draft filR [p.4.11-8 
e:t seq] iJldicale that clemcnllll}' enrollment g~eratoo by this project would total 439 studc,its at 
build--0m. Per Ms. Burgoyne, tho planned cnrollnient capacity ufa Poway Unified School 
Di~rict elemenwy school is 710 students; the draft IilR cites up to 800 ltudents Thus. this 
project is projected to g~erate about S5% of school enroUment at build--0u1. This dit11:rence 
may alter projcclions of traffic \rips projected to be ge,mated b)' the school use es pan of this 
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1374 I In 1998, the California Legislatme adopted Senate Bill Number 50 (Stats. 1998, ch. 
407) and the California voters approved Proposition I A. Toge1her, SB-50 and 
Proposition IA reformed the methods of school construction financing in 
California. Through the State School Building Lease-Purchase Program. California 
has provided much of the money for school districts to buy land and to construct, 
reconstruct, or modernize school buildings in the K-12 system. In order to receive 
money under Proposition I A, school dislricls must meet certain requirements. 
Districts receive a higher priority for stale funding of a project if 1hey provide 50 
percent of the project cost with local funds. Local school districts raise funds for 
school buildings in three main ways: I) Local General Obligation Bonds; 2) Special 
Local Bonds (Known as "Mello-Roos" Bonds); and 3) Developer Fees. Slate law 
authorizes school districts to impose developer fees on new construction. These 
fees rnay be used only for cons1111ction and reconstrnction of school buildings. The 
developers of the proposed Rancho Encantada project must pay the statutory 
mitigation fees. Under California Government Code §65995(11}, payment of lhe 
school mitigation fees required under SB-50 constitutes full and complete 
mitigation of project-related impacts on the provision of adequate school facilities. 
California Government Code §65996(b) prohibits public agencies from using 
CEQA to deny approval of a project based 011 the project's impacts 011 school 
facilities. Thus, it is not relevant that the precise amount of school mitigation fees 
has not yet been determined. Moreover, a projection of future operation costs for 
schools is beyond the scope of1his EIR. 

1375 I See response number 220. 
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project as propo~) Project objrctivrs as presented in rhe EIR (p. 3-1 and elsewhere, including J 
in altmiative$ analyse~) should analyze the e~clusion of a school campus on site 

Projtct ~criptwn (pp. J..l lhrough 3-34) . 
P. J-1 , Sec. J . I, the drat\ EIR prese111s the "ov«all go;sl'' oflbe project 'lo provide a ,,Ariety 

of singlerfamily detached 1t11d alfordable multi-farnily nttachod residenlial unils in a manner lhnl 
isgeneral~I' consist~nl with applicable plans, policie~ and regulations" (emphasis added). Why 
should !he goal be to be gencn,lly coosistem? Why nor be as consistent a~ possible oc 
pr3Clicable with applicable plans, polic-ies and regulations? The draft BIR. in fact, preseots three 
project alternatives wl,ich are more consistent wilb applicable plans, policies aod regulntions . 
. ,nd (see below) there are likely orber re11SOnable alknl.alives which are escn o,orc consistent. 
This should b~ COCfeded in the draft ElR 

P. 3-2, third full bullet p3.1•8Japh from the top: A specific project objecli1•~ ii described, to 
"provide public facilities, infr!ISlruCTUre. parkland and institutional land usrs ,wo,s,;ary to service 
the fulure ,,sidenl•'' (emphasi1 added). This implie.s and gives the reader the idea that al.I aspects 
ofpuhlic facilities and institutional land use proposed in the pr(ljecl are necessary. How~er, as 
se(n above, the proposed elemeotasy school a,\ part of the project is not ne:cessal)'. In f.u:i, 
l(,c;ning an etemenl"')' school here tll<tly lncreas~i s.:h,x,l-related tnffic impacts r:l!her than 
locatinl! tile &e.hoo! clo~r lo moS1 of its student generation. Ac:-comrm1dati.n1! the school ,..;thin 
!he project appears to reduce rbe siz.e of lhe public park proposed, making it infeasible to provide 
space for the most ne«led of park functions in the Scripps Ranch/Miramar Ra,1ch North vca, 
3ctive recreation on larger playing fields. Finally, no where is it demons1T3ted or &up(X)l1Cd thai 
the proposed two "iMtitutionat·· laud use pads of1his project :ire o~S$4!)' to se.rve prl~ect 
population. In fact, it is unclear in the documeotalion specilically what lond use• nre to be 
allowed oo lliesc pads. This project objective should be stricken or revised in • revised dnft 
EIR. 

P 3-2, Section J -2, Precise Plan: The second p11tognph slate, that, " !he !!Wdelines induded 
in the Preci,e Pion ore conceptual in nature and are subject ICI refillemeni Md modification 
during the PRO pennit a11d Tentative and finl,I Map stage, of project development." However, 
the prnpo!led project ~~~ not only a gene,at "precise plan." but also fully-<leveloped 
subdivisioa maps. plaruied developmeot applications, and a Jevelopmenr agr!'emenr, 
simullaneo11jly. WhM is the j,urvase oflu,ving a general "precise (llan" at chis time, when fully 
detailed devc!opmeot epplicetions ~ already propo:le<I 1111d !.Ubmine.d n part oftlie same 
project? II app,ars that the precise plan ls superfluous D.lld will have no practical effect, as 
implemenUltion applications, nonnall>· subsequent to a l)J'CC111C plan, are already pr1,ix>Sed. 1l1e 
EIR should addre~s this issue and clarify wh:it, if any, practical purpose lhe precise plan i$ in this 
C,Ontellt. 

P. J -.1, lop paragraph: Thi,1 Slates that "the overall Precise Plan density for the Rancho 
Enc.antada project ~te i~ apprc,,xiovJely 0.3S dwelliog unit per acre (!>4l uni ls maximum/ 2685 
sere; = 0.35 du/acre.)'' Thi• figure and calculation are totally false and misleading. Thi~ 
calculation includes the 248 acre City.owned parcel, which i.1 rt<juired to beret aside as open 
~pace. lndudiog this parcel in calculating or )'lelding deosit.y appears intended to gjve a public 
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See response number 119. 

The word " necessary" has been removed. The EIR appropriarely eval11ates the 
proposed project and its related traffic impacts, including the provision of an on-site 
elementary school. Per the req11irements of the City's Parks and Recreation 
Department, the provision of a 4.0-net-acre public park site adjacent to the 
proposed elementary school site would reduce public park impacts 10 below a level 
of significa nce. I f the elementary school site was not developed wilh school uses, 
the size of the park would be increased to 8.05 net acres as required by mitigation 
measure 4. 11-2. In other words, with or without the proposed school site, park 
impacts would be fully mitigated to below a significant level. The provision of 
"active recreation on lnrger playing fields" in the Scripps Ranch/Miramar Ranch 
North areas and outside of the proposed project boundaries is beyond the scope of 
the proposed project. Also see response numbers 120 and 220. 

The comment is a planning-related issue which docs not affect the aclcq1rncy or 
completeness of the EIR. For information purposes, the Precise Plan is proposed as 
the project's long-range planning doc11mcnt. Implementing aclions such as Planned 
Development Permits and Tentative Trnct Maps may be processed either 
concurrently with consideration of the Precise Plan or subsequent to approval of a 
long-range plan. In this case, Planned Residential Development Permits and 
Tentative Traci Maps are being processed concurrently with tile Precise Plan. The 
E!R appropriately evaluates the impacts that would potentially result from 
implemenlation of all of the discretionary actions under consideralion. 

See response numbers 122 and 123. 
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impression ()fver)' low dtvtlopment intensity, a.nd trot the developtts have voluntarily reduced 
proposed development. In foct, the City-owned parcel is cWTentli• zoned open space, and it is 
unclear why it~ includod in tlus proposed development proje-ct at all, except apparffltly fnr the 
pUTJ)OSt Ill' misrcpre9Cllling density 

Much (If the precise plan arce includini! tbe City-<>wn~ parcel and the cs stem portion of the 
site 3re very hilly, will, dramatically ,;1,ep terntin, not to memion important blological rc.-sources. 
The eastcm ponion in fact is within the MSCP-MHCP regulatory arta, with doubtful ability to 
be built upon. Pre\'lcntlJl8 a blanket "1:n!lt)· allowance over every square foot oflhis area is 
further misleadioi!, giving the faire impression that it would be possible-. environmemally 
deii~Jble, or allowed by regulation to simply bulldou the tntlre area as development paddin11 
Thi! is misleading to the public and to City decisioo-maker, alike-. 

Fwthtr, otner acreage ln the project area will be devoted to other lond use,. including the 
school, pltk, the institutional IMd use development pad?<, and for roadways. 38 5 = are 
propnsl'd 10 be reiainod as e:tisting building develc,pment withln the eastern open space area. All 
thisacrcage should be excluded from any cnlc:ulation of dwelling unit density, so as notto bt, 
Cl•uoted twioe for l1111d use deo.•ilies/intensities, and lo provide a more trne, objecti,e picture of 
de1·elopmcn1 densil)'. 

This portion of the EIR, and any others presenting this purported density 6~rc (e.g. see 
below), should be re-..,,Titleo to remo1•e any such allusion Ill thi, kind of«overal\ density" of 
proJ)Oscd devclopmcm. Dtnsity yield should be stated without including the Cily-0,.1100 parcel, 
eliminating or di~ounting the eastorn MSCP portion, and stating dell5ities in net instead of gcoss 
figmes. An)1hing less is misleading. not btfining the objectivity an.I purpose ofan El'R under 
C£QA 

P. 3-4, Sec. 3.2 3, Institutional Uses; Saying that uses allowed ulld..., this laod use category 
"include, but are not limited tCI . . . " is not sufficient disclosure oft he specillc range llf uses 
which will be 11.llowoo 11!\der the pruject precise plan, zooiog and development agreem~'-•· 
Somewhere in the drat\ EIR, there should be ,. specific listing of use, permitted by zoning and 
development regulations under this project, or immediate refer<nce to a s«-tioo of exi5ting Ciry 
regulation providing such specific raogc (e.g., specific City zoning provisions). Apparently. 
there i~ no specific delineation to d.ele, either ns disclosed within the EIR or u11der the proposed 
precise plan. Wilhmrt this specific delineation, both the proposed projoct aod I.hi~ EIR are 
inc<lmpk'!e. (For e~ample, rraffie analy!i1 c.innot be oompletcd without koowill8 whnt laild uses 
\\ill be allowed on this acreage.) 

P. 3-4, Sec. 3.2.4, Open Space: Again hero, it is mislc.uli.og to dcicribe .!hi& project as 
"prestrVins•· as open space, that arta of248 acres which is already owned by the City of San 
Die.go as open space, :Ind Ol\W wnod by the City under an e~isting open space zone de!>ignation 
It is unclear why thi1 acrc.:ige is included under this prQject and its pm:ise pla.n. at all. This 
acreage should not be providing any del'elopmem allowance for the remainder oftbc proposed 
project lll'ea. Art thetc m ditfc1enc~s proposed under 1his project, as to what cen happen to or 
be dc111e on this •crcage? ls there any difT\'fent land use regulation or allowa.nce oo this acmige, 
c<'mpnriog cxi9iog planning :111d zoning to the propo!'td project? If so, this should clearly be 
di~closed in the EIR; 1be EIR should be r&-dooo &ad re-issued for a MW public review period. 
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J 3so j See response number 120. 

J.181AI See response numbers 126 and 127. 
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P. 3-4, Se<l. 3.2.5, Revegewed Manufactured Slope~: Thi~ se<:1ion starts, "&1erior 
ma1rufac1UJl!d dopes uqr,irccl to suppon development .. . . " (empha,is added) This is aeedles,ly 
mislcadiog. Such manufactured ,lopes. In their e.'1eot and their location, are not r.~ to 
suppon 9ite developn,ent. This i~ clear in the prfSl'1ltation of several projeci alterrotives which 
each substantially red1,ce grading. Tt i$ m(lre acwrate lo say, "Bi,.1eriar lllllnufacturcd slopes 
which the propoEe,d project propo~ to create .. .. " 

Punher, between Sections 3.2.4, 3.2.S, and figure 3-1. the reader i~ given the impression tlml 
all arru oolo1ed "open space gieeo" on figure 3-1 wilt be w,tural, undisturbed open sp-ai:-e. The 
project's proposili for utility conneciions includin11 water service. sewer service and drainage, as 
well as other improv<"fflents, will heavily impact the "operi sp11oer pe-riphery of developmem 
pads. Grading to install such facilities aad pmt1Ment im(lfovementa 10 maintain access to such 
focililie• such a, acce .. roads, will l.ugely cc,mpromise surrounding \>pen ~pace, iuctuding 
MSCP-MHCP designated open space. This 1hould be clearl)' de&eribed in Section 3.2.4, and 
shoWTI on the map figure J-1 Th.e ocreage of open space laud to be so compromised sbould lie 
disclosed. -

P. 3-S, figure 3-1: Again, 1he prt1.!e!IUltion of dweUiog units per acre figures in rhc Totals row -
of tbe ''land use absnact" table, is iW1ccurete llntl misleading Not 01tly should the 248 a,-res of 
the City-owned parcel be excluded ftom this calculation; acreage devoted to oth.-.r lend uses, 
iucluding ins1i1U1ionel, 1he ich<>ol and parl., the 38.5 acres <revoted to e~isting buildings, and the 
projcc1 road1Vays, Mould alro be cxcludt'd, so as not 10 be counted towards more than one land 
use, Excluding the MSCP open space area wlll yield a further, subsiantlally-lncreased uue 
density figll1c This page and ,iruilar rcforcoccs int.he draft EIR oood to be correded, and a 
revised draft EIR c.ircutated for pulilic review. -

'P. 3-9, Water Plan and S<!wer Plan As dli'SCribed here, water Bild sewer lines are proposed ] 
over open ,pace are·,11. including MHPA-designated open ~pa~ prese<ve Ea.~em~t~ over such 
line,. and "a 15 foot v.<ide all-wealher maintenance (pcnruocntly paved] road" wlU cc,mpromise 
this open space Presumably, !!Jading will also be necessary to lay the lines. and make easement 
access road~ drivable. The draft Em should dh:close spe<:ifically how much gradiog is 
necessitated, how much acreage of optn space artt is so compromistd, and the lint ar dislance of 
such line$ 1111d roads. 

Pp. 3.10 and 3-15 and fii,'Ule 3-6. Oteirui11e Plan: Again, substurtial utility facilities off-site 
of1be residential pMlded arras and within the projecl •·open •pace" a1eas, will substan1i.ally 
cnmpmmi~e opeo space Integrity. ){01 onl)' drainage llnes/swales, but also Qr.lded deiention and 
desiltalion bai;ins are proposed. Twelve desihation and detentilln basins are i11dic:a1ed on figure 
3-6 within o~n sJ).'lte Howcivrf, the e,.1ent of grading aod brush <:learance ~ific3Uy to 
ac.)()ntmoda1e 1h~e facilities is not illdica1ed on any gnphic, notably, figure .~-1, and a separate 
delioe.ition of J!J11diog (\·olume. and area CA1ent) for these tacil~ies is nol disclosed. This should 
be. including those volume, and e'dents in open space. 

J>. 3-'.32, Section 3.8, Developmenl ,\greement Amendment Thi, brief paragraph is wholly 
inadequ31e as a clear description of the nature of the amendment ofan "xisting development 
agrecroenl. What are the tcnus of the exlsliog egrecmcnl, and how ,pecificolly does the 
proposed projeCI propo~e to change terms and circumstances for che ~ile and tJ,e City? None of 
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IJ81el See response number 128. 

I Jsi l See response number 129. A footnote has been added to Figure 3- 1 which states 
tha1 u1i l ity improvements and trai ls are included in the open space acreage. 

I J83 I See response numbers I 02, 122, 123 and 130. 

J .184j See response numbers 129 and 134. 

See response number l 36. 

I JR<,I See response number 141. 
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1his is cnrremly prc~med, ln this cllaptcr, Project Description; in Chapler 2, Environmental J I J8o I 
Se"ing. where the anture of the current developmmt oiveemerrt should be present~d; or in 
Chapter 4, Impact Analysis. This should be fully c:lcKJibcd in a revised draft EIR, made 
al'ailable for a new public revie,w period, 

Alleme1n·n Aoaly1is (pp. 9-J throvgb 9-48) 

P. 9-1, founh panigraph: The entire Alrern.ativrs Analysi~ seclion ofrbe draft EIR j .1s1j 
asSllmes that all other project alrcmalives should be asse!'.ml as though old City development 
regi,!etioM ,, outd appl>• T here I• no e,q,IRnatloo provided for the reason for this analysis 
assumption. In fa.:t. this par38Jeph soea oo to adruit thal any new de,•etopment propos:it ll£l1.l!ht 
be subjcct to the Cit)''s uew 1egula1ions. This analysis asSWTiption appears to be m.,de without 
nlf1il. All of the allemalivu analyud in this scclion should lherefore be re,ised to iw.1ead 
asruu,e the Cit,'s uew •e{!lllariofts. This should be done through a revised draft EIR, subject to 
new public diitrib111ion and review. 

Pp 9-1 & 9-2, S~on 9.1.1, Phase Shift Aherualive: This t1ection, presenting an I ,JR$ I 
allmullivc "considered but rejec1ed," preseals a phase-shift attemative a, one where "the land 
use plan w..u.liLdrsign~lo more intense use ofthf: land tban that proposed by the Project . • . i1 is 
also ltk~.Y lhat more land ares would be dist urned under the Phue Shift Altemath•e as compared 
10 the proposed Pro,ie<.'t Md 1h31 the MI-IPA woold nol be expanded . .. .'' [emphasi~ added] For 
tbig reason, the draft EIR rejects and d= nm 80&lyze a phase shift ~lttrn.ath·e. 

Thrre is no jusrificelion for these 85sumplions in the rocord (J\5 an aside. it is difficult to 
realiSlicslly accept a more i01ense use of thit land than thi~ project propose!!. It is challensable 
that the prorosed pr\,Ject, in fa1.'t, qualilie, for consideration without a phase .,bifl; the intensity 
and urb•n•ll'Vel of de,velopmenl proposed appean sub5tantially beyond the level oflind use 
describt'il and intended -without • phase shift in Council Policy 600-29.) The preaumed value of 
land propo~ to be added to MHPA area by thi~ projecr is l!Ubstanlially limited in reality. by the 
many dis1w{ian«~ to !his area which this projecl includes {:iee above). More important, a mere 
a~un1p1lon without ju'1ification that pb:1.1e shill development must be more intense, dlmub e 
greater land area, Md/M entail more Impacts 1han th~ proposed projec.t, is iovalid and is nor 
•upponed by CEQA No C\ideoce is prcserrted 10 suppon this presumption, and its acceptilDCe 
as a mere opinion is not supportable. The draft E.IR should be revised to include GC1osideration of 
any phase shift alternative. A 11ew drall ElR ~outd be provided for 11cw public dis1ribu1ion and 
review 

Pp. 9-2 & 9-3. Section 9.1.2, No Pre<:i&e Plao/Altcmathe Access Alteraative: It is 13891 
iJ11e1e.stillj! to note 1h11 this section pm1eD1s 11.9 a "projc:c1 alternative, oonside,cd but rrjecled," the 
original project applications which the proposed Prc;,jrct still is lraclcing under. A5 desaibcd in 
the dran EfR. Inc propcmd project is raquested to continue t.o have old City dewlorment 
regulations (the Rl'O inrtead oftbc ESL) apply,~ the original applications were "ac<:<p!ed 
118 c<>mpktr'' ood constitute the application Sllbmittal$ under wtiioh this Projed is now l>eing 
ronsidercd by rhe t:;iry This section goes on to descnhe the substa/lliw differences between lhe 
propo~d Projccr, and the origi11al applications. 

This appcan< 10 describe a situation where the applicants wi&b to have their cakt, and eat 
it. roo Since the 8J)pliunrs ~ to wbstan1i.1Uy modify their project . .1nd ~ 10 delay any 
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See response number 234. 

See response number 117. The State CEQA Guidelines state 1hat the EIR should 
also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were 
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and brieny explain 1hc reasons 
underlying the lead agency's determination. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminme alternatives from detailed considera1ion in an EIR arc: (i) failme to meet 
most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (i ii) inability to avoid 
significant environmental impacts. The discussion of the Phase Shift Alternative in 
the Rancho Encantnda EIR is consistent with the permissive requirement in CEQA 
that an EIR should contain only a brief. general discussion of alternatives 
considered but rejected during the scoping process. Section 9.1.1 of the EIR 
explains that the Phase Shift Alternative was rejected because it would cause a 
substantial increase in environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project. 
In 01her words, the Phase Shift Alternative would be infeasible due to its inability to 
avoid significant environmental impacts. The commentor challenges the conclusion 
that the Phase Shift Alternative would be more intense, disturb a greater land area 
and entail more impacts than lhe proposed project. As explained in response 
number 117, the proposed project would result in a zoning change from a11 
industrial zone allowing intense development to an agricultural zone that is less 
intense. Pursuant to Council Policy Number 600-29, land within a Future 
Urbanizing Area is generally 10 be maintained as an "urban reserve" and is subject 
to certain development options without a phase shift. By contrast, development 
rights are increased upon a phase shift to the Planned Urbanizing Arcn. For 
instance, Council Policy Number 600-29 states: "During the planning period, 
however, some land in this [Future Urbanizing] area may need to be shifled to the 
Planned Urbanizing Arca in order to meet presently unamicipatecl demands to 
enable the land market to operate more freely." In addition, the commentor 
challenges the conclusion that the proposed project qualifies for consideration 
without a phase shift This point is nddressed in response number 117. The 
comment regarding the presumed vnlue of 1he land proposed to be added to the 
MHPA area by the proposed project is noted. 

Comments are noted. Application review and processing by the Cily of San Diego 
causes changes in project design as applicants respond to changes and requests 
made by the City and others on their proposed projects. The applications under 
consideration by the City and evaluated by the EIR renect plans that have 
undergone several cycles of City review and resultant application modifications by 
the applicants. Once an application is submilled to the Ciiy, ii is not required lo be 
withdrnwn as a result of minor or modern le design changes. Thus, the El R is 
correct in noting that the sub_jec1 applications were accepted as complete by the City 
of San Diego in 1999 and thal the applications are being processed under the pre-
2000 City Municipal Code. II is approprin1e to include the original applicillion 
design as a project alternative •·considered but rejected" because the design was 
submilled to the City for consideration, but was rejected because the adjacent 
jurisdiclion (Ci1y of Poway) stated lhat lhey would 1101 allow primary access to the 
project 1hro11gh 1heir city limi1s. Also see response number 152. 

-
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Cil)' wnsidenuion or processing under the ,lrigioal proposals while they themselves fashioned a 
preciS(I plan and altcrcd projects for City considerAtlon, and since tbis section of the current drllft 
TIIR presents !hr orieinal appliClll.ions as a different projecl, "considered but rejected," it app~l'l 
clear 1ha1 wlut is n()w propo,ed is in fact a new a different project submittfll tb1111 the original 
application&. There is no reasoo for the propo$ed project to be considered under old Cily 
regul&1ions, :md tbe curreotly-adopted regulatiorui should apply for both Cily considetalion. and 
ElR analysis The draft EIR should be redone accordinp.ly, and providt.d for a new public 
distribulion and public m~ew. 

This project alternative would provide alrem.ative automobile access to the oonh onto 
Beeler Can)'On Road, as opposed to funneling all traffic out to Pomerado Road at a ,ingle ~=ss 
point. The possibility of some impacts from a specific ro:ulway connection as described is given, 
but is 001 weigh«! agairut po.,ible niduced lraffic impacts onto Pomerado. Throe other project 
rutcmatiws in lhc allernati,·cs chapler of the draft BIR also provide for somealtemale access 
onto B~clr,-Canyon Road_ However, there are omcr pos,ibililics for roadway COMections north 
in10 Poway. diO"tre,11 from that described here (Note, the other draftEl.R cowmenls pro•ided by 
the Scripps Rancb/Miram!II' R.sncb North Community.) The proje« draft EIR altematives 
section sboold be reviwd to specifically include a project alternative with ultcma1e automobile 
acce,, nor1h into Poway 11!1 >'llggrsted by the Scripps Ranch com.o,uoity comment~. A new drat\ 
llffi should be provided for new puhlic distribution and review. 

P. 9-3, Section !>.1.J, Altero~th·e Sites: It appears that this 11ection limits comider.rtion of 
alteroa1ive sites to areas withlo th<- City of San Diego, and only to cer1aln area.• a.• described. 
The.re is no reason for this limitation of alteJlllll6 area oonsida-fttion: available ncreage within or 
near the City of Poway or in the vicinity of Escondido. for example, may and should be 
considered. Fl1nhcr, it appears tha1 this !\Cction limilt consideration to land site, ofappr,,:\. 2,600 
acre, The only reason the current proposed "project site" l• 1his large, i~ that it artifici:illy 
include, 268 acre5 ofCity-o,med open spa<.c (note abo,·e); and tb.11 a sub!Unlial J>Ortion of the 
project grO$S acreage is within the designated MSCP/MHP A planned ecologkal preserve. The 
number of dwelling units and other land development proposed by 1hr. current project can easily 
be achie,·ed by land of subst:urtla.lly smaller size. It is 1otally unneeessary thal ahero31e proj•..:t 
i ites be Z,600 = in area. and Alternative site ccmsideration should not be so limited. (Further, 
si,nply be<l8use the currcN project appLicams "do not [ curremly J own any other parcel, of land in 
the proximity of the project met [whicb is aho not wpportcd by any evidence in the ,ecordi is 
110 rea.= lo not consider altemative site,. These current applic,1ats did not originall)' (IWn this 
site, and ii is 1101 clear that they hi foci now owu the currenl si1e in fee.) 

Thus, there art no CEQA-~upported reas.oo1 for e)(cluding alternate project site aruilysis 
from consideration in this El.IL A new draft ElR ,bould be prepared which includes oltcma1ive 
site IILWysi9, provided for new ptJblic distnlmtioo and re,-iew 

Pp. 9-4 -9-\2, Section 9.2, No l'rojtcl E.11i6ting Zoning Alternative. This r.ection 
attempts to JlrC!'elll an allemative w11crc full site dcvclopmcn1 would happen und<'r current 
wning desi11n.a1ioo1 (suburoo.n r~identia.1 aod industri~). desigll8100 a.~ a "no project" 
nltcn1Ath·e. CEQA Guidelines Soc. IS l 26.6(c) dcfule• tbc CEQA oo-proje..'1 altemative. 
Subf.Cction (c)(2) says "the 'no p~c,• analysis mall.discuss the existinlj conditions [of the site] 
et 1he mne the nolioe of prepara1io11 is published, or .. . a/ the time em-ironmerrtal an3lybis is 
co1n.mc,n~d. ~ wltst w01dd be~ c~pected to occur in the foreseeJble furure if 
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See response numbers 152, 153 and 154. 

CEQA only requires a detailed analysis of alternative sites in limited circumstances. 
State CEQA Guidelines provide 1hat the key quest ion and first step in analysis is 
whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 
substantially lessened by putting the project in anolher location. Only locations that 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significalll efTec1s of1hc project need 
be considered for inclusion in the EIR. Section 9.1 .3 of the Rancho Encantada EIR 
stales the conclusion that no feasible allernativc silcs exist for the proposed projecl. 
The EIR also explains the reasons for this conclusion, as required under Stale 
CEQA Guidelines. The EIR states that "[p}o1e111ial sites irere emlumed accordi11g 
ro six pri111arr criteria: I ) existing /a11d use a11d al'((i/ab/e urban i,!fi'astrncture: 2) 
land use desig11mio11 and zoning: 3) e11viro11111e111a/ com1mi111s; 4) al'ailabi/i1y.for 
pril'((JC' del'elop111e111: 5) accessibility: and 6) 011·11ersl11iJ," The El R lists several 
polential alternative sites within lhe City. None of !he potential sites 111e1 1he 
specified criteria such that the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 
substanlially lessened. Therefore, " [11]0 a//emmi11e siles were cv11sidered 
reasonable altematives 1111der the pruvisio11s ~j'CEQA." CEQA does not require any 
more detailed explanation of the aherna1ive project sites than comained in the EIR. 
Fmther, there is no authority under CEQA to support the commcntor's proposition 
that the EI R is required to examine a broad range of properties in varying sizes and 
various locations outside the City limits. Finally, under State CEQA Guidelines, it 
is relevant in assessing lhe feasibility of allernative sites. and particularly 1he 
economic viability !hereof, that !he applicant does not own other parcels of land in 
the proximity of lhe project site suilable for developmenl or 1he proposed project. 

J 3921 Sec response number 237. 
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the project were not approved, based on amen! pluu and C(>nslstmt with available infrastructure 
and co•nmunity st'f'Viccs" [emphasis added) The currcnl draft EIR.does !!Qt present exis1i11g site 
conditions (moslly no11-<feve!oped) as part of its no-project presentalion. Further, what this 
section pre$Cnls M "no-project" development ia not reasonable, 110r doe~ it appear feasible This 
section itself admltt rhat this development s,eenario (p. 9-7, sa:ond paragraph} "would result in 
land use con11il'1s with Couooil Policy 600-29/Proposirion A BSSOCiated with the development of 
ma11lllacturins uses. . _n Additiooally, it i5 asaiu challengable that lbe level of land use OUllined 
~re would be permitted wltbo111 a phase shift, and therefore does not qualify as land use 
consi~tent \\ith current plans. On both the!{: ground 11, tllii ~cenario is not rellSOnablc or fcasiblr. 
under current plans and reg111aJions. 

In any case, there is no evidence io the record that iodu~rlal site development Is 
reasonable. T~ e~isting site indumial zoning is an old hold-over, iaoonsistcnt with Ci1y 
planning inc,ludtng 1be PUA limitations on this site. (This zoning has s.imply never been 
reviewed for i1s looon~istcacy ftnd considered for re-placement) Nor ts il expc;:ted that sucb 
lnduMcial development would make economic sense, given this site'a location remote from bigb­
capac,ity acoe1s and lack of infm1111cture to 5Uppon it. {la fact, the draft. EIR, in presenting a 
proposal 10 cnei1d sewer service 10 lhis site ,orne rv.·o miles in order to aupport the resldentiBI 
dtvctoprncn1 proposed, 11re&ent1 c,,idence that infrastrncture is missing to support the level of 
inc!u~\ uJe outlined in this semon,) 

Ref CEQA GuideliJies Sec I S126.6{t)(l), Feasibllily: "Among factors that may be 
laken inlo oon,idcralion when eddre,.ing the lea.sibilily of ahmm1i,·cs are aite ~uiW>ilil)', 
~ onomic viabili1y, availabiti1y oflnftas1111cmrc, gfl~ plan consistency, olher plans or 
rt1111b1ory limharions . . , ." There is no evidence in the record that the industJial scenario 
01rtiined here rucels any oflhesc crileria On 1be cordr&ry, common $<!1l&e dictates 1he oppositc, 
The draft ElR sbould remove Ibis current "no project" 11Cenario, and be redone \Vilh on~ wflich 
follows CF.QA guidelinei, including the prel'Cntatiou of exist in& site conditions. If a 
development sceMrio is included, it mun be consistent with the wbstantially limited land use 
op1ions rc.uonahle conslder.ible under c-urrenr FlJA desi&nlllion. 

P. 9-6. as noled above, there are no reasonable grounds for asf.llming that the oUlline here 
ofresidcnlial aod industrial u5c is reasonable or feasible. Additionally, after dedication of o~n 
space on tho cast em edge of the site .is required for MHPAoonservation, there are no grounds 
presented lo supjlor1 or jU.(lify the levtl of ir1consily prcscnled for the Sycamore Est:rle sub• 
por1iou, Con1eque111ly, the analyses following ofpresumoo imp~ct cannot be oo:epted as 
ju11ificd Particularly, the level of traffic Impact 01~lincd for thls aitcmacive on pp. 9-9 and 9-10, 
ond pr~nted :IS contrast to the proposed projec1, cannot be accepted. There is no evidence in 
lhe record that Ibis level of industrial developmenl, particulnrl}•, is either rea&<>nable or feasible a1 
this site. Fun her, the ra1e ofttaffic ge11era1ion pre1ented for mdustrial (200 ADT/~cre) is the 
highest pee-acre generation me for indusl!ial development provided by SANDAG for S:in Diego 
Reglc,n traffic genrr41iC>D rates. There is no informalion in the record to suppor1 1he presumption 
of this highest gc-nmlion rale as conrrGSt to lhe proposed proj<ci. 

Pp. 9-13 - 9-20, Section 9.3, No Project Minc,-al Rc:;.owce Extraction Altrrnath·e: This 
,tction altcmpts 10 maintain the Montecito porti11n \1flhc first "no project" all~rnative and add to 
it. a decades-long al!l!feg.lte extr:iction use. the time-frame outlined fur mineral e~1raction is 75 
yem. Note above; 1he &ame sboncoming regarding a lack. of elllsting-conditions discussion 
applies to this "no projeci" altemative- di.sclusion a, it doe, to lbe preceding. ruid it may again be 
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See response numbers 117, 266 and 267, The No Project - Existing Zoning 
Alternative falls within a reasonable range of project alternatives under the "rule of 
reason" described in the State CEQA Guidelines, CEQA does not require an EIR to 
provide a detailed explanation of why each particular project alternative is feasible. 
Nonetheless, Section 9.2.1 of the Rancho Encantada EIR explains that the mix of 
residential and industrial uses as well as the level of intensity under the No Project 
- Existing Zoning Alternative are consistent with the exis1ing zoning designations 
for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites. Among other factors, site 
suitability and economic viability are relevant as part of this feasibili1y analysis 
pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines. The cornmentor's emphasis on a land use 
conflict with Council Policy Number 600-29/Proposition A is not a reasonable basis 
for disregarding this project alternative entirely, There is no indication in the EIR 
that this land use conflict is signi ficant and unmiligable, Moreover, the EIR 
explains that the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would avoid the 
significant land use impact of the proposed project resulting from an inconsistency 
with the Industrial Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan. In this regard, 
the project alternative complies with the requirement of the State CEQA Guidelines 
which slates that the discussion of project alternatives shall focus on alternatives 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of 
the project. 

See response numbers 117, 239, 266, 267 and 393. Section 9.3 of the Rancho 
Encantada EIR explains that the No Project - Mineral Resource Extraction 
Alternative would avoid the significa111 cumulative natural resource impact of the 
proposed pr~jcct as well as the significant land use impact of the proposed project 
relalecl lo inconsistency with lhc lnduslrial Element of the Progress Guide and 
General Plan. In this regard, the project alternative complies with the requirement 
of the State CEQA Guidelines in !hat the discussion ofprojeet alternatives shall 
focus on alternatives which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening <1ny 
significant effects ofthc project. The commet11or questions the feasibility and 
reasonableness of the No Project - Mineral Resource Extraction Alternative, As the 
EIR explains, the Montecito sub-project site would be developed in the same 
manner as discussed for lhe No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative, The EIR 
also explains 1ha1 mining activities on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would 
be permissible after preparation of a Reclamation Plan. Among other factors, site 
suitability and economic viability are relevant as part of this feasibility analysis 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines. The approximate extent and depth of the 
mining area for this alternative is based on the approximate amount and extent of 
the underlying aggregate resource, 
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challcgeab!e whether an inten$h·e and extensive "!!gregate mining and proe<:~lng <>pn-ation as 
outlined is C()nsistent with current regu!Btory limitations under the FUA. 

Pp. 9-13 & 9-14. Sec. 9.J. I This alternative description as=e• that 970 acres would be 
suhjet1 to as._cuegote mining, in aswath of:?50 acres "at any l!iven time". In additicm, it is $impl)' 
ns:1umed that the use would additioually include oo-9ite process plant operalicms, and an asphalt 
or concrete batch plant It is further ~imply aswmed that a depth of mining ,,r 400 ft. would be 
a.llowcd 

There is fill infonmtion in the record and no justification provided to support this c:<tent 
of ai~un,e,d niirting and proces,i"l!, Even beyond the limililfioos of the FUA. since the approvol 
ofthh use would be subje1:t to a C<>ndition~I u&e permit. it it just as, if not more reasonable to 
presume that a substantially more limited area would be subject to mining diswrbance, that an 
oo-site processing and bs!ch plant would Doi be approved, and that depth of Dli.oing would be 
resuictcd. 11,e lack ,1fju61i6cstioo for these a~umptions also removes from juS1i1iC.11ion the 
de~ribed dally volume of ex.port, o,e vim.ial quality/lMdforrn alte111tioD impacts. biological 
resource imp:IC!s. and thr transportation impacts bMed on ADT on following pages. 

This cumlnt "no projecf' alternative shoold be removed from the drall E!R. A revise.d 
drMI should be produced, and provided for oew public distriootion and review. 

P. 9-21, Sec 9.4 l. Oewription of the Reduced Project Altemstive: ThiR altfmative ] I .195 I 
includes the siting ofan elrmentary school. Note comments at>ove. tlle provision ofa school 
campus as part of this projed is not re<fUired hy tlle Poway Unified School District, and i~ nor 
required to reach necefjsary project objectives. Since thi~ alternative jg provided to reduce 
proje1:1 impacts, it appears logical to diminatc the-school campug from thi& altelllllri,·e for 
poteotiru further impact reduction. 

Pp. 9-27 and 9-28, Se.:. 9.5.1, De&Griplion of the Reduced Grading Alternative: ll i$ not I 396 I 
explained why "it is assumed 1b11t ~,·era I access points would be c11abll$hed with B~ler C~nyon 
R().1J," although the re.ider can guess th81 this is for the purpose ol'rcduciog required !!f3ding. 
Tt,i, should be clearly c~plained, rathef' than .inst 3S!(1med. Fwther below, "it is assomtd that 50 
% 1>fthe lot are.a would be distm11ed by grading and construction . . . ," Md cm page 9-28, •~he 
50% impact assu01ptio11 has boon ch()seo all a wom c~ 11Cenario; ho1Vever, ba!ted on 
topographic constraint:! It is likely that 35-30"/o of cach lot v.ould be irnpa~'tc-d If this Alternative 
we<e to be in,plem~nted, aetual impacts would~ v~ssed ,,n a lot·by•lot t>asis 31 the time ao 
application was mooe to develop each custom home site." lt is not necessary to make a 50°/4, 
impact assumption or to wait until each lol develops with a custom home 10 assess or limit 
grading impa~ts. L<lt-specific l!J"Mling lirnitations c'.an bt 9i1plitd Uirough l'l1~om devek1p111en1 
limitations, for examplt, by e4.!!emeat restrictions to which the City would be a p,lrt,1·; through 
PRD regula1io11~; or llirough specific plan regulations, or any combination. Such limitations can 
be built in to a project frum the froot-eDd. This project altemaliv" sh,,uld 1"' so revised aod 
~ad!ng impacts re-assessed, for example, at on average 35% grading impact level. 

P. 9-30, Sec. 9.5.2, Rtduccd Grading Alternative land use impact ft!'..~&,ment: fl is staled I 3'>7 I 
that each projcc.t would be subject to the RPO. However. any new project subml11al would, 
presumably, he subje<.'t t,, the""°' ESL regulation~. There is n<, apparCll1 re3Son that it should be 
as.nimed tlw RPO instead ofESL regulations should ~pply, and intpe.ct analysis should take this 
into BCC\11101. It is fiJJ1hC'f stated, "depending on the placement of each hon>¢ on rsch lot, 
potectially significanl impacts C-Oulcf occur to wetlands and steep slopes io excess of the RPO 
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See response number 240. 

See response numbers 241 and 242. A 50% impacl assumption represents a worst­
case scenario. It is recognized, however, that a smaller impact area such as 35% as 
suggested by this comment could occur. Regardless, lhe Reduced Grading 
Alternative as described in the EIR complies wilh Stale CEQA Guidelines by 
providing the decision-makers with sufficicnl informalion 10 allow meaningful 
comparison with the proposed projecl. 

See response number 242. 
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encroachment allowances .. .'' Ago.in, however, there is oo re11,on why a project submittal for 
this altern3tive could not identify and prohibil such encroachmems from the beginning Thi~ 
iltemative land u1e impact a~!'Cssmenl should be so revised. At the end of this paragraph. it is 
st•led that "t\-on1 a land u1e mndpoint. [tb\&} Alternative would not be preferable to the proposed 
Project becau.~c hl,mes \\Onld not be clustered~ Why? As dcscribt'd. thi~ ahenmive will reduce 
impacts below the Jovel of I.be proposed project, ilfespective of the lo1,el of"clustering·• the 
proposed project include,. The regulatory purpose of clustmng is 10 reduce impacts. If tbis 
alternative reduces impacts more than the proposed project, l.ben the proposed project's level of 
cl11~1eriog. just for "rlu9tering's sake," cannot be preferred -Ybis iocorrect a.sses,mcnt should be 
removed f<oni the ,lrnfl Effi 

Pp 9.34 0uough 9-40, RPO Consistent Alternative: Again. since a new projecl 
appli.::uion would be submitted for this alremari"1), there appe:iu to be no reason why the ESL 
would oot apply, tho draft EIR and this alternzth·e should be so revi!led. Thi~ alltmative again 
proposes to include a school on site, described as "needed;" however, note above, a school on 
~ite is not needed as part of any project on this iite. This ahemativ~ can eliminate the school 
developmtlll ~ml 3sses, related further reductions irt impacts. 

This appears to be the only a!te~tive where road My bridging is included to reduce 
ioipacts However, there does not appear to be a reason ·wby the p10posed project, and any other 
ollemativc, c&nMI olsc, include roadway bridging to reduce impacts. Thii sboulrl be reflected in 
a revised draft EIR. 

la foci. there appears 10 be no reason why a nev.• project alternative cannot be crafted, one 
which reduce, impacts more than My other. ln the current draft El'R, three altentatives arc found 
lo be environmenlJll!y superior to the proposed project: the "reduc~ project alternative," the 
"reduced grading 11.lternarivet and the ''Rl'O con~istent alternative." There apJ>Ws to be no 
ruron why the environmentally-sdvantagcous clements of all throo of thC$C cannot be combined 
io a most-,nvirorunenlally advantogcous ahernaih-e. Thia altttnative would include reduced 
numbers of dwellinss. 8trict RPO/ESL coniiste,icy, and 1eguhrtory-imposed grading limi1e1ions 
Elimination of the proposed elco1eatary school carnp11~, roadway b-rh!sing throup.hout 10 the 
maxi mun, f~sible degree, and ah~mlllivc ciic:ulation access north 10 Poway should be included 
for C-Ot15ideratlon The creation of such R new prujl'Ct altellUltive for incl11$ion in a oew draft El.R 
Is fully Wa&lftfetll with the lelfer a11d the intent ofCEQA. ref. Staie CEQA Guidelines Sec. 
!S126.6 , paragrll!>hi (a), (b}, (c) and (f). It seems clear that sucb a new altcmative pr~ent, the 
possibility of optimal rtduction in impac1s, providing a S1Jperior rea.soncd choice for 
con.sidcratlon by ded$ion-mal.::crs and lhe public. The draft ErR should be redone to include 
such alccrnati~e. and re-released for new public review And C<•rnment. 

MiscrllanN>os Other Comninb I A rut or bopart ADAl13ls 

At !he Dccrniber 7. 2000 Scripps R.snch Coinmunity Planning Group mC<.'110£. the applicaoa 
for Rancho E.11canttda ,m,·ciled wfl&t they called a breaklhrough set ofpropo.lals for meet/traflic 
iml"ovemcn1s on Pororrodo Rosd al the 1-15 freeway. Apparently thr-s.: had beco re\'iewed and. 
reportedly, eodoued ta $0me t xtent t,y City of Sao Diego staff C-Onmuy 10 Ole findings oflhe 
draft EIR. 1be appli~ants dtscribe these iroprovemeo1s as nol only fully mitisating what the draft 
ElR finds are unmitigable t~a!lic imp~cts ot'the projec1, t.ut actually briogi.ng oet improvemr01 of 
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See response numbers 240 and 243. The bridge shown in the RPO Consistent 
Alternative would avoid impacts to approxima1ely 0.01-acre (338 square feet) of 
wetlands on the Sycitmore Estates sub-project site. The proposed project fully 
mitigates impacts 10 wetlands through on-site creation and enhancement (see 
mitigation measures 4.3-5 through 4.3-10). As required by CEQA Guidelines, in 
order to approve or carry out the proposed project, the lead agency would make 
findings that state specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make infeasible the project alternatives identified in the final EIR. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project, and the Rancho Encantada EIR sets forth a range of 
reasonable alternatives. The additional alternative suggested by the commentor is 
noted. Also see response number 102. 

The improvements referred lo by this comment would not fully mitigate the 
proposed project's direct and cumulative transportation impac1s. The mentioned 
improvements were initiated by the project applicant as a result of community 
group meetings and arc being explored by 1he applicant with Caltrans. Any such 
measures are not intended 10 replace or supercede mitigation measures identified by 
the City of San Diego in final EIR Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION. The applicant has 
indicated to the City that their coordination with Caltrans will continue. 

- ~ 
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traffic conditic,os. 11 s..-emed thal the awlicants u11veilcd these proposals•• a mean, of 
encoural(ing the community 10 endow: the Rancho Encantads project 

Howe.ver, tliese proposed improvement• appa.reutly do 001 appear io the drat\ EIR, and they 
ate not analyzed cithl"I" as pan of the proposed projec.t, or as traffic miligMion measures. Clearly, 
ifi11c;e additional nieal'Ures ar~ now proposed, the draft EIR mu•t oow be redone in its trafric 
an~lysis to include tJtese proro!llls; 1111d must be re-issued 10 the public for a new public r~view 
period. 

There is an addi1ional issue whic.1, relate, to tJ,e proposed project as described in Chapter 
J of the dral\ EIR, tc, its planning context as described in Chapter 2, and to analysis of its impacts 
related to land use regul3tion ill Cbapter 4. The draft EJR states that the proposed proje,:;t is 
consistent with the City's H •A l~nd use regul~rions, with Council PoLicy 600-29, a11d with 
Proposition A This is based oo summary descriptions of sett ions of Policy 6(10-29. 

( nave re.viewed Council Policy 600-29 in detail, and have re,iewed all ponions l>f1he 
City's muuicipal code ret'efencing the Future Urbanizing Ne8. It appears clear thot, io fact, the 
propo!>e<l projc<.~ is 001 ,:onsistcnt with the iotent, or the lett<:r of Policy 600-29 and FUA 
regulations. 

I have found no reference in the draft E!R as to responsibility for dote1m.ina1ion of 
FUAIPolicy 600-29 consistency However, membe.rs of the Scripps Ranch community h:ive 
been told t!Jat a liuding made b}· Gail Goldl>erg in 1999 was the sourc-e ofthi9 dctennination. If 
this is the case. it ,1ppears that Ml. Goldberg's findi11g was, and i~ in enw. No rca50mMe 
compruison of the proposed project to the intent of Proposition A/Policy 600-29 can lead ro the 
conclusion rhnr this project is consistent. and I hereby challenge this finding. 

fl is clearly 1he intent of Policy 600-29 that, without a phase shin, land d,welopmen1 
under the FUA is tl> be limited to that which is rural and non-urban in chancier. The proposed 
dc:velopmem canoor he under.tood as anylhing but uman, in intensity and in land use content. 
Th~ sbet'r mimber of dwclliog ul\iU proposed, the inclusion of attached apanment units, the 
inclusion of s,~eral acres of"instirutional use," and the inctusil1n ofa full-scale publio 
elemenlary school (up to BOO's111dent1 enr-0ll111e11t) and a public park, in a suburban pattern with 
suburban scale Improvements, define 3 project which is definitely nol rural, but wi>llll io 
char,i,;1er. This development is nol imended, and would t>OI act, a, a ruraJ holding pattern. but 
would c-0ostirurerhc full, uhi.o1ate, wba.o development ofthi& propeny. 

The intent of Policy 600-29 i& that BDy developmem under FUA prior to a phase shit\ be 
under existing zoning. This project specific.ally requests a rezone, for th~ p,upose of increasing 
residential development yield i11 Qrder to realiie the aho\'e-noted scale and intensity. A rerone in 
order to increase development yield is not 0tdlioed by 600-29 and is contrary to its intent. 

lJ1 the preamble of600-29 it Is 111a1ed that that ''\here typically are no community, 
s()t'Cific, or precise plaru either adopted, i.o prepaiation or programmed for this area." The 
proposed development includes not only a p,ecise pfon. but also plaoned developments, 
l'ezoning.<, genetal plan ame11dmtnt, ve!'ling robdivision~ imd development a!!feements, 
coniri1utiny 1he full 1rappings of final-stage, urt>an dcvelopnicn1. 

ti i, clear within 600-29 rti..r proposed development which constltutes urbaniwion is to 
be preceded by a phase shill The finding that 1,0 phase shill is required for this project i~ 
rrro~us. Tht dran Em should be amended to reoognizc this, and re()llue a pb3se sh.it\ prior 10 
the pr,,po~d dcv~lopmml. 
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See response numbers 117 and 388. EIR Section 4.1 describes in detail how the 
proposed project is consistent with Council Policy Number 600-29 and the 
Managed Growth Initiative. The proposed develop111e111 0 11 the Montecito sub­
projecl site utilizes the City's PRO ordinance, which allows cluslered development 
at lhe density permitted by the property's underlying zone. The proposed 
developmem on the Sycamore Estates sub-project s ite complies with the third 
development option set forlh in Council Policy Number 600-29, which allows 
development pursuant to the Planned Residentinl Development regulntions at a 
density not to exceed one dwelling unil per four acres for agriculturally zoned lm1d. 
Thus, despite the com mentor's characterization of the proposed project as urban in 
character, the proposed project complies fully with the limited development options 
permitted tinder Counci l Policy Number 600-29. The commentor challenges the 
conclusion that the proposed project qualifies for consideration without a phase 
shift. This point is addressed in response number 117. The rezoning of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would result in reduced development intensity as 
compared to the intense uses allowed under the current industrial zoning 
designation. The proposed rezoning is thus consis1ent with Council Policy Number 
600-29 and the Managed Growth Initiative. 
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• 11l3nl:. you for the oppor1unity to submit these comments. Please in~lude me ill the Usl of 
persons Co notify when a reviml draft ElR is prepared 111.1d issued. alldlor when re,iponses to 
oon1n1ent~ atf prepar"'1. I lnok forward to the substmlive and complete response tc, these 
,.ontments 

/ in~ ty, '~ 

: __ y~ ,.,-, 
Craig B Jones / ' 
1005S Wildlife Road 
Sm Di,'io, CA 92131 
t.te lkS8) 695-1998 
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--- LETTER OF COMMENT 

January 16, 2001 

TO: Ciry of San Diego 
Planning and D.!velopment Re\~ew 
1222 First Avenue, 5lll Floor 
San Diego, Ca. 92101 

RE: Drali Environmental lmpat:t Report 
Rancho Encan(adu Pre..:ise Plan 

LOR No. 99-1094 
SCH No. 2000011053 

1 am the (h~ner of a ranch residence 011 the north boundary I.we of the 
above stated development plan. My address is 11319 Creek Road, 
Poway, Ca. My property is located in the saine location as the road 
named Beeler Canyon Rd. r own 67.2 acres of land tliere, and have a 
borse boarding business on that propeny. 

I was shocked to receive mid read the above reforenced EIR only to 
discover that my prope1ty is not meutione<l ia the description of what 
lies north of the IJee!er Canyon Rd., yet they mentioned the PowHy 
Business Park and the Cal Mat quarry. Because Beeler Creek runs the 
e.ntire length of my property, the impact of water flow down this creek 
will~ of major coucem to me and the well beiug of my animals. 

T have lived on the property since 1979, and my husband and family 
first built this hm1se in the 1950s. When this home was built, the road 
out in ftout (now known as Beeler Cayn.) was just a dirt road which 
in front <1fthi,i house, skirted southward arol1!1d the eucalyptu~ trees 
\\11ich at this time are across the street from me. Sometime later, the 
road was straightened for more safety for vehicles traveling over this 
din road. This road was paved around 1987 without any 
measurements beiug taken as to proper and legal align.men!. My 
understanding was that General Dynamic,s and Padre Transit Mix 
went in together lo have the paving done. Tn paving the road, they 
followed t11e line.s of the existing dirt road. In the process of paving 
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RESPONSE 

1402 I A reference to this property has been added to EIR Section 2.2.1 . See EIR Section 
4.5 and response numbers 10, 76,149,262, 277,278,279, 311,312,345 and 365 
regarding water flow in Beeler Creek. 

Comment is noted. Potential impacts resulting from proposed use and 
improvement of Beeler Cnnyon Road are evaluated in the EIR. Prior to the 
approval of roadway improvement plans, the City of San Diego will confirm 
the location of parcel boundaries. Resolution of any right-of-way issues would 
be conducted as a part of the improvement plan approval process. 
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the road they put a.~phalt over the top of one of our prope1ty line 
markers. And it was my understanding from what my husband hnd 
told me thnt the boundary line in front of our house for the City of San 
Diego was right in the middle of the now existing road. My husband 
worked 35 years for San Diego Gas & Electric as Gas Service 
Supervisor, so he was quite knowledgeable about boundary lines, 
easement propen.y. etc. 

Obviou~ly, if ooe of our property li.oe markers i~ undcmca1h the 
asphalt of the street (about 2-4 feet), theu the City of San Diego does 
1101 own all the surface are11 of Beeler Canyon Road to the north side. 

My propel'ly mysteriously does not show up on all the aerial maps 
shown in the ElR book. Tt's easy lo spot with a big C shape oo the hill 
above my home. 

lvfy home only sits 40 feet away from the cxistiug pavement of the 
road T could not be safe in my borne with the tremendous inc.rease of 
traffic that this development would incur. 

1 am on well water here and om very concerned about tbe probable 
pollulion of our groundwater that would stem from the fact that they 
want lo drain all water from the developments to Beeler Creek. l do 
not wnul my well. contaminated nor the watc:1-;1 in the Creek, since lhis 
i:; wild animal habitat. It is against the law to pollule streams and 
creeks, and yet this EIR says heavy pollution would oc<:ut from 
pesitcides, fertilizers, automobile rei;idue, etc. and contaminate our 
creek and possibly the aquifer as well. 

TI1ere are 12 re~ideoces in thi~ canyon who are on weUs. There are 
a~1pwximately 40 hors~ who are kepi in this canyon 11Dd need good 
water as well. 

The proposed increase in traffic is 1101 feasible, given the gridlock 
situation on Poruerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway every 
morning and eveiy evening. On Creek/Beeler Canyoo Rd. because of 
the animals,joggers, bicyclists, chihlreo walldng 011 narrow street, an 
increase of heavier traffic would be deadly. Also because this is a 
canyon, the air qu;ility would become cancer cm1siog immediately. 
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The aerial photograph included as Figure 2-4 was flown in 1999 and depicts all uses 
existing at that time, including the referenced address. Al the scale shown, it may 
not be possible for the commentor to clearly pick out individual homes and ranch 
facilities. 

According to the project's Traffic Technical Report, there would not be a 
substantial increase in ADT on Beeler Canyon Road at prnject buildout that 
would cause significant safety issues. Without the proposed project, 200 ADT 
occur on Beeler Canyon Road. With implementation of the proposed project, 
41 I ADT are projected to occur on Beeler Canyon Road. A sensitivity 
analysis for 950 ADT also was conducted for Beeler Canyon Road, and no 
significant impacts were identified (see response number 73). 

See response numbers 151 and 346. A discussion of potential water well impacts 
has been added 10 final EIR Section 4.5, HYDROLOGYl\\'/\TER QUALITY. 

The constraints due to existing traffic congestion were taken into account when 
identifying background traffic growth and the assignment of project traffic (refer to 
page 29 of the Traffic Technical Report). 

See response number 405. 

~ 
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fn the RIR, l see no mention of the Doppler Radar that ~its on a hill, 
d ose to or on the SDGE casement'? Why isn' t this shown??? 

On the mattt:r of wildlife, there are a greal number of deer that roam 
and live up in the area of the proposed development, a!l well as 
bobcat, moumain hon, quail, wild turkeys and coyotes. None of these 
were mentioned in the ElR as ellisting wildlife and they are indeed 
here in abundance. 

And so as you can see, in all these ways tllis proposed development 
will greatly and tragically impact not only this B.:dt:r Canyon Road 
area but the hills and wildlife as well. And since I am the only 
residc:nt with the creek tlowing the c11tire length through my property, 
I will be impacted negatively with more problems to deal with lhao 
most ofrhc other residents hore on Beeler Canyon Road. 

l would sincerely hope rhat future residents of these developments (if 
!his development gets passed) and the construction traffic as well 
could be made to us.: access areas by way of the proposed Rancho 
Encantada Parkway with hopefully a secondary exit to the south, 
perhaps towards 52 freeway, thereby alleviatiug the heavy gridlock 
traffic which we have in this area. There is NO REASON whv Beeler 
Canyon should be used for access ar all . • 
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Sincerely, 

& .~t?.•)'>v f-~ 
CMol Alw Funk 
Creek Road Ranch 
(858)695-9195 
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RESPONSE 

j409 j See response number 232. 

B To date, wild turkeys are not known to be common in this portion of the county. 
The other species were ei1her identified as observed or expected in 1he EIR analysis 
or in Appendices BI and/or B2 of the EIR. 

T he proposed project would not result in any physical improvements or 
alterntions to Beeler Creek as it !lows thro ugh the property of Ms. Funk. In 
addi tion, no significant impacts to the hydrology of Oeeler Creek would occur 
(EIR Section 4.5). The mitigation measures set fort h by EIR Section 4.5 and 
that wo uld be implemented as part of the proposed project would ensure that 
w,11er rnnoff from the proposed project would be treated to the maximum 
exte nt practicable in accordance with the federal Clean Water Act and the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The applicm1t has agreed to not use Beeler Canyon Road as the primary 
construction traffic route. Rancho Encantada Parkway would be used as the 
primary const111ct io11 access route, while Beeler Canyon Road would be used for 
secondary access only. Also see response numbers 98, 13 I, 154 and 169. 
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619 i,'.;/1 i;~J 

AIH9 Bl .JO:~4 FR011:soc,:o l·Jr:C PD!1[tl 6l9-~.?1·6':ISI PAG£•01 

Jtnuary 1,S, :i!CIO i 

To:CiryofS1n Ci~ o 
Le"d Devitloiim'1'll Rf'li...., Oivia)(rft 

ANrntlon· Ort\,\• Kki9 

LOR J<o 99-109-4 
SCH No. 200001 I OH 

o, 

". J.J.<J.(;. S-1..J q~ 

The faUo,.,.ine 1, 1n1cn<k-J' ro note dcllclen.C'J'n 1n 1he ,tm-.-:nenricntd ErR and to pro,itH bockground 
infonn~UOO 0t1 the 8eelC1' Cln)'On lf'N. 

I, WIiiiam E. Woo6 ,c 11"99 Bod.,. Con)IO" Rmd. P ... ,y. C'JI 92064, t,ougM mypr"l""')' Puool I lo, <>f 
lk<,lor C&n)'M Anc, In 1970. At thi, 1imt th..-e _.,,., any h-on ,h, Soa Dl~o•ide ~fllc<l<T 
c .. n,on Rcwd. The: rmd wa,dirt Thi, road WIS &n Q fffl'll'nt ., th• time. f1'-(1T'm11 tOBtt I bulldfns pamll 
ii had 10 be• Jedic;olcd ro.,,j, Threo 1 .. ,.,.tt, a,,d fu.ir yea,o lllCr, I WLS &blo tc, build. 

"' I~< w.,, mJ .r ... ,. p<op,rty. I bough! .111d 9•Y lllJCUCll I J0.fO<ll .. ...,,..,, ond ;, lhi, .._e,11 th,rc Is 
• drain dice>.. fht owner to the v.ut ofm, 111,o htt ud ps)', ruu on a l0•fOOli ea.-.mm t. ThodUeb 
"Brie~ onto bo\h ovt pror«tVeewmt11u, llM-fo h&vf bt-it-n uYff'&I tilnc.s \lit.en thi1 ditc-h hu e'ft1Bawed 
onto OUI pttiptT"1\c,. tr.,.., t.hc EIJl lndk1tu. lhod'rainap is tll ta the nonh ofMon.toci"lo, We'Wlll 1'1avc 
moco "'..,,Cf 10-r.ood m(fe oft~. Addition111.lt~.1he tilt Crom the cut • ~d gtedtd lend w111 clo3 this ditch 
.lod mJJ'.t U1r -1itu..1ion cv(:I'\ worse Wlu1t do )W pllJ\ to do? 

Tbt- E.IR 12)11 that the wcrll. fct 1h• de,,,e,lt,ftmmla 1n1,yfflin •l\d con1-.mir\llt our "'tll 'A'lln. 'Tht E.lR 
Jo<3 not pddrot how1h;, will bo P,OYffllc<I. Tl,l, i:, "TCrll to do tt,;, ro P""!>le. II bas t-oon .al4 lh•l elry 
.,.,., 0$0 be l,tought Into th\,., .. , INl will th• city pay tho monythO"U,ondt ofdollat$ to do thb7 
HofT\N\\\Tleti htrc: hive put ii\ wtlh 111httr npmso alre,.dy. Wo haw aU S)Ut in sq,tie: tanl-:s and le:ach 
I inn ~1 qt.tit;; a,1 t'<ptruc. A, tt,.1, time. O\lr towct o,-p.en, e-, are~ tf chaneas In the ~tc-r table ruin c.na 
1a.<h field\ c.nd if se1.11--n ~inc, ;,.re \,r·""'tM lA. ""'° ¥i'i,U hive. 10 hook in "in6thn txpc:nsc 10 us. We WIii 

tJso h,\-e to pl'ylhe high M~ cat..., on w:iitt't' 1h11 prima,iJy It used towut.c our p-t,,ph'1)' and ~•rdens 
onJ ,..;11,1e,..,, go into th• ~"' 5)'Jlffll, Th• l'.IR piovidtt nomi1lga1i011 to th=da•&•U ond lnjUJtlOO< to 
1ht •~hSenrc,i hc:1~. 

n 1• rc•p,or1 {'If \Yildllri: in t>, , ortJ l1 ,o fk off U\lt ic ls unbeBtv.a:b111. w~ ht\'t dud.::s.,. 1,e.1,bitd~ do-,,T,, Quail, 
11Mlcoldter$. h"'4., lJld f1lc0111. W• h•..-doer. mowuain lion,. bobt.ot.1,)lh._..o~ l'l>)\lln. •nd many 
kinds of ,na<OI ..,d frog, Younc.:d ,o do more t1Udy0111hi,. 

Tht ElR si~-i:s ;,r.1n •lrn-nuivapWI the wide:oi.na of Bcele,o- Can,~ R.oed roa four•lmt road. bot 11 dOe:J 
not addrn:1 whith J"f<',pCTti'1 n 1oin1 Cobo reduotd to do. U,b and the imP=IC1' tht~ ..-.wld hftv" m 
Jb'uC1uru, i""pr0\'t:mtn11, ~lb:. ~.ci. 

I knc,w rhst •his rnsy nor mean linJtbiog IO moot cf rou. bu1 I h••• IO 1<11 )'04< I •m • <dtTWt (Morine) or 
llo,h WWII and lhe K ... ..,, Wo,. I fous)!I In th-..,.,.. (o, =•·sn;hr.. I lhfr11< the rllf)III of"""4 of 
u, ~ ... In lni< n•)UI a,e Jul! SI in\p<IIWIC as th«>< of• lutcr nua,&., of p<'Opl<. 
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RESPONSE 

Comments are noted. 

Drainage patterns would 1101 be changed as a result of the proposed project (see E!R 
Section 4.5, Issue I). All of the properly wi1hin the Montecito sub-projec1 currently 
drains to the norlh and would contimre to do so should the proposed project be 
approved and constrncted. The design of the Montecito sub-project includes 
measures to provide that post-development peak flows do not exceed pre­
development peak flows. Temporary construction BMPs and post-constrnction 
permanent BMPs are required to address erosion and siltation impacts. Sec 
mitigation measures 4.4-2 and 4.5-1 through 4.5-10. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. 

See response number 410. 

See response number 403. 
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&\ 9 22l 6951 

Januory 16. 200 I 

Tu: City of&n l)iogo 
Lsnd O.vdop1oent ReYiew Division 

All(ntion: Drow Kleis 

Re: Ora fl 1:"' iro nmem al Impact Report: Rancho E ncanlado Precise Plan 

LOR No. 99-1094 
SCH No. 2000011053 

We ere the owoors of s 2.2 a.en, lo1 with a residence and hor,e faclli1ie, on Bo>c:t.-r Canyon Road 
in the Cily of San Dir~o. Wr have owned and •~sided OD 1his pro~y li>r the past four and one 
half yeats. We would like lo sut>mit lhe followinM corumems on tlx" aro,i: noted Draft EIR daled 
November 21 , 2000. 

Of Sll'3t co11ccm is th,: truffle Ul\P"Cl tb.a1 rhe proposed pmjcct will have un Pomcrado Road. The 
EIR ~,a,.,. that the project wlll ha,-e s lezti!ica,it impact, bUT there is nu di!eussioo ofpoMiblc 
measure, to ~sen such impact. The pen houn tt11ffic probltrns on Pomel'lldo Road n,ngc from 
stvcrc cMi:rstion 10 ncnr gridlock on a daily b;uis. Additionall)', the congc.stion at the MirOl Mesa 
Boukv:uu ~nd the Scripps Poway Porkw&yl Mc,.,y Road apr,roach .. to l-1~ I>..,,.,., of the "'o™ 
in the. cowity. In foct, a.s we wai1 to turn omc, Pomerado Roa.d each 1110n>Ulll we :,cc brge 
nwnhers of cars ruming off the Pail<:way 10 use Pomerado Rolld b!Sl....d ot these other 

-

approaches. Int~ evenings traffic backs up on Pomeradn 10 tum onto the Part.we)". The potential 
negative ~twit! manif<st il~lfnol only on Po1nrrado bul "1s<> Splin1, Canyon Road ~nd -
Scripi,s Poway Parkway. Allemo.lc routes mll.!I be Cl<J)IOrrd 11.Dd lou"d. Also. tho impact nflhc J 
ploMcd mititi,cy housing i.~ not addressed. 

Additi<>nally r.lx F,!R does not adrue~ .. or sufllckllll)• adtlr=, the foUowing: Tl!CJtatlonal 
facilities, ~curit) services (lire, paramedics. and pollc;:), !he effect~ of tho radar fiu:\1ily and high 
,,ohage lin,,,. air quality, the water toblc, and the run-offr.-.ultin8 frC1m gthding a11d sllippln8 the 
hilbides c:,f thc prN~live vcectation. J 
Part nf the ll'Rffic infomwion in tbc reporl statM th4t the capacity of Creek Road is 8,000 daily ] 
In(>!-. One can ooly 3Swmc this this is a typogn1phic:al error. This Is a hDlf·mili: of narrow two-
lane ,oad that could nnt support more lhan lhe cunent 2$mph speed Jimi1. It cs bouruled on chhcr 
end by \\a ITaffi<. ~li!•w Md 2) o tuw visibility nmety-dtg,ec: turn <>nlo Beeler Olnyon Road that 
is lltlle more than a counl!)' ~- The EfR gives as an altern<11ivc Jllan the widoni1111 ofBecter 
l:an}on tu a four-lruie road. hut ii does DOI address which pw pcr1ics would he impadcd nor WN>t 
the impact wc,,.!ct be to struc1wi:s, improvcm.enls, welts. etc. 

~ 

~ 
14201 

142, 1 

The EIR h very d~fici<III in its e~sessment oflh~ wildlife in B.-cter CMyon and the nega~v~ 7 1422 j 
in,pacr on the m,ironmrn1al oolancc WM cum,rUly eios1s here. This canyc,n Is inhabited by duch. 
dovi:,;, quail, gnatcatcher~, hawks, (a!coru, and other , ·oricti<-,. Additionally wt h.ivc deer, 
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RESPONSE 

Direct capacity increasing improvements to Pomerado Road (i.e., widening to four 
lanes) arc res1ricted pursuant to community plan policies. Improvements and 
mitigation measures are recommended, however, at the Pomerado Road/1-15 
interchange, along Spring Canyon Road, and al the intersection of Pomerado 
Roacl/Scripps Poway Parkway (sec ElR Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION). 

The impacts of the proposed Military Family Housing projecl are analyzed in 
Section 4.8 of the Traffic Technical Report. 

The EIR adequately analyzes the noted environmental issue areas in EIR Sections 
4.11, PUBLIC SERVICES. 4.1 2. PUBLIC SAFETY. 4.~. AIR QUALITY. and 4.5. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALlTY. Also so response number 232. 

The LOSE threshold or a two lane collector is 8,000 ADT based on City or 
San Diego design criteria, which was used as a default in the Traffic Technical 
Report. However, the City also prnvides a residential collector classification 
with an LOS C threshold of 2,200. In no case would the existing or projected 
volumes on 13eeler Canyon Road exceed this value as a result of the proposed 
project. At project buildout, npproxinrn1ely 411 ADT are projected 10 occur on 
Beeler Canyon Road. A sensitivity analysis for 950 ADT also was conducted 
for Beeler Canyon Road, and no significant impacts were identified. There is 
no plan to widen 13ee1er Canyon Road to four lanes. Also see response 
numbers 73, 403 .ind 4 I 5 

The noted species were either identified as observed or expected in 1he EIR analysis 
or in Appendices BI and/or B2 of the El R. The intent of the MSCP is to provide 
wildlife movement corridors and large contiguous blocks of habitat in which planls 
and wildlife can sustain themselves over the long term. The project would provide 
wildlife corridors through Beeler Canyon and large contiguous blocks of open space 
that abut even larger tracts of open space to the north, east, and south. Also see 
response number 57 regarding wildlife COl'l'idors. 
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hobc<ils. mount•in lions, ~<>ynt,s, plwosant. lllld froao. It is also ho1J11 to niany kind• or imakes. J 
both p.>l...,riou, Md non-poi.sonous. w!iich an instrumental in oonlrolline the rodent popuw.lon. 
The con1men1 11>,,1 1he wildlife. can follow a particular p>lh-y out oft~ c!lDyon to other attU is 
ridiculous. They wnt chit.er be pushed into areu that CMDOI suppon them or i,,ro IJl(lte doll:llllr 
popul,,ml .,ca. where the)' ,..ill be lcllJed either accidentaOy or on purpn••· 

ln addt•~iing tlle o.-Udlitc niention is made nf one ~N:<ld J)Topcrty with an SDO&E _men, ttuu J 
might deter lh1s "mlsn1tion~ ofw!kllifc out of the palh ofthr corutruction. More definition Is 
ll<'ttlcd as to "'hirh property lhis. Will the owners t.. inipacted, or what? 

A glaring de~icncy in th~ ECR is the tolal omission nfa 67-aa:« ~~•I on the oonh side of 8ce!e' ] 
Cunyon Road. 1nis proper!)' which incllldes R r(S\dcnce. ffl:u\Y Qutl:,ulldings. and ~~Mi>e horte 
faci~tics ls in 1he palh of th$ planned dt&inaa" ,;""" Baoler c,,~k runs dire(lly through the 
property. Within 11,e timt that we have liv'11 here the Ctttk ha., serlouily overOo~, ~dlni 
~s of the llTOp(.'11y. Th~ addilional drailllllle and lilt run-off could cause .-.:rious dM\llie and 
even dcSl!UCtlon. The rcslden~ on this property sit, 1'IC\\T tlte existine ruuTow roltd and w,,uJd be J 
g,ratly Impacted hy the ullffic noise as mentioned in the , crort. Any widening oflbe road wc,uld 
grca1ty imy,3c1111h r,:sidenc.,, Nv plao ror 1nltigatinH this was given. YC't, this proJ><->ny k shown 
on the maps a.• open land. 

'( bo gn,dinij u,d strippin, of the protective VtJClation on the hillsides will cause incn,as,:d tunoff ] 
th:ll could fru CX<cud the capacity ot'Beclor Creel< The report does not tak~ into oonsideration 
th,, fl<>O<I pol"'1liol cousc<J toy sudcfen 1..,..vy downpou1$ <>neither wry dtycompacte<.I ..,;1 or 
olNe,dy SIIIWAl.d soil Already we have ,con tbe po~lble effect, ofche dnunair< froo, th• Poway 
hu~in<!IS }"1r1t on the nonh rid3~ of the canyon. Just lut " 'eek lb6 .;reet waters ro,ie cl an al•rtnina 
rRle dutm,g those raire. 

Re~fdcnrs of Beeler C:21J1yon Rolld rely on wells for waler ond ha.~ .cptlc tanks. ine report SIIYS -
thbt cont11min,11inn to the well wt1ter ls a po,slbility. What nbout chllngeB to the waccr supply such 
M wh111 hllp11tncd north of Rancho Bematdo? Dr~c and saluration lewis could adversely 
affect 1he Sl'l)rlc tank leach fields. Dcvelopcu b.lw &11il that we could "get lucky" and get city 
w~1er and .sewers. Resid,m1" here hsvc already spent cc,l'lsidcnible ~unts of monc:)' to have the 
w,ll,; and septic systems. The cost of-rcnna the a.crcage, gardens, and anlmal.s wilh city Wl!ler 
e.nd 113,ying the 1~•ultiT1111>twer hills for wa.t~ u,111 nc\'er reaches a sewer 5>11tcn1 would be both 
prohibiti,·e ond punitive 10 ~pie who havr alrcad)' paid for syswms to p!'O\-ide lhcir waler and 
dilf!OW, -

n.. o.ctUDl rlans for tho Mc,ntcctto ,nd Sycamons Es1Ktes d,vclopmcnts have ch•np:ed many times J 
311d in 1n.'II\Y "'-ays, How can lbe cnvitorunonlal lmpi>CI be iealislitally delcnnioed unlil ~ scope 
:md pre<:ise platu are 1.1\0"'Tt Md fuwizod. "The EIR n:cds to be much ,:nore definitive Oll theMl 
moltrn. 

We ret1litt 1ha1 a report such 1s this Is the product of many •~inttrlna calcu!Alions. foru1ullzed l 
projection>, Md ~,,inlllk• based oo slatistlcal data. Howcvor. ii i-: a riopOM that should lea~e 
nothing to el\.oru-e and loooe interpreratJon. To do so could be catastrophic. A vague, flawed, or 
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RESPONSE 

The on-site SDG&E easement is not fenced. The fenced property referred to by this 
comment is an existing home located on the northerly portion of the Montecito sub­
project site which is to the south of other properties along Beeler Canyon Road and 
that will remain in its existing location. Existing property owners would not be 
adversely impacted by fencing of the proposed development. 

Observation of the properties within Beeler Canyon confirms that many are 
developed within the FEMA mapped I 00-year nood plain and are subject to 
nooding dming frequent nmoff evc111s. EIR Section 4.5 indicates that the project 
includes measures to provide that post-development peak flows do not exceed pre­
development peak flows. Temporary constrnction BMPs and post-constrnction 
permanent BMPs are required to address erosion and siltation impacts. Also sec 
response numbers 402 and 414. 

The traffic volume on Beeler Canyon Road without the proposed project is 200 
ADT. A sensitivity nnalysis was conducted as part of the Traffic Technical 
Report and it was found that 411 to 950 ADT would use Beeler Canyon Road. 
The noise impact from the additional cars per day is immeasurably small. 
Noise levels along Beeler Canyon Road would be as follows (CNEL al 50 foet 
to centerline): 

No Project: 62.3 dB CNEL 
With Project: 62.3 dB CNEL 
Change: <0.J dB CNEL 

Future noise levels as close as 50 feet to Beeler Canyon Rond would be well 
within acceptable (65 dB CNEL) levels for residential use, and the projec1 
increment would be undetectable. Also see response number 403. 

EIR Technical Appendices DI and D2, consisting of draft hydrology reports, do 
contain appropriate mrnlysis of the effect of grading and urbanization on the basin 
hydrology. These reports conclude that the post-development flow rates would not 
be increased over pre-development conditions. Mitigation measures 4.4-2 and 4.5-
2 would reduce potential erosion impacts during construction to below a significant 
level. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. Ex isling waler wells and septic systems would 
not be significantly affectecl. The water table would not be increased as a result of 
the proposed project such that existing septic systems would be negatively 
impacted. Potential impacts to well water draw drown would not occur because 
domestic and irrigation wntcr for the proposed project would be supplied by the 
City of San Diego water system .. Contribution of water well contamination would 
not result in the exceeding of a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) as established 
by the Clean Water Act. In addition, the Rancho Encantada project proposes 
permanent water quality measures that address potential negative impacts to ground 
water quality as outlined in EIR Section 4.5. 

- r_.; 
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14281 EIR Section 3.0, PROJECf DESCRIPTION, accurately describes the proposed 
discretionary actions under consideration. Any substantial changes in the 
proposed project after City approval would require additional environmental 
review. Also see response number 389. 

I 429 I Comme111s are noted. 
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incompktc report ha• the pow,r to drastlca\ly, neaatively. alld !rrever,ibllity chang,e tho lives, end 
quality oflif,, ofb<,tb humoM and wildUfe.11 has the power to do the - lo 1he land. People 
move ou1 nrtht ctnter ciry to avoid conecnion and oll,rr •ilUIIUOns lha1 a1Ice1 the quality o( lift. 
People moving Into ,,..., areas ru:ed 10 be u,wed of mo,ing bllu .,..,... whore qw,liry of life he• 
bcon prot«:ted. And, the p<ople "1rt0dy livlflg Ii\ those areas •hould be protected lrom ha,i"lj 
their li~stylc9 Md quclily of life dnmaged or de$tTO)°Cd. Tbe ercn majority oftht residents of1hi• 
cBnron do no, lonk upon tha arc,, o.s jWII "pl.au to have:, h~U><:, l>ut e.s an e1wironmon1 tlut 
supports ou, dt<1S<n lifestyle. W'rthout the natur&l. uncongcs1ed S<:1tine, llll~k a lifestyle is 
mwosiib!c. 

We bo1h strongly bt'licve preven1wn is heller and more desira!,!e than "cumi", even when cures 
are possible. Gmxl. cwenight, bck of concern, tu1d 91).:Cial were,1s should not sw!d in the w11y 

of CAulious. Carin~. and responsih!e decision makini; tUld planning. We would like 10 invhe 1\-lr. 
Kleis and othr'r members uftbe land l);lvelopmcnl Rovi~w Divuion wo0011& on thls projoct to 
come om 1(1 Reeler Ce.nyon. We would like for you to join us fur f. hillu!S•On tour and penpeetivc 
<>f Ibis atto fron, people who feel lbat ii is n privileae to be resldenu and ~carclal<.et<" of this 
u~u• pie« : of San Di•~<>. 

Plea.~ allow us to i;ivt: just one e~1mplc of a way c,f life made po .. ible b)' the setting wtd sit11&tion 
a~ it cnn,ntly exists here. One neiJ;hbor, WIIJiam E. "Ed" Wood. Cllltiv&lcs 3 !azgc ponion ort\ls 
2.2 acres. He plant$ a tiuge ~orde1~ much mo,e tlwl M could c:ver use. ;ir.d gdntr<>ualy shares it 
with ntighbors. He also rnckc.1 large. regulardoN!liow: offrnb produu to ll,e St. Vincent 
l)cPeul'• Center. Addilinnally, be~ available th6 remainder ofhls land for garden ploia for 
i;c:nior cititcns and others to use. He p~potes the WIii for planting and dol\lllc:9 !he water for 
£rrle•1io11. 

We feel 1h11 )tiur office shcJuld kn<.,w that no residen1 c,f Be•ltr Ca11yon Road or Creek Road J @D 
received cny nc,ti(:o regardillg this EIR. We learned ofi1 by chMce. We know that notices went 
out to ~•Ti(,us B.lfWI and iiroup,, Md w, do rot wid•rsland why we, who stand to be so 1!¢.i,ily 
imp.><tc:d, received no °''ticc. 

Ttuiok yuu l<l much for your time and attention to these matters and cc,ncem5. 

Rcesr,ertfully auhmined. 

ii-~ C. . Cb-~✓ 

l?!rNC!-1O ENCANTADA EIR 

RESPONSE 

14-'0I Comments arc noted. 

@D Section 15087 of the California Environmental Quality Act requires that public 
notice of the availability of a draft E l R be sent lo organizations and individuals 
who have previously requested the notice in writing. T he public agency must 
also follow at least one of three other procedures, which include publication in 
a newspaper of general circulation; posting of the notice on and off the site in 
the project area; or mailing of the notice lo the owners and occupants of 
property adjacent to the site. In the case of the Rancho Encantada project, the 
notice of EIR availability was published in two newspapers, the San Diego Daily 
Trrmscrip1 and the Public Record Reponer on November 22, 2000, and the 
notice was posted on the City of San Diego's Internet Web Page. Copies of the 
ETR or notices of availability of the EIR were also sent to the State 
Clearinghouse and lo several agencies, organizations, and individuals. Those 
persons and organizations who submitted written comments on the EIR to the 
City of San Diego will be provided a copy of the final El R. 

~ 
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ID,85Q81tl198-I 

Jnnutry 17, 200 I 

To. C(t)I of San Diego, LandOe,,elopment Review Division 

Re: Drat\ Eoviroom,ntal Impact Report: lw>cbo EDC4ll1Ada Precise Pinn 
LDR No. 99-1094 
SC'H No 20000110n 

I llli'l the owner of a home on ~lei Cllnyon Road, loclled in the City ofS&n Diego. and 
am submitting Ille followin(I commems on the Draft £nviroroneo1al lmpacr Repo,1 
(DEIR} Jdeatific\l above, <Wed November 21, 2000. 

1) n,e project't impact o~ traffic on Pomerado Road 1111d in adjacen1 residential 
areas is exuei:ne. 

a) The p1oje,::t relies tin f>omendo Road as Its sole access to any site 
outsidl, i1s bolll\daties, most noal>ly lo Inrerstatc I~ (other freeway­
connecting a.nerials such a.s Scrippt Poway Parirway are tbetMelves 
ac=scd via Pomcrado Rold). This limitation resllic\s any auempts 
to miha-1.t problercs resulting from Increased traffic loadmg on 
Pomcrado due IO lhL- p,oject. 

b) Per rhe analysis of Section 4.6.2 (pp. 4.6-17 and 4.6-18), the 
"opening day" load ftom Ille Monu:c!to wbp,oJ~• Alone would t,e 
iufficient to degrM(e the LOS of me Pomel'IMlo Road segment belwc<n 
Legacy Road and Treadwell Drive/Creelc Road from C to F. Tr.tfl1c 
ber"'ten Poway and mucb of Scripps Ranch !us DO practic.tl 
alternative IO this sesmcnlof Pomerado, so tlris urun11igated impact of 
w ptojcct has f&r-,eoching oon.soquences for rttidents ofbo!h :ircas. 

c) The projeei's impact 10 the uire1section of Mira Mesa Boulevard 
wim Scripfll Ranch Boulevard during morning l10ws is dumed 
Si"1ifican1 by lhe DEIR (Table 4.6-11 )- This mattJrr is wiadd<cssed Ill 
lhc tc:<t of tile DEIR or m lhe milismil'18 measures ofSectioo 4.6.4. 
This inlc,-scc.lion is t/,e only alrt-mative to Pomenido Road end Scripps 
l'owiy Pao:way for tral'fic bound for Interstate 1 s from S<:ciws 
Rancl1, souttem Poway, and the p,oject area; commuters, ioc:h1ding 
thoS<: from die new p,oject, driven 10 this last altertJarive by rile 
ex~ted suvice degnidation on Scripps Poway Padi.way and 
especially Pomerado Rolld, wm have no further rcco\D'St: 
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RESPONSE 

See response number 4 18. 

ADT-based analysis is useful planning 1001 for roadway sizing, and is required for 
all traffic analyses by the City of San Diego's Tr(1tfic Impact S111r~1• Ma1111al. 
However, this type of analysis has been frequently found to understate capacity, 
since it does 1101 take imo accounr peak hour characteristics and the operation of the 
traffic signals controlling the flow on the segment. As shown in Table 4.6- 11 of the 
EIR, the intersections on both ends of this segment would be characterized by good 
LOS C or beller conditions during both peak ho11rs under Buildout with Project 
conditions. 

Mitigation at this inlersection is to be provided by the Scripps Gateway project. 
Provision of an exclusive eastbound-to-southbound right turn lane would restore 
LOS from F lo D during the morning peak hour under the Buildout with Projecr 
conditions. 
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d) The OEIR's BN!ys!, of nffic clfocts 41 proj~ lnaildout (Ta.hie 4.6-
12) ueru.s Pomerado Road as a single sea,nent rrmn lnt.ets141o IS 10 
Treadwell Drive. This simplincatioo clearly coofl,res two sejpntO'IS of 
toadway that nrc ind~pcndent wid, rc,poct to project traffic (north and 
SO<ltb or the main projll<:t -ss •1 Rllnobo En,;antw Pa~). as 
"ell as many shoru,r sea,mnts of Pomcrado Ro.,d, ir,cluding thos.e 
most significantly affected by the ini1ial projoct traffic. In !his light it 
is impossible to julfie W: real etfect ofpro;ecc buik10111 on Pommdo 
Road. Even w oombined eft'octs = deemed significant and are 
unmitigated. 

e) The proposed mitig.atillg measures ofS-.:tfon 4.6 tre nol analyzed in 
!he te~ oftho, DEIR: as a result their likely efficacy is uncleu. lD light 
of th<! ~crity of tnff1e impacts from eve11 the p-eliminary stllge:s of 
rile project. effective mitiaation is of signal irnponanco. 

2) The DEIR's analysis of e.wtiog colldiliotlS and w,c1 use. in Beeler Canyon, 
•long the IKll'them bounda,y of the projecl anr.i, i• ~te in sevcuJ ragu<IS. 
Theie illa<:CMIOics teDd to minimiu several siglliflcant ln>pects of the proposed 
p,ojcct on this 111n1t-,e,id,:ntia.J uea. 

a) Tbe ~ption. of the Sll«Olllldil,g envfronm.11111 (~on2.2. t) 
rute• that !he South Poway 'Busi=< Pm lies "(i)mmediatcly IIOltb 
of the Rlu,cJK, Enranradu projoe1 bo~I)'". ID faet a slanJJica.ot body 
of private property, U1Cludi.ng a w-ae property in the City of Pol't)' 
wllO<IC eias!e1icc is acknowledged ll(J\lofffc in~ DEIR. inte1VC11e and 
stand to be affecled by lhe propc1ed p(Ojecl Some of these 
properties lie patly Of entirely in lhe Bcde:r Cn:ck flood plllin 31>d 
would be severely affected by c~ in runofT par!ooa. 

b) The homes along Beeler Canyon Road &Qd Cn:cJc Road depa,d on 
n:sidentill wells for their wati:1 supply. The project u ptoposed 
would intentionally direct all Ulban nmoff ro Beeler Occl: 1&lbcr I ban 
to the =yons lo the south (pp. 4 S-9 and 4.S-16), wilh e'l<pected 
"signlt!c:ar4 direct and cumuluivc short-and long-term ,wrcr qualil)' 
impacts" (p. 4.5-18), but tha DffiR doe.\ rlQt analy~ ~ effects and 
the as.,ooiab:d mitigalion measun:s a! ltley affect 1114 emtiJJa wiells. 

c) There is I comn=cial eqw,otri:u, f&eill,y (Creek Roul Equestrian 
C(n1er) on 'Bccter Canyon Road, located in lb(: City of Po~, wl\OSe 
existence i., ~lmowled!:ed nowben: in 1he DEIR '11tis facility talte:s hs 
warcr from a well and ties in the B<ielcr Ctt:clt flood plain. Both runoff 
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RESPONSE 

Analysis of Pomerndo Road between Treadwell Road/Creek Road and 1-15 
identilies vehicle speeds and LOS in bolh directions oftrnvel during both peak 
hours. Review oflhe analysis indicates 1hat the congestion expected as a result of 
typical commuting patterns (i.e., westbound in the morning and easlbound in the 
afternoon) does appear in 1he resuhs, logether with lhe project's signilicant impact 
to these facilities. Based on this, it is concluded that the project's impacts are 
sufficiently evaluated based on the subdivision of Pomerado Road shown in the 
Traffic Technical Repo11. 

The Traffic Technical Report (EIR Appendix E) discusses the benefits of the 
recommended transportation improvements in its Appendix K. Sketches of 
Transportation lmprovemenls. 11 is not necessary to include an analysis of the 
proposed mitigation measures in the impact analysis portion ofEIR Section 4.6. 
Please note that the EIR does disclose a significant unmitigated impact on 
Pomerado Road on an i\DT basis. The only mitigation that would restore LOS to 
the minimum performance standard would be to widen Pomeraclo Road io provide 
four lanes. This improvement would be in conflict with the objectives of the 
Miramar Ranch North and Scripps Miramar Ranch community plans, which limit 
1his segme111 lo one travel lane in each direction. 

The South Poway Business Park is separated from the proposed project site by a 
distance ranging from approximately 650 • 1900 feel. The word "immediately" has 
been stricken from the text Regarding nmotTpatterns, drainage patterns would not 
be significantly changed as a result of the proposed project (see EIR Section 4.5, 
Issue l ). Post-development flow rates would not exceed pre-development levels. 

Existing drainage patterns would be maintained, with the exception of a 62-acre 
diversion. Urban flows from this area would be directed away from the southerly 
canyons and into Beeler Creek. Existing water wells would 1101 be significantly 
impacted as detailed by response numbers l 51 and 346. 

Surrounding land uses are depicted on final El R Figure 2-4. See response numbers 
151 and 346. 
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and watcr-<(1lAlily impacts from the pro~ proje-ct may be expected 
to affect this facility. 

d) Th<.\currem-tn,ftic ertimat.es far Crcdr. Road/Bceler<::anyc>n Road 
given in Se~tion 4.6 (hblc 4 6-1, J>igur,, 4 6-2) are obviously 
inaccul'IIIO. Figure 4.6-2 claims a current traffic volume of SOO (sic) 
trips per clay. The C2nyon con.tains 3pproximately 20 sinslc-fe.mily 
residtoccs, a single =1cial equestrian fllcility, and a satllll rnuuog 
oper~tion (most of~ IJafflc passes through a private road into the 
South Poway Businoss P\,n; r:1tbcr than olon3 Beckr Canyon Road); 
cvco if half the exi1tios traffic ,...,re ..:,cot111tod for by ro11ur111n:ial usas 
(a gross overenimate), lhu level ofttafflo /low would still requue 
approximately twelve vehicle trips pu private lt.oosehold per day on 
lheawrugc. 

The dtvelopet (Vice PresidentkffV. Brazel, spuking to lhe J&nual)I 
16, 2001 meeting of the Miramlll' Ranch Nonh Planning Oltlllp) baj 
offer-..! as a potential explanallon for this incongruity the raot that 
Beeler Canyon Road historically served die Oenm.l Dyoamie-• test 
fa.cilicy locatt,1 at its eastern end. A., Ille Gcncial Dynamics facility 
1w bc:¢n in~ttivc for several year, and those yean have 10vo~ed • 
cballges to land-use patterns in the C1J1yon. this cxpla1111tion docs 001 
rtcor.cile the DElR's cstinuies with current traffic patkrns. 

3) The project ctlies on f.'rrek Road/Bet.let Canyon Road as one of only !WO 
access rl)U~. 

a) The eombin!tion of Beeler Canyon Road and Creek Road is 
charact.enud by the DEIR as a oo!leotor road (Table 4.6-1 ). ln no 
sensc can this road be considetcd II collector. it i> a narrow tw~-bnc 
road with irregular CLll'Ycs' Md limited linc:s of sie}li. and a oon.<equerrt 
25-mile-per-hour speeJ limit. [That dus lrrnit i~ rarely rxc,,edcd is 
1as1amt11t to the 1ntractability oflbe rood!) Its lllignmcm is r~tricted 
by !ht pre.ence of Beeler Creek and by the dc:!ignat«I open space, 
rural-rC$ideorilll propetti~ and commcreial facilities that abut it 

h) The DEIR estilua1e3 the capacity of Creek Road al 8000 trips per 
day. This is a highly wtrea!lstic es~mate given tbe oatute of the road as 
noted above, spread ev~ over a 24-hour day, it would re.quire a 
sicad_y JXUllde of cars al a spacing of a ftw hundred feet 10 achieve. 
Under more realistic IIS5Wnptions, with m~t of the trip<S talcing place 
during rnomiog and evening bouts "111 little to no !ale.night lTilffic. it 
would require constant bwnpj<t-to-bumpc1 traffic during peak bou,s, 
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1440 j Surrounding land uses are depicted on final EIR Figure 2-4. See response numbers 
151 and 346. 

The existing ADT count on Beeler Canyon Road was adjusted to reOect the 
operation of the former General Dynamics facility on the site. At its peak 
operation, this faci lity added 300 daily trips to the 200 J\DT generated by the uses 
loading to the roadway. 

I 4~2 l See response number 421. 

Fl See response number 421 . 
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c) The City of t>owa.v hn.• exprcued. on record, it~ intention to close 
off Creel: Re.ad if rite Rancho En,.antJtda, development con~ to 
Beeler Canyon RMC!.. thus renderlllg the COMeeti.on iuclf useless 

d) The C$timate that, at buildout, only 3¾ of tho .,.-ojed, tnlffic will 
Oow to Beder Canyon SCCIII! in,pl111.1Sible in light of Ille practical 
tendency of driven II) SC'Ck aliem11lve.s to coni:cstcd routos The 
proposed com,c.,tioa to B~I"" Canyon would provide a roure to 
lnte1.111te 15 (via SctippsPow•y Pvlcway) avoiding the cK!Rmcly 
congcstcd(LOS F) segmenlS of Pomeltldo Road south of Creek Road, 
and would lberofore be attnoc,lvo ro frecway-bowld drivers wuil iLS 
LOS ~ame dep-edtd to a level oompll-1>1e IO lhlf of !he adj ROCnt 
PomCT'IIOO RO<ld scgmellll.. ~ i111:sc~ble conclusion is tbal Beeler 
C11nyonlCRck Road will become a cut-lhrou,b ro\lle for a proportion 
of project rraffic sufficient to dogrude tnffic aow to. or l1Ulfy co, LOS 
P. S11Ch traffic flow would be obviously ineoml)Qlibk wilh the e><isting 
l'lltt.l•residcntiel !and~-~ well ,s unsafe, for n=sidants, &eCD\in9\y 
violating the Urt,an lk:sig,, Elcm1mtofthe City of Sa.o Di~go's Prog,ess 
G uidc and Ocnc,al Plan. Thi.< IIWltr sltoldcl be addressed in Section 
4. ! of Ille DElR. 

e) BecaUS6 of Beeler Canyon RO&d's 1.111ique posirion ~oag tbecommon 
lx:-r&r of the Cities of San Diego IIDd Poway, law-enforcement 
Jurisdiction has blsiorically bocn a mancr of some conlu$ion, with the 
responding agency fJOJ11ctimes unable or unwilling to take e,uon:ement 
aclion in wluu itpcrceives10 bc1be olhcr'sjwisdJotion. Increased 
uaffic on B«ler Canyon would require• b<,ig!,ttt,ed law-enfoccement 
presence and could be cxpccllOd TO e~ mese Jurisdictio11al 
problems PfOponioDlltely. 

I) In the ev¢11t that lbe City or Poway 1iD1itA •~ to Creek Road~ 
pei ilS expressed intcllf (see parRppb le) above), fire rerpo.nse to the 
undev,loped ea<tem portions ofB«ler CAnyon i\ likely to be affcelt:d 
"fhei<l = have hi5'orically bwned Tt8UWIY and v..ill rennin so\!jcci 
to fir•s 11.flcr I~ project i, conS1nlm>d. bul ifCiwk Road is cto-t 
there will be no dit«t orob..-ious route 10 the cast end of the canyon 
nc~ fl~ mponse would p,csent • significant l>lr811t to r™<tenis 
and focilities in the ne,v prQ)oct, pamculatty 1.he Syc,more Est.aleS 
•ubproject, a.-i well u to exi!lling facilitieso on ~b:t Caeyau Road 

i:) By tbe DEIR.'$ lllllly,is, the effect OD pn:ticct lnffic of nr,1 
coo,~ing to Beeler Canyon via Street B would be N:gligib!e (Table 
4.6-16). Tn this liglu the~ B con-tion can be SCC1I h> c~te 
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See response number 13 I . 

The project assignment evaluated in the Trnmc Technical Report was based on the 
traffic model. However, in order to evaluate the sensitivity of this assignment, an 
additional analysis was undertaken. Appendix K of the Traffic Technical Report 
provides an analysis of two alternative Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road options. 
The first is the closure of the road and the second is a substantially higher project 
assignment (i.e., 950 instead of2 I 0) on this link. The evaluation fou nd that the 
reassignment of traffic would 1101 generate any new signilica111 impacts on 
intersections affected by this diversion. 

The comment refers to a jurisdictional issue thal is beyond the scope of lhc 
proposed Rancho Encantada project. 

Evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of a future proposed action 
by the City of Poway on residents of Beeler Canyon Road and Creek Road is 
beyond the scope of the Rancho Encantada EIR. In the event that this road is 
closed, Street "B" would still be constructed. but would serve as emergency­
only access. Mitigation measure 4 .. 11-4 also addresses this concern. Also see 
response number 131. 

Sec response numbers 131 and 447. Street "B" is required for emergency-only 
access. 

....... 
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Jignifi.canl impa.ct,, wunlliga!Cd and pcTblps unmicigable, wt\ile 
providing no benefit f<> the project 

4) The DBIR (1(.-:s 001 romider in any dew! die comulativc traffic impact ru 
military housing pioposed fOI" OOl\$lnlctioa on nearby portiOllS of MCAS 
Mirama1. Thit <Hllissl-On seems to be bued Ob tho assumption that :!UCh a militm)• 
project would open exclusively onlo Pomerado ~d, which ui,de,- the 
~pt ions of the DEIR woold have already bet<1 dcg,adcd to LOS F by lhe 
proposed proJeci and conlilwina Ulban !Swelopment. However, even willlin LOS 
r, there are variariollS in tn.fflc flow, Ind dine vtriado!IS are likely lo affece Ille 
disrnl>ution or J)lojcct traf!lc IIDd thcrdore ch&Ago the conclusions oflhe DEIR.'5 
l'laffic lltlldy <:NCr a larger area lhan the immediale vlewty oftbe propo,ed 
nt.llitary project In addition, po~bly tbe grcatm uncxplorc.d lljlJ)roa.c;h 10 tnffic 
mitlg:iticm involves ~peration with tbe Marine Corps in 1his regard, • possibilfly 
which needs to be cootideltJ(I In li8ht of the significant Daffie difficulties pre:.en1e.d 
by tbe towion Clf tile project. 

j ) The DE!R's hydrology/water-quality all.lly5is (SL!<:ticn 4.S) !denti6cs significant 
water-qu&lity impacis and ptoposes miliplio.11 measures (p. 4.5-19 et 5eq.}. 
Analyses of tM likely efficac.y of these IIICll.$llrCS, as welt as the details of 
responsibUity foe their m«iolelW!co &lid continued ellecti1JCness, ~ dcfened ro 
the Stomt Wai.et Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), wblcb. however, is not yet 
e.va.ilablb (or public ,c:vic:w. Accurate jlldgement of1be cffcciV1'0<:SS oft.be 
pro;ec1's mitigation of its waler-<iuo.lity irni-cts is impouib!e ia the a1>seflee of 
dus infol"I.IIWon. Thi$ man« ii puticularly sigrufie&llt u 11\e affeded • 
ground-.laler suppli~ drinking waicr for a nwnbcr ofrcsidc!IQ:s and an cqui:srrian 
buJiness ( iti:m :l(b) sbo.-e). as ~II as for !lie wildlife dependont on &elerCreek 
■nd a.ssociotcd wetland tiJbitat. 

6) lmmcdiate!y soulh oft.be project houooary is a radat filcility whose ~cnce 
ai>d potcutial effects on !be proje<:t are nol disc~ in the DEIR. 

7) To the south of the Mont~to subproject bollllda,y, on the Mil'llnW' base jllSI 
e:ist of Poracrrado Road and soUlh of tlTc acon.s road to the SOO&E 9'lbst:Uion. is 
a vernal pool This pool is not wirhio tbo project a,ea and is not subje.:t to direct 
efti:c!$; ho"''tlVCI', since the pool is intermittent, it is likely tlw the wildlife 
depending on it require a corridor ttllou&b the general area of lhe Montecito 
mbprojecl to ~h uie more reliable walO' supply of Beel..-Creclc in the d,y 
season. Moreover, 1h<o ■ppesen\ wan,,.hl,d for the vernal pool includes much of 
the Mon1CCito subprojoe( site, whose runoff the project proposc:s to 1edirect to 
Beeler Creek. The polealial lmp<rcl of the project oa Ibis WCIJ4!ld habliat sl!Otlld 
be addiessed in the DEIR 10 assute wmplillDGe with lhc California EnvirolllDClllll 
Quality Act. 
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14491 At 1he lime of the traffic study scoping. the localion of the Military Family Housing 
was not established. Accordingly, it was asst1med that this t1sc would load 10 
Pomerado Road south of Rancho Encamada Road, which is consis1cnt wi1h a traffic 
impact analysis prepared by BRW. The 1ramc associated with 1he Mililary Housing 
is evaluated in Section 4.8 of the Traffic Technical Report. Also sec response 
nt1mber459. 

B 
[ml 

El 

It is !rue that mitigation measures cannot be deferred. However, measmes may 
specify performance standards which would mi1igatc the significanl effect. 
Adequacy of the proposed project's mitigalion of water quality impacts can be 
assured through conditioning project approvals upon compliance with federnl, stnte 
and local Clean Water Act regt1lations. These regulations cover conslrt1ction 
impacts as well as post-construction impacts. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. 

See response number 232. 

Vernal pools may serve as temporary willer sources for wildlife but arc generally 
dry by mid-May. Species capable of moving from !his area to Beeler Canyon 
would also be capable of doing so around the eastern porlion of Sycamore Creek. 
No vernal pool watersheds extend onto the Montecito st1b-projcct site; 1herefore, no 
direct or indirect impacts to vernal pools are expected. 
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8) The analysi! c,f affeeted wildlife (section 4.l-1, p. 4.:.-13 ct seq.) ei1her omits 
t.Dlirely, or does not fully analyze~ projccrs impacts OA, 16VMl1 ~ti-vc: 
spec.le, that oewr in lhc' project aroa, inc:llldiria some that depend oo corricfor 
ucess f'rorn areas in or eouth oflhe project footplint its:lflo the wdland habitat 
oflbc Beeler Crtek flood plain. 

AU the species list~ below are observed with some dcjree of regularity crouins 
Beeler Canyon R~ &lid as a result elevettd lrafftc on that road would post :r. 
signilic.utl direcT dvur through ~ roadla1l The P")jeet also has the 
potebtlal lo interrupt wildlife corridofi ll>ed by these and othtf SJ)eCies fur aeces& 
to the Beeler Cfcek wetlands. 

a) WCffltn 'J)&dr::foot toad (St»phlopus [SpeaJ hamrnnndi): Known in 
the projc:c! sit<: from bi$10riul records and obsovations of current area 
c.:sidoms. nae Wulem spadefoot IOad i5 deemed :.ensilive by bolh 
swe and fedenli c:ritena (CSC, FSC} 1111d lil<ely qu:ilifie, as "rue• under 
Iha definition of the California Environmenlll Quality Act (CEQA), 
Section mso. beQIISC oftbc lhrcat posed to California ~tions 
by mere.uinr, urbMi7.ation. It is nol a eovtrod tpecies ooder the 
MSCP. 

As this is A sccr¢!ive specie, ~ly sc:co oo the Sllrfaoe e.xwpt for brief 
noctumal period; during spring nin• , it is not surprismg that it wuuld 
aot h!we been fow,d in initial sUNcys of the pro~ silc Habiu.1 
f111gmcntation from developmen1 is a oevc,c 1hreat IO lhe 3p,,cios, as ii 
requires a=ss lo brecdiog ponds from polenlially diSUll!l burrow 
sites, . 

b) Norlbl:m red d.ilUlUlnd ra~ (croro.lus n,hu ruber): Seen 
somcwbat c:omroonly in summer by eurrect ~ of Beeler 
Canyon, ospecwly in the vicinitr of die propmd Syca!ll.orc Esi,,tes 
subproj= The spc<:ics is mentioned in the DEIR (Tabto 4.3-4) but its 
vu!ncnlnliry to the cff,:ct, of the project is nol assessed, allhollg!I it 
probably qua Jill~ ,1,1 •n1re' Wider CBQA ·mreria due lo ii.. resnie1e<t 
dimib<lt:ion (with the U.S. populalion esscnlilllly eonfui.ed to the 
coastal 3nd inland strips of San Diei:o County, ) and the p~ximity of 
its Mbit.1110 wt>an devel0p111Mt. 

t Sllonl.lttr. V.H. er al (1UIIUI. 5e1111Dnlll c/1qes In bocty lluldS in a 114M l)QplJl»On ol 
~edflloot toads. Ca,,ril 1~9 (3). 585-91. 
tltrd 
~ l<bub<tr. l.3wr•oao M. ( 1956) IMl'MSIIJM~~ Urliw,slty ot Ce/#ornia Press (S...Jccley, CA). 
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Potential impacts to these species were assessed wilhin lhe context of the 
MSCP. Their potential to occur on-site wns also evaluated in Appendices 131 
.ind 132 of the EIR Technical Appendices. All of 1he species memioned have a 
moderate likelihood of occurring on-site, except for the spadcfoot toad, which 
has a low likelihood of occurring on-site. These species are adequately 
mitigated through implcrncntation of project open space protective measures. 
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M n!>C<mt rct~ch has , bown \bat rattl~es forced{M by nabitat 
modification or tnuuloc..rion) inlD new Mitory uirely survi~e<, 
dcvtlopmcnl ill ~ fo~ fll08C of the Beeler Ca.oyoa. popolation 
oonstirutes a signifi.cant threaJ. The red diamond rald~e Compc:4t> 
with otlm ranlesnalces, pri.acipally the Sou1hean Pacific r:ittlosaalce (C. 
vlridiJ he/Im), in the project alllll ud neii:hborin3 areas; C. l'tlber is by 
far lhe less oommon of the twO. Tbc po1sibility should be coo,fdered 
I.hat reduction and putia1 isolati04 oftlN! Beder Canyon population, 
and rragmeruation or its habiw b,11 roed and olhcrdevelopmenl 
assoclakd with !his proposed project, would dn-ca!ea ii$ reproductive 
viablhty, as has &ppe.acmly bappeocd wid! the pol)WZtion siroibrly 
isolaled i11 T,mey Pines Siata Preserve•. TJlis ~ies is also 31 
panlculu risk of roadkill Impact from illC%C8Sed ttaffic a.,~ with 
the project b<.uuse of the welt-KJ10wn t.cmle!IC)' of mltlC3111l<es 10 bllSk 
on road swfaces after sundown in v,,vm weathel' 

c) Two-stnpcd ganer snake (11uvnnophis hawrm,)ndi): Vuy COIT\lllOllly 
s«n in Bulcr Caayon in me fall, presumably enroutc to hibemacula. 
Som• oftbcSC l\ibem;i(ula appear. ba.ted on the :malt~ 1110\lenlffl!S, to 
be well sollih of Bocler Creek. eilheo- iAside the pzojeer area or ~ •and 
it oo tftc Miramar bue. The apeci.,~ is a stau and federal species or 
concern ruid has CDFW l'rotoclcd ~tus and USFS Sensitive S14M. It 
IS not addressecl by the DEIR. 

In Torrey \l'iucs Preserve the tw0-S11iped ganer snlke bas apparently 
bce11 Wl!ble to survi~ in the ab.le nee of frog species other tnan the 
Pliciflc tJ1le froe-: bealuso Beeler Crc,;k.'• otherttajor amuan species, 
the We1tcm ~efoot toad, i, at risk. from th,, p!Qject, the garter ~!lake 
population soPJl()r1.al by BcelCT Creek faces a poterrtially significant 
threat to its food supply from the piojc:cL 

d) Coas1al ro:iy hoe (L,cltom1Tn rrivi,gma roriwfascu): A highly 
seasonal species ti.t occ:un ill the $ll1Dll1ICf' in Beder Canyon. in 
adjacent S~ca,nore Canyon, and presumably in the projec.t ma as well, 
bul th.II is DO\ addressed by lhc DEIR. The specie& i$ a fcde~I species 
ofcoACem. 

The I~ threals t.o the rosy boa popul&dons in slmlbt bab!bt (e.g, 
cbapeml Md mu.lefu $CJ'Ub) in ·romy Pines Scale~ are roadkill 

• Re!ocrt. H.K. and f!obe<I h , Rupert 11989). l~ol ~\on on bGhavlor and ~ of 
llmber Nllles-.alces, CNtll/11$/larlfA/s: .lt>U111atol~~:1. ~5-431. 
• Jffl!J!r1N~1Mnl1'161f<Y rar .. ,.R.,...,. Shd~IIP.-rl>{N<>Ytlllber 1997, rev. Oocembe< 
1998) 
• 1111,t 
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and c.oUection for Ille ret lrldc7• Tile latta c111101110 ~ IIO eviden! 
coru,octron to the ptQjcct, b11t 1bc fol'IDCf ..-ould be signifiuntly 
U&CfflJOled by llll incn:Ue in ttaffic on &eler Canyon Rotd. 

Thank you for your anention to these cornmnu. 

~~-
Nlltlan 'fenny 
l 1025 B«ter Cllll)'Otl Road 
Poway, CA 92064 
... , 858 6119 0199 

' -
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Al fi 

Ja1,uary 18, 2001 

Mr. Drow Kleis, Senior PlaMer 
City of San Diego Planning and Development review 
122 f'irst Avenue, 8th Floor 
San Diego, Ca. 82101 

SUBJECT: Rancho £M:11uada Predae Plan LOR No 99-1094 SCH No. 2000011053 

Dear Mr. Kleis: 

,._ a nel9hl>orin9 resident bl the o-.1ec canyon ate a , Paul and Betty Rexford , 
11970 Creek Road Poway, I h.ive grave concerns tor my family and our quwty of 
life, as we bow n, ..,,. have lived on Creek Road for 28 yeans. We have winched aa ] 
lha City olS.n Diego dev1;1lopod high density all around ou, area. In Poway•~ 
General plan for the Cr<>ek Road Area lhelr are no plana tor more intense use in our 
•m•ll ~ea . Beeler C•nyon/ Creek Road ia a t'nldlife i,orridor with the creek 
ruruw,g ll'lro119h and a Subarea Habitat conservation Piao dnigoates . Our a.rea Is 
not traveled much u ft is a country road, it de.ad ande in Beeler Canyon Creel: Road 
ftlld ls not plaw,ed for growth baca\Ule ol sensitive habitM and f'oway'11 general plan 

The Po..,,,., City Council hftd a open pablio meeting with MoMiilian, aller the meeting -
the city manager artd Chy Cotmcil reoommAnd upon completion of a public 11tteet 
access con.ne<:1ing Beeler Canyon Road thtougb the propooed projee, to Pomer&do, 
Road . Then Creek Road st,ould be olo.ed at 1he interse<;tlon with Beelet Canyon 
Road and the tlght-<>f-way to Ct1>ek Road be vacated to the abutti119 owners in Poway 
Creek Road. 1 ;,m one of the ow"""' and I tot11Uy support w City Muag•r and lhe 
Powi,y City Council. 
lemer 3-2,,2000 page 4,circuJalion from City of Po,,..ay Nial Frlm Director or Dov. 
~rvioea 

I· 'l'raffio and Biology 
Beeler Canyon Road in S.n Diego, and Creak Road in the c:ity of Poway, logeflter 
Corm a ruuTow two-land country road serving a apar,ely populated t:UTal te•identl&I 
lt1tt J$ not plan.ned by the City of Poway for more iotense use. The increaao in t ralllc 
volwne could. in tum glgnificant!y Impact tho vil!lblllty of the Suban,a Habitat 
Conaervation Plan <1ea!gnate1 in th<, Beeler Canyon Creel< Road aiea as :an imponaut 
regional and local wildlife corridor $f$tem. Beeler Canyon Rood and c,-k Ro1d 
follow along this corridor systelll, they ace US.::!d by a very limited amo\Wt of local 
traffic only. Tho introduction of t.ltia secondary ;icceu ;oute from Rancho E11cantada 
parl,.-way. with direci aocess to Beoler Caoyon road, will significantly iZJ<:reue tr&ffic 
volumes on the ue.n:ow roadW'ly. The inc:tease in tnffic wlurne oould, in tuxu, 
sfgnificill\lly irnp&ct the viabilily of the oorrldor !J}'Wtem. 
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E5l fml Comments arc noted. 

14S6 I See response number 131 . 

See response number 73. 
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2 - Traffic volume on Cre ole RoAd will increue fTom :,ou ny c:urren1 200 daily !rips ] 
? ! lrnow dilrorant I live !here and th<tir •te not 800 daily trips per dny. To~ 41 I 
at bulld out tha1 411 two many. If 11'!9 projection i• 10 !le bol.itm:d and I don't believe 
ii !hon any oonnoction ro Beeler Can:,on Road/ c, ... k !load ii WU1ece»Hry. Table 
4.6-16, In fact l11dlcQ\88 that removal orthe conne ction to Creek Road would no! 
iorult In slg-,,lflcant i11terse)Cllon delays or nsducuons In LOS. 

1ml 

aceen. b\11 laclcs adequate primuy a0CC>8S a,,woll tho logical location for ace.119 ill 
3- 'l'lte ctudy indicates to WI that the project not only lack£ aawifact;,ry seoondary ] 

tt> connect 10 the Mln111a.r Way iJlterchan;o at l.n1en:t11te IS through a south westerly 
road thrOllgh MC1\B Mirarn•r land and it would help Pomorado Road at Bcrlppa 
Ranch, the impacts on Spring Canyon Road Md hrte rltate 18 at Scrip!)$ Poway 
Parkw8y. 

◄• floeJ.,r C&t1yon Ro.d 111111 p tojoct access page 4.8-13 and 14 ls not reliable 
U SWl\pllon a.$ lhe basis of 1hl1 pro)eot lraffio.tudy. 'In no way can Creek Road be 
corwlr\le d u adequate to M rve aa aooo• to project of this magnitud e the road jg 

rural resiaentl~ with k!ds nd horses and no lld11vr.alb and no lights and very 
narrow. We would al.co apprec:JatelfCreekRoad on all your maps be epelled out 
and not spelled Ctlt all the other toad■ 11re spelled out it i• like you would laV8 it 
riisappoar bul you ltill have hon you p la n for 1tllffie. 

6- Croak Road Md Pomora do Road $ltiatlt19 interaeelion w-.s not built for lncrea.&ed 
ln.fflc their le no Aro• of land to widen the. ro■d for left futAing Jane o r even a right 
turn Jane ii drop. o il into the croek t.raffio haa inereued s.i9n.ili""l"lly o n Pomerado 
Road betwoon Tradwell an.d 11eripp1 Po..&)' Parkway, and with Tridont Cente r . 

8- 'nle EJR tl'lln9portalion se-etion ■nalyi:es doeo not talk about yea, 2020 build out 
with lull pro]~ of the military mulli-!amlly housing p;19e 4.8-1 at 1,000 WIiies tho 
MCAS p ,oje<:t q;ouJd double the number of lh& Ul\lt.v of this F.:tR. 

7- A tteffic Impact analy,al.c foe a project ol this magnin,de should repo1t condiriollll 
LS 1cc:u1•lely 111 ~ble Wo found oul tha traffic •llldy for thc>Tridenl C....,e r wu 
not right the y had twice .s muc:h lr11lflc with only two busll\esi:<18 opened. I live 
here co I told thorn !be 1nimo Btudy Wat not tight and !his m viy or 1n1ffi0 o n Creel< 
Ro.d is nol right I believe McMillin owued the pros,.rty and worked with the 
p roperty owno,e of Ole homo•? HCS Arterial Analysia will identify additional 
aegmen1; to repor1 wi!h a LOS worse 1hen D lllld should be reported on p.5 

RANC//O ENCANTADA E!R 

]~ 
]~ 
] ~ 
]~ 

RESPONSE 

It is agreed that the re-assignme111 of traffic resulting from the removal of the Beeler 
Canyon Road/Creek Road scconda1y access would not generate any new significnnt 
adverse trnftic impacts. 

This access alternative was evaluated and found to be infeasible due to opposition 
of the U.S. Marine Corps. 

See response number 445. 

Comment is noted. 

See response number 4 19. 

Comment is noted. 

~ 
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Sewer Servioes 
8- A ,ewer pump etatlon is proposed near the inten1!1C1ion of Beelor Canyon .and 
Cte-elc Road The sh,gle station would sel"lle the entirA 1,000 un.ihl lithe Station would 
faU It would significant impact the rG11ide11111 of these two communities and be 
equally devastating to the Bee~r Oc·eeJc why l.t net addlened In the EIR? 

9· Water runolf into ~Jar Canyon and potential residential run off into the, Creek 
ls lna~uate addressed something needs to be done to ao.ve llet>\er Creek from 
pollution. 

10- Noia:e and Air Pollution. Increased o.oise Polh1tio11 from traffic as the canyon 
walls trap the sound an oreate an echo chamber. le1erea11e traftio would also C8U$(> 

high li,vel3 or exnau!lt fumos, increui11g air pollution and caua!Tlg unhealthy 
condition$ loT resl(;len~ along Creek Road and .Beeler Cany-on Road. The 6lR dcM 
not a<tdre ... theso items and u,ey need 10 be addressed u wo !.ivo in the canyon. 

11- In IIUfflffl&ry, h iB uaco""cionable you would try to put traffic ltont the City of 
San Diego Into the City of Poway with cumulativ<I impact that you can't mitigate. 
Creek Ro&d 14 note coUecto, roadway in ae11so of tho word remombor I ~ve lived 
here for 28 years. With 10.000 trlpa per day coming out of the development we 
know cnore 1ripa per day will be coming furough Creek Road rhen your trrufie study 
projec!S you OAII 't tell then where to drive . 

Thank you for Ille opportunlty to rov:iew encl commont on the Oraf\ e:m for Rancho 
Encantade . loolc!n9 forward to my •~er; baclc. 

S~DCOrel -<:..~ A" 
.,..-- ._.:.-.-r// 

&~~--~.,,, 
Paul Rex1ord 
11570 Creelc Road 
Poway Ca. 92084 
(668) 886-0861 
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See response number I 00. 

See response numbers I 00, 417 and 421. 

See response numbers 408 and 425 regarding impacts to Creek or Beeler Canyon 
Roads. The traffic study forecasts tha t Montecito and Sycamore Estates combined 
would add 39 cars per day to Creek Road. This is less than 2 cars per hour. Two 
cars per hour on average would not create substantial degradation of the air quality 
or acoustic environment. 

See response number 445. 
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Jaruuy IM. l\lC\I Da\'MIL Da\•i• 
I 1111911<<:lcr Can)·on Rd 
Po .. ay, Ca. V20~ 

TO; <:ily or S.a Oi,go 
l.&nd Otldopmcn1 Re-•le"' o,,1uon 

RE. Oral\ En,lronmcatal lffll>l<1 Rq,on: l\an<ho enaa,IJ<di Prcche l'llD 

LOR No Y9,I0</4 
SOOlo 1000011053 

I am tho o"nerol, residc<,c.c immodiRttl)• odjoccnl 10 lh< proi!OStd dc\'tlopmem. My !"Ope,1) has no 
~c., or ~\Cf ~u. My nd.~ and ffl)'Klr rely on \each line\ w IA"CIIJ (Of ~~·CJ' and Y,,'1.l(r. I fJl\ 
rubmillint U\t. rcllo\o\oin,g.oommc-nll on the ab..'Jlle aotedDRA.f'T EJR dsted November 21 . .2000. 

IJ 

) ) 

S<(1k,n 4 ,$ H)drolog)'IWM« Qllalhy 
Pllg,: 4,5-9 11\dlc:,1 .. an incre.ueuf 6.7111n feet of wlltr runolf fortJu, Montecito Proj.«1 :md page 
4 5-1~ indicaiea an In~"' orY a,::n, f~ of""'" runo!Hor !he S)\-amo,~ E.11= Projoct. This 
, ... 11nor,ase of 13 7 ocre roc:1 or "'-.Jer (o•·•• ~-1 mlUioe &dloa.) Is pmi,ooed 10 drnin 1010 B~lor 
C'.inycn anruilly as, m.U ol lhc iwojtc1. 

ThiJ aml~~is indic::,,n • S!GNmC~ <'-"11<-10 the hydrolo~ ol lhc area but doc< not in<!ial< 
lht r""111ing Un-poet to 001 ul.td•it •ells u• .. ,tic ,r...., Tbc level of imi,oe1 should t,c: 
• ~ and ffliuptcd if nNXf-UI}" Abo. ii 1dlli1i..ial wtlh an, a11 .... tt1. lllru iminct ,hould I>< 
includo:hnd r11111g;,1od. 

Scctl011 U Hydrology/W:uer Qualil}• 
F'•ge 4 ~-•) lnd>c.tc, S!GNlFICANT shon I.Cm, and long ltrrn ,. ... , qowily hnp,ct, IO O,., l\ccler 
Con)·on """'b.11 does 001 lndloaio 111.c toSUllin, la""'I to our ennmi wd&o ud Rroo•d~•ler 
Th< ~ -ti ~f fruJ)iC1 on ow- \¥Cits and grwn:!YIWer thC!Wd bo iiliKNC"d ■rd mitiptcd ff ~~""'1'· 

Section~ I! Em,ronmemal An»!ysis• l'llblic Sc-rvic.., 
l'age,, 4.11-19 ""d' II •20 cni=u, ll>e gcoel'Mi01lol "''" n3,0l)I) plloD! oh,,wagc daily, ll<xh 
lite Iii\ OJl(ion ond lho pviry option woold cause thls........, lo !XISS tl,01111h e..:i,,, C-.,,yo11. In 
~t o-.·cnt ot u Kw-Jtc 1)"SIC'm rallurt ru,d o te,uUJug cptlb&t., '-'NI "'Ould the l~ts: be on- 1lcc:tcr 
C'IWIJ'0ft, ..,, Q""'ndoru,r. •Ml oe oar wtbs. tlt, impaa, sbo•ld bo ~ •nd mi~Hat<'d ,r 
!>l<(tA<). 

Section ~.I 2 lln1-vonmcn:al AnllY'il4'ubllc Saf<ty 
Stec ion 4.12.11!!11$111,g Cotldmo11o1 
This se<tion "'ns~ ~ e,istl!IJ po,o,t< lnni>»iS»on lines The c:ustU1g ~b IJO"• r dopplar 
udar ,s alro to 11,e lm.,dl•1.e ,icl.nlcy. Thia cyacm ll'lld<U"1ld 10 prodocc and 111Utami1 higl> 
po11cr cloe1ro1111IO'dlc ficl<k Tho lltelll)h JNI imJJ'cl of01uc flolds on lhc r«;<ico,s ofthls 
p,oj<:ct 1houkl ,,. u~ an4 rnlti8111"1 if """""''U)'· 

s«, ,on 4 6 T r1lllfPCIIUli<m 
P\lgc • f>.16 c>1im,1tc \lie l"\)jt,:I trip _,..ion on B«lcr Conyon l\O<ld. The pro)CCI -..ill b.n'C o 
sl~ont lmp>el on lh!, rural ,o;,rt 'Tho imaly,is BJO!-'IY uNlccctll!n>LC-s lhc proj«I trip 
senmtioo cm Bul<r C...ron Road. The IC\el of cons,«lion lit lhe ,...,,.,.aion of Pom,l':ldo Road 
:1.11d Raod>o Enco,,!Ada l'oll<way wUI force lnllic N>to lloclct Canyon llood. 
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Sec response numbers 151 and 346. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. 

The Beeler Canyon drainage basin also constitutes the sanitary sewer basin. 
Sewage generally flows by gravity. It is appropriate for wastewater generated 
within 1he basin to travel in pipelines through 1he basin and be carried away by the 
sanitary sewer system for treatment at the downstream end of the basin. Also see 
response number I 00. 

Sec response number 232. 

See response number 445. 

~ 
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Jan- i9-0l l2:04P 

6) 

1) 

S<,;(jon 4 7 l<ol,c 
Borh Wt! 1<rm &nd long l<nn noloc impocto ""'lif11lllca1U. Some or1he e,js,ing older raid<nllal 
urul5 arc ••ltt~I> close lo Boele■ Canyon Road le lo dxib<!W liwl tho coll$U1lCtion LC<:~ 
usea Y~"' ago ,vtten cbos:c houses"''°" conrtrvi:ted ,au.tr in f.S decibels: of noi..e rtdu1.1ior1. The 
combln;,1infl or older a>Mnl011on and cl090 proodmlry 10 die"'°""'">· cosUy exceed lltc J .< ~lb<I 
inl<'fior noi.st N.0datd $otW\ Cl en 111UD0, lnr:rea"C' n1 tn,ffic; on Beeler C°'.i.QJ•on RNd, 

SocUon 1,0 Pn,joc1 Do!Criploa 
Page .1-<• lndK-AJ~ that S,>'Cliamore Est.ties sub-project may L1kc Ln1erim pim4t)• 8"CSS from Beder 
C'oln)'lffl Road p;o, 10 the 00'""1e1ion ofllaJ,ctu, E~ Parlm:rv. 
The lrup1<l5 or 111ls Option ate 51gnlfi"'11L TIie , ... 1r1ng lrllffic and noise lmpoc,s need 10 be 
aMCSOed and mi1lp<od It ....,....ty, 

Section 4 5 Hydrology/W81Ct Quali1y 
Pl JC 4.,-Y indic:ues &O UlCltalC or 6. 7 Kn! (erl of 1'~1tr run..,rr !'or lhC :.lcntccilo Project and r,IJC 
4.,· lr>iodic,nc. an 1naeaor of 9 ,en roe, or Mlleo runoff fot1hc Sr<=>morc I:,utos Projcc< TI~, 
tCUI increase of I !t 7 acre rector n'l.kr (of1'r !5.2 mlllJ011 it.no-•> is p::QJ)O'JNI ro dmfn fnro Beder 
Cany<M1 ..-.....JI>•..,• «ail< or lllt poj«t, 
This lJ1'l)'Sls indt<mci a SIONIFICA1'1T dloage 10 tl>c h)'drolom• of rhc ami bul Joe, n01 l11dlc;,1c 
\he ,...,lung impod lo wrcxbtln1 Propotty. A 67 :s= horse rancb e'l.ins In S(eler Clll)on l\oacl. 
The Je,,·el orlm))Oot should b< atscnocf and mklgat,d lfneces.ary. 

Tlulnk you for )our 1ncnIim, rothue maltm. 
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RESPONSE 

There is no measurable amount of project traffic forecast to use Beeler Canyon 
Road that would cause any noise impacts regardless of the condition or age of 
houses. Any residential strucnire that has no wind blowing through the strncture 
achieves 15 dB of reduction when windows arc closed. As noted in response 
number 425, the forecast noise impact to Creek Road is less than 0.1 dB CNEL. 
The noise impact along Beeler Canyon Road farther east is even lower because 
there is no reason for Rancho Encantada project residents to be driving on this 
roadway. There is no foundation for suggesting significant noise impacts where 
essentially zero impacts are forecast to occur. 

This relates to the condition that could have occurred if development of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project had proceeded the Montecito sub-project. This 
condition would no longer occur and access would be provided via Rancho 
Encantacla Parkway. 

The comment accur.Hely quotes the estimated annual volume increase in 
runoff, but is not accurate regarding the significance of the impact. If the 
concern is groundwater impact, the annual volume increase would not result in 
a direct corresponding increase in groundwater because the majority of the 
volume increase would be in the form of surface runoff. Also, the increase in 
impe1vious surface has an offsetting, though not significant, impact on 
groundwater recharge. If the concern is surface water impact, the peak 
discharge increase would be addressed through detention and the annual 
volume increase would not result in significant surface water impacts. 
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l'o· Cl\yofSon Ditto 
And(('1'1 Klws 
fnvi,onm.,,i,,J Al>:llfII 

RE Draft E01isolll1lontll lMl)O<;t Repcm on IIBndlo EJ\Clll\ll>da Pn>el• " Pbn 

LOR No ~~-109, 
SCH No 200001 IOS'.l 

I resid< .. IJOSS Beeler Canyon. I "'71lld Un ID ""'1ml Ul0$eWIMl!IOU lObecoD!!Cl<Jod in lllomic,1· or 
Lhls drtl\ Em.. 

I • I hlYt W/l(lca lbe City or Paw1)• .... aad Ihm, fO close Cred. f:Olld I.a !he ,-iblc evtlll or ;w"'"" J 
oflll)s p,qjocl. ni., Mofor at f'<lway ,,rote b.,ck ammos m< 111, : tho;,- plllt OG dowiJ O«I< R.cad 
>hould SllllDiq:o "I'?""'° !bit projc<t The Cilyof p..,., \wc)•I) ioc,eot11"'blic roQ)Jdas ID lllrir 
UlU.l!l to close C,cel, llMd. 'ft,, n'i!deo11 of Beeler Caayoo ..., k! we~~ Paskwly for 
wllylnJL 

2. Th< Erl!. is scriomly n-..s in ii~ prqieaioDI ortroffican llet111 Ro.id My reoomffl.fomtion i..lli&\ J 
Bc~Jtr !\Md be cl.- llld only CAlnsfd<rcd for Cmetg<D<)' a(:t(:tl. 

) . The u;,llic plan or 111Ufl p(ffl'(:l'lldo Jtnod, alwJdy 1,1 """'capaci :,. h totally UD8<oepllblt This ] 
prcJc« I.< usini • ~00llllo<10f, La E........u Ptul<"'~• to c•,.:,r o,uo 2-bno ~- Commot> 
"'"'• dlCUlcs that thu ite,w,:mel), poor pwutlo~ My !W)IMl•!lldation II IO USO Iha mmu,,y ptoparty 
to the soUlh ofOusp1Q.ittt .uidc<il the tn.ffic onto tbr Miramar ll'o)' exit cm !-IS, or cont1ca tll>IO 
HiJhMI S2 or Hi&l,"'11) 67. Trallio Uuout,11 tlle S<ripPS IW\clo ,:l><lfflnmily ll>oulJ! bo ••old<>ht all 
CClsls, 

~- n,e ~ jca mould never be cowdued 1'il/lout :i&>iuaic pt.lie ·:""""""'lkm to tltt ~•a. :J 
l . TheEIR d<><i not= the 1!.SlJeorw~ICrqll.\lltY lmj,><:I, on 1>•:lls io Ba:lcr Canyon. oordOC$ it J 

,doqu.Jtel,y o<ldieu Ooodioi: ill Beeler C."yoo My ptop111)1 h,,, ,m ophnn<1'11 ntl:IJtl dnlnlng Wtl\ 
th.:, so"'11 lllto Boeler Creek. This uruall)' dry ,i,a,,, liu .,.-,,rlJ.:,;,<d iu' baAks 11 0:0 IJ'l!I IS >""" by J 
~a observation or rcw!tnu wbo U.., In tho ar,.a_ This prnjcc. ,iu..rcns to ao,cDoodiDg •• my 
poopel'I}' and othot l'fflll<ni« In die ;uea 

14761 

1ml 

§] 

6 Tue devr.10p<'>11bo<lld ~ 11111ulo1ccf 10 ,4•od:wilhdte mJll~o,i • ooml7'dlccwvc plan for lhcr,gioQ J 14&2 ! ., lhe miliw; ll!e>d.)· !\ls indlClll<dlhat it twplaru10 d<\-elol' ,,, 106,000 hooringw-dlsju51 5001h or 
1liis p,oject.. 

7 Tlllsplau dd!c.s all tru, ,uicklU\<$ of S"NDAG (or housing in ~ao Olei;o ·ii i,~ land loekcd parcc.\ S J I 4R3 I 
1niles trom 1holnum,tt tb:al a1Jl lkpcwl rotAlly on c,trtr.llllr i -~crruy/o.11. It !,s nat e.!lbnldble. 
iulUWlf ai,d 1w "-" pW>< 10 111JUz,1, 1M ..,,,;m.:ucd 10,000 c.,r b'II~ per cl.,y b, ndc &h.l,iag. ptfoh• 
U,\nsporuUoa. or any (\1hin mean< 

' The ellldo .. DOI ndcltol\ tJ,q,cto<UW heallh imptttll of tile n<'CIIS racw sit• OD lhi• projoc:,I (tllc ,oon~ J 14841 
d0rtllC ,..,c..,thc,c1M2.ar) 
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RESPONSE 

Comments are noted. See response number 131. 

Commelll is noted. See response numbers 98 and 445, 

See response number 459. 

Sec response number I 04. 

See response numbers 151 and 346. As discussed in final EIR Section 4.5, 
implementation of the Rancho Enca11tada project would not result in increases to 
peak 1111101T rates. Therefore. the proposed project would not effect downstream 
Oooding. 

See response number 424. 

Conune111 is noted. See response number 116. 

Comments noted. Please note that the proposed project would provide I 06 
affordable housing units and that all transportation impacts would be mitigated to 
below a level of significance with the exception of direct and cumulative impacts 
on Pomerado Road. 

See response number 232. 

-
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OJ , J9t0J 18:H F.H 619892'533 
61969255:<J 

.\ ,: JI 

9, ThcOUIVC)'>Of"ildUl<lllthc .... pMrty~lbedivu,i1)-l,fWIJd1.Ue1Nllwbccnol>2IVUdlO J 14851 
Loluhlt tll!! a,eo by llu,oc: or us 11ho lln lllfflt The ElR dos ""· , cldreM 1uUy Ille Impact to th• 
wildlif•. 

10. n.. «c,calloo Coc:ilftlel ID 6cn(IIII run<h """"'' - tilt ll><rl:nr•!d cl<rTW,ds er thJ.s proje<t. The flR J 14&6 I 
need.< ID_.., bow lhb ~ cc,dd moot lbe <lltire -,.or1tl ....i, of rho pn>Je<:t "'1tlu,u, 
ilttc,optia/! IO we the ~!!flbt I\D"IOUlldJAgrec!Da. ..tdch ;,,. alstUy ,n~r capacity, cspocially 
tl,c rccn:4tion c:tOltt in Sctipps llStltb. 

~~ 
T im S1nltll 
Beder Callyon Rcoiden• 
J JU55 Beeler 1\o:14 
Pol'ay, CA 
~sg.,r,f,.noo 
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1485 I Surveys for project followed standard protocol for projects of this scope within the 
City of San Diego. Data has been collected over a number of years on the site and 
incorporated into the analysis for the project. 

The project's significant impacts on public parks would be fully mitigated through 
conveyance of a 4.0 net-acre public park site adjacent to a proposed elementary 
school site on the Sycamore Estates sub-project. If the school site is not developed, 
the on-site public park would increase to 8.05 net-acres (mitigation measure 4.11-
2). All public recreation facilities in the City of San Diego can be used by any 
member of the pt1blic, inclt1ding the pt1blic parks in Scripps Ranch and the proposed 
on-site pt1blic park in Rancho Encantada. 
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January 19, 2001 

TO: City of San Diego 
Land Development Review Division 

RE: Draft Enylronment<1I Impact Report: Rancho Encantada Precjse Plan 

LOR No. 99-1094 
SCH No. 200001 1053 

We me the owners of nine residential lots, Including two residences, located on Creek 
Road in the City of Poway -Mlhln an area zoned for half-acre lots and are submitting the 
following comments on the above noted Draft EIR dated November 21, 2000, 
speclf1cally with respect to 1he primary and secondary accesses to the project. 

1) The project relies upon Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road as one of Its two 
accesses. 

a) Table 4.6·1 (page 4.6-6) categorizes Creek Rosd as a two lane Coll<?ctor roadway 
with a r.apacity of 8,000 trips daily. Creak Road is not a Collector road in any 
praclical sense as it has serious deficiencies In sight distances tJolh horizontally 
and vertically. '"Country Lane• is a more apt description. Figure 3-5A (page 3-13) 
shows the rursl nature of Creek Road and the constraints of its alignment - e.g., 
its intersec~on with Beeler Canyon Road Is almost right angled wilh a 'lerllcal 
sight distance or less than 100 feel. The paved width is only 24 feet over most of 
its length and its Intersection with Pomerado Road Is severely constrained. 

~ connection of this prolect to Beeler Canyon Road/Cre8k Road would have 
significant traffic Impacts to these roads as it would exceed the threshold set out 
on (c) page 4.6-12 of the EIR: 

"If a project would fncresse traffic hazards to motor 1,e/Jic/es. bicyclists, or 
pedesfrisns due to proposed no11.sta11dard design festures (e.g., poor sight 
distances . .. ... .. .)''. 

These impacts are not mitigated. 

b )° The traffic analysis states that traffic volumes on Creek Road will increase from a ] 
current 200 daily traffic volume to only 411 at 2020 project build out. If this 
projection is to be believed, then any connection to Beeler Canyon Road/Creek 
Road is unnecessary. Table 4.6-16, In fact, indicates that removal of the 
connection to Creek Road would not result In significant intersection delays or 
reductions In LOS. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR 

RESPONSE 

I 4R7 I See response number 421 . 

j 488 1 See response number 445. 

It is agreed 1hat the closure ofSrreet " 8 '' to emergency-only access would not create 
new significant adverse impacts, as shown in Appendix K of the Traffic Technical 
Report. 

i.,..... 
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c) The draft EIR notes that Creek Road/Beeler Canyon Road had historically s01ved 
the former General Dynamics use of the Sycamore Estates portion of the project. 
However, ti should also be noted that General Dynamics also had access to its 
property r,om Pomerado Road at lhe proposed location or Rancho Encantada 
Parkway. 

d) In summary, Beeler Canyon/Creek Road as a project accees (pages 4.6-·l3 & 
14 PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION) Is not a raflabla assumption as the 
basls of this project traffic study. In no way can Creek Road be construed 
as adequate to serve even as secondary access lo a project of this 
magnitude. 

2) The draft EIR finds that the project will have significant and unmitigated 
traffic impacts on Pomerado Road, We find no discussion of potential 
mitigation measures and do not accept that mitigation is not possible. 

a) Ttiere is ample current evidence. day by day, of the peak hour traffic problems on 
Pomerado Road, also attested to by the efforts of the Scripps Ranch community 
dating back ten to fifteen years to restrict additional traffic on Pomer.:1do Road 
through Scripps Ranch, Including limiting Pomerado Road to two lanes. II is 
lnconcelvabte that this gment EIR should now propose adding substantially to lhjs 
traffic without any significant studv or effort to provide additional roadway capacity. 
These impacts. unfortunately, are not confined to Pomerado Road, but spread to 
other regional roads including the Scripps Poway Parkway and Scripps Ranch 
Road. 

The study lndlcales to us that the project not only lacks satisfactory secondary 
access, but lacks adequate primary access as well. 

b) The logical locallon for the additional access required ror the development or this 
area Is e now road from the south westerly end of the project, then proceeding 
southerly and westerly, entirely to 1ho south of the Scripps Ranch community to 
connect to the Miramar Way Interchange at Interstate 15. The topography along 
this route is generally not difficult for road conslruction and it would be built through 
vacant land. A new road In this location will serve to; 
(I) be the primary access lo the project, with lhe already Impacted Pomerado 

Road becoming secondary access and the removal of the inadequate 
Beet er Canyon/Creek Road altogether n a project access. 

(II) mitigate the slgnlflcanl, cumulative unmitigated Impacts to Pomerado 
Road and Intersections theroon (page 4.6-35). 

(Ill) mitigate slgnlflcant cumulatlve Impacts at ramp matera al 1-15/Pomerado 
Road (page 416-28). 

(Iv) lessen the traffic Impact to 1-15 traffic north of Miramar Way. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA £JR 
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Comment is noted. 

Creek Road is not intended to serve as a secondary access to Rancho Encantacla. 
Proposed Street "B" would connect to Beeler Canyon Road. See response 
numbers 403 and 445. 

Signi ficant unavoidable impacts are acknowledged and miligation measures are 
identified at the Pomcraclo Roacli l- 15 interchange, along Spring Canyon Road, and 
at the Pomerndo Road/Scripps Poway Parkway intersec1ion to Jessen these impacts. 
See response number 41 8. 

See response number 492. 

J 4'14 1 See response numbers 152 and 154. 
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We believe this road is essential to the development proposed and Is loo important 
to traffic and, hence, quality of life Issues in each of these 1-15 corridor 
communities not to be addressed, or worse, to be dismissed without study. 

The obvious argument against a road at ltiis location Is that the land Is part of 
MCAS Miramar. However, ii is clear that there Is need for cooperation between 
lhe Marine Corps and the City as each seeks lo advance its plans for housing In 
the area. 

3. The draft EIR dismisses the potential cumulative effects of MCAS Miramar 
housing by assuming that Its access will be via Pomerado Road, a road 
already Identified as being the subject of "direct and cumulative Impacts 
which would remain significant ~nd unmitigated." 

a) This draft EIR Transportation Section analyzes year 2020 build out with full project 
build out, but does not appear to analyze the full project build out plus the addition 
of military multi-lamlly housing on MCAS Mirnmar, allhough ii Is referred to on 
page 4.6-t. At 1,000 units, the MCAS Miramar project would double the number 
of units of this EIR. The City hes already recognized the likelihood of this 
additional housing In requiring that sewer system pipelines be sized for future 
residential development on MCAS Miramar. 

We und~rstand !hat a discussion of this cumulative Impact in this draft EIR is a 
statutory requirement. We believe this discussion is vital to !his study as ii will not only 
evaluate the Impact on Pomerado Road but may assist In providing 8 potentiel 
mitigation to the "direct and cumulative Impacts to Pomerado Road, which would 
remain sign,ftcant and unmil!gated," (Sec. 4.6-4, page 4.6-37). through a co-operative 
effort with MCAS Miramar. 

Submitted by ~ -. 

Neville(,{~ 
5302 AHa Bahia Cl. 
San Diego, CA 92109 
(858) 488-7675 

NB:ka 

RANCJ/O ENCANTADA EIR 

Anthony J. Aviano 
12729 Stone Canyon Rd. 
Poway. CA 92064 
(858) 487-6675 
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RESPONSE 

Section 4.8 of the Traffic Technical Report summarizes the analysis of impacts 
associated with the Military Family Housing project. 
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11015 B•eler Canyon Road 
l'owny, CA 92064-6110 

City MSan Dicgu 

Pl311ning ,f:, (kv~k•pm•nt R•"i•w 
1222 l'irs1 A,·c.. So, lll'nr 

SaoDirl{O. &i1112IOI 

Suhject: J:,1vir(11uncn1~1 impa,:t r.-polt R11ochu Encnotnda l'r•ds« l'lan 

LUR No. 99-1094 

SCH No. 2000011053 

I ,am" resident of Beeler Canyon. l wam to v"iee my nhict:liun to the. Enc1rntada prclje<cl. 
I bdie.-e tl1Ht the Environmentol l111pact Repoii In not accurate-. docs not adc-quatdy 
describe the environment nf'neelcr ('3nyon and do,·~ not aJcqualcly dcscril-.: the 
potential impact ol'this project. Th• replllt d<••~ not !,~ve seriuus cunsiJerntioo tu the 
imp.1cf ofthi.s development 011 the wildlife, the w:iter and the tot.al cc<>logy of this area. 
Abo, we ooly found ""t about the report this week. I underslanJ there will be some sort 
of vote f ridoy. Wl1e11 a dcvcl(lpmcnt h11., ~uc·h n po!en1iul imp;-.:1 un re~idents, I woukl 
think tl~ City would make ~urc lhal lite resiJenls w,r~ informed all uloag th" pwcess. 

I ,wuld lik" 111 describe our en\'ironment in Oceler Cony('n. 

There is a r.ivine nel<t to our pmpcny. When ii rain~ 1h.: \\ater ,·o= frorn !he top ofth<: 
hills down 1hc rm-inc under \he [oaJ ton creek across the road. !fit rnins I.Jard enou!!,h 
!here i~ a little <rt<k that rull!! Jo,,n aloDJ! th" ravine but most of it guos to the creek 
acruss lh" ru.!d. t\'t:ry morning and eveniug onimals wnlk dom, !be mviue, ncross tl1e 
r<>ad lo drink w:ite-r. There is: busl~ ,vith no houses. on one side and tbe ba~k <1f uur two+ 
acr<s. ·1 he w1imals live there. In addl1ion t(1 the coyotes. robbtt~. squirrel~ 1here is o 
beau1iful l•~h.,01. T have ,nn ~mall deer walking down to the creek. TI1ey all dc11end 
on good ckJn w3tcr M,l thei n..c,1 tub. prokch:J us !hey cross 1be mad. Th~rc ore all 
l)'P,:S ofbirJ~ 1ba1 nest in lbc C&n)'OIL lk.1utifol ltuwks, rutd specicb too DUJU<.'TllU:: to list. 
ih"Y :sit depen<.I on good clean water and being oble to hunt for food. So th~ bul(-;, 
rcidems. frog~ ond s1Ulkts ore imf!Ortll/ll al!'II. Tht snokeq w•~~ nteler Co11yoo Rood 
also. Poople walk ur rid,' bicycles tm Soder C:myun Road. Chil</r(n pl&y. f'(:(lpl• ride 
horse;. Tbetc ,uc only abunt 12 houses on Beder Canyon lload - there an., ~rb.,p~ 13 
on Creek Rood. 1ne n,sidents of ~clcr Cnnyon do not generate very much traffic (the 
inform11tion in ti~ repon wos inr,,rrect and mi,leading) a11d we c:ire ahout the 'Ulfety of 
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Comments are noted. El R Section 2.0 and the existing conditions sub-sections 
of Section 4.0 describe the environmental selling of the proposed project site 
and vicinity. ElR Section 4.3, 1310LOGIC/\L RESOURCES. and 4.5, 
HYDROLOGY/\Vi\TER QUALITY, address impacts on wildlife and water, 
respectively. Also see response number 431. 

j 4n I Commenls arc noted. 
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people and '>ildlife. w, try to dri,·c slow w we cao ~top safely when childrtn ar~ 
playing on th.e road or ,11ten an animal or snllke crosses th~ road. 

lleder Cai,yon is n 1.ittle country roaJ. It "11..'l a dirt l'l)ad w!ieu we first move iD 14 ye,us 
a~o. l1 hast<> stay a little country r<>ad becnusc if it does not lhe City of San nirr,,o will 
be i;ulhy onilling <>tf one more hnbitot fur the wildlife, domestic ,mimals and people 
trJ,in~ h> sur\'iv~ in thi, unwntwlled urb-1n ~'Prawl thst San Diego hss become. 

TI1is is en accurate de,cription of Beeler Canyon road. If the £LR had adequately 
ue5'.!ric>ed 1b~ ca\'iromm'nl then the n,-~ath,e impact ofthi• development wo1d.d b• 
•Jbvious. It is unthinkable !lull Beeler Canyon would evu he 1m:d ns nn access road for 
this or nny <>titer housing project. Bill even irthe 11.iflk is diverted in annth~r direct inn. ! 
think there wi\l be o ve1J bad impact from the dewlopmen\ on the qualily of the notural 
wuter and ~n-ck water nowin~ lhru the canyon. Mru,y dc,,r, hobrats, dogs, ~nakcs, 
rabbit$, hawks, childrc'11 end peopl~ In general will re negalivdy imp,1t•lt,cl by lhi~ 
<l~wlopment. Any ~ijvimnmel)h!.l. r,;p<.11t s!,onl~ cmpl\;!_sjl!, \l!C~-~"'!C<luences. 

I cannot imagine whnt the City or nllyone else cM bonesrly believe they arc going to do 
whit more cars ti-om niore hous~ in this nreil. '11,ey sure canool go uul lhroush Sc-riprs 
Re,><:h. l'om,:rrulo rorul i& full. You cnnnot set out of Poway onto 1-15 in 1b~ wc.imins 
and ron'1 s~• back in the ewning. Tilcre ,, no pl3cc for ru1y 111ore car~ to go. l <lo not 
believe the report accurntely or "uequntely describe• lhe impact oo 1rafficco11gestin11 in 
Scripps Rm,ch, l'owny. l-15 ~.nd surrounding area$. 

I hsve serlou, o h,lections lo this devek\rment. Tam very concerned nbout the impacl on 
the wil<llifc aod em·iromncnt in Beeler Can~on. [ do not k11ow iftherc ore eudn11gered 
species in om canyon bu\ l ,k, know that there is a lari:c numb~• and wonderful diversity 
of life in our conyou. We oll dererve your serious coruldt:ration. 

Yotus lmly . 

._,,. 
//...,,-r,. [.,,,.., _~ ,,,.. 

f.<>rrnine Cha.<e 
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Comments are noted. Please sec response number 57. 

The EIR adequately discloses the significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project. See response numbers 365, 414 and 496. 

EIR Section 4.6 adequately evaluates the proposed projecl's impacts on 
lransportmion in accordance with City of San Diego traffic engineering standards. 



LETTER OF COMMENT 

SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
2121 Morena lloulovanl, Suit• D • Sa.r, llicgoCA 92110 • 619;27j.()557 

VIA FACSIMILE (610-446-5499! 

Lawrence C Monserrate 
Environmental Review Manager 
City of San Diego 
Planning and Development Review Department 
1222 Firs Ave, Fifth 1'l001 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrale· 

January 4, 2001 

SUBJECT: Comment6 on Draft EIR for Ranch Encantada 
LOR No. 99-1094 

The San Diego Audubon Society submtts Its comments on the draft EIR for the Rancho 
Encantada Precise Plan, LOR No. 99-1094. 

Aller review of the BJ0Iogrca1 Reeources Report from Helix Environmental. we are ~ 
concerned about the lake of concem 011er the species and their potenlial lo be obser11ed 
onstte. First of all Table 1 on the Biological Sur11ey Information. there is noted only two 
California gnatcatcher surveys conducted lnslead of lhe required three ur-.cler the 
agreement wtth lhe US. F,sh and Wildlife Sefl/!ce and the Implementing Agreement of the 
Multiple Species Conser11allon Plan (MSCP) In accord.Ince with the gnatcatcher 
protocols three vlsffs are required to be covered at a minimum of one week apart Your 
table notes a site visit on April 22, 1999 and then again May 6, 1999. There shOuld have 
been a visll sometime in between these two dates. If a third visit was completed, the table 
needs to be corrected If the visit was nol done, then the survey Is incomplete and In 
accordance with the protocols, a new set of vistts would be required. 

Secondly, the sensitive plant sur11eys noted QI'\ Table 1 were conducted at the end of July ] 
and early Augusr 1999. The majority of the planls that ere on Table 3-5 of the MSCP that 
have the potential to be onsHe would more like be blOomlng In the early to Isle spring lime. 
Why were no sur11eys conducted during that t!me? Based on the Information tnat we see 
here, the sensitive plant suNey6 are mlslead,ng and therefore incomplete. The minimum 
should be two site visits during lhe spring season to look for annuals. 

Thirdly, the flora 11st Indicates the presence or spiny redber,y (Rhamnus croce") This Is 
the host plant for the Herml!I; cower butterfly (Lycaena hermes). Hermes is llsted on 
Table 3-5 of the MSCP and therefore due diligence should be done to confirm presence or 
absence of the butterfly. Table 4 In the Biological Report indicates a "low to moderate 
potential lo occur.· When you go back to Table 1 of the Report. there is no indication of a 
presence I absence sur11ey be!~ conducted The buUerfty does occur nearby at 
Sycamore Canyon County Park and on the Marimar Marine Airbase What Is the logic in 
concllJdlng that tt is low lo moclerate for occurrence? Wilhout a s11r11ey for them It must be 
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Coastal Cali fornia gnatcatcher surveys are not required for impact areas 
outside of the MHPA. Gnatcatcher surveys were conducted however for the 
entire Montecito site on three occasions in 1999 for CEOA purposes and 
because :-ippropriate habi ta t for gn:-itc:-itchers ,w,s located on the project site. 
One d:-ite, April L4, l999, was inadvene111ly left off of "fable I. AdditiCJnally, 
the site was covered on many other occasions during Qui no chcckerspol 
butterny and rare plant surveys by biologists permitted to survey for the 
gnatcatcher in both 1999 and 2000, and no gnatcatchers were obsc1ved. Based 
on these survey effor1s, no gnatcatchers are ant icipated on the Monteciio sub­
project site. 

T he site was covered repeatedly by biologists familiar with the rare plants 
expected to occur on site during April of 200 as part of the Quino checkerspol 
bullerny surveys. Additionally, a rare plant smvey was conducted in May of 
2000 on 40 acres of the site. A ny rare plant species would likely have been 
detected during these of survey efforts. 

Su1veys for the Hermes copper butterny are not required for projects within 
the City of San Diego. It wns determined Ihat this species has low to moderate 
potential 10 occur because spiny redberry does occur on si te, although not in 
large numbers. Disclosure of the potential to occur was provided. Even i f this 
species were to be observed on-site, it would not resul t in any project 
modifications because the species is not state or federally listed and is not a 
narrow endemic species. 
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concluded that this 1s Incomplete. II ls slrongly recommended that a survey be conducted 
during Its adult flight season to confirm presence or absence. 

Flnally, vAlh nine significant unmitigated Impacts and even with alternallves to the project 
there are still sf)( slgnlllcanl unmttlgaled impacta. ll seems clearly Inappropriate to move 
foiward with this project It Is recommended lhat the City work woth lhe devt>loper lo 
reduce the unmttlgaled impacts to no Impacts and then resubmtt to the EIR to the public. 

II you have any questions. I can be reached al 619·282-8687. 

Respectfully, 

Michael W Klein 
Land Use Cooservation Chair 
San Diego Audubon Soclely 

RANCIIO ENCANTADA £JR 
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I so4 f The comment is noted. 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society 

T\I: 

Environ,nent~I Review Committee 

3 January 200 I 

Mr. Drew Kid~ 
I .and Dovdopment Review Division 
l'~'llllu.ng sud De"elopmeat Review Uepanmem 
CityofS:111 OkB•> 
1222 Fi.ril A waue, Mail Station SO J 
S:m J)iego, California 92101 

Draft Environruental l.mpoct Rcpo11 
Rnocbo Eocantada Pr~,:ise Plan 
LDR No. 9Q, I 094 

Dear Mr. Kleis: 

l hnve revirn-ed the. ~u~jcct DEIR on uchalf of this coinrnillcc oftb,, Sm1Diego County 
Archaeologi~al Sodct)'. 

Based 011 the information contained in the DE(R nod ils Tech11lc3l Apptndkc, HI tluough 
HS. we ha,;e the following comments: 
(I) Ple~sc conJ.inu whether oerial photogrJt•h• were l.rJ$J)<:Cte<i for 1b~ areas covered by 

Appendices H l through 115. 
(2) Culhtral material and associated 1ecords from the fieldwork cover<'d by tu,· appemlices 

should be properly curated. Appendix HS mention; lhut coll~tioos a,~ "tempora1 ily 
c.urnted'' at Kyle Consulr!ng. Consi>1eut "ith the Codt of Ethics of the Rc(liMcr of 
proft.-ssioo:il Archaeologists, curntion am111gements ~hould he mode-. 

(3) Other thnu the above, we concur in the impuct •nt•lysis uml mitir nti,:,o measures 
presented for this pmjeot. 

Thank ym1 for providu,g this project's em~romnrntal documents 10 SDCAS for rc,·icw. 

tc: Kyle Consulting 
Brian F. Smith and Associlltes 
SOCAS President 
File 
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For E!R Appendix HI, Brian Smith and Associates did 110 1 evalua1e aerial 
photography. For EIR Appendices !-12 through H5, Kyle Consulting examined 1928 
aerial photographs for cultural resources located within the stlldy areas. This was 
completed during the survey phases of the study and reexamined during the lcsling 
phase. 

The recovered cultural material was temporarily curated at Kyle Consulting and at 
the laboratory of Adelia Schroth, Ph.D. who conducted the lithic analysis. The 
artifac1s would be curated at the San Diego Archaeological Center, 334 Eleventh 
Avenue, San Diego, California 9210 I. 

J so1 I Comme111 is noted. 
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I<' \\ 1111111 ll \ la, ( ·0111:v111. 

1 ) 11 l urh· 1,1"1 
.1 li<L" h1u1H•tl r,h,,1,1 !(IC) ,;1crcs ol'1hc l;u1d rn1 "fucl1 l(nncho t· riri'lm:,i l:, 

f ~hmtc·\,itn, '~ r,1111111~ I· ,(t1h:,l hns l~rn 1ir. 1p~l~·<J. \\ t.: h:1, c l-.::~11 cxpl~,i 111µ th :.11 iU\",I. 

I 11\. .. h •1 H ' JY 1111p1..'1 t .,n1 pt\h.·c..•v. 1111 111· th:ip:u1<.ll c.'11110111111il~ . I hu-. it i~ i•11pu1tan11h:11111,., 
mco l >t,: p1t•sr1\\"',I. ,p 1h:,1 ii t'i!IJ (i111w ll!h,.'h -· :h ii j, ahC':t\.fr hc.('.inni1w lo , lo and ,11 ll1.11 

nnin,~1•~ 1111~ urilitl' lhc l'k.'\, ,., .. ,,1h:md 111,cn -.p,IH' .\, 11 ,1111u.l:;. m,w, the l,1111i..;d 1110.·.1 

l·<ml,1111-: •Hlh'h ,1l"lnv hi\:. lrmu HH'km~. 111,11,I,. 111\ll bird, 111 ,h,•,·1 ,111i.l l·11\H(i.;. 

I b,· foe hm rKd 111.m) ,11\"H' ,u oat ,,l111Jl:1111I. a H 'IJ rm(.' h ,hiJ!lf in tl,i, rt•j~i1111 ·r lk.'\\" 

rq,:1c1J1<. .11,- lln 1hc n1ri:,1 p,111 !;.fO\\ lll~ t~1d,.·\\ l11ch i·~ li111l1t:1 n·a,<1 n t.'•r thh: ~,,.._a tt• l'l,f,,• 
r1,,1t~, 1l·d. 

'h ti,\. 100 :win, ~urn\·d. mus.I H,t., ( ·11!-o!n l '-;ut,.'-l: ~<.·111h, '-;01111¾.'tn t\.liM·d C.:liap:u ml .u'ltl, 
( 'J1:11ni,\' ( 'h ,p.1rial , \1"1111 8ll 'v i, t lh1.• On~ \\'o<tdl:uni mar~1..·d i11 lh(: l -'11\ i1,·11m\l,'1Uhl 

ln1p,!l t Rt•1,u11 ll· lR) J'lt.' p:1n:,I h~ 1 k1i:-. Jin\ i1<,nmc:111.1l l'L11u1i11y. \\,I•• ;1IH1 t1111 ut·tl 1 fu: 
{ ·IJ, ,p ui.tl J)r1f111l:1ti1111~ an,I I )al. \ \'o,1lll1md~ :uc ~Jo\\ lf re µ.rn winp , i:1 Chi\\ n !-iprnutin~•• 

f tu: ;,t1t111J i'Xh'tll tlf lht o.,l Wn1 ,.ll,11wl li,n.•,"·,·r.\h lhnt m .trl:cd i1, t h~· h flt (B,ol•wki\l 
f~l'"".lllh.'.'1.'S ~l.1p ..! \ J1 lt,'l..·d on ,,h~.._•l\1,1h,,~ of'Cl\.--v ,;,t.1,.-l(•h•n:-- n&ltl cn1wn <-JU'tl\111111:- Oal 
Wnthlb1111 po 1•nl.u ir1n, ap,~\\t h' Im, ... • c:\tcn\kd up c.1ch r.n 111\• ,md ah'mi: lh·t.·h-1 ,·i111J·on 
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The public revie,v period for the Rancho Encantada EIR ended on January I 9, 
200 I. This comment letter was received on January 23, 200 I; therefore, responses 
are not required. As a courtesy to the commentor, responses are provided below for 
informational purposes only. 

I 509 I Comments noted. Please see responses numbers 36 I and 364. 
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H,:.ul \\ Ink· llk>'l ufthi,,.. pnpul:1tiun w,l, h11111\·-<.I. o gt,otl fll'l'CL' l1lugL· up11e11~ w hL' rc~1wi1w 
h;u.-b. hJ 1.·10\\II ill'rt'll1in~ •• 

I 11..,~1:.· f., :1b11:1111111ht11111.,I !'in i1w ducctf\ ofl1.·, th1.· ( ic.•11c1ul 1>,n~1111,c:-. -.:,n k~ 10.1d 11ta1 

, ·11111, 1i11-. .1 11111. h, i111r 1n1ruL,tm11 ofl Ju~· I hi, 1.111..0 ,, .,, 11111 h~1rnt>,I h\ tl1t· 1in..· 

Ir .. 1i1,11hl h. nnh.:d 1h .. 11 all u;1~ \\1.1,,.Jl,11ul pt1pula1inrt~ r\u;jJL~ nu !Irr ltJ\\\·r -.;:fo1x'~ ,·,t hill, 
111'1 in 111, · h"'rn•11" nl 1.n iu1.•~ 

l h~~ l111111~d ~m.:,, i:,. mH nl nll lilCk3s, us 011\\ w,,ulil t•,rx:1.1 u hunl\.~d a1l'a w '"-'· ,\ni111als 
111,~ 1t:ti1t11i1~ i11 :1hrn1dru11 Jlluulx•, ._ in H''f>llll!>-t.' lh IJw ,ww g,m, ch I lit·H' j, l'' hlc•m·c \'\I 
di..<.'L t..,•) Lth.:. l1r"~rd, n,dL011t:-, .uuJ rnptors cmd uthi.·1 hircl" l'l\\i.. prioti.:, ~C'.1l . :ind SlJ!htint" 
I'll\\ id,· I 11)1 \.'\ Hh, 11~1..·. 

C '1111,1rm·1io11 I 11111;1('1 

Hd1w ,1! ,JK· h-1-.&,,.• .. : hill..; 1111,I r.,\irn:~. :m) 0 ,1~~ 1crnn111lng nfh.-.- 1l1t: Ii,..: :ioJ uth.·, 
l'i11\..:-f1th..'li1~11 ,,,,qf,I I,· in ,1 , l'I ,\ \ 11fu"' tnM<.· l"'.;.itii•n I t11.: ) n1,1dd I'\· cxpo""·d ln l"·.1lluti~11 
111,rn 1u,, ,,n ho111 hnll'\\,'\. ;mil ,11"-·~h a1'1\'h' lh~nt :nhl \\'fH!ld 111:,..n h.: llu .. ·uh.' m' d iw 
t·1o'i:it111 IP o m 1)~ tn:u111l:n·1un.:d !'1,1,~rx:s anJ filkd in atw1-; Ol'U.'~):tl) l<• 1h\" hf,11<.i11~• • 

1·,1n,1111l' lit111 I lie 10:id ,,n lkc1cr (.'rn 1)1111 \\1,111{1 m .. cJ 1,,. ,..._. ,, idl'Uc.1 f h' :t1..·,.:011nl fo, f lw 
IIC\\ trallic.. ·, hi~ \\1tllh1 Ut.'1~11thdra1l\·,·1 th\,~ l'•:11-.., ul1>III,! lhi~ h ):11t, ,.-..,~\lllf ,,:,ks: iH••I ,, ... 
""JU11uti11t: :111•l th1: tl.un,.1~,·,I o.,~~ m,I)' 11t1I bc uhk11, ')utv;,.,,,: ,1,c~· li•~·101x. 

RANCl/O ENCANTADA £JR 

165 

RESPONSE 

The project's potential effects due to site runoff, including erosion, are fully 
addressed by the incorporation of BM Ps and detention basins into the design of the 
project. The project design allows for the treatment of runoff from the site before ii 
is discharged to surface and groundwater bodies. Also, Beeler Canyon Road is not 
proposed to be widened in conjunction with lhe proposed project. Therefore, it is 
concluded that the EIR fully addresses the project's potential effects to oaks, both 
on- and off-site. Also see response numbers 361, 364 and 365. 
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E:<isting oaks -.W he box,'tl in a clo~d ,-puce by mads an<l ho1Lses on aU sides. They will 
have little tbtmce t>fexraaJin111heir population or of~urviving the corutruclion impact 
on aU sides and the humnn contac1 after the bc,us~ ru-e buill. &lh the current Ir proposed 
plan and the Reduced Plan allcm111ive woukl c,mse serious damage lo the Oak woodla11d 
populnti(I~ in I his area. Hc,wever, th~ currently proposed plan woukl cm1se h)• for lh~ 
mos1 darm1gt: to this population, covuring u11 ahnosl half of the rc-gro"inS oak as wcll 11.s 
the undl\111."ll!Cd oal. 

Wr hove ur;mn some sketchy maps for yonr conwnience. Please look them o~cr, a.nJ 
m1111iarc tht:m to the maps crented by Helix fh1\ iwnmenl!ll PL'llllling. We mark~J the 
bumc'tl ai,d unbumrd onk woodland on top of the reduc,.,1 plan µrr!iect, a:s wt:U o., lhe 
current~• prc,pos.:d pion. 

Sincerely 

Paufa Schaffer anJ Willi•m Clark 
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lndex of Maps and Pictures: 

M;,p l: Oak Vi<•odland Pop11J.ntio11 o ~crluid on Cll!l\?Dt l'ro1msal Impact map 
Mop 2: Oak Woodl~n<l i'opulativn \l\'erlaid on Reduced Impact conslrnc1iu11 area map 
Map~: Appmxinm1, llurned area 

l'i~1ur, J: Cronn Sprouling Evidclt(·~i c.~;unple 
Picture 2: &cne !tom Burned M.i- ChnpBirJ! £mirontU<nl 
l'icturc 3: Oak \VooJLUJ!I faampl, 

All rh,11us wcr~ tal,,co after tl1c !ire occurrcJ, in Atogu~t 1bruugh Nnveml-.-.r of WOO 

If you ho\'1! any <1uestinns pl..ase do not hesitole I•) conla,-i 

hm/11 Sdui/[<•1·: 
Telcphon," !RSS) 530-1857 
c-1113il: &1JU1nic;,@,;11n1141&ml 

Will/om Clark: 
Tdephone (SSS) 549-'>RJS 
~-nu,1: ia<ianyntiph,,11\1.!\ilsJ/ru 

R~port. Phou,s nnd Maps prepnred hy Puuh, &hntti:r acd William Chuk 

RANCHO ENCANTADA £JR 
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Map I : < bk Wonc!laJ1d l'OJJulnlion Overlaid.on Cu1n•nt Proposal 
Impact Map 

Legend 

Regrowing/Burned Oaks 
8 Undamaged Oak 
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POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
lffll TWIN "fAJCS IIOAD • "0WA¥. CALtrOfllfHA tC064•3Ctl 

tf.llPNO,'1,/[ c,s,,, ... oo,o • lr.ill u,.,s~• ,.u (UI) , • .,,.,,u, 

WEI 11TI: llllpl/on"'l,Vtel,C~CCU.l:l,CI U\ 

Lawtcn<c C. Monscm,c. !?nvironmcn11I l\eview M111uac, 
PIUlllinJ •nd Devclopmenl R.tview Dtpll1lllent 
City of San Diego 
1221 Fir<I Av,nu,. ~" Floor 
San Diego.CA 92101•4155 

/\ TT Drew X.lc\c 

R.£: DRAFT ENVIRONl\1£:'ITA.L IMPACT RI.PORT J,DR :Vo. 99-109◄ 
SCH !\'o. 2000011053 
RA.'iCHO £NCA."ITADA rRECISE. rL~ 
Mon1tt110 Ranch od Sy(•mort Est1IH Proj,cu 

It has been r•~urn«s lhll Poway t:nificd School Dilltict pro,·1de clarifio11ion on 1cvcr,I 
1>1UCl niled by rhe Scrippa Ranch Commun,ry Pl1ruung Group In th<lr commc111J. 10 lh• 
Rlllcho l:.n<1n11da EIR documenl Ahhouih rht comm,n\f submitted by the <.:ommurul)I 
Plor.,in: Group uo not ,nisropie!onlllions of inform11ion provided by Iii• Dimict 
Pl,nmne D,:ilt1mtnr. i1 is rm1>0r11n1 rhar •ddrnonal lnformarion b• pro>,ded to danfy the 
1n«n11oni ol rhe Oo,1nc1 and rhe e1>al, of the projtc1 

S101<Mtnt. DrDfi E.IR 4 I/ .9 top porogroph. JlaltJ 1h01 "tht convtyancr 
of I•• tlrmenrory i<hoo/ ,i1t} 10 rht l'owo,, U•ofi•d School Du,r,c, wo•ld 
rrJuct rh, proJrCl's cvmvlt:tl¥it fmpo,·1 o" al1m•11t.o•)' .school ccpacff)' 10 
bt/ow o /,.-,/ of slp,1/icanc, " 

n., draft Ell/ fmp/i,r tAot pray/Jfon of an tltmrntary uhool campwt on 
rMs p,,v, t:t 1ilt Is a 11ccu1ory 06j,crl•1 (d,ofi EIR por• J. /J. Jlowt•tr. fn 
di,nmions wirlo M,. Bwrta>•••. Po..,oy School l>wn<r. 1/oc dt1c/o,rd 1h01 
1hr Powoy Uniflttf School D11rrict doe.r not requite 1h01 the Rancho 
Enc"111acfa P"O}tCI pnwide lond for th~ clcm~mary Jchool on lhc: ptOJ<Cf 
sllr. Th,· scAoo/ drslncf can in11torl tdtnufy impact fttJ, wh1<h wrl/ 
<ornp,nsott for o,q11rs1r1on of o dlffert11t/y,loca1ed scAool. or cxpoasla11 of 
01/ter olrtody-,r/s,ln~ or p/onntd 1<hool1 17ot1fuct is nor dutlottd In 1ht 
Jrofl E.(R. bwt ,hould b•. a, projccr a//trnollvr, whiclo do nor l11c/udt o 
school campllS can bt rnor, oecurartly onalyttd for r,/ar,d traffic lmpacl 
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The public review period for the Rancho Encantada EIR ended on January J 9, 
200 I. This comment leller was received on February 9, 200 l; therefore, 
responses are not required. II should be noted, however, that this letter 
addresses issues related to public school facilities and services raised in comment 
numbers 21 7 through 222. 
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Sycunorc F.uau:, EIR Rc1po11,1c 2101 
Fcbruuy S, 2001 
Page 2 of) 

rtduC1ion. a., >vt/1 a., rtduction of orArr rtlor,d i1'1por.i1 .111ch OJ air 
qi.ahty. (In ota/ prtsto1a1io11.J 10 rhr Scr1pp1 Ranch community, the 
projte"/ applicants Aaw r,pnsrnttd rhor th•ir proj1c1 liom111 ...,ou/d 
i•11vare n % of tht enro/1111 ,ftl of tht on-proftct elemtnrory school. 
How,wr, rh, f,prt1 of th• draft El~ {p. 4. /1-8 ot. Jtq.J im/icai, tho, 
t l• rn1n1ory ,nrollmr•t g1ntrat,d by tAis proj,e1 would total 419 lludtn~ 
01 bu1/d-, ,u1 Per Ms. 8urioy111. lht plaHnt d tnrallmfflt capac11)1 of u 
Poway Unifitd School DiJ/ficr ele01rn1ory ultool ls 77() ,iud,nis: rlre draft 
F.IR cius up ro 800 s"'rf,nu. Thus, rJ,;J projtCI LI praj,ci,d ra i tntro/1 
obou1 SJ~ of school tnrollmtJU or ln,i/d-{)•t. 71,fs dlfftrcnc, nray alter 
projt ctions of traffic trips projtcltd lo ht generated by 1h, 1chool uu OJ 
po•t of 1/ii, praJ•rt as propos,d) Projtcl objtt:/wu DS praunt•d in 1ht 
EIR (p. 3-J onJ t l1~htrr. inclwding in 0l1vrna1t1>t1 anolyns) should 
analyze tlte txcl•Jion of a school t:JllHpus on sir, 

Pu:suam 10 Educauon Code ~l7620(a)(1), Ilic governi11g \Jo11d or an~ school dislrict 11 
•~thonzed h) levy• fte, charge, dedication, or 01h11 19qui1ement 1goinst any conmuction 
wilhin lhe hnundaries of lhe di!lricl for lhe pufl)n~e nf ~in<ling the con.uruclion or 
rcconlf(UClinn of school facilititt. Pue 10 lhe overcrowd•d condition, at :b• community 
1choolt ownnl.ly .. rvina tho R.~ho Sno""t,oda boundAriot, u,y &tudcnu 3onc,-1od by 
1hc l',ojccl coul~ not bt provided u,ura.oc~s that they would b• accor=odated at these 
ichoob . The allmiallvu would b~ bun lng 10 !cu Impacted 1chool1 or eddiog ponablt 
cJu sroom buildings as neceua,y 10 a.lrudy oveicrowded 1nes This was previously 
1dditued in lcncrs 10 the City of Sa.'\ Diego on I n412000 ~nd aglin on 3/1012000. 
Sc!,ool, curren!ly ,arvin5 th1• proj.e>ed devtlopm""t t.r• imp~ctod H li•t•d below. 

I I DESIGN I CtJRRE~T ! 
SCHOOL Al)J>JU:SS CltADES C APACITY I ESROLLMF.:-IT 1 .,,. + 
Vt.1!1y l)O(i IIOW'I~· K-, m no 0% 

~W}' .• , Rold Po..,,• I· I 

MC44o-...lt,uok llJ20 6-i ·,.i,o l .l)'J l.l"-
Middle s,ohol Mudolotraok I I 

L•~ ... Po- v -Po .... y Hirh· !HOO £'1'0l1 9-12 Ill) )217 ' 13 16% 
Sdo-,1 Ro,d Po,..• \ I 

111 3ccordance wllh Dimicl ~aster Plan guideline., all erforU arc directed lowasd 
ldendfyina situ In advance or need. Whenever rlcvelopmmt 11ud.ics are undcna.ken by 
landov.'T\cr'I or dov1lop1111 lh• Dialriot roquu ta 1ha1 • Qui1ablc numbar of cchool situ b• 
1dcn11(1cd in the spccilic ar.dfor cor=unity plan and !e.!«vtd for the Diwict. School 
sites u e 10 ~ sclec1td to ,cr,,e 1 1pec!Oc 1nond1nce uei In the be,1 po"ible mlllller In 
order to allow nudents to be within wal.lung di,ianee of the , chool when possible. E.ach 
n<W development projte! i, also analyzed " to i ll impact on lhc Di,tricl', cducation,1 
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f3cilitie$ incl~d,ng the u11m1tcd number of ruidcntial unitt, timin5: of buildins 111d 
"umlm uf jludem• 10 be gt11en1ed Oum 1he dtvelopment. The Dlsmc, ond :'YlcMiltin 
Land Development wo1ked coopttalivcly 10 iol~t u, a.cc~11ble school 1iu, 1~1 would 
m«t thoc guideline, &nd me<:1 lhe C1lifomi1 Dcpvtmtnt ofEduc1tion's r•quiremcn1 or 
12 5 nel u•••ble aere,. McMillan and the Di1trie1 uc 1l10 continuins to work on •h• 
fomulion of I Community Fa.cililie, Disllict and acquisition agreement for the achoo! 
site In order t0 mltlgar• the projecr•, &cbool ticl!ilic.s irnpt.ct$. In I good faith cf(or., 
McMillin hu provided fund, to cover com incurred by the D!saiet (or consuhMlA to 
review the formation proposal Jnd other schMI fatilily mitigation irnpaC1 proposalR. 

School fatilttics impacts gmcr;urd from this development would be u !01!01111: 

-- ·- - -· 6-~- TOTAL=! K-5 9·11 .. 
Sycunore 208 l08 15S 471 
E,1~., 

Mon1cci10 .. _ .. ,_,?4_. 50 38 182 : . . '."' Tot•l 302 158 193 653 I 
¼ Enrollmml 43.08¼ ll.4S¾ .09% I 

School 70l 1380 2140 l 
l...£.!e,<.!!Y, _ . _J.._ ······-~ 

Hopd\llly !his will fwtlier cl1rify some of the concrm• thll lh• Scripp, Runrh 
Cornrnlllllry Planning Gr0\1p. Additionally, pl•:se ~ advis,d 1h11 Ill• t>lslticl did receive 
3 dt•ft F.IR on Dcccrnber 8. 2000. 

The Dirnicl appreciatu lh• nppon11mty 10 providt runhcr clmficttion on U\<$< iuun. ff 
you have any further qu estions or r•Guire :iny additional informetion, pleqe c3\I me u 
(61?) 748 0010, •Kl•neion 21 JO 

C:. JcffBmcl, Ml!Millin Lend Develurm~n, 
Doi> llko, Ch•ir, Scrlppl R-.,ch PlaMin~ (iroup 
Pegay Shiley, Chair, Miramar Ranch l'lor1h Pl•Mine Gro•tp 
Rob B1II, Ani,lanr Superinten<1en1, DSS 
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Executive Summary 

Executive Summary 
Introduction 

This Environmental Impact Report (BIR) is an informational document intended for use by the City of 
San Diego, decision makers and members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmen­
tal effects of the proposed Rancho Encantada project and the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects. This document has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines for the preparation of 
EIRs issued by the City of San Diego and complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (PRC 21000 et seq) and State 
CEQA Guidelines (CAC 15000 et seq). Per Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15367 and 15050 
through 15053 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Diego is the Lead Agency under whose 
authority this document has been prepared. 

Background 

The Rancho Encantada project site is located in the Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) of the City of San 
Diego, and is comprised of three land areas: Montecito (278 acres), Sycamore Estates (2,132 acres) and 
a City of San Diego owned parcel (248 acres). Individual Planned Residential Development Permit 
(PRD) applications and Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) applications for the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-projects were deemed complete in March and September 1999, respectively. Because the 
applications were deemed complete prior to the effective date of the City's Land Development Code 
(J aouary 1, 2000), the Project is subject to the City's Municipal Code requirements in effect prior to 
January 1, 2000. 

In response to requests for a comprehensive planning effort, the City requested that the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-project applicants prepare a unified plan for development of the 2,658-acre 
Rancho Encantada proje_ct site. The applicants agreed to the preparation of a unified Precise Plan, 
while their PRD and VTM applications remain independent from one another. 

Council Policy 600-29, "Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Ur~an Reserve," was 
enacted to avoid premature urbanization in the City's PUA. Council Policy 600-29 permits four 
development options on property located in the PUA which is zoned agricultural. One of these options 
is Rural Cluster Development. Under this option, development is permitted at the density permitted by 
the property's underlying zone, but clustered in order to promote more efficient land utilization and 
land conservation. The proposed Project is not proposing a phase shift via a citywide vote per the 
Managed Growth Initiative, but instead proposes development in accordance with Council Policy 600-
29. The Montecito sub-project would develop under its existing RS-1-8 zone (formerly Rl-40,000 
under the pre-2000 City Municipal Code [CMC]) and the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be 
developed under a proposed rezone to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10 under the CMC). 
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Executive Summary -

Environmental Setting 

The project site is located east of Pomerado Road and south of Beeler Canyon Road, approximately 
two miles east oflnterstate 15 (I-15). The site is bordered on the north by the City of Poway and on the 
west by the City of San Diego communities of Scripps Ranch and Miramar Ranch North. The 
Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve lies to the east; to the south is the United States 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. 

Except for private roads, trails, fire breaks, SDG&E easements, one existing residence on the 
Montecito sub-project site, and five existing industrial use areas on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, a majority of the site and undeveloped natural open space. The landform is characterized by 
narrow divides, v-shaped valleys, and steep side slopes. The elevation of the property ranges from 
approximately 1,177 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in the northeastern portion of the site to 600 
feet AMSL in the northwestern portion. The northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site, the 
eastern portion of Sycamore Estates sub-project site (with the exception of an approximate 34-acre 
"island" containing existing industrial use areas and fire breaks), and the entire City of San Diego 
owned parcel (with the exception of a road crossing) are located within the City of San Diego's 
Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). Vegetation on the site includes nine primary vegetation 
communities and areas defined as unvegetated waters of the U.S. A portion of the east-west Beeeler 
Canyon wild1ife corridor is located along the property's northern boundary and a portion of the north­
south Sycamore Canyon wildlife corridor is located in the far eastern portion of the project site. 

Sorrie areas proximate to the site are planned for future development. The San Diego County Water 
Authority has proposed several alternative water pipeline alignments in the vicinity of the project site. 
Three of these alternatives traverse or are adjacent to the proposed project site. Also, the United States 
M_arine Corps is evaluating plans to develop up to 1,600 military housing units on a portion of MCAS 
Miramar and has identified four potential sites of which one is adjacent to the Montecito sub-project 
site. 

Project Description 

The proposed Rancho Encantada project proposes a Precise Plan that would serve as the City of San 
Diego's detailed long-range plan for the development of the 2,658-acre project area. The Precise Plan 
proposes 835 single-family lots, two institutional sites, 106 multi-family units, an elementary school 
site and a park site clustered into12 planning areas. Approximately 75 percent of the site would be 
retained as open space. Rancho Encantada Parkway is proposed to be constructed on-site as the main 
east/west access road, with a connection at Pomerado Road. A secondary access would connect with 
Beeler Canyon Road to the north. The Precise Plan also plans for utility improvements and a trail 
system. A Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) permit and a Multiple Habitat Planning Area 
(MHP A) Boundary Adjustment are required to implement the Precise Plan. 

In addition to the Precise Plan, an independent PRD Permit and VTM is proposed for the Montecito 
sub-project and two independent PRD Permits and one VTM are proposed for the Sycamore Estates 
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sub-project. It is important to note that the PRDs and VTMs proposed for the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-projects are being processed by the City independently from one another, are evaluated by 
this BIR as independent implementing actions, and may proceed independently from one another. 

Montecito Sub-Project 

The Montecito PRD and VTM designate 277 single-family lots and one 1.7-acre lot to accommodate 
an existing on-site residence, as well as several open space lots and one lot reserved for a sewer pump 
station. The Montecito PRD proposes 81 lots having a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet, 80 lots 
having a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet, 55 lots having a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet 
and 61 lots having a minimum lot size of 9,600 square feet. GraC;ling is proposed on approximately 153 
acres, including all utility improvements and detention basins, with a balanced grading operation of 
approximately 3.6 million cubic yards of cut and fill. Off-site improvements are proposed west of the 
site, including improvements to the Pomerado Road/Rancho Encantada Parkway intersection. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM designate 557 single-family lots, one affordable housing site, a 
school site, a public park site, and two institutional sites, as well as several open space lots, one lot 
reserved for a proposed water storage reservoir, and two lots designated for water pump stations. Of 
the 557 single-family residential lots, 284 lots are proposed to have a minimum lot size of 9,600 square 
feet and 273 lots are proposed to have a minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet. The affordable 
housing site is proposed on 9.9 acres and would accommodate 106 multi-family units. Grading is 
proposed by the VTM on approximately 540 acres, including all utility improvements, drainage and 
detention basins; however, this EIR evaluates a 590-acre disturbance area on Sycamore Estates to 
account for potential construction-related impacts. The VTM proposes approximately 14.9 million 
cubic yards of cut and fill. A rezone to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10 under the CMC) is necessary to 
implement the Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM. 

If the Sycamore Estates sub-project develops prior to development of the Montecito sub-project, it may 
be necessary for the developers of Sycamore Estates to construct a sewer pump station on the 
Montecito site and to construct Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site to 
gain access. In this case, the construction of the sewer pump station and Rancho Encantada Parkway 
across the Montecito sub-project site and related improvements to the Pomerado Road/Rancho 
Encantada Parkway intersection would be regarded as off-site improvements of the Sycamore Estates 
VTM. 

Off-Site ~mprovements 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer system located off-site and in the City of 
Poway has been analyzed in this EIR, in addition to a lift station design option on the Montecito sub­
project site. The off-site gravity sewer improvements would be necessary starting at the intersection of 
Beeler Canyon Road and Creek Road. At this point, a new sewer line would be installed to follow 
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Creek Road northwest for approximately 2,120 feet, at which point it would enter private property for 
approximately 1,100 feet. The new sewer line would then continue northwest through private property 
for an additional 920 feet, reaching Stage Stop Road, which it would follow for approximately 1,200 
feet. At this point, the new line would reach Old Pomerado Road and follow it north for approximately 
4,540 feet. At the intersection of Pomerado Road and Oak Knoll Road, the proposed sewer line would 
be connected with the existing sewer system. Other off-site improvements in the City of Poway cons~st 
of roadway improvements required as Project mitigation. These improvements would be construction 
within existing right-of-way pavement widths; therefore, environmental impacts are not anticipated. 
Because the above described improvements are located in the City of Poway, -the City of Poway would 
serve as a Responsible Agency. 

Environmental Analysis 

Land Use 

The project site is surrounded by developed land areas to the west and northwest, and undeveloped 
land (predominantly open space) to the northeast, east and ·south. The western border of the site is 
formed by Pomerado Road. Immediately west of Pomerado Road is the community of Scripps 
Miramar Ranch. The community of Miramar Ranch North is located north of Scripps Miramar Ranch, 
with the easterly edge of Miramar Ranch North located approximately ½-mile from the project site. 
These communities are predominantly residential in the vicinity of the project site, but also include 
significant commercial and employment land uses. The northerly edge of the Montecito sub-project 
site lies at the bottom of Beeler Canyon and several single family residential lots of one acre to over 
four acres in size are located in this area. The northerly edge of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
coincides with the Beeler Canyon Road right-of-way. The Palomar Transit Mix quarry, a resource 
extraction site, also is located north of the Sycamore Estates sub-project's northwestern property 
boundary. North of Beeler Canyon Road the land contains manufactured slopes and natural slopes that 
rise from Beeler Creek to the 700-acre South Poway Business Park in the City of Poway. East of the 
site is the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve that is managed by the County of San Diego 
Departm~nt of Parks and Recreation. North of the open space preserve are rural residential homes and 
ranches located in unincorporated San Diego County. On the immediate south is a portion of MCAS 
Miramar that is generally undeveloped and used for military training purposes. 

Residential development within the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan is proposed in the western and 
central portions of the project site and would be surrounded by open space on all sides, with the 
exception of development proposed on the Montecito sub-project site adjacent to Pomerado Road to 
the west at rural residential lots to the north. Development on the Montecito sub-project site would be 
located an average of 500 feet south of the existing rural residential uses located along Beeler Canyon 
Road, and an average of 100 feet higher in elevation. The linear and elevational distance provides an 
adequate buffer at the northwestern project boundary, and land use compatibility impacts would not 
occur. Because the remaining proposed development areas would be buffered and separated from 
adjacent land uses by large expanses of open space, no land use compatibility impacts are anticipated 
to occur at the project edges. • • 
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The proposed Project would implement a majority of the environmental goals, objectives and 
recommendations of the Progress Guide and General Plan. The Sycamore Estates sub-project would 
not be consistent with the Industrial Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan, however, due to 
its proposed rezone from IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 (formerly M-lA and M-lB) to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10), 
this is regarded as a significant direct land use impact. Direct and cumulative impacts associated with 
landform alteration and visual quality, and cumulative, unmitigable impacts that are associated with 
loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat), hydrology/water quality, traffic on Pomerado 
Road, air quality, paleontological resources, landfill capacity, water conservation and aggregate 
resources would be significant and inconsistent with the City's General Plan provisions. 

Rancho Encantada is consistent with Council Policy 600-29, in that it proposes clustered development 
and preserves large expanses of open space. The proposed project is not proposing a phase shift via a 
citywide vote per the Managed Growth Initiative, but instead proposes development in accordance with 
Council Policy 600-29. The Montecito sub-project would develop under its existing RS-1-8 (formerly 
Rl-40,000) zone and the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be developed under a proposed rezone to 
AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10). 

The City of San Diego regulates development of environmentally sensitive lands through the Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO). Adoption of a long-range plan, such as the proposed Rancho Encantada 
Precise Plan, is subject to Municipal Code §101.0426.0023, which states that where a RPO Permit is 
requested concurrently with the processing of a project-specific land. use plan, the boundaries of the 
RPO Permit will be the boundaries of the entire project-specific land use plan, including all individual 
interior lots. Thus, one RPO Permit is being requested for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan as a 
long-range planning document. Council Policy 600-40 requires a thorough analysis of opportunities 
and constraints of a development area, including resources that are considered sensitive by RPO. If 
future or concurrent project or permit applications within Rancho Encantada are found to be consistent 
with the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, then RPO permits for the individual sub-projects may be 
approved using the substantial conformance determination referenced in the alternative compliance 
subsection of the RPO. The Project would be within the encroachment allowances for steep slopes and 
sensitive biological resources, but would be inconsistent with RPO due to wetland impacts, which are 
not permitted by RPO. 

As part of the proposed Project, an MHP A boundary adjustment is proposed that would reduce the size 
of the MHPA by 15.9 net acres on the Montecito sub-project site and increase its size by 368.6 acres on 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Because the size of the MHP A would be substantially increased 
and that habitat value would be greater, impacts would not be significant and would be considered 
beneficial. The Rancho Encantada Project would be consistent with the MHP A Adjacency Guidelines, 
with the incorporation of mitigation measures identified in Sections 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7. 

Landform and Visual Quality 

Topography and elevation of the site are varied. The landform is characterized by many narrow 
divides, v-shaped valley bottoms and steep side slopes. The elevation of the property ranges from 
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approximately 1,177 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in the northeastern portion of the site to.600 
feet AMSL in the northwestern portion. Slopes of the natural hillside terrain typically range from 2: 1 
(horizontal to vertical) to 4: 1. The project is visible from public trails in the Sycamore Canyon County 
Open Space Preserve to the east and from existing public rights-of-ways, including Pomerado Road to 
the west and Beeler Canyon Road and Scripps Poway Parkway to the north. 

On the Montecito sub-project site, grading is proposed on approximately 153 acres and consisting of 
3.6 million cubic yards of cut and fill. Several manufactured slopes would be created along the 
development area boundaries, with a maximum height of approximately 125 feet. On the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site, grading is proposed on 590 acres consisting of 14.9 million cubic yards of cut 
and fill. Manufactured slopes would reach maximum heights of approximately 205 feet. Landform 
alteration impacts would be direct and cumulatively significant because the Project would result in the 
creation of manufactured slopes higher than ten feet and would result in a change in elevation of steep 
natural slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) from existing grade to proposed grade of more than five 
feet by either excavation or fill. The Project also would grade more than 2,000 cubic yards per graded 
acre. Landform alternation impacts would be partially reduced by contour grading, but the direct and 
cumulatively significant impacts would be unmitigable. 

The proposed Project would change the visual appearance of the site from predominantly vacant open 
space to that of a developed residential community surrounded by open space. The development of the 
community would not block public views or have a substantial adverse visual impact; however, 
because the appearance of the site would appear monotonous from a distance and would change from 
that of a largely natural view to a view of development, a direct and cumulatively significant 
unmitigable visual quality impact would result. 

Biological Resources 

Montecito Sub-Pro;ect: 

Impacts to 0.01-acre of wetland habitat, 39.4 acres of Tier II habitat, 108.5 acres of Tier IIIA habitat 
and 2.7 acres of Tier IIIB habitat, including off-site impacts to 0.5-acre of Tier IIIA habitat on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, would be regarded as significant direct impacts. If the Montecito sub­
project precedes the Sycamore Estates sub-project, an additional 1.5 acres of Tier IIIA habitat on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be impacted by the Montecito sub-project. This would also be 
regarded as a significant direct impact. Mitigation for Montecito consists of onsite preservation of 17 .5 
acres of Tier II habitat, 65.3 acres of Tier IIIA habitat and 5.6 acres of Tier IDB habitat inside the 
MHPA. In addition, 5.5 acres of Tier II habitat shall be preserved off-site inside the MHPA. 
Wetlands would be mitigated through on-site creation. 

Direct impacts would occur to approximately 11 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spike­
moss; however, because of their low sensitivity, impacts are not regarded as significant. Cumulative 
impacts to raptor forging habitat (coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland habitats primarily) would 
occur due to the loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland habitats. This impact is 
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regarded as cumulatively significant. Direct impacts would occur to the San Diego homed lizard, 
orange-throated whiptail, Cooper's hawk, southern California rufous crowned sparrow and San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbit. Impacts to these species are not considered significant because the San Diego 
horned lizard and the Cooper's hawk are covered species under the MSCP and the other species have a 
low sensitivity status. If active raptor nests are found on- or off-site in areas proposed for construction, 
impacts to occupied raptor nests would be regarded as significant and mitigation (avoidance) would be 
required. Indirect impacts, including potential construction and post-construction impacts to wetlands 
with less than 100-foot buffers, would be considered significant, but mitigable with the instailation of 
silt fences during construction and the preservation of buffers between development and preserved 
wetlands after construction. 

A 348.3-acre net increase in the size of the MHP A would occur as a result of the proposed MHP A 
boundary adjustment. If the Montecito sub-project developed independent of the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project, the MHPA would be reduced by 15.9 acres, resulting in a significant impact. This would 
require off-site acquisition of 15.9 acres within the MHPA. 

Direct and indirect biological resources impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
Loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat) would be cumulatively significant-and 
unmitigable. 

Sycamore Estates Su.b-Proiect: 

Impacts to 0.53 acres of wetland habitat, 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 144.7 acres of Tier Il habitat, 
363.6 acres of Tier IlIA habitat, and 4.1 acres of Tier IIIB habitat on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site would be regarded as significant direct impacts to sensitive habitat. If the Sycamore Estates sub­
project develops prior to the Montecito sub-project, grading and construction of Rancho Encantada 
Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site would be regarded as off-site improvements of the 
Sycamore Estates VTM. Impacts to 13.7 acres of Tier II habitat and 24.1 acres of Tier IDA habitat 
resulting from the construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway would be regarded as significant. 
Mitigation for Sycamore Estates consists of onsite preservation of 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 72.0 acres 
of Tier II habitat, 252.9 acres of Tier illA habitat and 3.8 acres of Tier IIIB habitat. Wetlands would 
be mitigated through on-site creation. 

Impacts would occur to approximately 39 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spike-moss; 
however, because of their low sensitivity, impacts are not regarded as significant. Indirect impacts may 
potentially occur to variegated dudleya as a result of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, which is 
considered a significant indirect impact. Impacts would occur to an individual coastal California 
gnatcatcher outside of the MHP A. Impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are considered 
significant; however, it is a covered species under the MSCP and is considered adequately mitigated 
through the sub-project's conformance with the MSCP and the City's habitat and species-specific 
mitigation requirements. Impacts co the coastal western whiptail, California horned lark, grasshopper 
sparrow, and southern California rufous-crowned sparrow are not considered significant due to their 
low sensitivity status and/or because they are covered species under the MSCP. Cumulative impacts to 
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raptor forging habitat would occur due to the loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland habitats; 
and significant direct impacts would occur if occupied raptor nests are located in or near construction 
areas. Indirect impacts to the Mission Canyon blue cup would not be considered significant because 
the drainage hydrology of this population would not be affected. Potentially significant but mitigable 
indirect impacts to variegated dudleya, an off-site population of willowy monardelJa and wetlands with 
less than 100-foot buffers would also occur. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project proposes an MHPA boundary adjustment that would increase the 
size of the MHPA in the Project by 348.3 net acres. This increase would be regarded as a positive 
effect to the City's MHPA. 

Direct and indirect biological resources impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
Loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat) would be cumulatively significant and 
unmitigable. 

Sewer Design Options 

Implementation of the gravity sewer option would impact 0.08-acre of wetland habitat, 0.3-acre of 
coast live oak woodland, 0.1-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.1-acre of non-native grassland 
which are considered sensitive habitats within the City of Poway. Mitigation would include creation of 
0.9 acres of coast live oak woodland and preservation of 0.3 acres of other upland vegetation. 
Wetlands would be mitigated through creation to below a level of significance. 

Implementation of the sewer pump station option would impact 0.02-acre of wetland habitat, 0.8-acre 
ofDiegan coastal sage scrub, 0.1-acre chamise chaparral and 0.1-acre of non-native grassland on the 
Montecito sub-project site. Impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance through on-site 
preservation of 0.8-acre of Tier II habitat, 0.1-acre of Tier IllA habitat and 0.1-acre of Tier lIIB habitat, 
and wetland creation pursuant to City of Poway requirements. 

Geology / Soils 

The Rancho Encantada site is characterized by several north-south trending ridges that are separated 
by canyons and ravines. Beeler Canyon abuts the project site to the north, and the northern portion of 
the site drains toward Beeler Canyon. The southern portion of the site drains to Sycamore Canyon, 
located south of the property. Three geological formations and nine surficial units were observed and 
mapped on-site. The geological formations consist of the Eocene-aged Stadium Conglomerate, 
Pomerado Conglomerate and Cretaceous-age igneous granitic rock of the Southern California 
Batholith. The surficial materials consist of undocumented fill, compacted fill, previously placed fill, 
topsoil, alluvium, debris flow materials, landslide debris, stream terrace deposits and colluvium. 

The nearest known active fault is located 12 miles from the Rancho Encantada site and the site could 
be subject to moderate to severe ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. The seismic risk 
for the project area is not considered to be significantly different from that of surrounding develop-

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 Page ES-8 

• 



Executive Summary . 

ments. Because a portion of the Sycamore Estates site is located in Hazard Category 22 .(landslide with 
moderate risk) and Hazard Category 23 (slide prone areas), geologic hazard impacts would be regarded 
as potentially significant, unless adequately mitigated. The proposed Sycamore Estates VTM proposes 
substantial grading in the area of existing debris flow that would either completely remove the debris 
flow material, or would result in relatively flat areas. Therefore, grading as proposed by the Sycamore 
Estates VTM would avoid by design the potential for a significant geologic hazard. On and off-site 
sewer line improvements would be constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code to 
withstand a maximum credible earthquake. Potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to 

. below a level of significance through adherence to recommendations contained in site-specific 
Geotechnical Investigation Reports. 

Due to the presence of steep topography and topsoils with high erosion potential onsite, as well as the 
proximity of larger drainage courses, the proposed Project could potentially result in significant short­
term erosion and sedimentation impacts. For the gravity sewer design option, the potential exists for 
increased off-site erosion due to exposure of soils as trenches are excavated for the placement of sewer 
lines. Implementation of erosion control measures proposed as part of the Montecito an.d Sycamore 
Estates VTMs and adherence to required erosion control and sedimentation prevention plans will 
mitigate erosion and sediment transport both during and after construction. The erosion control plan 
will identify both construction and post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

Hydrology/ Water Quality 

The Rancho Encantada project site is located in the San Diego Hydrologic Region (SDHR), which 
drains westerly toward the Pacific Ocean and is part of the Pefiasquitos Watershed. The project site 
comprises two percent (2%) of the Pefiasquitos Watershed. 

The Montecito sub-project site drains in a northerly direction to existing facilities along Beeler Canyon 
Road. The Montecito project-specific hydrology/drainage analysis calculates storm flow rates for a 
100-year storm event. These storm flow rates were used during the analysis to investigate the impact of 
the proposed project on the six existing watersheds. The net effect of the proposed development would 
be a total discharge decrease of 81.1 cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 100-year storm event due to 
the use of on-site detention basins to slow peak flows. During a 100-year storm event, a decrease of 
81.1 cfs of stormwater flows would not be considered significant. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project drains into Beeler Canyon Creek adjacent to the north of the site, 
including surface runoff from the existing industrial development located on the Sycamore Estates 
property. The Sycamore Estates project-specific hydrology/drainage analysis calculates storm flow 
rates for a 100-year storm event. These storm flow rates were used during the analysis to investigate 
the impact of the proposed project on the nine existing watersheds. The net effect of the proposed 
development would be negligible because the on-site detention basins would maintain post-develop­
ment peak flows at pre-development levels. A 62-acre drainage area diversion would occur on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site to prevent urban runoff from reaching the southerly trending canyons. 
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This drainage area diversion is not considered a significant impact because it would not result in 
significant impacts to existing sensitive biological resources. A potentially significant water quality 
impact also would occur at the affordable housing site and at the school/park site proposed by the 
Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates sub-project because more than 20 parking spaces would be 
required in these two areas. 

No portions of the Precise Plan area are located within a 100-year floodplain as mapped by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). However, as a design 
option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line is proposed. Gravity sewer improvements would 
occur within the City of Poway, and portions of the improvements would be located in a 100-year 
floodplain. The construction of the proposed underground improvements would conform to the 
National Flood Insurance requirements and local ordinance. The improvements would not increase 
flood levels or impair the ability of the floodway to carry and discharge the waters resulting from the 
one-hundred-year flood; thus impacts would not be significant. 

Development of the Rancho Encantada project site as proposed would result in an increase in the 
amounts of urban pollutants over existing conditions. Short-term water quality impacts to the drainage 
basin would be expected during the grading and construction phases of the proposed Project when 
cleared and graded areas would be exposed to rain and surface runoff. hnproperly controlle~ runoff 
would result in erosion and transport of the sediment to the basin. The long-term water quality impact 
potential would be related to contaminated urban runoff caused by the introduction of urban uses and 
impervious surface areas to the site. These pollutants would adversely affect the water quality in Beeler 
Canyon Creek and would increase the amount and concentration of urban pollutants entering the 
drainage basin. As required under the City's NPDES Permit, dischargers are required to develop and 
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the discharge of pollutants. BMPs appropri­
ate to the characteristics of the Project would be employed to reduce pollutants available for transport 
or to reduce the amount of pollutants in runoff prior to discharge to a surface water body. The sub­
project. applicants would be required to secure the necessary NPDES permits and implement the 
appropriate BMPs for construction activities and structural improvements to reduce direct impacts to 
below a level of significance._ Significant direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. Cumulatively significant impacts would remain unmitigable. 

Transportation 

The Project's access opportunities based on the existing street network are from the north via existing 
Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road and from the west on Pomerado Road just north of Spring Canyon 
Road. Rancho Encantada Parkway is proposed to be constructed on-site to provide access to Pomerado 
Road. Rancho Encantada Parkway would be built along the southern portion of the project site, 
forming a "T" intersection south of Legacy Point on Pomerado Road. Given the layout of the site and 
the local/regional orientation of Project traffic, the traffic study indicates that the bulk of the project 
trips would load from the west via this new roadway. Beeler Canyon Road access to the north would 
remain with limited Project access. The Project would generate approximately 10,548 ADT. 
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To determine the Project's traffic distribution on the surrounding transportation network, a regional 
traffic model was developed to reflect this Project and its proposed access. Based on this model, the 
addition of Project traffic to Pomerado Road is regarded as a significant direct and cumulative 
unmitigable impact. Cumulatively significant impacts would also occur at the following facilities, and 
would require mitigation: a) the westbound to southbound freeway on-ramp at Pomerado Road/1-15; b) 
the merging distance on Pomerado Road to the east of the I-15 northbound off-ramp; c) off-ramp 
storage at the Pomerado Road/I-15 northbound off-ramp; d) the intersection of Pomerado Road/Scripps 
Poway Parkway lnteisection; and e) three Pomerado Road intersections: Scripps Poway Parkway, 
Willow Creek, and Scripps Ranch Boulevard. Mitigation measures specified in Section 4.6 of this EIR 
would reduce these cumulative impacts to below a level of significance, except for the addition of 
traffic to Pomerado Road which is unmitigable. 

Noise 

Traffic noise, except along the western property boundary of the Montecito sub-project site, very close 
to Pomerado Road, is not perceptible on the site, particularly because variable terrain shields the site 
interior from exterior nqise sources. Due to the proximity of the project site to the Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) Miramar runway, aircraft noise is audible. The MCAS Miramar 60 dB CNEL contour 
is well within the MCAS property, and is not within the Rancho Encantada project boundaries. 

Three noise concerns are typically identified with land use development such as that proposed for the 
project area: 1) construction activities, especially heavy equipment, which could create short-term noise 
increases near the project site; 2) the increase in project-related. traffic which could cause an incremen­
tal increase in area-wide noise levels; and 3) elevated future ambient levels from adjacent arterial 
roadways that could place possible constraints on siting noise-sensitive uses on the project site. 

Construction noise impacts would be temporary in nature and less than significant. The project would 
be required to comply with the City's Noise Ordinance which states that all construction and general 
maintenance activities, except in an emergency, shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday. This requirement would be included as a condition of all grading and construction 
permits for the City of San Diego's and the City of Poway's Noise Ordinance. Section 59.5.0404 of the 
City of San Diego's Municipal Code and Chapter 8.08.100 of the City of Poway's Municipal Code also 
contain performance standards that limit the allowable noise from construction at the property line of 
any adjacent residential use. Short-term construction noise impacts also would occur off-site along a 
proposed sewer line alignment, if the gravity sewer design option is implemented. Construction of the 
off-site gravity sewer line would be required to comply with the City of Poway's noise ordinance. 

Long term noise concerns from the increased urbanization of the project area center primarily on 
mobile source emissions surrounding the project site. Maximum Project-related impacts would be 2 dB 
along any roadway segment analyzed. These increases would occur along roadways closest to the 
project site (Pomerado or Spring Canyon Roads). Farther from the site,.as Project traffic becomes 
progressively diluted, noise increases are 0-1 dB. None of the Project-related noise increases equal or 
exceed the +3 dB CNEL increase considered an individually potentially significant noise impact. 
Vehicular noise along Pomerado Road has the potential to impact homes on the Montecito sub-project 
site if private yards of the homes were located within 100 feet of the roadway centerline. Because no 
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residential lots are proposed by the Montecito PRD within 100 feet of the roadway centerline, impacts 
would not be regarded as significant. 

Significant interior noise impacts would potentially occur to homes located within 200 feet of the 
Pomeardo Road centerline. Significant interior and exterior noise impacts also would potentially occur 
to residential lots proposed within 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline on Montecito. 
Significant interior and exterior noise impacts would potentially occur to residential lots in Planning 
Areas 7, 7A and 9 (west of the school park site). Prior to the issuance of building permits for affected 
areas, a subsequent acoustical analysis shall be prepared to identify all noise control requirements on 
building and site plans necessary to meet City of San Diego interior standard of 45 dB CNEL and 
exterior standard of 65 CNEL. Noise attenuation walls also will be constructed along Rancho 
Encantada Parkway in the locations specified by the Project' s acoustical analysis. These measures 
would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

Air Quality 

The San Diego area climate is characterized by a repetitive pattern of frequent morning cloudiness, 
hazy afternoon sunshine, clean daytime onshore breezes and little temperature change throughout the 
year. Limited rainfall occurs in winter while summers are often completely dry. The atmospheric 
conditions limit the ability of the atmosphere to disperse the air pollution generated by the large 
population. High smog levels in coastal communities occasionally occur when polluted air from the 
South Coast (Los Angeles) Air Basin drifts seaward and southward at night and then blows onshore the 
next day. Such interbasin transport would cause occasionally unhealthy air over much of San Diego 
County despite the best air pollution control efforts. 

For purposes of a worst-case analysis, five percent of the entire 2,657-acre Precise Plan area, or 133 
acres, was assumed to be disturbed on a maximum grading activity day. Simultaneous disturbance of 
the 133 acres would generate daily total PM-10 emissions of approximately 7,300 pounds if no 
mitigation measures are implemented. Implementation of vigorous dust control measures would reduce· 
PM-10 associated with gradin·g by 50-75 percent or in the range of 1,800-3,600 pounds per day. The 
non-attainment status of the air basin for PM-10 requires that all reasonably feasible dust control 
measures be utilized. Even if an aggressive dust control program is implemented during construction, 
the substantial. daily PM-10 emissions may potentially create violations of PM-10 standards both near 
the project site, as well as on a regional scale which is regarded as a potentially short-term cumulative 
impact. Construction activity also would occur off-site along a proposed sewer line alignment, if the 
gravity sewer design option is implemented. 

The proposed Project would not result in long-term significant direct impacts to air quality associated 
with vehicular trips or stationary sources. The Project's contribution to the San Diego region's current 
inability to meet air quality standards would, however, be considered a cumulatively significant and 
unrnitigable impact. While regional mobile source emissions associated with the proposed Project 
would not have a significant long-term impact on local San Diego air quality, the addition of Project 
related traffic in the area may change microscale air quality distributions. To determine whether future 
traffic changes would create an adverse air quality impact, a rnicroscale air quality analysis was 
performed for the traffic analysis grid near the project site. The analysis concluded that localized CO 
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levels would not exceed 14 ppm at any of the studied intersections. Microscale air quality impacts 
("hot spots") are therefore considered less than significant. 

A sewer lift station is proposed as an off-site improvement of the Sycamore Estates sub-project and 
would be located in the northwestern portion of the Montecito sub-project site on one acre. Odor 
detectability would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the lift station. Any potentially adverse 
impacts would be confined only to workers servicing the lift station; thus direct impacts would not be 
considered significant. 

Cultural Resources 

Record searches from the Museum of Man and the South Coastal Information Center of San Diego 
State University indicate that previously recorded resources are located within the Rancho Encantada 
project area. Based on the Montecito sub-project records research, there were two recorded isolated 
flakes (SDI-I-788 and SDI-I-789), but they were not relocated during the survey conducted by BFSA. 
As a result of the 20 shovel tests, one artifact was recovered, without the presence of any other cultural 
or ecofactural materials. Based on the negative results of the surveys, it is concluded that no cultural 
resources are located within the boundaries of the Montecito property. No impacts to cultural resources 
would occur on the Montecito sub-project site. If the gravity sewer option is selected for implementa­
tion, no cultural resources impacts would occur based on the record search/field study conducted by 
Kyle Consulting. • 

Eight sites and three isolates were identified by previous studies in the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
area, and two additional sites and eleven-isolates were identified during the cultural resources survey. 
These sites primarily contain large habitation sites, prehistoric campsites, prehistoric lithic scat­
ter/quarry locations, bedrock milling sites and historic structures and trash scatters. Significance testing 
was conducted, which concluded that one of the sites is considered potentially significant, and 
mitigation is required. Site CA-SDI-14027H located within the Sycamore Estates sub-project area is 
identified as potentially significant, but could not be accessed. As mitigation, a qualified archeologist 
and/or archeological monitor shall be retained to implement a construction monitoring program to 
mitigate impacts to below a level of significance. 

Paleontological Resources 

Three geologic formations were mapped by in the Rancho Encantada project site area: Eocene-aged 
Stadium Conglomerate, Pomerado Conglomerate and Cretaceous-age igneous granitic rock of the 
Southern California Batholith. The Montecito sub-project site is entirely underlain by Stadium 
Conglomerate, and all three geologic formations underlie the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 

According to the report Paleontological Resources: County of San Diego ( 1994 ), the Stadium 
Conglomerate Formation (Cypress Canyon Member) has produced diverse and well preserved remains 
of terrestrial vertebrates and is assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity. Implementation of 
the Project would have the potential for significant impacts to paleontological resources in areas 
proposed for grading. Paleontological monitoring during grading would be required to mitigate direct 
impacts to below a level of significance. Cumulative impacts are considered significant and 
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unmitigable. If the gravity sewer design option is implemented, off-site paleontological impacts could 
occur during trenching operations, which would be regarded as a potentially significant impact and 
mitigation would be required according to City of Poway requirements. 

Public Services 

Fire Services: The Rancho Encantada project area is located within the service area of the City of San 
Diego Fire Department. To provide adequate fire protection to the ·community, the Fire Department 
strives to provide a six-minute response time to areas in need of service and a IO-minute response time 
for paramedic ambulances throughout the City. There are five fire stations located within the vicinity of 
the project site. Fire Station 37, with construction commenced at Spring Canyon Road and Blue 
Cypress Drive, is tentatively scheduled to be in service by approximately April 1, 2001. Response time 
from Fire Station 37 to the western boundary of the project site is expected to be under two minutes. 
Fire Station 37 will accommodate Engine Company 37, temporarily located at 10750 Scripps Lake 
Drive and has a 6.3 minute response time to the project site. Fire Station No. 51 is located at 13050 
Community Road in the City of Poway, and is currently the primary fire station serving the project area 
with a 5.4-minute response time to the western boundary of the project site via Pomerado Road. 
Existing response times are slightly longer to reach the Sycamore Estates portion of Rancho Encantada, 
as the sub-project site's access is Beeler Canyon Road rather than Pomerado Road. Response times to 
the easternmost portions of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site may exceed the Fire Department's six 
minute response time goal, resulting in a potentially significant fire protection impact. This impact 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance through the preparation of a fire response time 
analysis. If a structure would occur outside of the 6-minute respon~e time, a fire sprinkler system 
would be installed in the structure. Additionally, with implementation of the proposed brush 
management plans, fire protection impacts associated with wildfire hazard would be reduced to below a 
level of significance. 

Police Protection: The project area is located within the San Diego Police Department's Northeastern 
Command Area located in the Rancho Pefiasquitos community at 13396 Salmon River Road. The 
project site is located within Beat 241 of the Scripps Mesa Service Area. The Police Facilities Plan 
establishes a seven-minute average response time as a Department goal. The average response time for 
an emergency call to the project site from the Northeastern Command Area is 9.4 minutes. The 
adequacy of police service is a factor of community-wide importance that cannot be resolved on a 
project-specific basis. Because development of the proposed project would not cause the response 
times for police services to increase, impacts would not be regarded as significant. 

Library Facilities: The City of San Diego library system is comprised of a central library located in 
downtown San Diego and a series of branch libraries throughout the City. Planning for new branch 
libraries is based on a standard of serving 18,000-20,000 residents at the time of construction and 
30,000 residents within 20 years after the branch opens. The Rancho Encantada community would be 
served by the Scripps Ranch Library that is located at 10301 Scripps Lake Drive in the City of San 
Diego. Although development of the project would incrementally increase the demand for library 
services, this incremental demand would not be a significant impact. 
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Schools: A school-age population would be generated by development in Rancho Encantada, creating a 
demand for public education services and facilities. The project would generate approximately 831 
students, with 255 students generated by the Montecito sub-project and 576 students generated by the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. The conveyance of an on-site elementary school site to the Poway 
Unified School District would reduce the Project's impact to elementary school capacity to below a 
level of significance. Significant cumulative impacts to Rancho Bernardo or Poway High School and 
Meadowbrook Middle School would occur due to overcrowding. If the Sycamore Estates sub-project is 
not developed, cumulative impacts generated by the Montecito sub-project on elementary school 
capacity would be regarded as significant. Each sub-project shall be required to pay statutory SB-50 
fees in place at the time of building pennit issuance to reduce cumulative impacts to below a level of 
significance. • 

Parks: The proposed Precise Plan would generate the need for 8.05 acres of active park land, with 
2.46 acres attributable to the Montecito sub-project and 5.59 acres attributable to the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project. A 4.0 acre public park is proposed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site adjacent to the 
school. If the park is not located next to the school, then an 8.05-acre park site will be conveyed on­
site. If the Montecito sub-project site is developed before the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, the 
owner/permittee shall pay into the Rancho Encantada PFFP prior to the issuance of building permits. 
This would reduce impacts to public parks to below a level of significance. 

Solid Waste: The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD) is responsible for solid 
waste disposal in the project area. To achieve the State's mandated waste reduction, the ESD has 
implemented comprehensive recycling, hazardous materials management, code enforcement, and 
support programs. The Rancho Encantada project would generate approximately 2,173 tons of solid 
waste a year. Landfill capacity would be available to serve the proposed Project, and recycling would 
be incorporated in development plans in accordance with the requirements of the Integrated Waste 
Management Act and the City of San Diego. The proposed Project's incremental impact to landfill 
capacity is not considered significant on a project-specific level. Cumulative impacts on solid waste 
services would be regarded as significant and unmitigable. 

Water Service: The project vicinity is supplied with water by the City of San Diego. The Precise Plan 
area is located adjacent to the City of San Diego's Scripps-Miramar Ranch Water Service Area. The 
Montecito sub-project would have an average annual water dei;nand of 52.9 million gallons and the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project would have an annual average water demand of ·approximately 422 
million gallons. A water storage reservoir and two water pump stations would be constructed on 
Sycamore Estates. Adequate water service would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. 

Sewer Service: The Metropolitan Sewer System (METRO) which is owned by the City of San Diego, 
provides sanitary sewer service to the project vicinity. On February 2, 1981, the City of San Diego and 
the City of Poway entered into an agreement known as the "Pomerado Relief Trunk Sewer Agreement 
of 1980 between the City of San Diego and the Pomerado County Water District" regarding the Scripps 
Miramar Ranch sewer line. In 1989, a second amendment to that agreement was approved which 
addresses sewage originating in the City of San Diego discharging through sewer mains in the City of 
Poway and traveling back into the City of San Diego to the METRO system. Under Section 6 of this 
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agreement, it was acknowledged that the "Beeler Canyon" area would be developed in the future and 
that its sewer would be incorporated into the Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer. The Montecito sub-project 
would generate approximately 28.3 million gallons of sewage flow annually. The Sycamore Estates 
sub-project would generate approximately 89 million gallons annually. Two design options are 
proposed: either the construction of a sewer lift station or off-site gravity sewer improvements in the 
City of Poway. Adequate sewer service would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. · 

Public Safety 

The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) maintains several electrical transmission line 
easements on the project site. There has recently been concern about electromagnetic fields (EMF) and 
adverse health effects. Future residents of the proposed Project would be exposed to EMF from power 
lines within existing SDG&E easements. Due to the inconclusive nature of scientific data regarding the 
hazards of EMF, potential impacts are speculative in nature and are not regarded as significant. No 
hazardous materials are located on the Montecito sub-project site. Five existing industrial use areas are 
located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, some components of which are considered potentially 
hazardous. Significant impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through reclamation. 
Additionally, significant hazard potential exists at Cultural Resource Site CA-SDl-15159H, the site of a 
WWII era training airplane crash, where there is a remote possibility_that some casings may still have 
functional primers. This site would be flagged in the field prior to grading and the topsoils would be 
examined. If ammunition is found, it would be disposed of by either MCAS Miramar and/or San Diego 
bomb disposal squad. Removal of the ammunition, if found, would mitigate this potential impact to 
below a level of significance. 

Water Conservation 

Implementation of the proposed Project would increase water demand within the project site by 
approximately 0.58 million gallons per day (MGD). Additionally, short-term water consumption would 
occur during the construction phases of Project development. Implementation of the proposed Rancho 
Encantada Precise Plan's Design Guidelines would reduce, but not fully mitigate, significant 
cumulative water conservation impacts. Direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. 

Natural Resources 

The Conservation Element identifies the project site as containing Poway Conglomerate which is 
described as a local source of sand, gravel, road base material and aggregate for asphaltic concrete. The 
Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area represents approximately two percent of the Western San Diego 
County P-C Region's resources mapped 11,000 million tons of aggregate resources. Talcing into 
consideration local government constraints, however, the sub-projects would represent a larger 
percentage of the actual available resources. Implementation of the proposed Project would preclude 
future mining of the site. Although only a small amount of area would be removed from potential 
mining of aggregate material, this preclusion is regarded as a significant cumulative and unmitigable 
impact. 
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The Rancho Encantada project site is not currently being used for agricultural uses, nor has it been 
farmed in the past. The steeply sloping natural topography of the site also is not conducive for planting 
of agricultural field crops. Implementation of the proposed Project would therefore not impair or 
convert existing agricultural land to non-agricultural use. Using the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Soil Survey, it was determined the vast majority of soils on the project site are not highly suitable for 
agriculture. Because prime agricultural soils are not located on the project site, impacts to agricultural 
resources would not occur. 

Cumulative Effects 

The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative effects associated with the ongoing 
urbanization in the area. Implementation of Rancho Encantada has the potential to result in significant 
cumulative effects associated with landforrn/visual quality, loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging 
habitat), transportation, hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, landfill capacity, 
public schools, water conservation and mineral resources. With the exception of public schools, these 
impacts would remain significant and unrnitigable. 

Cumulative landforrn/visual quality impacts would occur due to the change in the site's appearance 
from a largely natural view to that of a residential community surrounded by open space. The loss of 
non-native grasslands due to the development of the Project would result in cumulatively significant 
impacts to the white-tailed kite, Cooper's hawk, northern harrier and the black-tailed jackrabbit that 
forage on the site. Cumulatively significant transportation impacts would occur at the following 
facilities, and would require mitigation: a) the westbound to southbound freeway on-ramp at Pomerado 
Road/1-15; b) the merging distance on Pomerado Road to the east of the I-15 northbound off-ramp; c) 
off-ramp storage at the Pomerado Road/1-15 northbound off-ramp; d) the intersection of Pomerado 
Road/Scripps Poway Parkway Intersection; and e) three Pomerado Road intersections: Scripps Poway 
Parkway, Willow Creek, and Scripps Ranch Boulevard. Cumulative impacts to Pomerado Road would 
remain significant and unmitigable. 

Due to the non-attainment status of the San Diego Air Basin, all development projects in the Basin are 
considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. The San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) has designated the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon as a 303D impaired water body. 
Implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada project, when considered in conjunction with other 
proposed developments and existing urban development within its watershed, would impact the water 
quality of the lagoon. The Project would implement pre- and post-construction BMPs, but no measures 
are currently available to fully mitigate cumulative impacts on the water quality of Los Pefiasquitos 
Lagoon. 

Cumulative mineral resources impacts would occur due to the preclusion of future mining potential of 
the property. Mitigation is not available for this cumulative impact, because the impacts would occur 
due to entitlement and development of the property. 
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Effects Found Not to be Significant 

The proposed Rancho Encantada project would not have the potential to cause adverse effects 
associated with the following issue areas, and these areas have not been addressed in this EIR: Risk of 
Upset, Population and Housing, Energy, and Light and Glare. 

CEQA Summary Sections 

The project would have significant environmental effects on many different areas of the environment, 
as discussed in this EIR. With the exception of direct land use (Industrial Element inconsistency), 
landform alteration/visual quality impacts·, and transportation (direct impacts to Pomerado Road) and 
cumulative landform alteration/visual quality, biological resources (loss of non-native grassland 
habitat), transportation (Pomerado Road), landfill capacity, water conservation, water quality, air 
quality, paleontological resources and mineral resources impacts, all significant environmental effects 
of the Project would be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Growth Inducing Effects 

Infrastructure, public services and utilities are planned to serve the project site. The proposed Rancho 
Encantada project site is consistent with the purpose and intent of Council Policy 600-29 by clustering 
development on select portions of the project site, thereby preserving a majority of the property­
(approximately 80 percent) as natural open space. Because appropriate infrastructure, public services 
and utilities are planned to serve the site; because appropriate and proximate circulation improvements 
are planned; and because the project adjoins planned development to the north and west and is bound 
by permanent open space to the east and MCAS Miramar to the south, implementation of the Project 
would not be growth inducing. The proposed Project has, however, been required by the City of San 
Diego to design its sewer system pipeline sizes to accommodate future residential development on 
MCAS Miramar and to provide a sewer easement to the Project's south property boundary. In this 
manner, the Project would have the potential to induce military housing development on MCAS 
Miramar. 

Project Alternatives 

No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative: This alternative focuses on potential development of the 
site which could occur in accordance with the property's underlying zoning, taking into consideration 
existing utility easements and other land use regulations. The Montecito sub-project site is zoned R-1-8 
(formerly Rl-40,000 under the CMC), and 277 units would be developed in the southern portion of the 
sub-project site. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is zoned AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 (formerly 
A-1-5, M-lA and M-2A). Approximately 870 acres of the Sycamore Estates site are zoned AR-1-1 
(formerly A-1-5), thus, a maximum of 174 residential units would be developed, clustered within the 
western and northern portions of the sub-project site. IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 are industrial classifications, 
and approximately 222 acres of the sub-project site would be developed with manufacturing/ industrial 
uses.' Industrial areas would be graded to include large, flat pads necessary to accommodate large 
buildings and parking areas. Rancho Encantada Parkway would be constructed in the southern portion 
of the project site, and Street B w0uld connect to Beeler Canyon Road. Including all necessary 
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manufactured slopes necessary to create development pads, approximately 92 acres of the Montecito 
sub-project site and 529 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be graded or disturbed. 
Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would decrease the 
severity of impacts associated with landform alteration, erosion, biology, air quality, paleontological 
resources, and public services and increase the seve1ity of impacts associated with visual quality, water 
quality, traffic and noise. The Project's direct land use impact due to inconsistency with the Industrial 
Element of the General Plan would be avoided by this alternative. 

No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative: This Alternative considers development of the 
Montecito sub-project site with 277 residential units as described above under "No Project - Existing 
Zoning Alternative," while allowing for an aggregate mining operation on the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site. The mining operation would encompass 847.5 acres and would consist of one large quarry, 
process plant operations, and an asphalt or concrete batch plant, as well as office and maintenance 
buildings. It is assumed that mining, material processing and batching activities would disturb 
approximately 250 acres at any given time, over a period of approximately 75 years. The proposed 
Project's.direct land use impact and cumulative natural resource impact caused by precluding future use 
of the site for resource extraction would be avoided by the selection of this Alternative. Impacts 
associated with public services, traffic, and water conservation would be less under this Alternative. 
Impacts to cultural resources would be the same as would occur under the proposed Project. Compared 
to the proposed Project, the No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative would increase impacts 
associated with landform alteration/visual quality, erosion, water quality, biology, noise, air quality, 
paleontological resources, and public safety. Direct impacts to hydrology/water quality, biology, noise, 
paleontological resources and public safety would be mitigable. Cumulative landform alteration/visual 
quality, loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat), air quality, water quality, and 
paleontological resources would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Reduced Project Alternative: This Alternative considers reducing the development footprint of the 
proposed Project. The Montecito sub-project site wo.uld be developed with the same number of 
residential units as proposed by the Project, but would impact less of the site by clustering development 
into one smaller, more compact planning area located adjacent to Pomerado Road. In total, 277 units 
would be constructed on a development pad of approximately 50.9 graded acres. The Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site would be rezoned to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10 under the City's pre-2000 Municipal 
Code) and 481 residential units would be constructed on the site, including 404 single-family units and 
77 affordable housing units. A 16-acre school/park site would occur, and access would be provided via 
a loop road, with two main access points on Beeler Canyon Road. Approximately 349.8 acres of the 
sub-project site would be graded under this Alternative. 

Compared to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would decrease direct impacts 
associated with landform alteration/visual quality, erosion, hydrology/water quality, biology, traffic, 
noise, air quality, paleontological resources, public services and water conservation. Under this 
alternative, a wider wildlife corridor would occur in Beeler Canyon. Public safety and natural resources 
impacts would be the same as would occur under the proposed Project and cultural resource impacts 
would be avoided. Potentially significant off-site traffic and noise impacts would occur along Beeler 
Canyon Road, which would not occur under the proposed Project. Fire protection impacts would 
increase because homes on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would not be within a six-minute 
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response time; this impact would be mitigable with the installation of fire sprinklers in each residence. 
Recreational resources impacts would be adverse for Montecito, because the park on Sycamore Estates 
could not be accessed within ½-mile driving distance. This Alternative would provide less housing 
(both single-family and multi-family affordable) than the proposed Project. However, it would provide 
more overall open space. In conclusion, several impact reductions would occur with implementation of 
this Alternative. Impacts to public safety and natural resources would be the same as under the 
proposed Project. Impacts to cultural resources would be avoided. Impacts to cumulative air quality 
and water quality, although reduced, would remain significant and unmitigable. Off-site traffic and 
noise impacts along Beeler Canyon Road, fire protection impacts and impacts to recreational resources 
would be greater with this Alternative as compared to the proposed Project. This Alternative would 
provide more overall open space. Because the Reduced Project Alternative would more fully achieve 
the goal of locating development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the site, and because 
it would have the fewest overall impacts, this Alternative is identified as the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. 

Reduced Grading Alternative: Under this Alternative, the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
project sites would be developed with large, custom home sites. Rural, private roadways and driveways 
would occur internal to the project site to provide access to the lots. For purposes of this Alternative, it 
is assumed that access points would be established with Beeler Canyon Road and one with Pomerado 
Road. A total of 114 lots would occur on the Montecito sub-project site and 429 lots would occur on 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. It is assumed that up to 50 percent of each lot would be disturbed 
by grading .and construction of the custom homes, and associated private yards and driveways. The 
owner of each lot would be responsible for selecting the location for placement of the building 
footprint. In many cases, homes would. likely be sited on the flattest portion of the lot, or would be built 
into the hillside. Compared to the proposed Project, the Reduced Grading Alternative would avoid 
landforrn alteration impacts and decrease significant impacts associated with biology, visual quality, 
erosion, water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, paleontological resources and water conservation. 
Public safety and natural resources, and cultural resources impacts would be the same as would occur 
under the proposed Project impacts would be avoided. Although direct impacts to biological habitats 
would be reduced, indirect but mitigable impacts may be increased, because of increased proximity of 
the open space to domestic animals and humans. Cumulative impacts also would be reduced as 
discussed previously. Fire protection impacts would be mitigatable, but may be increased due to the 
circuitous network of private driveways on the site. 

RPO Consistent Alternative: The proposed Project is consistent with the provisions of RPO for 
hillside and biological resource encroachment on a project-wide basis. Considering each of the sub­
projects separately, Montecito would exceed its hillside encroachment allowance. In addition, the 
proposed Project would impact 0.01-acre of natural flood channel on the Montecito sub-project site and 
0.53-acre of natural flood <>hannel on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. In addition, 0.02-acre of 
natural flood channel would be impacted by the sewer pump station ·design option. Wetland impacts 
are not permitted by RPO. Thus, the purpose of this Alternative is to comply with RPO through 
avoiding impacts to wetlands and to reduce the development footprint of Montecito to below its 
individual hillside encroachment allowance. The site would be developed similar to that of the 
proposed Project, but the graded area would be reduced to 92 acres on the Montecito sub-project site 
and to 440 acres on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. A total of 144 residential units would occur 
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on the Montecito sub-project site and 462 residential units would occur on the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site, including 52 affordable units. The affordable housing site, school and park site would 
occur in the same manner as proposed by the Project. Rancho Encantada Parkway would traverse the 
southern portion of the site, but would be bridged in one locations, spanning a length of 450 feet. The 
sewer pump station's access road also would be bridged to avoid impacts to wetlands. Compared to the 
proposed Project, the RPO Consistent Alternative wo.uld avoid impacts to wetlands. Due to a reduction 
in graded area and the construction of a fewer number of residential units, impacts to landform 
alteration/visual quality, biological resources, hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, 
paleontological resources, public services and water conservation would be reduced as compared to the 

• proposed Project; however, all impact significance and mitigation conclusions would remain the same. 
Impacts to natural resources would be the same as the proposed Project and cultural resource impacts 
would be avoided. This Alternative would partially meet the goals of the proposed Project. However, 
335 fewer residential units would be achieved than the proposed Project. 
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Environmental 
Issue 

4.1 Land Use 

Progress Guide 
and General Plan 
Consistency 

Compatibility with 
Surrounding Land 
Uses 

TableES-1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

(refer to Table ES-2 for a summary-of the off-site gravity sewer line in the City of Poway) 

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 

The proposed Rancho Encarirada project would implement a Mjtigation is not available. The impact can be 
majority of the environmental goals, objectives and avoided with selection of the Mineral Resource 
recommendations of the Progress Guide and General Plan. Extraction Alternative. 
The Sycamore Estates sub-project would be inconsistent with 
the Industrial Element due to cumulative natural resources 
(aggregate) impacts associated with Sycamore Estates' 
proposed rezone from AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 to AR-1-1. 

Direct and cumulative impacts· associated with landform 
alteration/visual quality and transportation, and cumulative Refer to mitigation measures contained in Sections 
impacts associated with biology (loss of non-native grassland 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6, 4.11 and 4.13. 
habitat) hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological 
resources, landfill capacity, water conservation and aggregate 
resources would be significant and unmitigable and 
inconsistent with the Progress Guide and General Plan 
policies. 

No land use compatibility impacts are anticipated to occur at No mitigation is required. 
the project edges because the development areas would be 
separated from adjacent land uses by large expanses of open 
space and elevation differences. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

Yes - Sycamore 
Estates Sub-
Project 
(Inconsistency 
with the Industrial 
Element due to 
Rezone) 

Yes 

No 
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Environmental Environmental Impacts 
Issue 

Council Policy The Project would meet the RPO encroachment allowance-for 
600-40 & RPO hillside and sensitive biological resources impacts but would 
Consistency be inconsistent with RP0-due to wetland impacts. The Project 

would comply with Council Policy 600-40. 

Council Policy The proposed Project is consistent with the land use intensities 
600-29 & allowed under Council Policy 600-29. 
Proposition A 
Consistency 

Multiple Species An MHPA boundary adjustment is proposed that would 
Conservation Plan increase its size by 348.3 net acres. The boundary adjustme.nt 
Consistency is considered a Project benefit by providing increased MHP A 

area and greater habitat value. The Project would be 
consistent with the MHPA Adjacency Guidelines, with the 
inclusion of mitigation measures contained in the EIR to bring 
the Project into confonnance with the lighting, noise, barriers, 
invasives and drainage and toxics guidelines. 

4.2 Landfonn Alteration & Visual Quality 

Landform Landfonn alteration impacts would be direct and cumulatively 
Alteration and significant because the Project would result in the creation of 
Topography manufactured slopes higher than ten feet and would result in a 

change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent 
gradient or steeper) from existing grade to proposed grade of 
more than five feet. In addition, grading quantities would 
exceed 2,000 cubic yards per graded acre. 
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Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

Mjtigation for wetland impacts is provided under No 
Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES. 

Inconsistency with the RPO wetland encroachment 
provisions can be avoided wjth implementation of 
the RPO Consistent Alternative discussed in 
Section 9.0 of this EIR. 

No mitigation is required. No 

Implementation of the mitigation measures No 
identified in Sections 4.3, 4.5, and 4.7 of this EIR 
would reduce all potential land use impacts 
associated with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines to below a level of significance. 

Exterior manufactured slopes would be contour Yes - Direct and 
graded. Cumulative 
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Environmental Environmental Impacts 
Issue 

Visual Quality The visual appearance of the site would change from a 
primarily undeveloped area with canyons and ridgelines to that 
of a developed residential community consisting of 12 gently 
sloping planning areas surrounded by natural and revegetated 
slopes. The Project would not block public views; however, it 
would have significant direct and cumulative visual impacts 
because development would appear monotonous and the 
appearance of the site would change from that of a largely 
natural view to a view of development. 

4.3 Biological Resources 

Vegetation Montecito: Direct impacts to 0.01-acre of natural flood 
Community channel. 39.4 acres of Tier II habitat. 108.5 acres of Tier IDA 
Impacts habitat and 2-.7 acres of Tier IIIB habitat would be regarded as 

a significant direct impact of the Montecito sub-project. 

Sycamore Estates: Impacts to 0.53 acres of natural flood 
channel, 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 144.7 acres of Tier II 
habitat, 363.6 acres of Tier IDA habitat, and 4.1 acres of Tier 
IIIB habitat would be regarded as significant direct impacts of 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project. 
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Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

Only adoption of the Reduced Grading, Reduced Yes - Direct and 
Project, or RPO Consistent Alternative would Cumulative 
partially reduce the visual quality impacts of the 
proposed Project. 

Mitigation for Montecito consists of onsite No 
preservation of 17.5 acres of Tier II habitat, 65.3 
acres of Tier IllA habitat and 5.6 acres of Tier lliB 
habitat inside the MHPA. In addition, 5.5 acres of 
Tier II habitat shall be preserved off-site inside the 
MHPA. Wetlands would be mitigated through on-
site creation. Wetland buffers less than 100-feet 
would be fenced during construction. 

Mitigation for Sycamore Estates consists of onsite No 
preservation of 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 72.0 
acres of Tier II habitat, 252.9 acres of Tier IIlA 
habitat and 3.8 acres of Tier IIIB habitat. Wetlands 
would be mitigated through on-site creation. 
Wetland.buffers less than 100-feet would be fenced 
during construction. 
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Issue 

If the Sycamore Estates sub-project develops prior to the 
Montecito sub-project, off-site impacts from the construction 
of Rancho Encantada Parkway on Montecito would be 
regarded as additional significant impacts of Sycamore 
Estates; including 13. 7 acres of Tier Il habitat and 24.1 acres 
of Tier IIIA habitat. 

Sewer Pump Station: Construction of the sewer pump station 
option would result in impacts to 0.02-acre of natural flood 
channel, 0.8-acre of Tier II habitat, 0.1-acre of Tier IIlA 
habitat and 0.1-acre of Tier IlIB habitat. 

Sensitive Animal Cumulative impacts to raptor forging habitat (coastal sage 
Species scrub and non-native grassland habitats primarily) wouJd 

occur due to the Joss of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-
native grassland habitats. Direct impacts to raptors would 
occur if occupied nests are found in areas proposed for 
construction. 

Impacts would occur to an individual coastal California 
gnatcatcher outside of the MHP A on Sycamore Estates. 
Impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are considered 
significant; however, because it is a covered species under the 
MSCP. 
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Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

If the Sycamore Estates sub-project constructs No 
Rancho Encantada Parkway as an off-site 
improvement, additional mitigation wouJd consist 
on onsite preservation of 13.7 acres of Tier II 
habitat, and 12.05 acres of Tier IIIA habitat. 

Mitigation would consist of on-site preservation of No 
0.8 -acre of Tier II habitat, 0.1-acre of Tier IIIA 
habitat and 0.1-acre of Tier IlIB habitat. 
Mitigation wouJd be the responsibility of the 
permitte who obtains the first grading permit in 
Rancho Encantada. 

Grading and construction which create adverse Yes - Cumulative 
effects to active raptor nests, including noise levels impacts to raptor 
above 60 dB(A), shall be restricted to 300 feet from foraging due to 
any Cooper's hawk nesting site; 900 feet from any loss of non-native 
northern harrier nesting site; and 4,000 feet from grassland habitat. 
any golden eagle nesting site. 

No clearing of gnatcatcher occupied habitat is No 
allowed within the MHP A during the breeding 
season (March 1 to August 15). If clearing or 
grading occurs during the gnatcatcher breeding 
season, gnatcatcher surveys to determine nesting 
sites shall be conducted and impacts to nests 
avoided. 
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Sensitive Plant On Sycamore Estates, significant indirect impacts may 
Species potentially occur to variegated dudleya due to increased use of 

the area, and to willowy monardella due to sedimentation. • 

Wildlife Implementation of the Ranclw Encantada project would have 
Movement minimal impacts to wildlife movement. Impacts would not be 

considered significant. 

Conservation of No impacts would occur. The proposed MHPA boundary 
Biological adjustment would result in a net 348.3-acre increase to the size 
Resources of the MHP A. If the Montecito sub-project developed 

independent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, the MHP A 
would be reduced by 15.9 acres, resulting in a significant 
impact. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

Areas adjacent to the MHPA would require fencing No 
to limit access to the MI-:IPA. No irrigation on-the 
manufactured slopes upslope of the willowy 
monardella population shall be allowed beyond 
those areas necessary for brush management, and a 
desiltation basin shall be constructed. Silt fences 
shall be installed prior to grading around all 
construction areas on slopes within the willowy 
monardella watershed area. 

No mitigation is required. No 

If the Montecito sub-project developed independent No 
of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, acquisition of 
15.9 acres to be added to the MHPA would be 
required. The acquisition site shall be proposed for 
inclusion in the MHP A and provide equal or 
similar functional equivalency to the area removed 
from the MHPA on the Montecito sub-project site. 
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4.4 Geology/Soils 

Exposure of A portion of the Sycamore Estates site is located in Hazard 
People to Geologic Category 22 (landslide with moderate risk) and Hazard 
Hazards Category 23 (slide prone areas); however, grading is proposed 

that would either completely remove the debris flow material, 
or would result in relatively flat areas. Therefore, grading as 
proposed by the Sycamore Estates VTM would avoid by 
design the potential for a significant geologic hazard. 

Soil Erosion Grading activities would remove the existing vegetative cover, 
thereby exposing soils to runoff and erosion. Because the 
disturbance area is greater than one acre in slopes over 25 
percent, potential erosion impacts would be significant. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR ( LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 200 I 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

The use of conventional grading techniques and No 
adherence to the recommendations contained in the 
site-specific Geologic Investigation Reports would 
avoid all potentially adverse impacts, and no 
additional mitigation measures are required. 

In conformance with the provisions of Public No 
Resources Code§ 21081.6, each sub-project 
owner/perrnittee shall retain a mitigation monitor 
acceptable to the ERM to monitor the grading, 
construction, and installation of runoff control 
devices and erosion control revegetation of the 
applicable sub-project site. Prior to the issuance of 
building permits, mitigation monitor shalJ submit in 
writing to the City Engineer verification that the 
sub-project has complied with the required notes on 
the grading plan, landscape plan and Stonn Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) addressing 
erosion/urban runoff controls related to erosion 
control. Grading shall be limited to the dry season 
(typically March 15 to November 15), unless 
specific measures for wet season grading are 
approved for the sub-project by the ERM of the 
City of San Diego's Planning and Development 
Review Department. 
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4.5 Hydrology/Water Quality 

Drainage Patterns, No increase in peak discharge flows would occur during a 
Absorption Rates 100-year stonn event due to the use of on-site detention basins 
and Surface to slow peak flows. 
Runoff 

The Montecito sub-project would not result in significant 
direct adverse impacts to existing drainage patterns. A 62-acre 
drainage area diversion would occur on the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site to prevent urban runoff from reaching the 
southerly trending canyons. This drainage area diversion 
would not be regarded as a significant impact because it would 
not result in significant impacts to existing sensitive biological 
resources. Uncontrolled runoff also would not occur. Thus, 
the proposed Project would not result in significant direct 
adverse impacts to existing drainage patterns. 

Surface or Ground Implementation of the proposed Project would result in 
Water Quality significant short-term water quality impacts associated with 

siltation from construction and grading, and significant long-
term water quality impacts from urban runoff containing 
contaminants. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures · Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

No mitigation is required. No 

No mitigation is required No 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan Yes - Cumulative 
(SWPPP) and a Monitoring Program Plan shall be 
developed prior to the issuance of grading perm.its 
for each sub-project, and a complete and accurate 
Notice of Intent (NOI) shall be filed with the 
SWRCB. In addition, Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) shall be incorporated into sub-project 
engineering plans to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 
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4.6 Transportation 

Traffic Impacts on The Project would generate approximately 10,548 ADT. The 
Circulation addition of Project traffic to Pomerado Road is regarded as a 
Networks significant direct and cumulative impact. Cumulatively 

significant impacts would also occur at the following facilities: 
a) the westbound to southbound freeway on-ramp at Pomerado 
Road/1-15; b) the merging distance on Pomerado Road to the 
east of the I-15 northbound off-ramp; c) off-ramp storage at 
the Pomerado Road/I-15 northbound off-ramp; and d) three 
Pomerado Road intersections: Scripps Poway Parkway, 
Willow Creek, and Scripps Ranch Boulevard. 

4.7 Noise 

Construction Construction noise impacts would be temporary and less than 
Related Noise significant. The Project would be required to comply with the 
Levels City of San Diego Noise Ordinance which states that all 

construction and general maintenance activities, except in an 
emergency, shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the Yes - Direct and 
owner/permittee shall assure the construction of 11 Cumulative on 
transportation improvements listed in Section 4.6, Pomerado Road 
TRANSPORTATION. 

No mitigation is required. No 
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Future Traffic Significant interior noise impacts would potentially occur to 
Related Noise homes located within 200 feet of the Pomerado Road 
Levels centerline. Significant interior and exterior noise impacts 

would potentially occur to residential lots proposed within 80 
feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline on 
Montecito. Significant interior and exterior noise impacts 
would potentially occur to residential lots in Planning Areas 7, 
7 A and 9 (west of the school park site) proposed within 80 
feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline on Sycamore 
Estates. 

Off-site vehicular noise impacts would not be significant. 

4.8 Air Quality 

Short-Term Short term fugitive dust impacts would be regarded as 
Construction significant and the Project's contribution to the San Diego 
Impacts region's current inability to meet air quality standards would 

be considered a cumulatively significant impact. 

Long-Term The proposed Project would not result in long-tenn significant 
Vehicular direct impacts to air quality associated with vehicular trips or 
Emission Impacts stationary sources. ·Localized CO levels would not exceed 14 

ppm at any of the studied intersections; thus, impacts are 
regarded as not significant. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

Prior to the issuance of building permits for No 
residential units within 200 feet of the Pomerado 
Road centerline or 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada 
Parkway centerline (west of the proposed 
school/park site), a subsequent acoustical analysis 
shall be prepared to identify all necessary noise 
control requirements on building and site plans 
necessary to meet City of San Diego interior 
standard of 45 dB CNEL and exterior standard of 
65 CNEL. Noise attenuation walls also will be 
constructed along Rancho Encantada Parkway in 
the locations specified by the Project's acoustical 
analysis. 

An accelerated construction dust abatement Yes - Cumulative 
management program shall be prepared. The dust 
abatement program shall achieve a minimum of 
60% dust abatement. Non-compliance shall result 
in a cessation of all construction activities. 

Mitigation is not required for direct impacts. Yes - Cumulative 
Mitigation for cumulative impacts is not possible 
on a project-level. 
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4.9 Cultural Resources 

Prehistoric or CA-SDI-14027H located within the Sycamore Estates sub-
Historic project area is identified as potentially significant, but could 
Archaeological not be accessed. 
Sites 

4.10 Paleontological R_esources 

Paleontological Implementation of the Project would have the potential for 
Resources significant impacts to paleontological resources in areas 

proposed for grading. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

A qualified archeologist and/or archeological No 
monitor shall be retained to implement a 
construction monitoring program. The qualified 
archeologist and/or archeological monitor shall be 
on-site during initial grubbing and excavation 
grading ofCA-SDI-14027H. In the event that 
cultural resources are discovered, the archaeologist 
shall direct the project engineer lo divert or 
temporarily halt ground disturbance. For important 
historical resources, a Research Design and Data 
Recovery Program shall be prepared and carried 
out to mitigate impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

A qualified paleontologist or paleontological Yes - Cumulative 
monitor shall be on site full-time during the initial 
cutting of previously undisturbed areas to inspect 
for well-preserved fossils and shall instruct the City 
Engineer to divert or halt grading if resources are 
uncovered. The paleontologist is responsible for 
preparation of fossils. Prior to the release of a 
grading bond, a monitoring results report shall be 
submitted to the Environmental Review Manager 
(ERM) of the LDR. 
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4.11 Public Services 

Fire Protection The Montecito sub-project site could be reached by emergency 
fire equipment in less than six minutes; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
may be outside of the six-minute response time goal from 
existing and planned fire stations, fire protection impacts 
would be considered significant. 

Po)jce Protection The Rancho Encantada project site is located outside of the 
seven-minute response time goal for police protection; 
however, because development of the project site would not 
increase existing response times, impacts would not be 
regarded as significant. 

Libraries The project would increase the demand for library services. 
However, existing branch libraries are adequate to service the 
proposed project's residents. 

Public Education The project would add 229 students to either Poway High 
School or Rancho Bernardo High School and 163 students to 
the Meadowbrook Middle School that would result in a 
significant cumulative impact due to overcrowding. If the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed, cumulative 
impacts to elementary school capacity generated by the 
Montecito sub-project would be regarded as significant. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

For the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, prior to No 
the issuance of each building permit, a fire 
response time analysis shall be submitted to the 
City's Environmental Review Manager for the 
building permit in question. If the structure is 
located outside of the six-minute response time, a 
fire sprinkler system shall be installed in the 
structure satisfactory to the Environmental Review 
Manager and the City Fire Marshall. 

No mitigation is required. No 

No mitigation is required. No 

Each sub-project shall be required to pay statutory No 
SB-50 fees in place at the time of building permit 
issuance. This measure will also reduce 
cumulative impacts on elementary school capacity 
of the Montecito sub-project if the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project is not developed. 
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Recreational The provision of a 4.0-acre public park site adjacent to an 
Resources elementary school site would satisfy the Project's public park 

requirement; thus, impacts would not be significant. If the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed, direct impacts 
generated by the Montecito sub-project would be regarded as 
significant. 

Landfill Capacity The project would generate approximately 2,173 tons of waste 
per year which would contribute to the cumulative impacts on 
landfilJ capacity and waste management services. 

Water Service The Montecito sub-project would have an average annual 
water demand of 52.9 million gallons and the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project would have an annual average water 
demand of approximately 422 million gallons. A water 
storage reservoir and two water pump stations would be 
constructed on Sycamore Estates. Adequate water service 
would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

No mitigation is required. However, if the No 
Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed, 
prior to issuance of building pennits, the Montecito 
sub-project applicant shall pay applicable park fees. 

When possible, the master developer and Yes - Cumulative 
construction contractors shall use businesses that 
use recycled materials; construction contractors 
shall identify the method of transporting materials 
to either a landfill or reprocessing centers. A plan 
will be established to educate and inform 
contractors of the waste management plan's goals 
of waste reduction and procedures for 
implementing them. 

No mitigation is required. No 
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Sewer Service The Montecito sub-project would generate approximately 28.3 
million gallons of sewage flow annually. The Sycamore 
Estates sub-project would generate approximately 89 million 
gallons annually. Two design options are proposed: either the 
construction of a sewer lift station or off-site gravity sewer 
improvements in the City of Poway. Adequate sewer service 
would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. 

4.12 Public Safety 

Overhead Future residents of the proposed Project would be exposed to 
Transmission EMF from power lines within on-site SDG&E easements. 
Lines Due to the inconclusive nature of scientific data regarding the 

hazards of EMF, potential impacts are speculative in nature 
and are not regarded as significant. 

E xposure to No hazardous materials were identified on the Montecito sub-
Hazardous project sjte; therefore, impacts would not occur. Significant 
Materials hazard potential exists at Site J on the Sycamore Estates sub-

project site due to the presence of a diesel fuel tank, six 
existing buildings and four septic systems. 

4.13 Water Conservation 

Water Supplies in Impacts would not be regarded as a significant direct impact; 
the San Diego however, the increase in water usage that would occur with 
Region implementation of the proposed Project would contribute to 

cumulative water conservation impacts in the City of San 
Diego. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

---

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

No mitigation is required. No 

No mitigation is required. No 

Upon tenant vacation of site J on the Sycamore No 
Estates sub-project site, the fuel tank and industrial 
buildings shall be removed. Soil samples from the 
project site shall also be colJected and analyzed. 

Implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada Yes - Cumulative 
Precise Plan's Design Guidelines would reduce 
significant direct impacts to below a level of 
significance. No additional mitigation is required. 
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4.14 Natural Resources 

Mineral Resources Implementation of the proposed Project would eliminate the 
future potential to conduct resource extraction on the project 
site. This impact is regarded as a significant cumulative 
impact. 

Agricultural Land Because no agricultural uses exist on the site and because the 
site's soils are not highly suited for agricultural use, the 
preclusion of farming opportunities on this land would not 
represent a significant impact. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation l\feasures Unavoidable 
Adverse 
Impacts 

No mitigation is required for the significant direct Yes - Cumulative 
mineral resource impacts. Cumulative natural 
resource impacts would be eliminated by selection 
of the Resource Extraction Alternative (See section 
9.0, ALTERNATIVES). 

No mitigation is required. No 

Page ES-35 
■ 



Executive Summary 

TableES-2 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE · GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN OPTION (CITY OF POWAY) 

Environmental Environmental Impacts 
Issue 

4.1 Land Use 

Land Use Off-site sewer line improvements in the City of Poway would 
Compatibility be located underground; therefore, no land use or community 

character impacts would occur from the physical construction 
of these improvements or from their operation. In areas where 
the sewer line would be located in the FEMA-mapped 
floodplain of Beeler Canyon Creek, construction shall be in 
accordance with the National Flood Insurance requirements 
and City of Poway requirements, including Municipal Code 
Chapter 16.88, Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction. 
Compliance with FEMA and City of Poway requirements 
would reduce flood hazard impacts on the off-site gravity 
sewer line to a level less than significant. 

4.2 Landform Alteration & Visual Quality 

Landform The line would be located underground and the ground surface 
Alteration would be restored to its existing condition. As such, no 

landform alteration impacts would occur. 

Visual Quality The line would be located underground and the ground surface 
would be restored to its existing condition. As such, no visual 
quality impacts would occur. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.20000/ 1053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

No mitigation is required. 

No mitigation is required. 

Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

No 

No 

No 
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4.3 Biological Resources 

Vegetation Implementation of the gravity sewer option would impact 
Community 0.08-acre of wetland habitat, 0.3-acre of coast live oak 
Impacts woodland, 0.1-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.1-acre 

of non-native grassland which are considered sensitive habitats 
within the City of Poway. 

Sensitive Plant and No sensitive plant species are located within the alignment. 
Animal Species 

4.4 Geology/Soils 

Soil Erosion Soils located along the off-site gravity sewer alignment exhibit 
high erosion potential. Increased erosion would occur due to 
exposure of soils as trenches are excavated for the placement 
of sewer lines. The erosion and transport of material would 
contribute to siltation of downstream drainage courses, which 
is a significant short-term construction related impact. 

4.5 Hydrology/Water Quality 

Flooding Portions of the gravity sewer alignment are located in the. 
mapped 100-year flqodplain of Beeler Canyon Creek. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 200 l 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation shall consist of creation of 0.9 acres of No 
coast live oak woodland and preservation of 0.3 
acres of other upland vegetation. Wetlands would 
be mitigated through creation. 

No mitigation is required. No 

Erosion control measures, as defined in the City of No 
Poway's Grading Ordinance (City of Poway 
Municipal Code, Title 16, Division ID) shall be 
implemented 

The construction of the proposed underground No 
improvements would conform to the National 
Flood Insurance requirements and local ordinance. 
The improvements would not increase flood levels 
or impair the ability of the flood way to carry and 
discharge the waters resulting from the one-
hundred-year flood; thus, impacts would not be 
significant. 

PageES-37 
• 



Environmental Environmental Impacts 
Issue 

Drainage Patterns, The sewer line would be located underground and the ground 
Absorption Rates surface would be returned to its existing condition after 
and Surface construction; thus, no increased runoff would occur and 

Runoff hydrology would not be affected. 

Surface or Ground The line would be located underground and the ground swface 
Water Quality would be restored to its existing condition. As such, no 

increase in the amounts of urban pollutants would occur over 
existing conditions. Significant cumulative short-term water 
quality impacts to the drainage basin would be expected during 
the construction phase when the excavated trench would be 
exposed to rain and surface runoff. 

4.6 Transportation 

Traffic Impacts on No long-term traffic would be generated from the gravity 
Circulation sewer line. No impacts would occur. 
Networks 

4.7 Noise 

Construction Short-term construction noise impacts also would occur. 
Related Noise Construction would be required to comply with the City of 
Levels Poway's Noise Ordinance. The City of Poway Municipal 

Code states that no construction equipment shall be operated 
so as to cause noise at a level in excess of75dB for more than 
eight hours during any twenty-four-how· period when 
·measured at or within residential property lines. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

E xecutive Summary 

M itigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation is not required. 

Construction shall adhere to NPDES Permit No. Yes - Short Term 
CA 0108758 and a National Pollutant Discharge Cumulative 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit shall be 
obtained from the State Water Quality Control 
Board pursuant to the City of Poway Municipal 
Code, Chapter 13.09. Prior to the issuance of a 
construction permit for the sewer line, the City of 
Poway shall have on file proof that the applicant 
has filed a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State. 

Mitigation is not required. No 

Mitigation is not required. No 
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4.8 Air Quality 

Short-Term Short term fugitive dust impacts would be regarded as 
Construction significant and the Project's contribution to the San Diego 
Impacts region's current inability to meet air quality standards would 

be considered a cumulatively significant impact. 

4.9 Cultural Resources 

Prehistoric or Because no significant cultural resources are located along the 
Historic alignment, adverse impacts would not occur. 
Archaeological 
Sites 

4.10 Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological Installation of the sewer line would have the potential for 
Resources significant impacts to paleontological resources in areas 

proposed for excavation. 

4.11 Public Services 

Sewer Service Sewage flow increases would be in accordance with the terms 
of the approved agreement between the City of San Diego and 
the City of Poway known as the "Pomerado Relief Trunk 
Sewer Agreement of 1980 between the City of San Diego and 
the Pomerado County Water District." 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

An accelerated construction dust abatement Yes - Cumulative 
management program shall be prepared. Non-
compliance sha11 result in a cessation of all 
construction activities. 

No mitigation is required. No 

A qualified paleontologist or paleontological No 
monitor shall be on site full-time during the initial 
cutting of previously undisturbed areas to inspect 
for well-preserved fossils and shall have the 
authority to divert or halt grading if resources are 
uncovered. 

Mitigation is not required. No 
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4.12 Public Safety 

Public Safety No public safety impacts would occur from construction or 
operation of the gravity sewer line. 

4.13 Water Conservation 

Water Supplies in Operation of the gravity sewer line would not impact water 
the San Diego supplies. 
Region 

4.14 Natural Resources 

Mineral Resources The sewer line would be located in public right-of-ways or 
would be located in land zoned residential and unavailable for 
aggregate mining. Impacts would not occur. 

Agricultural Land The sewer line would be. located in public right-of-ways or 
would be located in land zoned residential and unavailable for 
agriculture. Impacts would not occur. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

~G ._ ____ _ 

Executive Summary 

Mitigation Measures Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation is not required. No 

Mitigation is not required. No 

Mitigation is not required. No 

Mitigation is not required. No 
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__________________ In_tr_o_du_c_t1_·o_n __ 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document intended for use by the City of 
San Diego as Lead Agency under CEQA, decision makers, Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies, and 
members of the general public to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed Rancho 
Encantada project. This document has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines for the 
preparation of EIRs issued by the City of San Diego and complies with all criteria, standards and 
procedures of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (PRC 21000 et 
seq) and State EIR Guidelines (CAC 15000 et seq). Per Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15367 
and 15050 through 15053 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Diego is the Lead Agency 
under whose authority this document has been prepared. 

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The Rancho Encantada project site is comprised of three land areas, each of which could be 
independently developed, except for the City of San Diego parcel. The westerly area, Montecito, is 
278 acres in size, including an existing single-family residence on a proposed 1.7-acre parcel. The 
easterly area, Sycamore Estates, is 2,132 acres. The third area is owned by the City of San Diego and 
is 248 acres in size. The applicants for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects submitted 
individual Planned Residential Development Permit (PRD) applications and Vesting Tentative Map 
(VTM) applications in 1999. The Montecito PRD and VTM applications were deemed complete on 
March 30, 1999, and the Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM applications were deemed complete on 
September 13, 1999. 

In response to requests for a comprehensive planning effort by the adjacent Miramar Ranch North and 
Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Planning Groups and other community members, the City 
requested that the Montecito and Sycamore Estates applicants work together to prepare a unified plan 
for development of the 2,658-acre Rancho Encantada project site. The applicants agreed to the 
preparation of a Precise Plan for the entire 2,658-acre area. The Precise Plan was approved for 
initiation by the Planning Commission on December 2, 1999, and City Council on December 6, 1999. 
This EIR thus evaluates a unified Precise Plan for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, as 
well as the 248-acre City of San Diego property. 

Also, it is important to note that the PRDs and VTMs proposed for the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-projects are being processed by the City independently from one another, and are evaluated 
by this EIR as independent implementing actions of the proposed Precise Plan. Despite the fact that 
the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are both evaluated in this EIR, these sub-projects of 
the overall Precise Plan may be implemented independent from one another. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT OF EIR 

An Environmental Initial Study was conducted for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area by the City 
of San Diego Planning and Development Review Department. Based on a scoping letter dated January 
10, 2000, the City of San Diego identified the potential for environmental impacts associated with the 
following issue areas: land use, landfonn alteration/visual quality, geology/soils, ail- quality, 
hydrology/water quality, biological resources, noise, transportation/circulation, public services/utilities, 
natural resources, water conservation, historical resources, paleontological resources, human 
health/public safety, and cumulative effects. A Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated January 10, 2000, 
was prepared and distributed by the City to all Responsible and Trustee Agencies, as well as other 
agencies and members of the public who may have an interest in the project. 

This EIR includes a description of the existing conditions relevant to each environmental topic and an 
assessment of any impacts.associated with implementation of the Project. For the purposes of this EIR, 
the term "Project" refers to all of the discretionary actions described in Section 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION, and the term "project site" refers to the entire Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area. As 
part of the proposed Project, two independent sub-projects are proposed and are referred to as 
"Montecito" and "Sycamore Estates." Each of the sub-projects proposes PRDs, VTMs, and other 
necessary actions to implement their respective portions of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, as 
described in Section 3 .0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, and can be developed independently of the other sub­
project. 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a) requires that an EIR "identify and focus on the significant 
environmental effects" of a proposed project. "Effects" and "impacts" mean the same under CEQA 
and are used interchangeably within this EIR. Where the· impact analysis demonstrates that a potential 
effect would or may (without undue speculation) occur and is found to have a substantial or potentially 
substantial and adverse impact on physical conditions within the area affected by the Project, 
mitigation measures are provided which would reduce the significant effects. In most cases, the 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. If feasible mitig~tion 
measures are not available or do not reduce the significant effect to below a level of significance, the 
significant effect is identified as one which would result in a significant unavoidable adverse impact. 

Cumulative impacts are presented in a separate section addressing issues for which the proposed 
Project's incremental effects were found to be cumulatively considerable, as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15065(c). A section titled Effects Found Not to Be Significant presents a brief discussion 
of the environmental effects of the Project which were evaluated as part of the initial study process and 
were found not to be potentially significant. This EIR also includes mandatory CEQA discussion areas 
as well as a discussion of a reasonable range of project alternatives which could avoid or reduce 
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project. 

This EIR functions as both a Program and Project-level EIR for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan 
and related actions, according to §15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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The "program" consists.of the project approvals detailed in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, and 
other related actions necessary to implement the Precise Plan. This EIR also functions as a project­
specific BIR for the implementing Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects that are being 
processed concurrently with the Precise Plan. 

Printed under separate cover and as an accompaniment to this EIR are the Technical Appendices. In 
addition to the NOP and letters received in response to the NOP (Appendix A), the Technical 
Appendices include the various supporting documents used in preparing this EIR, including two 
biology reports (Appendices Bl and B2), three geology reports (Appendices Cl, C2 and C3), two 
hydrology/drainage reports (Appendices D1 and D2), a traffic study (Appendix E), a noise report 
(Appendix F), an air quality report (Appendix G), five cultural resources reports (Appendices Hl - H5), 
two water service reports (Appendices 11 and 12), two sewer service reports (Jl and J2), two phase I 
environmental assessments (Appendices Kl and K2) and correspondence from public service agencies 
(Appendix L). 

In addition to the documents appended to this EIR and as permitted by State CEQA Guidelines 
§15150, this EIR references several technical studies, analyses and reports which have been 
incorporated by reference. Referenced documents are briefly summarized in the appropriate section(s) 
of this document and the relationship between the incorporated part of the referenced document and the 
EIR has been described. In add~tion to the project-specific technical reports included in the 
Appendices, other documents and reference sources which have been used in the preparation of this 
EIR are identified in Chapter 10.0, REFERENCES. 

1.4 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT ACTIONS 

The· 2,658-acre Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area is located in the Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) of 
the City of San Diego . . The Project proposes 834 single-family lots, two institutional sites, 106 multi­
family units, an elementary school and park site, roadways, landscaping, utility improvements and open 
space. One existing single family residence would be retained on 1.7 acres of the Montecito site. Off­
site roadway improvements are proposed west of the property on Pomerado Road and off-site sewer 
and water improvements are proposed no.rth and west of the site in Beeler Canyon Road, Pomerado 
Road and other off-site property. Off-site intersection improvements also would occur as a part of the 
proposed Project. Specific discretionary actions required by the City of San Diego and evaluated by 
this EIR include a General Plan Amendment, a Precise Plan, three PRD Permits, two VTMs, a 
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit, and a Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 
boundary adjustment. A rezone also is evaluated for the Sycamore Estates sub-project. This EIR also 
serves as the environmental review for various state and federal permits necessary to implement the 
Project. Project implementation would also require ministerial ·approval of final maps, grading 
permits, etc. from the City of San Diego. Off-site improvements proposed in the City of Poway would 
require construction permits from the City of Poway. Separate state and federal permits would be 
issued for each of the two sub-projects so that they could proceed independently. Such permits would 
include 401 Regional Water Quality Board Certifications, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
Section 404 Permits for impacts to wetland habitat, and Section 1603 Streambed Alteration 
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Agreements with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Due to the degree of analysis 
provided in this Program EIR, if Initial Studies prepared for future implementing actions of the Rancho 
Encantada project are found to be within the scope of the overall Project analyzed in this EIR, no new 
environmental documents would be required. Actions associated with the Project are summarized 
below; a detailed description of each action required for Project implementation is included in Section 
3.0, PROJECTDESCRIPTION. 

0 De,elopment Agreement An1e11dn1ent. A Development Ag.reement Amendment between the 
City of San Diego and the owner of the Sycam01e Estates sub=prnject site is proposed to 
p1ovide an addition to the City's MIIPA and ptovide tlte developer of the SycM001e Estates 
sub-project site with more cextainey as to the developnlCnt of the site. 

0 Agreement Between the City of San Diego and the Owners of Sycamore Estates: An 
agreement between the City of San Diego and the owner of the Sycamore Estates sub-project is 
proposed to modify the obligations of a previously approved Development Agreement. Among 
other provisions, the new agreement would obligate Sycamore Estates to convey Park Land to 
the City for the expansion of Mission Trails Regional Park, to add new MHP A land to the 
City's MSCP Preserve, and to establish an endowment trust fund for long-term maintenance of 
conserved property within Sycamore Estates. 

0 Precise Plan: A Precise Plan is proposed for Rancho Encantada that would serve as the City 
of San Diego's detailed long-range plan for the development of the 2,658-acre project area. 
The Precise Plan also would serve as the primary basis for reviewing concurrent or subsequent 
development plans, subdivisions and other discretionary permits for the property. 

0 General Plan Amendment: The Precise Plan is considered part of the Land Use element of the 
General Plan so its adoption would be considered an amendment to the General Plan. 

0 Planned Residential Development Permits: An independent PRD Permit is proposed for the 
Montecito sub-project and two independent PRD Permits are proposed for the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, one for the single-family residential areas and school/park site and a 
second for the affordable housing site. 

0 Vesting Tentative Maps: Independent VTMs are proposed for both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-projects. The VTMs identify all necessary off-site roadway and 
infrastructure improvements. 

0 Resource Protection Ordinance Permit: The City of San Diego regulates development of 
environmentally sensitive lands through the RPO for applications deemed complete prior to 
January 1, 2000. The RPO applies to wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, 
biologically sensitive lands and significant prehistoric and historic resources. Because sensitive 
lands occur on the site, a RPO permit is required for the Project in accordance with §101.0462 
of the San Diego Municipal Code. Although the City' s Municipal Code (containing RPO) was 
replaced by the newly approved Land Development Code (containing the Environmentally 
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Sensitive Lands Ordinance [ESL]) on January 1, 2000, the Rancho Encantada project is still 
subject to the 1999 Municipal Code requirements because the sub-project applications were 
deemed complete prior to the effective date of the Land Development Code. For this reason, 
the Project is subject to RPO instead of ESL. 

0 Multiple Habitat Planning Area Boundary Adjustment: The proposed boundary adjustment 
would consist of reducing the size of the MHP A on the Montecito sub-project site and 
increasing the size of the MHPA on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 

0 Rezone: The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is proposed to be rezoned from AR-1-
l (Agricultural-Residential), IL-3-1 (Industrial-Light), and IH-2-1 (Industrial-Heavy), to AR-1-
1. Rezones are not requested for either the Montecito sub-project or the City of San Diego 
owned parcel. 

1.5 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State law requires that all EIRs be reviewed by trustee and responsible agencies. A Trustee Agency is 
defined in Section 15386 of the State CEQA Guidelines as "a state agency having jurisdiction by law 
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of the State of 
California." Per Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines, the term 'Responsible Agency' includes all 
public agencies other than the Lead Agency, which have discretionary approval power over the project. 

In the case of the Rancho Encantada project, the Lead Agency is the City of San Diego, as defined by 
Section 15367 of CEQA. Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies, which may have an interest in the 
Project, include the City of Poway, ACOE, CDFG, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). A description of the 
st~te and federal permits required to implement the Project is included in Section 3.9 of this EIR. 

In accordance with State CEOA Guidelines §15206.- the proposed Project meets the criteria of having 
statewide, regional, or areawide significance; thus, is subject to review by state agencies through 
distribution by the California State Clearinghouse. 
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2.0 Environmental Setting 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Rancho Encantada project and the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are located east of 
Pomerado Road and south of Beeler Canyon Road in the City of San Diego, California. The project site 
lies within the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute topographic map and Section 25, Range 2 West, 
township 14 South. Figure 2-1, Regional Map, depicts the location of the project site in relation to its 
regional surroundings. Rancho Encantada is bordered on the north by the City of Poway and on the west 
by the City of San Diego communities of Scripps Ranch and Miramar Ranch North. Undeveloped land 
that is part of the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve lies to the east and to the south is the 
United States Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. The project site is located approximately two 
miles east oflnterstate 15 (1-15). Figure 2-2, Vicinity Map, depicts the Project's location within its 
immediate surroundings. Figure 2-3, Areas Map, illustrates the relationship of the various sub-project 
sites within the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area. 

2.2 SURROUNDING LAND USES AND DEVELOPMENT 

2.2.1 SURROUNDING BUILT ENVmONMENT 

Land uses surrounding Rancho Encantada are shown in Figure 2-4, Surrounding la,nd Uses. On the 
immediate south is MCAS Miramar. This facility is federally owned and operated and covers 
approximately 24,000 acres, which is divided by 1-15. The area west of 1-15 supports residential, 
commercial, administrative, industrial and aviation uses. The area east of 1-15, including the portion of 
MCAS Miramar s.outh of Rancho Encantada is used for military training purposes. A San Diego Gas 
and Electric Company (SDG&E) utility substation is located on the MCAS Miramar property, 
approximately 200 feet south of the project site boundary, and a U.S. Forest Service facility used for 
vehicle repair and equipment storage is located southeast of the substation. A Draft Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan (DINRMP) for MCAS Miramar is currently under review by the federal 
government. The DINRMP will govern MCAS Miramar's natural resource management program and 
the military operational requirements of the air station for the next five years. 

The northerly edge of the Montecito sub-project site lies at the bottom of Beeler Canyon and several 
twelve single family residential lots of one-acre to over four acres in size are located in this area. Some 
of these homes are located in the City of Poway and some are located in the City of San Diego and are 
accessed via Beeler Canyon Road. A horse ranch of approximately 60 acres is also located in this area 
along Beeler Canyon Road. The northerly edge of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site coincides with 
the Beeler Canyon Road right-of-way. The Palomar Transit Mix quarry, a resource extraction site 
operated by Cal Mat, also is located north of the Sycamore Estates sub-project's northwestern property 
boundary and is accessed via Kirkham Way. 
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North of Beeler Canyon Road the land contains manufactured slopes and natural slopes that rise from 
Beeler Creek to industrial and commercial properties in the City of Poway. Inmxediately North of the 
Rancho Enca'ntada project boundary is the South Poway Business Park, a 700-acre complex, 
encompassing the City's main industrial area. As part of the South Poway Planned Community, the 
Business Park includes light industrial and manufacturing, warehousing and distribution, and research 
and development businesses. In total, the Cicy of Poway encompasses 39.2 square miles with a current 
population of approximately 49,500. Valley Elementary School, Meadowbrook Middle School, and 
Rancho Bernardo High School, which serve the project area, are located north of the site in the City of 
Poway, approximately 2.5 miles, 3.0 miles, and 4.5 miles north of site, respectively. 

The western border of the site is formed by Pomerado Road. Immediately west of Pomerado Road and 
west of the project site is the community of Scripps Miramar Ranch. The community of Miramar Ranch 
North is located north of Scripps Miramar Ranch, with the easterly edge of Miramar Ranch North 
located approximately ½-mile from the project site. These communities are predominantly residential in 
the vicinity of the project site, but also include significant commercial and employment land uses. The 
nearest public park is Cypress Canyon Park located in the community of Scripps Miramar Ranch, just 
west of Pomerado Road, southwest of the project site. East of the site is the Sycamore Canyon County 
Open Space Preserve that is managed by the County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation. 
North of the open space preserve are rural residential homes and ranches located in unincorporated San 
Diego County. 

2.2.2 SURROUNDING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

The San Diego County Water Authority has proposed_ several alternative water pipeline alignments in the 
vicinity of the project site. Three of the alternatives traverse or are adjacent to the proposed project site. 
The San Diego County Water Authority has prepared an EIR/EIS for the proposed Water Storage Project 
(State Clearinghouse No. 93011028; Anny Corps File No.95-20092-DZ) which analyzes these 
alternative alignments. That document is herein incorporated by reference and is available for review at 
the San Diego County Water Authority, 3211 Fifth Avenu~, San Diego CA 92103. 

The United States Marine Corps is evaluating plans to develop up to 1,600 military housing units on a 
portion of MCAS Miramar and has identified four potential sites. One of these potential sites is located 
south of and immediately adjacent to the Moritecito sub-project site. The preliminary indications from 
the Marine Corps are that this alternative site, if selected, could accommodate up to 1,000 units. 

2.2.3 SURROUNDING NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The project site is surrounded by lands that are primarily undeveloped to ·the south, east, and northeast. 
MCAS Miramar lies to the south of the project site and is largely undeveloped east of Interstate 15. The 
Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve, which is a public open space preserve managed by the 
County of San Diego, is located to the east. Beeler Canyon lies along the north project site boundary, 
and is partially developed with some rural residential homes and the Palomar Transit Mix quarry. 
Sycamore Canyon lies off-site and to the southeast and is undeveloped. 
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Two regional wildlife corridors occur on or adjacent to the Project: Beeler Canyon, an east-west 
corridor, along the northern ProjecL boundary, and Sycamore Canyon, a north-south corridor, along the 
eastern MHPA boundary. The adjacent open space area within the City of Poway consists of natural 
habitats including the existing drainage within Beeler Canyon and the southern-facing slopes of Beeler 
Canyon. These slopes consist of part natural habitat and part revegetated natural habitat. The 
revegetated areas are associated with former fill activities for the South Poway Business Park. The 
width of the undeveloped portion of Beeler Canyon within the City of Poway ranges from approximately 
1,200 feet to 1,600 feet. Limited impacts to wildlife movement may occur as a result of increased 
activity and increased night lighting along the corridor boundary, whjch were considered in the preserve 
configuration developed for the MSCP. These impacts would be reduced by the expansion of the MHPA 
proposed by the Project. 

Except for a small portion along the southeastern project boundary, the project site is located in the 
Pefiasquitos Watershed, which drains to Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, located approximately 12 miles west 
of the project site. A high level of urban development exists within the watershed. Under existing 
conditions, runoff from the project vicinity col)ects in natural drainage courses and storm drains and 
eventual1y discharges to the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 

2.3 EXISTING PHYSICAL SITE CONDITIONS 

The project site is an irregular-shaped land area consisting of approximately 2,658 acres. Except for 
private roads, trails, fire breaks, one existing residence and five existing industrial use areas, a majority 
of the site is undeveloped open space. Two major SDG&E transmission line COITidors run through the 
property, containing overhead power lines, poles, and support structures. One existing residence is 
located in the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site and is accessed via a private driveway 
connecting to Beeler Canyon Road. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site has been owned by General 
Dynamics since the 1960's, and defense-related manufacturing uses have occurred on a portion of the 
site since that time. These manufacturing uses occur in five small industrial areas, accessed via Beeler 
Canyon Road. There are numerous private roads that traverse the sub-project site that lead to the 
existing buildings (along with lighting of these areas). Two water storage tanks are located on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, owned privately by Genera] Dynamics. A segment of the California 
Aqueduct traverses the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site in a north/south 
alignment. 

Topography and elevation of the project site are varied, as shown in Figures 2-5, City of San Diego 
Engineering Map, and 2-6, Topographic Map. The landfonn is characterized by many narrow divides, 
v-shaped valley bottoms and steep side slopes. The elevation of the property ranges from approximately 
1,177 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in the northeastern portion of the site to 600 feet AMSL in the 
northwest portion. 

The northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site, the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site (with the exception of an approximate 34-acre "island" containing existing industrial use 
areas and fire breaks), and the entire City of San Diego owned parcel are located within the City of San 
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Diego's Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), as shown on Figure 2-7, Existing MHPA Map. 
Vegetation on the site includes nine primary vegetation communities including mulefat scrub, wet 
meadow, oak woodland, native and non-native grassland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed 
chaparral, chamise chaparral, southern willow scrub and eucalyptus woodland. In addition, ephemeral 
drainages are present on the site, which are defined as unvegetated waters of the U.S. Disturbed areas 
also are located on the property and include several trails, private roads, fire breaks and industrial use 
areas. 

2.4 PLANNING CONTEXT 

Provided below is a brief description of the applicable plans and policies that pertain to the project site. 
A more detailed description and an analysis of Project consistency with these plans and policies are 
included in Section 4.1, LAND USE, of this EIR. 

2.4.1 C ITY OF SAN DIEGO PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN 

As required qy State Planning and Zoning Law, the City of San Diego has developed "a comprehensive, 
long-term . .. plan for the physical development of the ... City, and of any land outside its boundaries 
which ... bears relation to its planning" (Section 65300 of the Government Code of the State of 
California). For the City of San Diego, this plan is known as the Progress Guide and General Plan. 
Prepared by the City in 1979, the Progress Guide and Genera] Plan consists of development policies, in 
the form of Findings, Goals, Guidelines, Standards and Recommendations, for a variety of land use 
elements. The Progress Guide and General Plan has been amended since 1979, with the most recent 
reprint of the document occuqing in 1989. 

With the original preparation of the Progress Guide and General Plan in 1979, the City established 
"tiers" for accommodating growth, designated as Urbanized, Planned Urbanizing and Future Urbanizing. 
The Progress Guide and General Plan identifies the project site as an Area For Future Growth Land Use 
within the Future Urbanizing area (PUA). The goal of the Future Urbanizing designation is to prevent 
premature development of these areas at urban densities until it had been determined that they are 
needed to accommodate the City's growth. Properties within the PUA are permitted to develop in 
accordance with their underlying zoning designation (see subsection 2.4.2, Zoning) and in accordance 
with City Council Policy 600-29 (see subsection 2.4.3, Proposition A/Council Policy 600-29). 

2.4.2 ZONING 

On January 1, 2000, the Land Development Code for the City of San Diego became effective. Because the 
sub-project applications were deemed complete prior to January 1, 2000, development would be subject to 
the development standards contained in the San Diego Municipal Code that existed at the time the project 
applications were deemed complete. The nomenclature of the Land Development Code, however, is used 
herein to describe existing zoning. Figure 2-8, Existing Zoning, depicts the existing zoning designations 
of the project site. A description of the existing zoning for each of three land areas comprising Rancho 
Encantada, is provided below. 
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NOTE: Per MSCP Guideline C27, existing fire breaks on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
are excluded.from the MHPA. Fire breaks are not graphically illustrated on this exhibit. 
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0 Montecito Sub-Project 

The Montecito sub-project site is zoned RS-1-8 (formerly R-1-40,000 under the City Municipal Code) 
and 94 percent of the site is covered by the Hillside Review (HR) overlay zone. The City's RS-1-8 zone 
is a residential zone that requires a minimum of 40,000 square feet per each residential unit. The intent 
of the HR overlay zone is to encourage a sensitive form of development and use that complements the 
natural and visual character of the site and surrounding community. This overlay zone ensures that 
development occurs in a manner that does not create soil erosion, silting of the lower slopes, slide 
damage, flooding problems and severe cutting of hillsides. 

0 Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is zoned AR-1-1, Il..-3-1 and IH-2-l(formerly A-1-5, M-lA and 
M-2A under the City Municipal Code). AR-1-1 is an Agricultural-Residential classification that requires 
a minimum of ten acres for each residential dwelling unit. IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 are industrial 
classifications. The IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 zones allow for such uses as-vehicle sales, wholesale, 
distribution, storage, and light manufacturing. The Il..-3-1 zone also allows retail sales, commercial 
services and offices, and the IH-2-1 zone allows heavy manufacturing. • 

0 City of San Diego Owned Parcel 

The 248-acre City of San Diego owned parcel was rezoned OS-1-2, an open space designation, when the 
land was conveyed to the City for inclusion in the MHPA. 

2.4.3 PROPOSITION A/ COUNCIi, POLICY 600-29 

Council Policy 600-29, "Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban Reserve," was enacted 
to avoid premature urbanization, to conserve open space and natural environmental features and to 
protect the fiscal resources of the City by precluding costly sprawl and/or leapfrog urban development. 
Council Policy 600-29 permits four development options on property located in the PUA which is zoned 
agricultural. One of these options is Rural Cluster Development. Under this option, development is 
permitted at the density permitted by the property's underlying zone, but clustered in order to promote 
more efficient land utilization and land conservation. Under a second option, development is permitted 
pursuant to the PRD regulations at a density not to exceed one dwelling unit per four acres for 
agriculturally zoned land. 

Except for development as permitted under Council Policy 600-29, Proposition A, the "Managed Growth 
Initiative," specifies that the existing non-urban land use pattern and character of the Future Urbanizing 
Area should be retained until such time as the City Council and the electorate approve a phase shift 
reclassifying the land from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing and a land use plan is adopted. 
The proposed Project is not proposing a phase shift via_a citywide vote per the Managed Growth 
Initiative, but instead proposes development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29. The Montecito 
sub-project would develop under its existing RS-1-8 zone (formerly Rl-40,000 under the City's pre-

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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2000 Municipal Code) and the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be developed under a proposed 
rezone to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10 under the City's pre-2000 Municipal Code). 

2.4.4 C0UNCIT., POLICY 600-40 

The purpose of City Council Policy 600-40 is to provide guidelines for the preparation and approval of 
long range plans to ensure a thorough analysis of site constraints and opportunities early in the planning 
process, including resources protected by RPO. 

2.4.5 RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE 

The City of San Diego regulates development of environmentally sensitive lands through the RPO, San 
Diego Municipal Code §101.0462. The RPO applies to wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplain, hillsides, 
biologically sensitive lands and significant prehistoric and historic resources. Because sensitive habitats, 
wetlands, cultural resources, and hillsides occur on portions of the project site, in accordance with 
Section 101.0462 of the 1999 San Diego Municipal Code, a RPO Permit is required for implementation 
of the proposed Project. Although the City's 1999 Municipal Code (containing RPO) was replaced by 
the Land Development Code (containing the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance [ESL]) on 
January 1, 2000, the Rancho Encantada project is still subject to Municipal Code requirements because 
the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project applications were deemed complete prior to the 
effective date of the Land Development Code. For this reason, the Project is subject to RPO instead of 
ESL. 

2.4.6 MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION PLAN 

The City of San Diego's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan was approved in 
March 1997. The primary goal of the MSCP is to conserve viable populations of sensitive species and to 
conserve regional biodiversity while allowing for reasonable economic growth. One of the primary 
objectives of the MSCP is to identify and maintain a preserve system which allows for animals and 
plants to exist at both the local and regional levels. This preserve system is a network composed of 
biological core resource areas (large blocks of habitat) and linkages/wildlife corridors. 

The MSCP identifies "core biological resource areas," which are large blocks of native habitat having 
the ability to support a diversity of plant and animal life. "Linkages" were also planned to provide 
movement between the core areas. The MSCP identifies a 56,831-acre Multiple Habitat Planning Area 
(MHP A) in the City for preservation of core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for 
preservation. The northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site, the eastern portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site (with the exception of an approximate 34-acre "island" containing existing • 
buildings, access roads and fire breaks), and the entire 248-acre City of San Diego owned parcel are 
included in the Northern area of the MHP A. Figure .2-9, MSCP Subarea Plan - Northern Area, shows 
the project site in relation to the Northern Area of the City's MHPA. The northern area consists 
primarily of wildlife corridors providing linkages to core areas in the City including Del Mar Mesa, Los 
Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve, Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, Torrey Pines State Park, the San Dieguito River 
Valley Regional Park and the Black Mountain Area. Linkages to planned open space areas in the City of 
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Poway and County of San Diego are also provided. Land uses that are considered compatible with the 
objectives of the MSCP and are permitted uses in MI-IPA open space include: 

passive recreation; 
utility lines and roads (must adhere to MHPA construction and maintenance policies); 
limited water facilities and essential public facilities; 
limited low density residential use; 
brush management zone 2; and 
limited agriculture. 

The City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan states that adjustments to the MHP A boundary line are 
permitted without the need to amend the City's MSCP Subarea Plan, provided the boundary adjustment 
results in an area of equivalent or higher biological value. 

2.4.6 CITY OF POWAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 

As a design option of the proposed Project, an off-site gravity sewer line is proposed in the City of 
Poway. As such, the Poway Comprehensive Plan, consisting of the City's General Plan, Zoning 
Development Code and Master Environmental Assessment, and the City of Poway's Habitat 
Conservation Plan, are applicable to the proposed Project. A portion of the gravity sewer line alignment 
would be located in the South Poway Planned Community (SPPC) Specific Plan area of the City's 
General Plan, a 2,500-acre planned community located in the southern portion of the City and 
immediately north of the Rancho Encantada project boundary. 
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3.0 Project Description 
This EIR analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the Rancho Encantada project and 
the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects. In addition to a proposed Precise Plan and related 
General Plan Amendment, two independent Vesting Tentative Maps (VTMs) and three independent 
Planned Residential Development (PRD) Permits are proposed. The VTMs and PRDs are proposed to 
subdivide the sub-project sites and establish development standards for residential and open space land 
uses on the Montecito sub-project site and residential, institutional, school/park, and open space land 
uses on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. A Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) permit and a 
Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHP A) Boundary Adjustment are required to implement the Precise 
Plan. A Rezone is required for the Sycamore Estates sub-project. Construction permits from the City 
of Poway would be required for proposed off-site infrastructure improvements. In addition, various 
state and federal permits are required for each of the two sub-projects due to wetland impacts. This 
EIR addresses the specific discretionary actions necessary to implement the proposed Project and the 
two independent sub-projects. The Project's goals and objectives and a detailed description of actions 
associated with the proposed Project are provided below. The Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects are being processed by the City independently from one another. Although both sub-projects 
are evaluated by this EIR, neither sub-project is dependant on the other. 

3.1 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The overall project goal is to provide a variety of single-family detached and affordable multi-family 
attached residential units in a manner that is generally consistent with applicable plans, policies and 
regulations. 

The specific project objectives to reach this goal include the following: 

■ Develop a variety of single-family detached and affordable multi-family attached residential 
units. 

■ Provide affordable multi-family housing that contributes to the City's share of regional 
inclusionary housing goals. 

■ Provide an on-site public park site to be conveyed to the City of San Diego and an adjacent 
elementary school site to be conveyed to the Poway Unified School District. 

■ Locate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the site and preserve the 
remainder of the site as open space. 

■ Allow for development of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates portions of the Project as 
independent sub-projects. 

■ Assure a diverse and high-quality residential development by providing individual guidelines 
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for site design, architecture and landscaping for each sub-project site. 

■ Provide for the siting of public access to an on-site trail system that will connect with existing 
regional trails and open space systems. 

■ Designate appropriate vehicular access points on Pomerado Road and Beeler Canyon Road. 

■ Provide public facilities, infrastructure, parkland and institutional land uses neeessm-y to 
service the future residents. 

■ Implementation of the MSCP and establishment of an open space system which preserves 
environmentally sensitive lands, provides a functional and regionally connected wildlife 
corridor system, complies with the City's Resource Protection Ordinance, and is consistent 
with regional wildlife and environmental planning efforts. 

■ Allow for adaptive re-use of a portion of the existing buildings east of Planning Area 11. Such 
re-use must be low-impact in nature and conform to the Future Urbanizing designation. 

3.2 PRECISE PLAN 

The Precise Plan proposed for Rancho Encantada must be approved by the City Council in order to be 
adopted. Upon adoption of the Precise Plan, the plan will become the basis for reviewing tentative 
maps and development plans proposed for buildout of the Project. Figure 3-1, Precise Plan Land Use 
Plan, illustrates the distribution of land uses for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. Table 3-1, 
Proposed Land Use Acreage Summary, tabulates the proposed land·use areas for the overall Precise 
Plan area. 

In addition to the proposed land use plan, the Precise Plan provides general guidelines and standards 
for grading, erosion control, architecture, landscaping, brush management, wall and fence design, 
lighting and conservation. The guidelines included in the Precise Plan are conceptual in nature and are 
subject to refinement and modification during the PRD permit and Tentative and Final Map stages of 
Project development. 

3.2.1 REsIDENTIAL 

The Precise Plan designates 474.8 acres for residential development with a maximum of 941 dwelling 
units. Four residential categories (Rural Residential, Very Low Density, Low Density, and Medium 
Density) are proposed, as shown in Figure 3-1. The Rural Residential category is applied to a 1.7-acre 
parcel within the Montecito sub-project site and is intended to accommodate one existing single family 
residence. The Very Low Density residential category accommodates densities of 1-3 dwelling units 
per acre (du/ac) and the Low Density residential category allows for densities of 3-5 du/ac. These two 
residential designations are primarily intended for single-family homes. Affordable multi-family units 
are planned for the Medium Density residential area at densities of 15-29 du/ac. 
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The overall Precise Plan density for the Rancho Encantada project site is approximately 0.35 dwelling 
unit per acre (941 units maximum I 2,658 acres= 0.35 du/ac). According to the Precise Plan, 835 
single-family units and 106 affordable multi-family units are proposed. A total of 278 single-family 
units would occur on the Montecito sub-project site and total of 557 single family units and 106 multi­
family units would occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 

Table 3-1 
Proposed Land Use Acreage Summary1 

Land Use Montecito Sycamore City of Precise 
Estates San Diego Plan Total 

Existing Rural Residential 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 

Very Low Density Residential 69.6 358.3 0.0 427.9 

Low Density Residential 35.3 0.0 0.0 35.3 

Medium Density Residential 0.0 9.9 0.0 9.9 

School/Park2 0.0 19.7 0.0 19.7 

Institutional 0.0 11.4 0.0 11.4 

Open Space3 120.7 1,620.54 248.0 1,989.2 

Revegetated Manufactured Slopes 40.4 88.9 0.0 129.3 

Major Roads 10.3 23.3 0.05 33.6 

Totals 278.06 2,132.06 248.0 2,658.0 

1. Acreages are rounded and approximate. 
2. If all or part of the school/park site is not rctamcd-acguired by the School District or the City of San Diego for school and park 

usage, the site would retain its underlying density of one residential unit per four acres, provided the maximum number of 
dwelling units defined b:r the Precise Plan is not exceeded. 

3. Open space acreage includes sewer, water and drainage easements and facilities, trails and existing fire breaks. 
4. Includes 38.5 acres of existing buildings that may be phased out and converted to open space or be used consistent with the 
open space designation. The future use of these buildings would be determined b:r the City of San Diego. 
5. An existing rural road is located on the City of San Diego property within a 60' easement. 
6. Total includes an SDG&E easement of 33.3 acres for Montecito and 11.1 acres for Sycamore Estates. 

3.2.2 PlmLIC PARK/SCHOOL SITE 

The Precise Plan identifies a public park/elementary school site on approximately 19.7 gross acres of 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The park is expected to be approximately 4.0 net acres, with 10-
12 net acres remaining for the elementary school site. The size of the park and school sites are 
determined by the number of units proposed in the Rancho Encantada project. Selection of 
recreational facilities for the park would be determined at a later stage of the planning process in 
consultation with the City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department staff. School site facilities 
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would be determined by the Poway Unified School District. If all or part of the school/park site is not 
retained by the School District or the City of San Diego for school and park usage, the site may be 
converted to residential use, provided the maximum number of dwelling units specified for the· 
Sycamore Estates sub-project (663) is not exceeded. 

3.2.3 INSTITUTIONAL USES 

Two institutional planning areas are proposed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site (Planning Areas 
8 and 8A). Uses in these a1eas wottld inclnde those ttses ai:lowed b:y a Conditional Use Pen11it (CUP) 
within the Ftttme Utbanizing A.tea. These t1ses inelt1de, but ate not limited to, chmches, nm series, 
1ee1eationa:l uses (non-eonunereial), and public tttilities. The following uses may be permitted in areas 
designated as Institutional by the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan: churches. temples and places of 
religious assembly: botanical gardens and arboretums: educational facilities by a Conditional Use 
Pemrit (CUP); day care centers: interpretive centers: or any enterprise or business which the City of 
San Diego determines to be consistent with the intent and purpose of the institutional land use 
designation. 

3.2.4 OPEN SPACE 

More than 75 percent of the Precise Plan area would be preserved as open space, including 
approximately 120.7 acres on the Montecito sub-project site, 1,620.5 acres on the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site, and the 248-acre City of San Diego owned parcel. Open space includes natural, 
undisturbed open space. In addition, firebreaks, trails, trailheads, SDG&E utility corridors and 
easements, water and sewer lines, pumping stations, water storage reservoirs, existing building pads 
that would be converted to open space or used consistent with the open space designation, and other 
utility infrastructure also are permitted in open space. A large percentage of the natural open space 
area is designated as part of the City of San Diego's MSCP through inclusion in the City 's MHPA. 

3.2.5 REVEGETATED MANUFACTURED SLOPES 

Exterior manufactured slopes reqt1i:red proposed to support development areas are designated as 
revegetated manufactured slopes. These slopes are located on the perimeter of development and 
adjacent to natural open space and are important transition areas between development and natural 
open space. Where appropriate and in accordance with City brush management requirements, these 
slopes would be revegetated with native plant materials that are compatible with the plant species in 
the adjacent natural open space areas. Approximately 40.4 acres of manufactured open space would 
occur on the Montecito sub-project site and approximately 88.9 acres would occur on Sycamore 
Estates. 

3.2.6 VElflCULAR CIRCULATION PLAN 

Primary access to the individual planning areas of Montecito (Planning Areas 1 - 3) and Sycamore 
Estates (Planning Areas 5 - 12) is proposed to be provided by a new collector roadway, Rancho 
Encantada Parkway. As the primary east/west roadway within the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, 
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Rancho Encantada Parkway would be classified as a Residential Collector and would connect with 
Pomerado Road at the site's western boundary (see Figure 3-2, Precise Plan Roadway Cross-Sections). 
The Precise Plan notes that coordination must occur between the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects with regard to street alignment; roa.dway cross-sections including bicycle and pedestrian paths; 
grades and grading; design treatments; and traffic controls as appropriate. Both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-projects would be developed with individual designs, such as paths and grading, 
under two separate, independent PRDs and VTMs. 

The two sub-projects would be permitted to proceed independently of one another and the 
transportation improvements for each sub-project are not dependent on each other. If the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project develops prior to development of the Montecito sub-project, it may be necessary 
for the developers of Sycamore Estates to construct Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito 
site to gain access. In this case, Montecito and Sycamore Estates would cooperate in granting 
necessary construction access and right-of-way easements. Additionally, the Sycamore Estates sub­
project may take interim primary access from Beeler Canyon Road prior to the completion of Rancho 
Encantada Parkway. 

Secondary access to the Project would be via Beeler Canyon Road by a residential collector street 
proposed through Planning Area 5. Other proposed internal public or private local roads would be 
constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Street design is required to conform to the City of 
San Diego Street Design Manual or to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the City Fire Marshall. 
In the Sycamore Estates area of Rancho Encantada, the Precise Plan notes that it may be desirable to 
reflect a "rural" or "country" theme. In these areas, the Precise Plan suggests that it would be 
appropriate to develop using the City of San Diego Street Design Manual rural road standards or 
modified rural road standards. Gated entries on private streets would be limited to the smaller planning 
areas accessed from Rancho Encantada Parkway, provided conformance with Council Policy 600-42 
(Limited and Controlled Access Development) is achieved. All public streets within the Rancho 
.Encantada Precise Plan area would be conveyed to the City via easements, not in fee title. 

The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan shows a conceptual alignment for State Route 125 (SR-125) (see 
Figure 3-1), as depicted in the City's Progress Guide and General Plan. Because the alignment is 
conceptual, no acreage has been assigned for its right-of-way. SR-125 is described within the City of 
San Diego General Plan as a Circulation Element Roadway, but is not described in the City of Poway 
or City of Santee General Plans or in the MCAS Miramar Master Plan. The Project is not proposing 
the alignment or construction of SR-125 nor is it proposing access to future SR-125. 

3.2. 7 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 

Class II bicycle lanes in Rancho Encantada are proposed to follow Rancho Encantada Parkway. 
Bicycle travel on local residential streets would be accommodated by Class ID bicycle routes, which 
consist of a shared right-of-way designated by signs only, with bicycle traffic sharing the roadway with 
motor vehicles. Pedestrian circulation within the Precise Plan area would be accommodated by 
sidewalks on local residential streets and by trails. A master trail system is proposed within the Precise 
Plan, as shown in Figure 3-3, Precise Plan Master Trails Plan. All public trail locations would be 
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approved by the City of San Diego in compliance with the MSCP General Management Directives for 
trail design and maintenance. 

3.2.8 CONCEPTUAL WATER, SEWER AND DRAINAGE PLANS 

Conceptual water, sewer and drainage plans are described below for the overall Precise Plan area. It 
should be noted, however, that the Montecito and Sycamore Estates· sub-projects, including 
infrastructure requirements, are designed to be independent from one another. The necessary water, 
sewer and drainage infrastructure attributable to each sub-project is defined on each of the sub­
projects' VTMs, as described in Section 3.3. 

0 Water Plan 

0 

Water would be supplied to the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area by the City of San Diego. 
The on-site water system is proposed to consist of a network of pipelines, connecting pumping 
stations and an on-site water storage reservoir (see Figure 3-4, Conceptual Water Plan). Two 
pumping stations are proposed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and would boost flow 
to the different water service pressure zones located within the Precise Plan area. The water 
storage reservoir would be located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and would not be 
needed for independent development of the Montecito sub-project. Domestic water pipelines 
located within the Precise Plan area would consist of 12-inch, 10-inch and 8-inch diameter 
lines. 

The pressure and flow requirements would allow the majority of pipelines to be 8-inches in 
size. Proposed pipe sizes and locations are shown in the sub-projects water studies (refer to 
Appendices I1 and 12). Within the Precise Plan area, most water lines would be located in 
Rancho Encantada Parkway and in other local residential roadways. Some water lines would 
be required through areas designated as MHP A open space. An easement would be required 
over water lines located in open space. 

Sewer Plan 

Sewer service would be provided by the Metropolitan Sewer System (METRO) which is 
owned by the City of San Diego. Within the Precise Plan area, most sewer lines would be 
located in local residential streets; however, sewer lines connecting development areas also 
may be required in areas designated as MHPA open space. Where sewer lines cross MHPA 
open space, access to sewer manholes would require a 20-foot easement and a 15-foot-wide all­
weather maintenance road. Construction and maintenance of these roads would be ·designed in 
accordance with Section 1.4.2 "General Planning and Policies and Design Guidelines" of the 
MSCP Subarea Plan. Two options exist for the conveyance of on-site generated sewage, a lift 
station option and a gravity sewer option. Under either option, the Montecito sub-project 
would have interim sewer service via a connection from Beeler Canyon Road, and therefore 
could proceed with development independently of the Sycamore Estates sub-project. A gravity 
sewer line in Beeler Canyon Road would be installed from just north of Sycamore Estates' 
proposed Planning Area 11 to the westerly end of Beeler Canyon Road. At that point, the 
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sewer system would either be pumped by a proposed public sewer lift station to a sewer main 
in Pomerado Road, or would continue as a gravity system to the north. These two design 
options are described below. 

Lift Station Option: Lift stations are required where it is necessary to pump wastewater 
uphill when the facility being served lies at a lower elevation than the adjacent main line. 
Under this design option, a sewer lift station would be constructed on an approximate one-acre 
site in the northwestern portion of the Montecito sub-project site and would be designed to the 
standards of the Metropolitan Waste Water District and the City of San Diego. If development 
of the Sycamore Estates sub-project preceded development of the Montecito sub-project, 
construction of the sewer lift station on the Montecito sub-project site would be an off-site 
requirement of Sycamore-Estates. Under this option, the existing sewer main in Pomerado 
Road would be extended southward approximately 1,200 feet to intercept the lifted flow. The 
approximate location of on-site wastewater collection lines and the sewer pump station are 
shown in Figure 3-5, Conceptual Sewer Plan with Pump Station Option. More precise 
locations of on-site sewer lines are shown in the sub-projects' sewer studies (refer to 
Appendices Jl and J2). 

Gravity Sewer Option: As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer system is 
proposed in lieu of constructing a lift station on the Montecito sub-project site. Improvements 
that would be necessary for the gravity sewer system are shown on Figure 3-5A, Off-Site 
Gravity Sewer Design Option. Except for the proposed pump station, on-site improvements 
would be the same as those shown in Figure 3-5. As shown in Figure 3-5A, off-site gravity 
sewer improvements would be necessary starting at the intersection of Beeler Canyon Road 
and Creek Road. At this point, a new sewer line would be installed to follow Creek Road 
northwest for approximately 2,120 feet, at which point it would enter private property for 
approximately 1,100 feet. At the intersection of Pomerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway, 
the new line would cross an existing sewer line. The elevatio~ difference between the two 
lines would be 40 feet at this point, precluding the possibility of connecting into the existing 
system at this location. The new sewer line would then continue northwest through private 
property for an additional 920 feet, reaching Stage Stop Road, which it would follow for 
approximately 1,200 feet. At this point, the new line would reach Old Pomerado Road and 
follow it north for approximately 3,040 feet and meet again with the existing sewer system on 
Pomerado Road. There is an elevation difference of approximately 7 feet at this intersection, 
therefore, the proposed sewer line would need to be extended an additional 1,500 feet along 
Pomerado Road. At the intersection of Pomerado Road and Oak Knoll Road, the proposed 
sewer line would be connected with the existing sewer system. The entire length of the off-site 
gravity sewer would be approximately 9,880 feet from the start at Beeler Canyon Road to the 
final connection with the existing Poway sewer system at Oak Knoll Road. Generally, the 
typical disturbance area for the installation or improvement of sewer lines is eight to ten inches 
wider than the pipe diameter. A 20-foot-wide total disturbance area is assumed for the 
evaluation impacts along the off-site gravity sewer alignment. New gravity sewer lines would 
be located in either existing roadway rights-of-way, or would be placed in easements. 
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D Drainage Plan 

As shown on Figure 3-6, Conceptual Drainage Plan, most on-site storm drains are proposed to 
be installed in the various local street rights-of-way to handle the anticipated runoff from 
development areas. Storm drain inlets and outlets would be extended into open space, subject 
to MHP A requirements, to collect or deposit runoff in natural drainage courses. Storm drains 
connecting development areas also would extend across open space areas. Storm drain runoff 
would be collected in standard inlet facilities and conveyed by pipes principally located in 
streets and generally paralleling the sewer system. Detention basins, desilting basins, and 
associated drainage facilities such as pipelines are permitted uses in all areas designated as 
residential or open space. The locations of necessary detention basins, desilting basins and 
water quality basins are shown on the sub-project's VTMs (see Section 3.3). A discussion of 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in relation to drainage is included in Secti<?n 4.5, 
HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY. 

3.3 VESTING TENTATIVE MAPS & PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMITS 

VTMs and PRD Permits are proposed for the independent Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects, as described below. The Montecito and Sycamore Estates VTMs and PRDs are independent 
of one another and either sub-project could be developed regardless if the other sub-project is 
developed. The two sub-projects are not proposing a phase shift per the city's Managed Growth 
Initiative, but instead propose development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29 (refer to Issue 
No. 3 in Section 4.1, LAND USE). 

3.3.1 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 

The proposed Montecito VIM is shown on Figure 3-7. A total of 317 lots would be created by the 
VTM. Development of the sub-project would encompass 277 single-family lots (Lots 1 - 277) plus one 
lot to accommodate an existing on-site residence. In addition, 38 open space lots and one lot reserved 
for a sewer pump station would be created. The VTM depicts the location of each lot and the 
alignments of Rancho Encantada Parkway and all internal roadways and easements. Off-site 
improvements are proposed west of the site, including improvements to the Pomerado Road/Rancho 
Encantada Parkway intersection. A traffic signal would be placed at the intersection of Pomerado 
Road and proposed Rancho Encantada Parkway. Off-site transportation improvements required of the 
sub-project are described in Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION. 

Grading is proposed on approximately 153 acres, including all utility improvements and detention 
basins. Implementation of the proposed VTM would result in a balanced grading operation of 
approximately 3.6 million cubic yards of cut and 3.6 million cubic yards of fill. Limited amounts of 
import or export may be necessary based on final engineering of the site. Several manufactured slopes 
would be created along the development area boundaries. These slopes would range in height from 
approximately 100 to 130 feet. A more detailed description of the sub-project's grading plan is 
included in Section 4.2, LANDFORM ALTERATION AND VISUAL QUALITY. 
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The VTM proposes circulation improvements and water, sewer, and drainage facilities to serve the 
Montecito sub-project. Proposed circulation improvements include the construction of the western 
portion of Rancho Encantada Parkway and all internal access roads. In addition, an emergency access 
road is planned to extend from the northern portion of Planning Area 3 to Beeler Canyon Road. Water 
and sewer transmission lines would generally be constructed within the project's roadway system, 
although some lines would be required through open space. A sewer pump station is proposed in the 
northwestern portion of the sub-project site if the pump station option is implemented as described 
above in Section 3.2.8. Stormwater drainage would be directed to several on-site outlets and three 
detention basins, with each detention basin having a corresponding water quality filtration basin. 

3.3.2 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT PLANNED REsIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

D Montecito PRD Site Plan 

The residential areas of the Montecito sub-project are proposed to be developed as a PRD, as specified 
in San Diego Municipal Code §101.0901. The Montecito PRD proposes 278 single-family lots that 
includes retaining one existing single-family unit in its existing location, and preserves the northerly 
portions .of the property as open space as part of the City's MHP A. There are 38 lots that are 
designated as open space by the Montecito PRD. The proposed Montecito PRD Site Plan is illustrated 
on Figure 3-8. As shown by this exhibit, the PRD is designed to accommodate single-family housing 
sites. The Montecito PRD proposes 81 lots having a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet, 80 lots 
having a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet, 55 lots having a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet 
and 61 lots having a minimum lot size of 9,600 square feet. An existing single-family residence is 
located in the north-central portion of the Montecito sub-project site that would be retained. 

PRD Design Guidelines and Development Standards are proposed that would serve as the primary 
guideline for the development of the single-family residential areas of Montecito. The guidelines call 
for establishment of a variety of architectural themes. Illustrative architectural styles, or a combination 
thereof, could be selected for the site and applied. 

D Montecito PRD Landscape Concept Plan/Brush Management Plan 

A Lanqscape Concept Plan is proposed as part of the Montecito PRD, as shown in Figure 3-9, 
Montecito PRD Conceptual Landscape Plan. As shown, streetscape landscaping is proposed along 
Rancho Encantada Parkway and along all internal project roads. Streetscape landscaping is proposed 
to consist of a combination of street trees, shrubs; and groundcover. Throughout Montecito, Rancho 
Encantada Parkway would include a 20-foot-wide landscaped parkway, including a 5V2-foot-wide 
landscape area adjacent to the curb and 5½-foot-wide noncontiguous sidewalk. Manufactured slopes 
are proposed to be landscaped with native or naturalized plant material. 

A Brush Management Program is required by Section 6 of the City of San Diego Landscape Technical 
Manual and Appendix IlA of the Uniform Fire Code to reduce the risk of wildfire while minimizing 
visual, biological, and erosion impacts to natural areas. Brush management is required along all 
development boundaries where structures would be located adjacent to natural open space. In these 
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Project Description • 

areas, a combination of two brush management zones are required. Zone 1 would consist of hardscape 
or permanently irrigated vegetation and would be accommodated on the development pads and outside 
of the MHP A. Zone.2 would consist of the selective thinning and pruning of the native plants. 
Vegetation clearing would be conducted consistent with City standards to avoid/minimize impacts to 
sensitive species to the maximum extent possible. Regardless of ownership, brush management in 
Zone 2 would be the responsibility of a property owners association or another private party. Brush 
management Zone 2 is a permitted use in MHPA open space. Figure 3-10, Montecito PRD Brush 
Management Program, depicts the proposed brush management program for the sub-project. 

3.3.3 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 

The proposed Sycamore Estates VTM is shown on Figure 3-11. A total of 631 lots would be created by 
the VTM. Development of the sub-project would encompass 557 single-family units, one affordable 
housing lot, one school lot, one public park lot, one lot reserved for a proposed water storage reservoir, 
two lots designated for water pump stations, two lots for institutional uses, and one lot that represents 
existing industrial uses~ that are proposed to be phased-out as paTt of the sttb project conveyed to 
the City of San Diego. In addition, 32 homeowners association open space lots are proposed as well as 
two MHP A open space lots. The VTM depicts the location of each lot and the alignments of Rancho 
Encantada Parkway, Street "B" that would connect to Beeler Canyon Road, and all other internal 
roadways and easements. If the Sycamore Estates sub-project develops prior to development of the 
Montecito sub-project, it may be necessary for the developers of Sycamore Estates to construct Rancho 
Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site to gain access. In this case, the construction 
of Rancho Encantada Parkway across th~ Montecito sub-project site and related improvements to the 
Pomerado Road/Rancho Encantada Parkway intersection are regarded as off-site improvements of the 
Sycamore Estates VTM. 

The VTM has been designed to comply with the grading concept proposed in the Rancho Encantada 
Precise Plan. Grading is proposed on approximately 540 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, including all utility improvements and detention basins; however, this EIR analyzes a 590-acre 
maximum disturbance area to take into account potential construction impacts. Implementation of the 
proposed VTM would result in approximately 14.9 million cubic yards of cut and 14.9 million cubic 
yards of fill, with a net of zero cubic yards of import or export. Limited amounts of import or export 
may be necessary based on final engineering of the site. Several manufactured slopes would be created 
along the sub-project's development area boundaries. These slopes would range in height from 
approximately 70 to 205 feet in height. The proposed exterior manufactured slopes would be 
representative of natural slope heights of the sub-project site's existing topography. A more detailed 
description of the sub-project's grading plan is included in Section 4.2, LANDFORM ALTERATION AND 

VISUAL QUALITY. 

The VTM proposes circulation improvements and water, sewer, and drainage facilities to serve the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. Proposed circulation improvements include the construction of the 
eastern segment of Rancho Encantada Parkway, secondary access for the Rancho Encantada Precise 
Plan through Street "B," and all internal access roads. Water and sewer transmission lines would 
generally be constructed within the project's roadway system, although some lines would be required 
through open space. A water storage reservoir is proposed in Lot 560 and two water pump stations 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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Project Description • 

are proposed in Lots 561 and 562. Off-site sewer improvements are proposed in Beeler Canyon Road, 
and if the Sycamore Estates sub-project precedes development of the Montecito sub-project, 
construction of the sewer pump station on the Montecito sub-project site would be required as an off­
site improvement of the Sycamore Estates VTM if the pump station option is selected, as discussed 
above jn Section 2.2.8. Stormwater drainage would be directed to several_ proposed outlets and three 
detention basin locations. 

3.3.4 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

0 Sycamore Estates PRD Site Plan 

The residential areas of Sycamore Estates are proposed to be developed as a PRD. The proposed 
Sycamore Estates PRD consists of two components: a single-family development plan and an 
affordable housing development plan. The Sycamore Estates single-family PRD proposes 557 single­
family lots and a school/park lot in the northerly and westerly portions of the site, while preserving the 
remainder of the site as open space (see Figure 3-12, Sycamore Estates PRD ). Of the 557 single-family 
residential lots, 284 lots are proposed to have a minimum lot size of 9,600 square feet and 273 lots are 
proposed to have a minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet. Architecture plans are proposed for the 
single-family lots, with homes (including garage) ranging from approximately 3,800 square feet to 
6,400 square feet in size. 

A 9.9-acre affordable housing site is proposed within Sycamore Estates to accommodate below market 
rate housing units. Figure 3-13, Affordaple Hoµsing Site Plan, illustrates the proposed building 
arrangement, parking layout, and recreation amenities. As shown, several buildings are proposed, 
accommodating 106 multi-family units. Primary access to the affordable housing site would be 
provided via Rancho Encantada Parkway. Internal private driveway isles would be constructed at 
widths adequate for emergency vehicle access. The proposed multi-family structures would consist of a 
combination of two- and three-story elements. Parking and recreational facilities would be provided 
on-site. 

0 Sycamore Estates PRD Landscape Concept Plan/Brush Management Plan 

A Landscape Concept Plan is proposed as part of the Sycamore Estates PRD, as shown in Figure 3-14, 
Sycamore Estates PRD Conceptual Landscape Plan. As shown, streetscape landscaping is proposed 
along Rancho Encantada Parkway, and along all internal project roads. Streetscape landscaping is 
proposed to consist of a combination of street trees, shrubs, and groundcover. Per the City's Landscape 
Technical Manual, manufactured slopes would be landscaped with native and non-native vegetation. 
The Tyson method of revegetation of manufactured slopes within the Sycamore Estates sub-project, 
using "ground up" native vegetation from the site, may be used. An illustration of the landscape 
concept proposed for the affordable housing site is shown in Figure 3-15, Affordable Housing Site 
Conceptual Landscape Plan. The existing fire breaks in the western portion of the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site not being used for trails, would be revegetated with native species, as shown on Figure 
3-14. 
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Project Descri12tion • 

A Bru·sh Management Program is required by Section 6 of the City of San Diego Landscape Technical 
Manual and Appendix IIA of the Uniform Fire Code to reduce the risk of wildfire while minimizing 
visual, biological, and erosion impacts to natural areas. Figure 3-16, Sycamore Estates PRD Brush 
Management Program, depicts the proposed brush management program for the Sycamore Estates sub­
project. Brush management is required along all development boundaries where structures would be 
located adjacent to natural open space. In these areas, a combination of two brush management zones 
are required. Zone 1 would consist of hardscape or permanently irrigated vegetation and would be 
accommodated on the development pads and outside of the MHP A. Zone 2 would consist of the 
selective thinning and pruning of the native plants. Vegetation clearing would be conducted consistent 
with City standards to avoid/minimize impacts to sensitive species to the maximum extent possible. 
Regardless of ownership, brush management in Zone 2 would be the responsibility of a property 
owners association or another private party. Brush management Zone 2 is a permitted use in MHPA 
open space. 

3.4 RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE 

The City of San Diego regulates development of environmentally sensitive lands through the Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO). RPO applies to wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, 
biologically sensitive lands and-significant prehistoric and historic resources. Because RPO-sensitive 
resources occur on the project site, a RPO Permit is required for implementation of the proposed 
Project in accordance with Section 101.0462 of the San Diego Municipal Code. Although the City's 
Municipal Code (c~mtaining RPO) was replaced by the Land Development Code (containing the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance [ESL]) on January 1, 2000, the Rancho Encantada project 
is still subject to pre-2000 Municipal Code requirements because the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
sub-project applications were deemed complete prior to the effective date of the Land Development 
Code. For this reason, the Project is subject to RPO instead of ESL. 

Adoption of long range plans, such as the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, is subject to 
Municipal Code § 101.0426.0023, which states that where a RPO Permit is requested concurrently with 
the processing of a project-specific land use plan, the boundaries of the RPO Permit will be the 
boundaries of the entire project-specific land use plan, including all individual interior lots. Thus, one 
RPO Permit is being requested for the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan as a long-range planning 
document. In January 1990, the City Council approved City Council Policy 600-40. The Policy was 
created to: 

• Ensure thorough analysis of site constraints and opportunities in the planning process; 

• Aid in the review of subsequent permits and maps within the planning area; 

• Ensure protection of environmental resources by preserving contiguous open space 
systems and providing mechanisms to acquire or protect those resources; 

• Ensure that adopted land use policies and objectives are considered in the context of the 
suitability of the plan area for development. 
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Council Policy 600-40 requires a thorough analysis of opportunities and constraints of a development 
area (i.e., a development suitability analysis), including resources that are considered sensitive by RPO. 
If future or concurrent project or permit applications within Rancho Encantada are found to be 
consistent with the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, then RPO permits for the individual sub-projects 
may be approved using the substantial conformance determination referenced in the alternative 
compliance subsection of the RPO. Additionally, encroachment analysis for project or permit 
applications on the sub-project level is unnecessary, so long as a substantial conformity determination 
is made that the project or permit is consistent with the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. An evaluation 
of Project compliance with Council Policy 600-40 and RPO is presented in Section 4.1, LAND USE, of 
this EIR. 

3.5 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

An amendment to the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan is required to adopt the 
Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, which would serve to implement the policies of the g~neral plan. The 
proposed Precise Plan would be considered part of the Land Use element of the General Plan, so its 
adoption would be considered an amendment to the General Plan. The Progress Guide and General 
Plan identifies the project site as a Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) tier and with adoption of the 
proposed Precise Plan, it would still remain within the FUA tier. 

3.6 REZONE 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is zoned AR-1-l(Agricultural-Residential; formerly A-1-5 under 
the City's pre-200.Municipal Code [CMC]), IL-3-1 (Industrial-Light; formerly M-1-A under the CMC) 
and IlI-2-l(Industrial-Heavy; formerly M-2-A under the CMC). The sub-project site is proposed to be 
rezoned to AR-1-1. The AR-1-1 zone allows for one residential dwelling unit per ten acres or one unit 
per four acres using the PRD cluster option. Figure 3-17, Existing vs. Proposed Zoning, shows the · 
rezoning of Sycamore Estates from AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and IlI-2-1 to AR-1-1. The proposed rezone is 
requested only for the Sycamore Estates sub-project, and is not necessary for development of the 
independent Montecito sub-project site as proposed. 

As discussed in Section 4.1, LAND USE, the Project is subject to Council Policy 600-29, "Maintenance 
of the Future Urbanizing Areas as an Urban Reserve," which permits four development options on 
property located in the Future Urbanizing Area which is zoned agricultural. The Project is proposing 
development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29 and as such, the Project is not required to 
undertake a phase shift via a citywide vote per the Managed Growth Initiative. 

3. 7 MHP A BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT 

As part of the proposed Project, an MI-IP A boundary adjustment is proposed for the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-project sites. The existing MI-IP A boundary that exists on the project site is 
shown on Figure 2-6, MHPA Boundary, in Section 2.0, ENVIRONMENTALSETIING. The proposed 
boundary adjustment would reduce the overall MHPA area on the Montecito sub-project site and 
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increase the overall MHP A area on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The result is an approximate 
15.9-acre net loss to the MHPA within the Precise Plan area for the Montecito sub-project. The 
Sycamore Estates sub-project would have a net gain of 364.2 acres to the MHP A. In total, a 348.3 net­
acre increase to the MHPA would occur. A detailed description and analysis of the proposed boundary 
adjustment, including a graphic illustration, is included in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES. 

3.8 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMENDI\>IEN'f 

A Development Agreement Amendment between the City of San Diego and the owner of the Sycam:01e 
Esttttes sub project site is ptoposed. The ttmendntent is ptoposed to ttddxess certttin terms and 
conditions of 11 pie existing development agxeement bet""een the City of Slltt Diego llttd the prope1ty 
owne1 of the Sycan101e Estates sub project. The development ttgreen1e11t amendment is intended to 
provide the City with 11 sig11ifie11nt benefit, t:hrottgh an ttddition to its t,.,fiIPA lltea that would not 
otherwise be ttcquired th1ough the development process. The agreement is also intended to ptovide the 
develope1 with more certainty as to the development of the p1ope1ty. 

3.8 AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO AND THE OWNERS OF 

SYCAMORE ESTATES 

A portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is currently controlled by the terms and conditions 
of a Development Agreement between the City and General Dynamics filed with the City of San Diego 
City Clerk's Office on December 2, 1997 as Document No. 00-18448. In addition, that same portion 
of the site is also subject to a Conservation Agreement and Declaration of Restrictions between 
General Dynamics and the City dated June 9. 1998 and recorded in the San Diego County Recorder's 
Office as Document No. 1998-0432188. 

An agreement between the City of San Diego and the owner of Sycamore Estates sub-project is 
proposed to modify the obligations of the City and Sycamore Estates with respect to the Development 
Agreement. The new agreement provides for a substitution of certain extraordinary benefits originally 
bargained for in the Development Agreement. Specifically, performance of the new agreement would 
eliminate any obligation by Sycamore Estates to establish a conservation bank upon the site and to 
share proceeds of conservation bank sales with the City. Instead, the new agreement would obligate 
Sycamore Estates to convey Park Land to the City for the expansion of Mission Trails Regional Park. 
to add new MHPA land to the City's MSCP Preserve (shown on Figure 4.3-8 on page 4.3-50), to 
establish an endowment trust fund for long-term maintenance of conserved property within Sycamore 
Estates, and to make a cash payment to the City for the purpose of funding improvements to Mission 
Trails Regional Park and within the Kearny Mesa community. 

3.9 STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITS 

State law requires that all EIR.s be reviewed by trustee and responsible agencies. A Trustee Agency is 
defined in Section 15386 of the State CEQA Guidelines as "a state agency having jurisdiction by law 
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of the State of 
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California." Per Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines, "the term 'Responsible Agency' includes all 
public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have discretionary approval power over the 
project." In the case of the Rancho Encantada project, the Lead Agency is the City of San Diego, as 
defined by Section 15367 of CEQA. 

Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies which may have an interest in the project include those listed 
below. Separate state and federal permits would be issued for each of the two sub-projects so that they 
could proceed independently. Such permits would include 401 Regional Water Quality Board 
Certifications, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Section 404 Permits for impacts to wetland 
habitat, and Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreements with the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG). It is anticipated that these permit approvals would be found to be within the scope 
of the overall Project d_escribed in this Program EIR, requiring no further CEQA documentation. 

3.9.1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF F ISH AND GAME 

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has the authority to reach an agreement with an 
agency or private party proposing to affect intermittent or permanent wetlands habitat, pursuant to 
Section 1603 of the State Fish and Game Code. The CDFG generally evaluates information gathered 
during preparation of the environmental documentation, and attempts to satisfy their permit concerns in 
these documents. Where a State-listed threatened or endangered species occurs on a project site, the 
CDFG would be responsible for the issuance of Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to ensure the 
conservation, enhancement, protection and restoration of State-listed threatened or endangered species 
and their habitats. 

3.9.2 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) has jurisdiction over development in or affecting the 
waters of the United States, pursuant to two federal laws: The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1889 and the 
Clean Water Act, as amended. Army Corps jurisdiction is over "waters of the United States" which is 
defined at 33 Code of Federal Regulations 328.3 as (1) all navigable waters and their tributaries; (2) all 
interstate waters and their tributaries; (3) all other waters, the use, degradation, or destruction of which 
could affect interstate commerce; (4) all water impoundments; (5) territorial seas; and (6) wetland 
adjacent to waters identified above. Projects that include potential or fill impacts to the "waters of the 
U.S." (including wetlands, such as vernal pools) are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
Impacts to waters of the U.S. (defined as direct fill or indirect effects of fill) require a permit. All 
permits issued by the ACOE are subject to consultation and/or review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In the case of the Rancho Encantada 
project, a Department of the Army Permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would be 
required from the ACOE for any filling of waters of the U.S. 

3.9.3 U.S. F ISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for providing input to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers as part of the Section 404 process. Acting under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
the Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for ensuring that any action authorized, funded or carried 
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out by a federal agency (such as the Army Corps of Engineers) is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species or modify their critical habitat. Section 7 of the ESA requires consultation 
with the Service where projects have the potential to adversely affect a federally listed threatened or 
endangered species. 

Within areas covered by the City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan, including Rancho Encantada, 
the role of the USFWS (and the CDFG) is limited with respect to species covered under the Subarea 
Plan. For species covered by the Subarea Plan, the USFWS has granted take authorization to the City 
in accordance with the requirements of the MSCP Implementing Agreement, executed between the 
City, the USFWS, and the CDFG. For development footprints on individual parcels that are consistent 
or equivalent with the City's MHPA, the City, therefore, has authority to grant permits for take of 
covered species and a separate permit is not required from the USFWS. For ACOE Section 404 
Permits, the USFWS will comment to the ACOE on listed species via requirements of the federal ESA. 
For listed species not included on the MSCP covered species list, the USFWS retains permit authority. 

3.9.4 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (RWQCB) SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY 
CERTIFICATION 

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is one of nine regional boards under 
to the California "State Water Resources Control Board" (SWRCB). Under the direction of the 
SWRCB, the RWQCB exercises authority under the Federal Clean Water Act and correlative state 
statutes to regulate the discharge of "waste" into waters of the United States within its San Diego 
region of influence. Regulation in part is done through obtainment of Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification. Section 401 Certification is based on a finding that the proposed Project Section 404 
discharge will comply with all pertinent water quality standards as established by the RWQCB. As 
part of Section 401 Certification, conditions may be devised by the RWQCB to remove or mitigate 
potential impacts to water quality standards. 

3.10 CITY OF POWAY PERMITS 

As a design option of the propo~ed Project, a gravity sewer system is proposed in lieu of constructing a 
sewer lift station on the Montecito sub-project site. The gravity sewer system improvements would 
occur in the City of Poway and are shown on Figure 3-SA, Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option. This 
EIR is intended to serve as the environmental review for permits required of the City of Poway for 
these improvements, and any other off-site infrastructure improvements located within the City of 
Poway, with the City of Poway serving as a Responsible Agency. 

3.11 ASSOCIATED ACTIONS 

This EIR serves as the environmental review for associated actions required to implement the Rancho 
Encantada project. Full implementation of the Project will require approval of other related 
implementing permits such as street and easement vacations, final subdivision maps, grading permits, 
construction permits, etc. This EIR constitutes the environmental analysis for the Project and each 
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sub-project and it is anticipated that no further subsequent or supplemental environmental analysis 
would be required for the actions necessary to implement the proposed Project, even if the two sub­
projects are developed independently or if one sub-project is developed without the other. 
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4.0 Environmental Analysis 

4.1 LANDUSE 

4.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS OF THE RANCHO ENCANTADA PRECISE PLAN AREA 

A description of existing site conditions is included as Section 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETIJNG, of this 
EIR. In summary, the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area is a 2,658-acre property comprising three 
areas: Montecito (278 acres), Sycamore Estates (2,132 acres), and a City of San Diego owned parcel 
(248 acres). A 1.7-acre site containing existing single-family residence is within Montecito. The 
existing landform is characterized by several narrow divides, v-shaped valley bottoms and steep side 
slopes . .The northern portion of the Montecito sub-project area (including the existing single-family 
residence), the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project area (with the exception of an 
approximate 34-acre "island" containing existing industrial areas and existing fire breaks), and the City 
of San Diego owned parcel lie within the City of San Diego's Multiple Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). Vegetation in the Precise Plan area includes ten primary vegetation communities including 
mulefat scrub, riparian scrub, wet meadow, oak woodland, native and non-native grasslands, Diegan 
coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, chamise chaparral, southern willow scrub, and 
eucalyptus woodland. Some areas of the site, such as private roads and trails, fire breaks, and existing 
developed areas on Sycamore Estates are void of vegetative cover. 

Various San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) transmission line easements are located on the project 
site. An existing single-family residence is located in the north-central portion of the Project site on a 
1.7-acre parcel, and is accessed via a private driveway connecting to Beeler Canyon Road. The 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site is primarily vacant with the exception of five existing industrial use 
areas, two water tanks, private roads, trails and firebreaks, several SDG&E easements and a segment 
of the California Aqueduct. 

0 SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Land uses surrounding the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area are shown in Figure 2-4, Surrounding 
Land Uses, and are described in Section 2.2 of this EIR. 

0 APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Land use development policies for the City of San Diego are regulated by the City of San Diego 
Progress Guide and General Plan. According to the Progress Guide and General Plan, the project site 
is located within the Future Urbanizing Area (FUA). In addition to the City's Progress Guide and 
General Plan, the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Resource Protection 
Ordinance (RPO) (City of San Diego Municipal Code §101.0462), Council Policies 600-40 and 600-
29, and Proposition A are applicable to the proposed Project. 
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Presented below is a summary of the pertinent goals, objectives, and recommendations of the plans and 
policies that affect development of the project site. A discussion of the Project's compatibility with 
these plans and policies is addressed in Section 4.1.2, Impact Analysis. 

Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan is divided into 13 primary elements including 
Housing; Transportation; Commercial; Industrial; Public Facilities, Services and Safety; Open 
Space; Recreation; Redevelopment; Conservation; Energy Conservation; Cultural Resources 
Management; Seismic Safety; and Urban Design. The elements that pertain to the subject 
property are discussed below. 

The Housing Element specifies programs that are intended t-o guide the City's commitment to 
make adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community. A 
relevant goal contained within the Housing Element pertains to the availability of adequate 
sites for the development of a variety of housing for all income levels. The policies of the 
Housing Element state that "[t]he City shall seek to ensure that all housing is developed in 
areas with adequate access to employment opportunities, community facilities, and public 
services. " 

The Transportation Element provides the framework for developing a comprehensive 
transportation system that includes streets, highways and parking to serve vehicular needs; 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and airports, railroads, and maritime facilities. 
Relevant environmental goals contained within the Transportation Element address the need to 
provide sufficient parking facilities and to provide a transport~tion system that is safe, 
functional, efficient and in balance with the types and intensities of land uses that it serves. 

Included in the Transportation Element is a discussion of noise and land use compatibility with 
transportation-generated noise levels. The Transportation Element promotes reduction of 
transportation noise to a level that is tolerable and does not constitute a threat to the public 
health and general welfare. The Transportation Element recommends that both current and 
projected noise levels be considered in determining land use compatibility. An exterior noise 
level of 65 decibels (dB) and an interior noise level of 45 dB are considered acceptable noise 
levels for residential uses. 

The Industrial Element provides guidelines and recommendations for the allocation of land 
for industrial use. Relevant goals of this element include ensuring that industrial land needs are 
met consistent with environmental considerations, protecting manufacturing lands from 
encroachment by non-manufacturing uses, and maintaining employment growth. 

The Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element addresses the provision of schools, 
libraries, police, fire, water, sanitation and flood control. This element identifies schools and 
the provision of quality education as the most important area of public service and recommends 
cooperative assistance with school districts in resolving problems arising over the availability 
of schools in newly developing areas of the City. 
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The Open Space Element supports the conservation and enhancement of San Diego's existing 
communities and seeks to aid in the creation of new communities which strive to retain and 
enhance natural amenities. The Open Space Element calls for establishing "an open space 
system which provides for the preservation of natural resources, the managed production of 
resources, the provision of outdoor recreation, the protection of public health and safety, and 
the utilization of the varied terrain and natural drainage systems of the San Diego community 
to guide the form of urban development. " Included within the Open Space Element is a 
subsection for Open Space Preservation and Development of Sensitive Lands. This subsection 
requires a planned development permit on sites when sensitive landforms or soils are known or 
found. 

The Recreation Element provides standards for the provision of adequate recreational 
resources. Specifically, it provides goals related to the provision of population-based parks to 
serve residential development. According to the Recreation Element, neighborhood parks 
should serve a resident population of 3,500 to 5,000 within approximately a 0.5-mile radius, 
and community parks should serve a population of 18,000 to 25,000 within approximately a 
1.5-mile radius. 

The majority of the environmental goals, guidelines and recommendations of the City' s 
Progress Guide and General Plan can be found in the Conservation Element. The 
Conservation Element addresses land resources, water resources, mineral resources, ecological 
resources and air resources. Present within the Conservation Element's discussion of land 
resources are such environmental considerations as landform, soils and erosion. The 
Conservation Element also recognizes the influence of urban development on water quality. 
The Beeler Canyon area (including the northernmost portions of the project site) is mapped by 
the Conservation Element as a natural resource preservation area. 

The Cultural Resources Management Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan 
establishes goals for the protection of important historical and archaeological resources which 
help to understand San Diego's past. A relevant objective addressed in this element is to 
prohibit destruction of those resources that warrant preservation. 

The Seismic Safety Element addresses geologic hazards (such as active faults, earthquakes, 
liquefaction and slope stability) and structural hazards (including the seismic-resistant qualities 
of buildings). According to the Progress Guide and General Plan, "the basic objective of the 
Seismic Safety Element is to reduce the risk of hazard resulting from future seismic and related 

. events." 

The Urban Design Element addresses the integration of new development into the natural 
landscape and/or existing community, with minimum impact on that community's physical and 
social assets. The Element discusses the "Image of the City" which is composed of a balance 
of several components including natural and created features. 
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Multiple Species Conservation Plan 

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning program for southwestern San 
Diego County. A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a network of habitat and open space that will 
protect biodiversity. The MSCP also is intended to provide an economic benefit by reducing 
constraints on future development, and thus decreasing the costs of compliance with federal 
and state laws protecting biological resources through streamlined permit procedures for 
development projects which impact habitat. Local jurisdictions, including the City of San 
Diego, implement their portions of the MSCP Plan through subarea plans, which describe 
specific implementing mechanisms. 

' The City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997. The MSCP 
Subarea Plan is a plan and process for the issuance of permits under the federal and state 
Endangered Species Act and the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act of 
1991. The primary goal of the MSCP Subarea Plan is to conserve viable populations of 
sensitive species and to conserve regional biodiversity while allowing for reasonable economic 
growth. 

In July 1997, the City of San Diego signed an hnplementing Agreement with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The 
Implementing Agreement serves as a binding contract between the City, the USFWS and the 
CDFG which identifies the roles and responsibilities of the parties to implement the MSCP and 
subarea plan. The Agreement became effective on July 17, 1997, and allows the City to issue 
Incidental Take Authorizations under the provisions of the MSCP. Applicable state and federal 
permits are still required for wetlands and listed species that are not covered by the MSCP. 

The MSCP identifies a 56,831-acre MHP A in the City for preservation of core biological 
resource areas and corridors. The Rancho Encantada project site is located in the Northern 
study area of the MSCP, as shown in Figure 2-9, MSCP Subarea Plan - Northern Area, in 
Chapter 2.0, ENVIRONMENTALSEITING. The northern portion of the Montecito sub-project 
site, the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site (with the exception of an 
approximate 34-acre "island" containing existing industrial uses and existing fire breaks), and 
the entire 248-acre City of San Diego parcel are located within the MHP A. As such, these 
portions of the project area are targeted for preservation. Figure 2-7, Existing MHPA Map, 
depicts the MHPA preserve area identified for the project area by the City's MSCP Subarea 
Plan. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan states that adjustments to the MHP A boundary line are 
permitted without the need to amend the City's Subarea Plan, provided the boundary 
adjustment results in an area of equivalent or higher biological value. 

Land uses that are considered compatible with the objectives of the MSCP and which are 
permitted uses in MHPA open space include: 

passive recreation; 
utility lines and roads (must adhere to MHPA construction and maintenance policies); 
limited water facilities and essential public facilities; 
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limited low density residential use; 
brush management zone 2/3; and 
limited agriculture. 

Particularly applicable to the project site are two MSCP Priority 2 Special Management 
directives for Beeler Canyon and adjacent areas, which state.: 

1. "Provide educational and awareness programs where existing or proposed 
residential and industrial uses abut the MHPA pursuant to the general 
adjacency management guidelines . ... " ; and 

3. "The area immediately to the north of the boundary of MCAS Miramar includes 
approximately 2,100 acres of the MHPA [referring to the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site]. This area is predominately characterized by steep terrain and 
includes existing military/defense uses associated with the General Dynamics 
facility. Revegetate disturbed areas within the MHPA with the appropriate 
native seed mix. 

Also applicable to the project site are MSCP Guidelines C27, C28 and C29 which relate to the 
Rancho Penasquitos and Beeler Canyon area. Guideline C27 refers to the eastern portion of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, Guideline C28 refers to the 248-acre City of San Diego 
parcel, and Guideline C29 refers to the western portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
(see Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETI'ING). 

C27. "This area will be permanent open space subject to an agreement between the 
City and landowners. Existing use·areas, including all existing cleared areas 
and all existing firebreaks, are excluded from the MHPA and will remain 
subject to existing zoning designations. [Note: existing fire breaks are not 
graphically shown as excluded from the MHPA o~ Figures 2-6 and 2-9 of this 
EIR..] The landowners will dedicate a conservation easement to the City of San 
Diego or other acceptable entity. The limits of the dedication, subject to the 
foregoing exclusions, will follow the MHPA boundaries north to the existing 
access road and will follow the existing ridgetop firebreak immediately south of 
Site "J", south of the existing access road. Existing fire breaks may continue to 
be cleared by mechanical means in accordance with existing practice. New 
firebreaks shall not be created within the MHPA. " 

C28. "Parcels containing areas of the MHPA outside the conservation easement will 
be subject to potential rezones as OR-1-2 'Zone. Seventy-five percent of this 
area will be preserved as pennanent open space while the remaining 25% may 
be developed subject to all applicable sections of the Land Development Code. 
Any potential development associated with the areas of the MHPA outside of 
the conservation easement will be required to avoid all impacts to willowy 
monardella (Monardella lioides ssp. viminea) and must assure continued 
wildlife movement through West Sycamore Canyon." 
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C29. "This area is not included within the MHPA and will not be subject to rezoning ] 
as OR-1-2. Development may occur as pennitted in accordance with 
applicable zoning regulations or potential rezoning." 

The MSCP includes guidelines for development proposed adjacent to the MHPA, called the 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, as set forth by Section 1.4.3 of the City of San Diego MSCP 
Subarea Plan. These guidelines are summarized below. Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan 
provides General Management Recommendations to implement these Guidelines. 

Drainage: All new and proposed parking lots and developed areas in and adjacent to 
the Preserve must not drain directly into the MHP A. All developed and paved areas 
must prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant 
materials, and other elements that might degrade or harm the natural environment or 
ecosystem processes within the MHP A. 

Toxics: Land uses such as recreation and agriculture that use chemicals or generate by­
products that are potentially toxic or impactive to wildlife, sensitive species, habitat, or 
water quality, need to incorporate measures to reduce impacts caused by the application 
and/or drainage of such materials into the MHP A. 

Lighting: Lighting of all developed areas adjacent to the MHPA should be directed 
away from the MI-IPA. Where necessary, development should provide adequate 
shielding with non-invasive plant materials (preferably native), berming, and/or other 
methods to protect the MHPA and sensitive species from night lighting. 

Noise: Uses in or adjacent to the MHPA should be designed to minimize noise 
impacts. Excessively noisy uses or activities adjacent to.breeding areas must 
incorporate noise reduction measures and be curtailed during the breeding season of 
sensitive species. 

Barriers: New development adjacent to the MHPA may be required to provide barriers 
(e.g., non-invasive vegetation, rocks/boulders, fences, walls, and/or signage) along the 
MHP A boundary to direct public access to appropriate locations and reduce domestic 
animal predation. 

Invasives: No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas adjacent 
to theMHPA. 

Brush Management: New residential development located adjacent to and 
topographically above the MHPA (e.g., along canyon edges) must be set back from 
slope edges to incorporate Zone 1 brush management areas on the development pad and 
outside of the MHP A. Zone 2 is a permitted use in the MHP A upon granting of an 
easement to the City (or other acceptable agency) except where narrow wildlife 
corridors require it to be located outside of the Preserve. The amount of woody 
vegetation clearing shall not exceed 50% of the vegetation existing when the initial 
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clearing is done. Vegetation clearing shall be done consistent with City standards and 
shall avoid/minimize impacts to covered species to the maximum extent possible. For 
all new development, regardless of the ownership, the brush management in the Zone 2 
area will be the responsibility of a homeowners association or other private party. 

Grading/Land Development: Manufactured slopes associated with site development 
shall be included within the development footprint for projects within or adjacent to the 
MHPA. 

Resource Protection Ordinance 

The City of San Diego regulates development of environmentally sensitive lands through the 
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). An amendment to the City's RPO was adopted on 
January 12, 1998 (Ordinance No. 18456) to make the regulations of the Land Development 
Code which relate to biologically sensitive lands effective as part of the RPO during the interim 
period before the Land Development Code become effective. The Land Development Code 
became effective on January 1, 2000. Although the City's Municipal Code (containing RPO) 
was replaced by the newly approved Land Development Code [containing the Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands Ordinance (ESL)] on January 1, 2000, the Rancho Encantada project is still 
subject to Municipal Code requirements because the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
project applications were deemed complete prior to the effective date of the Land Development 
Code. For this reason, the Project is subject to RPO instead of ESL. The purpose and intent of 
RPO is "to protect, preserve, and, where damaged, restore the environmentally sensitive lands 
of San Diego, which include wetlands, wetland buffers, floodplains, hillsides, sensitive 
biological resources, and significant prehistoric and historic resources." 

Adoption of a long range plan, such as the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, is subject 
to Municipal Code §101.0426.0023, which states that where a RPO Permit is requested 
concurrently with the processing of a project-specific land use plan, the boundaries of the RPO 
Permit will be the boundaries of the entire project-specific land use plan, including all 
individual interior lots. Thus, one RPO Permit is being requested for the Rancho Encantada 
Precise Plan as a long-range planning document. In January 1990, the City Council approved 
City Council Policy 600-40, directing how RPO analysis relates to the preparation and 
implementation of long-range plans such as the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. The Policy 
was created to: 

• Ensure thorough analysis of site constraints and opportunities in the planning process; 

• Aid in the review of subsequent permits and maps within the planning area; 

• Ensure protection of environmental resources by preserving contiguous open space 
systems and providing mechanisms to acquire or protect those resources; 

• Ensure that adopted land use policies and objectives are considered in the context of the 
suitability of the plan area for development. 
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Council Policy 600-40 requires a thorough analysis of opportunities and constraints of a 
development area (i.e., a development suitability analysis), including resources that are 
considered sensitive by RPO. If future or concurrent project or permit applications within 
Rancho Encantada are found to be consistent with the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, then 
RPO permits for the individual sub-projects may be approved using the substantial 
conformance determination referenced in the alternative compliance subsection of the RPO. 
Additionally, encroachment analysis for project or permit applications on the sub-project level 
is unnecessary, so long as a substantial conformity determination is made that the project or 
permit is consistent with the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. 

Council Policv 600-40 

Council Policy 600-40 provides that a development suitability analysis be conducted as a first 
step in the preparation of a long range plan. This development suitability analysis is intended 
to ensure that environmental resources and other site constraints and opportunities are fully 
considered in preparation of a long-r~nge plan such as the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise 
Plan. 

The project site has been evaluated by the City and analyzed regarding environmental resources 
and other site constraints as well as the areas of the property best suited for development. The 
City Council has revie'.v"ed and approved the MSCP, which included both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-project sites. The City Council also has approved conceptual 
development areas and a Development Agreement with General Dyn~cs, then-owner of the 
Sycamore Estates site, which covers, in part, the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Provided 
below is a summary of various factors that affect development of the project site. 

Slopes Greater than 25 Percent: Approximately 1,742 acres, or 66 percent, of Rancho 
Encantada contain slopes with gradients in excess of 25% and a height differential of 
50 feet or more. These slopes are illustrated on Figure 4.1-1, and encompass 
approximately 199 acres on the Montecito sub-project site, approximately 1,543 acres 
on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, and approximately 194 acres on· the City of 
San Diego owned parcel. 

Sensitive Biological Resources: Vegetation in the Precise Plan area includes ten 
sensitive vegetation communities including mulefat scrub, riparian scrub, wet meadow, 
oak woodland, native and non-native grasslands, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern 
mixed chaparral, chamise chaparral, and southern willow scrub. Natural flood channels 
(wetlands) and ephemeral drainages (Waters of the U.S.) also are located on the site. 
Sensitive habitat types located within the Precise Plan area are shown along with a 
complete list of sensitive species located on the site in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL 

REsOURCES, of this EIR. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR Nf!. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.1-8 
■ 

l 

l 

I 

I 



________________________________________ ________ L_a_nd_U_s_e_. 

---

~ UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS AIR STATJON M'RAMAR s 
SOURCE: RBF, NOLTE, HELIX ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

1.suo· sooo· ~---------___....,, 

RANCHO E NCANTADA EJR 

I , 

SLOPES> 25% WITHA MINIMUM 50' RISE 

MHPAUNE 

WETI.ANDS 

NATIJRAL FLOOD CHANNEL 
(WETLANDS) 

EXISTING ON-SITE DEVELOPMENT 
AND ROADS 

SDG&E EASEMENT 

TRANSPORTATION LINIIAGE 
OPPORTIJNITIES 

[SJ ~~~~~~EP~:E~i~~:~TES 
- :: --...., ,---11"- .... - - ....... , 

,, 

I 

I I 
I 

;;:... \' 

l 

~ 
"" '~ 

, , ' 

\ I 

. ' 

SYCAMOR~ 
CANYON :' .. •· 
COUNTY 
OPEN 
SPACE 
PRESERVE; 

I_-
FIGURE 4.1-1 

COUNCIL POLICY 
600-40 SENSITIVE RESOURCES 

Page 4.1-9 

• 



_________ E_n_vrr_· _onm __ en_t_al_A_n_a __ ly._s_i_s ~::-_L_a_n_d_U_se __ _ 

Surrounding Development: The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area is surrounded 
by developed areas in the City of Poway to the north and the communities of Scripps 
Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North to the west. South of the site are 
undeveloped portions of MCAS Miramar and east of the site is the Sycamore Canyon 
County Open Space Preserve and rural residential homes and ranches. 

Utility Easements: SDG&E maintains a 200-foot wide easement from the northwest 
portion of Montecito to the southwest portion of Sycamore Estates. The easement 
accommodatesl38-kV and 230-kV overhead transmission lines and four steel lattice 
towers. Two parallel SDG&E easements of 12-feet and 25-feet in width are located in 
the western portion of Sycamore Estates, containing one 69-kV circuit. Other smaller 
easements also are located throughout the site. The San Diego County Water Authority 
has proposed several alternative water pipeline alignments in the vicinity of the project 
site. Three of the alternatives traverse or are adjacent to the proposed project site. 

Planned Circulation Linkages: The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area is served 
primarily by Pomerado Road and Beeler Canyon Road. Pomerado Road abuts the 
project boundary to the west and Beeler Canyon Road abuts the project boundary to the 
north, although within some areas, Beeler Canyon Road is within the project site area. 

Wildlife Corridors: The project site is connected to regional wildlife corridors and 
linkages to the east, south and north, including corridors in Beeler Canyon and 
Sycamore Canyon. 

View Opportunities: View opportunities on-site are primarily available from the tops 
of the on-site ridges. Views from the site's higher elevations are available in nearly all 
directions, especially toward the east where there is undeveloped open space and to the 
west where the local residential communities of Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar 
Ranch North can be seen. Views to the site are possible from surrounding public 
roadways, including Pomerado Road, Beeler Canyon Road, Kirkham Way, and Scripps 
Poway Parkway. Portions of the site also are visible from the adjacent Sycamore 
Canyon County Open Space Preserve to the east, MCAS Miramar to the south, the City 
of Poway to the north, and residential areas west of Pomerado Road. 

Proposition A/ Council Policy 600-29 

Council Policy 600-29, "Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Areas as an Urban Reserve," 
was enacted to avoid premature urbanjzation, to conserve open space and natural 
environmental features and to protect the fiscal resources of the City by precluding costly 
sprawl and/or leapfrog urban development. Council Policy 600-29 permits four development 
options on property located in the Future Urbanizing Area which is zoned agricultural. 

1. "Development pursuant to the A-1 zoning regulations, at the density and minimum lot 
size permitted in the applicable zane." 
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2. "Development pursuant to the Rural Cluster Development regulations, at the density 

permitted in the applicable zone, but clustered in order to promote more efficient land 
utilization and land conservation . .. . " 

3. "Development pursuant to the Planned Residential Development regulations, at a 
density not to exceed one dwelling unit per four acres, in order to promote the 
pennanent preservation of lands designated in the General Plan as part of the 
Environmental Tier through the provision of public and private open space easements 
and/or dedications; provided, however, that in return for the density increase granted 
by the City Council, no future development rights shall remain on the property . . . . " 

4. "Development pursuant to the Conditional Use Permit regulations, provided that the 
conditional uses are natural resource-dependant, non-urban in character and scale, or 
of an interim nature which would not result in an irrevocable commitment of the land 
precluding future uses. " 

Except for development as permitted under Council Policy 600-29, Proposition A, the 
"Managed Growth Initiative," specifies that the existing non-urban land use pattern and 
character of the Future Urbanizing Area should be retained until such time as the City Council 
and the electorate approve a phase shift reclassifying the land from Future Urbanizing to . 
Planned Urbanizing and a land use plan is adopted. The proposed Project is not proposing a 
phase shift via a citywide vote per the Managed Growth Initiative, but instead proposes 
development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29. 

4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: How is the proposed project consistent with the land use designations, intensity ; 
of development and environmental goals of the City of San Diego Progress 
Guide and General Plan, and surrounding existing and planned land uses? ! 

Significance Criteria 

The proposed project would have a significant land use impact if any one or more of the following 
would occur as a result of the project. 

a. Inconsistency/conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a 
community or general plan. 

b. Inconsistency/conflict with an adopted land use designation or intensity and indirect or 
secondary environmental impacts occur. 

c. Substantial or extreme use incompatibility. 
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d. Development or conversion of general plan or community plan designated open space 
to a more intensive land use. 

e. Incompatible uses in an aircraft accident potential area as defined in an airport land use 
plan. 

f. Inconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans for an area. 

An inconsistency with a plan, however, is not necessarily a significant environmental impact; the 
inconsistency would have to relate to an environmental issue to be considered significant under CEQA. 

Impact Analysis 

0 C OMPLIANCE WITH THE PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN 

As indicated previously, land use development and policies for the City of San Diego are generally 
regulated by the City's Progress Guide and General Plan. The goals of the Progress Guide and General 
Plan would be implemented through the development of the proposed Rancho Encantada project and 
the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects as demonstrated below. 

Housing Element 

The Project is regarded as a positive contribution to the City's housing stock by providing 
housing opportunities in the northeast portion of the city. Housing diversity is proposed within 
the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area. A total of 834 single family homes would be located 
within the Project, including 277 single family homes in the Montecito sub-project and 557 
single family homes in the Sycamore Estates sub-project. In addition, one existing single 
family residence would be retained on 1.7 acres in the northern portion of the site. Affordable 
housing also is proposed as part of the Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates sub-project, 
consisting of 106 affordable multi-family units on a 9.9-acre site. The Montecito sub-project 
would provide for 277 single-family lots ranging in size from 5,000 square feet to 9,600 square 
feet. The Sycamore Estates sub-project would provide for 557 single-family lots ranging in 
size from 9,600 square feet to more than 12,000 square feet and 106 affordable housing units. 
Because the Project would positively contribute to the City's housing stock and because 
diversity in lot sizes would be provided within each of the sub-projects, the goals of the 
Housing Element would be met and no adverse housing impacts would occur. 

Transportation Element 

The Rancho Encantada project site borders Pomerado Road to the west and Beeler Canyon 
Road to the north. The Project's main entry would connect to Pomerado Road and a traffic 
signal would be installed at this location. An estimated 10,548 average daily trips (ADT) 
would be added to the local roadway system as a result of the Project. The Project would add 
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traffic to various roadway segments and intersections that would operate at LOS E or F with or 
without the addition of Project traffic. In this regard, the Project would result in significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. With the application of mitigation measures specified in Section 
4.6, TRANSPORTATION, direct and cumulative impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance, with the exception of direct and cumulative traffic impacts on Pomerado Road. 
This direct and cumulative traffic impact would be inconsistent with the Transportation 
Element resulting in a significant impact. 

The City's accepted noise c1iteria for residential uses are 45 dB(A) CNEL (interior) and 65 
dB(A) CNEL (exterior). As discussed in Section 4.7, NOISE, elevated on-site noise exposure 
would occur along the western perimeter of the Montecito sub-project site due to vehicular 
traffic on Pomerado Road. Because proposed homes would be at a lower elevation than the 
roadway, and because no residential lot is proposed within 100 feet of the Pomerado Road 
centerline, exterior noise impacts would not be significant; interior n9ise impacts have the 
potential to occur, however, if homes would be located within 200 feet of the Pomerado Road 
centerline. Homes proposed within 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline would 
be subject to interior and exterior noise levels that would exceed City standards, and mitigation 
would be required. With the application of the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.7, 
NOISE, the Project would be consistent with the Transportation Element. 

As discussed in Section 4. 7, implementation of the proposed Project at buildout would increase 
vehicular noise levels along Scripps Poway Parkway, Pomerado Road, and Sp1ing Canyon 
Road by O - 2 dB at 100 feet from centerline. Existing land uses located along these roadway 
segments are sufficiently set back and buffered from the roadway such that an increase of I - 2 
dB would not be significant. Along Pomerado Road, the noise level along several segments 
would increase by 1 dB, with maximum exterior noise levels at 100 feet from the centerline 
increasing from 70 to 71 dB. An existing block wall is located along the west side of 
Pomerado Road, between the roadway edge and existing residential homes which adequately 
reduces vehicular noise impacts on existing residential homes to below a level of significance. 

Industrial Element 

As part of the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project, the property would be rezoned from AR-
1-l(Agricultural-Residential), IL-3-1 (Industrial-Light) and IH-2-l(lndustrial-Heavy) to AR-
1-1. The AR-1-1 zone ·allows for one residential dwelling unit per ten acres or one unit per four 
acres using the PRD cluster option. The proposed rezone would not be consistent with the 
Industrial Element of the General Plan that calls for the protection of manufacturing lands from 
encroachment by non-manufacturing uses. Inconsistency with the Industrial Element is 
regarded as a significant land use impact. 

Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element 

No significant unmitigated health or safety impacts would occur as a result of the proposed 
Rancho Encantada project as discussed in Section 4.12, PuBLIC SAFETY. A Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment conducted for the Project revealed that existing septic systems, 
diesel fuel tank and six industrial buildings located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site are 
not hazardous. Nonetheless, mitigation measures are included in Section 4.12 to reduce 
potentially significant hazardous materials impacts to below a level of significance. Cultural 
Resource site CA-SDI-15159H, a WWII-era training airplane crash site, also represents a 
potentially significant hazard due to the possible existence of casings having functional 
primers. Mitigation consisting of flagging the site, special stockpiling requirements and 
materials examination would reduce this potential impact to below a level of significance. 

As discussed in Section 4.11, PUBLIC SERVICES, adequate library, school, sewer, water, fire, 
police and solid waste services would be able to service the development. Necessary on-and 
off-site water and sewer line improvements would be located underground; therefore, no land 
use or community character impacts would occur from the physical construction of these 
improvements or from their operation. The proposed on-site water pump stations and the 
optional sewer pump station would be enclosed in concrete masonry structures and sufficiently 
screened by landscaping to assure compatibility with adjacent land uses. The proposed water 
reservoir would be buffered from adjacent residential homes by a landscaped slope and berm. 

An elementary school site and public park are proposed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site. Provision of the on-site public park adjacent to the proposed elementary school site would 
satisfy the Project' s active parkland requirement. Conveyance of the proposed elementary 
school site to the Poway Unified School District and payment of the state statutory school 
mitigation fee would reduce cumulative public education impacts to a.level below significance 
(see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). If the Montecito sub-project is developed separately 
or prior to development of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, the Montecito sub-project's 
payment of statutory school mitigation fees and/or entering into a school mitigation agreement 
with the Poway Unified School District and payment of fees would reduce direct and 
cumulative school and park impacts generated by the Montecito sub-project to below a level of 
significance. 

With the application of mitigation measures included in Sections 4.11 , PUBLIC SERVICES, and 
4.12, PUBLIC SAFETY, the Project would be consistent with the Public Facilities, Services and 
Safety Element of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Open Space Element 

The Precise Plan would preserve approximately 1,989.2 acres, or 75 percent of the Precise Plan 
area, as natural open space. Large portions of the natural open space areas contain slopes in 
excess of a 25% gradient and sensitive biological resources. No FEMA-mapped 100-year 
floodplains exist on the site. Approximately 120.7 acres (57 percent) of the Montecito sub­
project would not be developed, a portion of which would be included in the City's MHPA, and 
an additional 40.4 acres would consist of revegetated manufactured slopes. The entire 248-acre 
City of San Diego owned parcel would be retained in open space (except for a road crossing), 
as well as approximately 1,620.5 acres (80 percent) of natural open space and 88.9 acres of 
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revegetated manufactured slopes within the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Because 
approximately 57 percent of the Montecito sub-project, 100 percent of the City of San Diego 
owned parcel and 80 percent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project would consist of open space 
preservation and revegetated manufactured slopes, no conflicts with the Open Space Element 
would occur. 

Recreation Element 

As part of the proposed Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates sub-project PRD and VTM, a 
4.0-net acre public park site and a 10.0 to 12.0-acre elementary school site would be provided 
on-site. The park and school site is planned central to the Precise Plan area, and would be 
accessible to Project residents via the proposed street, bicycle lane and sidewalk/trail network. 
The provision of a 4.0-acre public park site adjacent to a proposed elementary school site 
would satisfy the Project's public park requirement, and impacts would not be significant. If 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed or does not provide the public park and 
elementary school site, the payment of City park fees by the Montecito sub-project would 
satisfy or be consistent with the Recreation Element of the General Plan. Refer to Section 4.11 , 
PUBLIC FACILITIES, for a more detailed analysis of recreational resources impacts. 

Conservation Element 

Ten sensitive habitat communities are located on the project site. Direct impacts to on- and 
off-site native habitats and sensitive species caused by grading and development are considered 
significant and would require mitigation. Mitigation for project impacts to vegetation 
communities would consist of on-site preservation for the Sycamore Estates sub-project and a 
combination of on-site preservation and off-site habitat acquisition for the Montecito sub­
project, as described in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Mitigation for project impacts to 
sensitive species would include construction limitations during breeding and nesting seasons, 
and irrigation limitations for manufactured slopes upslope of the willowy monardella 
population. 

As part of the proposed Project, portions of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project 
sites would be graded and manufactured slopes would be created, resulting in significant 
impacts to landform. Highly visible slopes would be contour graded and revegetated, which 
would reduce impacts, but not to below a level of significance. (See Section 4.2, 
LANDFORMNISUAL QUALITY, for a detailed discussion of proposed grading.) Both the 
Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects would include appropriate grading techniques, 
erosion control measures and prompt revegetation of disturbed areas so that "runoff, 
sedimentation, and erosion both during and after construction" is controlled. The Project also 
would be required to implement relevant Best Management Practices for stormwater discharge. 
(See Section 4.5, HYDROLOGYIW ATER QUALJTY, and Section 4.4, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, for 
detailed discussions of the erosion potential for on-site soils and potential impacts to hydrology 
and water quality, as well as measures to control runoff, minimize erosion and limit the 
Project's contribution of urban pollutants to sensitive water bodies.) As discussed in Section 
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4.14, NATURAL RESOURCES, the Project would result in a significant cumulative and 
unmitigable impact to aggregate resources because site development would preclude future use 
of the site for aggregate resource extraction. With the application of mitigation measures 
contained in this EIR, the Project would be consistent with the Conservation Element with the 
exception of cumulative impacts to natural (aggregate) resources. 

Cultural Resources Management Element 

Cultural resource surveys have been conducted for the project site, and all cultural resource 
sites that would be impacted by the Project have been evaluated for importance. As discussed 
in Section 4.9, CULTURAL REsouRCES, no important cultural resource sites mcist on the 
Montecito sub-project site or along the off-site gravity sewer alignment. Because the 
Montecito sub-project site would not impact important cultural resources, that portion of the 
Project would be consistent with the Cultural Resources Management Element. The Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site contains eight cultural resource sites. Of the eight sites, six are located 
within the limits of development, and seven have been determined not to be significant. One 
site is potentially significant, but could not be tested due to its inaccessibility. Monitoring of 
this site is required as mitigation. Because no unmitigated cultural resources impacts would 
occur, the Project is in compliance with the Cultural Resources Management Element. 

Seismic Safety Element 

Consistent with this Element, three geologic and soil surveys have been conducted for the 
Rancho Encantada project site. The surveys determined that the development areas within the 
site are suitable for the proposed development with implementation of conventional grading 
techniques and adherence to recommendations contained in the geotechnical reports. See 
Section 5.7, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, for a summary of the survey results and a discussion of 
measures necessary to "reduce the risk of hazard resulting from. future seismic and related 
event$." The Project would be consistent with the Seismic Safety Element and impacts would 
not be significant. 

Urban Design Element 

The Rancho Encantada project proposes single family and multi-family dwelling units, a 
school/park site, two institutional sites, and MHP A preserve open space. Development within 
the Rancho Encantada project site would be clustered in the central and western portions of the 
project site and surrounded by open space. Residential development proposed within the 
Project would be compatible with the nature and character of existing residential development 
in the adjacent Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North communities through 
implementation of guidelines in the proposed Precise Plan. The Urban Design Element would 
be satisfied whether the sub-projects are developed separately or together. Although the type of 
development proposed would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, the character of 
the site would be changed from a relatively vacant land area to that of a residential 
neighborhood. This change is regarded as a significant and unmitigated visual quality impact. 
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0 COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING EXISTING AND PLANNED LAND USES 

Figure 2-4, Surrounding Land Uses, in Chapter 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, illustrates the various 
land uses surrounding the project site. As shown, the site is surrounded by MCAS Miramar to the 
south, the community of Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North to the west, open space 
and rural residential uses in the City of Poway and the City of San Diego to the immediate north, and 
the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve and rural residential uses in unincorporated San 
Diego County to the east. In addition, a small mining operation is located north of Beeler Canyon 
Road. As proposed by the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, on-site trails would link local trails such as 
the City of Poway trails system to the northeast, Sycamore Canyon to the southeast and Los 
Penasquitos Canyon to the west. 

Residential development within the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan is proposed in the western and 
central portions of the project site and would be surrounded by open space on all sides, with the 
exception of development proposed on the Montecito sub-project site adjacent to Pomerado Road. 
Because a majority of the development areas would be buffered and separated from adjacent land uses 
by large expanses of open space, no land use compatibility impacts are anticipated to occur at the 
project edges. Development on the Montecito sub-project site would be located an average of 500 feet 
south of the existing rural residential uses located along Beeler Canyon Road, and an average of 100 
feet higher in elevation. The closest residential lot proposed for the Montecito PRD is Lot 275, in 
Planning Area 3 located 430 feet south of and 145 feet higher than the nearest existing off-site rural lot 
adjacent to Beeler Canyon Road. The open space area between the on-site and off-site existing lots 
would be included as part of the MHPA and preserved as natural open space in perpetuity. The linear 
and elevational distance provides an adequate buffer at the northwestern project boundary, and land use 
compatibility impacts would not occur. Residential development proposed in the western portion of 
the Precise Plan area adjacent to Pomerado Road would be regulated by the proposed Montecito PRD 
and related Design Guidelines and Development Standards. Compliance with the PRD design 
guidelines would ensure appropriate setbacks along this roadway. An existing block wall is located 
along the west side of Pomerado Road, between the roadway edge and existing residential homes 
which adequately reduces increased vehicular noise levels along Pomerado Road caused by project 
generated traffic to below a level of significance. 

The proposed Project's potential air quality impacts associated with construction activities, noise 
impacts associated with project-generated traffic and flight activities from MCAS Miramar, impacts 
associated with the various issue areas contained in the MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, and 
impacts associated with the loss of on-site aggregate resources are discussed in the following respective 
sections of the EIR: Section 4.8, AIR QUALITY, Section 4.1, LAND USE (Issue Question No. 3 below), 
and Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/Son,s. 

The San Diego County Water Authority has proposed several alternative water pipeline alignments in 
the vicinity of the project site. Three of the alternatives traverse or are adjacent to the proposed project 
site. One alignment is proposed within an on-site 200-foot-wide SDG&E easement which would be 
maintained at its existing grade as part of the proposed Project. Because the proposed Project would 
not substantially alter the ground surface within the SDG&E easement, implementation of the Project 
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would not conflict with or preclude the construction of this proposed water tine alignment. The other 
two alignments traverse along the northern and southern property boundaries. Development is not 
proposed by the Rancho Encantada project over these alignments, except in the southern portion of the 
Montecito sub-project site, where single-family residential homes would occur. As disclosed in the 
San Diego County Water Authority's EIR/EIS for the proposed Water Storage Project (State 
Clearinghouse No. 93011028; Army Corps File No.95-20092-DZ), the pipeline would be tunneled 
under developed areas. Thus, significant land use compatibility impacts would not occur. 

0 GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN OPTION - LAl'o'D USE COMPATIBILITY 

Off-site sewer line improvements in the City of Poway would be located underground; therefore, no 
land use or community character impacts would occur from the physical construction of these 
improvements or from their operation. As shown in Figure 3-SA, off-site gravity sewer improvements 
would be located in public street rights-of-way, with the exception of a 1,100-foot segment between 
Creek Road and Pomerado Road and a 920-foot segment between Pomerado Road and Stage Stop 
Road. These two segments would cross private property and would be located in an easement. These 
properties are zoned OS-1/DU and RS-2 (see Figure 4.1-2) and are located within the FEMA-mapped 
floodplain of Beeler Canyon Creek, also designated as a special flood hazard area (SFHA) by the City 
of Poway. According to the City of Poway Municipal Code, all development in the floodplain shall be 
in accordance with the National Flood Insurance requirements and City of Poway requirements, 
including Municipal Code Chapter 16.88, Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction. Compliance with 
FEMA and City of Poway requirements would reduce flood hazard impacts on the off-site gravity 
sewer line to a level less than significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

Inconsistency with the Industrial Element of the City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan 
is regarded as a significant land use impact. Direct and cumulative impacts associated with landform 
alteration/visual quality and traffic on Pomerado Road, and cumulative impacts that are associated with 
biology (loss of non-native grassland habitat), hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological 
resources landfill capacity, water conservation and aggregate resources would be significant. The 
proposed Project would implement measures that would mitigate to below a level of significance direct 
impacts associated with biology, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, noise, cultural resources, 
paleontological resources, public services, water conservation and public safety. Therefore, the 
Project's potential land use plan incompatibilities in these areas would likewise be adequately 
mitigated. 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The Project's significant land use impacts associated with impacts to landform alteration, biology, 
geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, transportation, noise, air quality, cultural resources, 
paleontological resources, public services, public safety and water conservation would be mitigated or 
lessened by the adherence to mitigation measures identified for other topics addressed in this EIR. 
Specific mitigation measures are presented in the following sections of this document. 
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Issue Area 
Landform Alteration 
Biology 
Geology/Soils 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Transportation 
Noise 
Air Quality 
Cultural Resources 
Paleontological Resources 
Public Services 
Public Safety 
Water Conservation 

Section 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 

4.10 
4.11 
4.12 
4.13 

Direct and cumulative impacts associated with landform alteration/visual quality and transportation 
(contribution to traffic on Pornerado Road), and cumulative impacts associated with biology (loss of 
non-native grassland habitat), hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, landfill 
capacity, water conservation and natural resources would remain significant and unmitigable. 
Selection of the Reduced Project, Reduced Grading or RPO Consistent Alternative would reduce these 
impacts, but not to below a level of significance (see Chapter 9.0, ALTERNATIVES). Natural resourc~ 
impacts due to inconsistency with the Industrial Element would be fully eli.rrtinated by selection of the 
Mineral Resource Extraction Alternative. 
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Issue 2: How does the proposed project relate to the purpose and intent of Council Policy 
600-40? 

Significance Criteria 

The proposed Project would have a significant land use impact if it was not consistent with the purpose 
and intent of Council Policy 600-40. 

Impact Analysis 

0 Consistency With Council Policy 600-40 

Below is a discussion of the development suitability analysis for the proposed Project. The analysis 
categorizes the 2,658-acre project site into three categories based on development potential. These 
categories are rated as High, Medium and Low, and are delineated on Figure 4.1-3, Development 
Suitability Analysis. The areas designated as "High" have the greatest potential for development in the 
Project area. The areas designated "Medium" are also suitable for development, but may require 
implementation of specific measures to mitigate potential impacts to resources. Areas designated as 
"Low" should, in most cases, be preserved as open space and should not be developed. 

Resources ( wetlands, 100-year floodplain, hillsides, sensitive biological resources, and significant 
prehistoric and historic resources) addressed by the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), and 
development constraints and opportunities (slopes greater than 25%, sensitive biological resources, 
surrounding development, utility easements, planned circulation linkages, wildlife corridors, and view 
opportunities) identified on Figure 4.1-1 were used to determine where the three development 
categories should be placed on the Project site. The category designations were defined as follows: 

High Development Potential: 
• No sensitive biological resources or slopes greater than 25%. 
• Disturbed land (no native vegetation or sensitive biological resources) with slopes less 

than 25%. 
• Land is not located within the City's established MHPA. 
• Land is located adjacent to existing or planned development and roadways. 

Medium Development Potential: 
• Most slope gradients are less than 25%. 
• Development would logically extend existing development and roadways. 
• Development on land would not fragment open space systems. 
• Development relating to an extension of the grading for the primary access road. 

Low Development Potential: 
• Most slope gradients are greater than 25%. 

RANCHOENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.1-21 

• 



_________ E_n_v_ir_o_n_m_e_n_ta_I_A_n_a ... ly __ s_is_-_-:.._L_a_n_d_U_s_e-i. 

• Contains state or federal listed sensitive, threatened, or endangered species. 
• Contains state or federally sensitive habitat. 
• Contains vegetation identified as sensitive by the City's MSCP. 
• Contains sections of important regional wildlife corridors that should remain in place to 

ensure free travel and migration of regional fauna. 
• Land is located adjacent to planned open space, thus providing the potential to preserve 

contiguous segments of regional open space systems. 
• Land is constrained by overhead or underground utility transmission lines. 

The development suitability analysis weighs the individual factors contained within the three categories 
of development potential listed above and also considers factors such as community facilities and 
public safety, as required by Council Policy 600-40. 

The proposed Precise Plan has been designed to remain consistent with contiguous open space systems. 
Implementation of the Project would preserve approximately 2,018.5 acres, or 75% of the Precise Plan 
area, as natural open space, including approximately 70% of the potentially developable portions of the 
site. Approximately 120.7 acres of the Montecito sub-project site would not be developed, a portion of 
which would be included in the City's MHPA. The entire 248-acre City of San Diego owned parcel 
would be retained in open space with the exception of a road crossing, as well as a large portion of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site (1,620.5 acres). Preserved open space would be consistent with 
contiguous open space systems to the east in the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve. The 
Precise Plan's proposed physical site development, land use, circulation, and utilities would occur in 
the western and central portions of the site, in areas least constrained by sensitive environmental 
resources. Development proposed in the western portion of the Montecito sub-project site would be 
characterized as an extension of existing development in the adjacent Scripps Miramar Ranch and 
Miramar Ranch North communities. The Precise Plan also provides for a public park/school site, 
which would be centrally located in the de-yelopment area. As such, the proposed development plan is 
consistent with surrounding planned and existing development. 

As previously mentioned, Council Policy 600-40 sensitive resources include those resources protected 
under the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). Table 4.1-1, Project-Wide RPO Analysis, shows the 
RPO encroachment allowances for the proposed Project. Figure 4.1-4, RPO Analysis, shows the 
proposed limits of grading in relation to that permitted by RPO. Column 1 of Table 4.1•1 (mapped 
MHP A area and steep slopes) is subtracted from the total Precise Plan area to calculate the area with no 
sensitive resources (labeled Column 2). The next column of the table provides the percentage of the 
property with sensitive resources, which is used to establish the maximum encroachment percentage 
allowance for both developable and exempt areas. The percentage is then used to calculate the 
m·aximum encroachment allowance in acres for developable areas (Column 3) and exempt areas 
(Column 4). The maximum developable area per RPO (next to last column) is then the addition of 
Columns 2, 3 and the smaller of Columns 4 and 5. In all cases, Column 5 is used because the acreage 
of actual exempt area encroachment (Column 5) is less than that allowed (Column 4). On a parcel-by­
parcel basis, the Montecito sub-project would exceed RPO maximum encroachment allowances, and 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project and the City of San Diego owned-parcel would develop less acreage 
than allowed under RPO. Thus, on a project-wide basis, and in accordance with Council Policy 
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Parcel Total Sensitive Area 
Area Biology/ with no 

(Acres) 25% Sensitive 
Slopes Biology/ 
(Acres) 25% 

Slopes 
1 (Acres) 

2 

Montecito 278.6 219.4 59.2 

Sycamore 2,132.0 1,864.0 267.4 
Estates 

City of 248.0 246.8 1.2 
San Diego 

TOTAL 2,658 2,330.2 327.8 

Table 4.1-1 
PROJECT-WIDE RPO ANALYSIS 

Maximum Maximum 
Encroachment Encroachment 
Allowance for: Allowance for: 

% of Parcel Developable Exempt Developable Exempt 
w/Sensitive Area Area Area Area 
Biology/25 (Acres) (Acres) 
% slopes 3 4 

78.8 12% 15% 26.3 32.9 

87.5 16% 15% 298.2 279.6 

99.5 20% 15% 49.4 37.0 

-- -- -- 373.9 349.5 

I. RPO encroachment allowance is exceeded on parcel only basis. 

Actual Maximum Proposed 
Exempt Developable Disturbance 

Area Area per Area 
(Acres) RPO (Acres) (Acres) 

5 2+3+smaller 
of (4&5) 

25.8 111.3 153.01 

102.7 668.3 590.02 

5.9 56.5 5.9 

128.5 836.1 748.9 

I. Although the Sycamore Estates VTM shows 540 acres of disturbance, this EIR evaluates an expanded 590-acre disturbance area as a worst-case scenario to account 
for potential construction-related impacts. 
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600-40, the proposed Precise Plan would be consistent with RPO encroachment allowances. In the 
case of long-range plans, such as the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, a RPO permit may be 
approved using the substantial conformance clause in the alternative compliance provisions of RPO, if 
the Precise Plan is approved as a long-range plan under Council Policy 600-40. Because wetland 
impacts would occur, which are not permitted under RPO, alternative compliance findings would be 
required. These impacts total 0.01-acre on the Montecito sub-project site and 0.53-acre on the 
~ycamore Estates sub-project site. • 

Development plans shall, to the maximum extent feasible, comply with the provisions of RPO. A RPO 
permit may be approved if all of the following findings can be made: 

A. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO'S PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN; 

Summary of Proposed Finding: An amendment to the City of San Diego Progress 
Guide and General Plan is required to adopt the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, which 
would serve· to implement the policies of the General Plan. The Progress Guide and 
General Plan identifies the project site as an "Area for Future Growth" within the 
Future Urbanizing tier. The proposed Precise Plan is considered part of the Land Use 
Element of the General Plan so its adoption would be considered an amendment to the 
General Plan. The Project incorporates mitigation requirements and conditions that 
ensure compliance with the City's adopted General Plan, as discussed above in this 
Section (4.1, LAND USE), under Issue No. 1. 

B. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFORMS TO THE ADOPTED COMMUNITY 
PLAN OF THE AREA AND ANY OTHER APPUCABLE PLANS, POLICIES. AND 
ORDINANCES; AND, 

Summary of Proposed Finding: There currently is no Community Plan applicable to 
the Property. The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan has been prepared for Montecito 
and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites and a City of San Diego owned parcel and 
would be adopted concurrently with the proposed Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
sub-project entitlements by the City. The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan would be 
adopted as part of the Project and would implement, be a part of, and be consistent 
with the City's General Plan. The Project would be consistent with City of San Diego 
zoning requirements, Council Policy 600-29, Council Policy 600-40 and the City's 
MSCP. 

C. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL BE SITED, DESIGNED, CONSTRUCTED 
AND MAINTAINED TO MINIMIZE, IF NOT PRECLUDE,· ADVERSE IMPACTS ON 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS. 

Summary of Proposed Finding: · The Project conforms to the intent and purpose of 
RPO by minimizing encroachment into sensitive hillsides and biologically sensitive 
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D. 

lands. Wetland impacts have been minimized to the maximum extent possible, with 
0.01-acre of wetland impact occurring on the Montecito sub-project site, 0.53-acre of 
wetland impact occurring on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and 0.02-acre of 
wetland impact occurring for construction of the on-site sewer pump station design 
option. Portions of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are located 
within the MHP A, and the Project would expand the MHP A by 348.3 net acres. The 
existing MHP A within the Montecito sub-project site would be reduced by a total of 
15.9 net acres, but the MHPA would be increased by 364.2 acres on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. 

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WIU BE SITED AND DESIGNED TO PREVENT 
ADVERSE IMPACTS ON ANY ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS AND 
RESOURCES LOCATED IN ADJACENT PARKS AND PUBUC OPEN-SPACE 
AREAS AND WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE BUFFER AREAS TO PROTECT SUCH 
RESOURCES. 

The site is bounded to the west by Pomerado Road and developed communities in the 
City of San Diego and as such, no environmentally sensitive lands exist to the west. 
The Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor exists to the north in the City of Poway. 
Given the width of the Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor and the addition of 
open space provided by the Project, this corridor would con!inue to function effectively 
as a regional wildlife corridor; impacts would be considered adverse but not 
significant. Public park lands surround the project site to the east. The Sycamore 
Canyon County Open Space Preserve, a public park operated by the County of San 
Diego, is located to the east. The configuration of open space to be retained on the 
Rancho Encantada project site would be consistent with that anticipated in the City of 
San Diego's adopted MSCP Subarea Plan, and would not significantly impact existing 
wildlife corridors or adjacent public lands. Overall project design would maintain the 
integrity of the preserve design mapped in the Final MSCP, City of Poway MSCPi and 
City of San Diego MSCP plans. The Sycamore Canyon regional wildlife corridor 
occurs as the eastern edge of the MHP A portion of the site which is planned for open 
space. Becai.~se the Sycamore Estates sub-project would preserve the western portion 
of the site as open space, no significant impacts would occur. 

E. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL MINIMIZE THE ALTERATIONS OF 
NATURAL LANDFORMS AND WILL NOT RESULT IN UNDUE RISKS FROM 
GEOLOGICAL AND EROSIONAL FORCES AND/OR FLOOD AND FIRE HAZARDS. 

The proposed development would alter existing natural landforms in areas proposed for 
development, but encroachment allowances would be well below that permitted by 
RPO. The proposed Project has been designed to minimize alterations of the natural 
landform through contour grading on a majority of the proposed manufactured slopes. 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) and City-required brush management would be 
implemented for erosion control and to reduce the threat of wildfires. 
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F. FEASIBLE MEASURES AS DEFINED IN THIS SECTION, TO PROTECT AND 
PRESERVE THE SPECIAL CHARACTER OR THE SPECIAL HISTORICAL, 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR CULTURAL VALUE OF AFFECTED SIGNIFICANT 
PREHISTORIC SITE OR RESOURCE HA VE BEEN PROVIDED BY THE 
APPUCANT. 

No cultural resource sites are located on the Montecito sub-project site; therefore, 
development of the sub-project site as proposed would not impact important cultural 
resources. Eight cultural resources exist on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, 
seven of which were found not to be significant and one of which is potentially 
significant, as it could not be studied due to inaccessibility. This site would be 
monitored during grading to ensure that no unmitigated impacts would occur. Both 
sub-project sites exhibit a high paleontological resource sensitivity, and monitoring 
would occur during grading to reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Project would be within the encroachment allowances of the Resource Protection Ordinance, but 
because wetland impacts would occur, impacts would be regarded as significant. 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Wetland impacts would be fully mitigated as disclosed in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES. 

fuconsistency with the RPO due to wetland impacts can be avoided with implementation of the RPO 
Consistent Alternative discussed in Section 9.0 of this EIR. 

Issue 3: How is the proposed project consistent with the City's Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan? 

Significance' Criteria 

A significant land use impact would occur if the proposed Project is inconsistent with the City's 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. 

Impact A nalysis 

Approximately 1,443.5 acres (54 percent), of which 89.5 acres occur on the Montecito sub-project site . 
and 1,106 acres occur on the Sycamore Estates site, would be permanently preserved as part of the 
City's MHPA. Areas designated as MHPA would be preserved in perpetuity by either conveyance of 
the MHP A area to the City of San Diego or through the establishment of permanent conservation 
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easements. The MHPA lines in the City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan were drawn at a regional 
scale and are expected to be refined in conjunction with project-specific planning efforts. The City of 
San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan allows adjustment to the MHP A if the adjustment would result in the 
same or higher biological value for the preserve. A MHPA boundary adjustment is proposed within 
the Rancho Encantada project site (see Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES). In summary, the 
MHPA would be reduced by 15.9 acres on the Montecito sub-project site. On the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site, 4.4 acres would be removed from the MHP A. Considering the two sub-projects 
combined, the MHPA would be increased by 348.3 acres. A detailed description and analysis of the 
proposed boundary adjustment is included in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 

The proposed MHP A must have equivalent or greater biological functions and values as compared to 
the adopted MSCP Subarea Plan. As discussed above and in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES, 
there woulq be an approximate 15.9-acre net loss to the MHPA on the Montecito sub-project site and a 
364.2-acre net gain to the MHP A on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, resulting in a net increase 
to the MHP A of 348.3 acres. The proposed MHP A would have equivalent biological functions and ) 
values as compared to the adopted °MSCP Subarea Plan (refer to Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES), and significant impacts would not occur. If the Montecito sub-project proceeded 
separately from Sycamore Estates, it would be required to purchase equivalent MHPA area (15.9 
acres) off-site to reduce impacts to below a level of significance (see Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 in 
Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES). 

The Land Use Adjacency (LUA) Guidelines contained in the MSCP Subarea Plan (Section 1.4.3) 
provide a list of issues to be addressed for projects within or adjacent to the MHP A Preserve. These 
issues include drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive and brush management. As discussed 
below, the proposed Project is consistent with the guidelines: 

Drainage and Toxics: 

Montecito Sub-Project: Drainage would be directed into storm drain inlets in the street system and 
discharged at four locations. Three of these outlets would empty into water quality filtration basins 
and associated detention/infiltration basins, which would detain urban runoff within the individual 
basin where sediments would settle-out prior to being released into the MHP A. Stored water from 
these basins would be released to natural drainages which would eventually flow into the MHP A. 
Water from the fourth outlet would be mechanically filtered before reaching the MHPA. These 
detention/water quality basins and the mechanical filtering system would improve the water quality of 
runoff through natural filtering processes. Nevertheless, potentially significant impacts could occur to 
adjacent sensitive habitat areas due to the release of toxic materials and pesticide/fertilizers contai~ed 
in urban runoff. Mitigation Measures contained in Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY, would 
mitigate the Project's water quality impacts to a level below significant, thus reducing the potential 
impacts to sensitive habitats. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project: On the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, runoff would not drain into 
the existing, adjacent MHP A; however, storm water runoff would drain into areas that would be added 
to the MHP A. Because detention basins and water quality basins would be installed to "filter urban 
runoff, impacts would not be significant. 
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The closest willowy monardella population occurs approximately 940 feet from the edge of 
development on the Sycamore Estates sub-project. Impacts have the potential to occur to willowy 
monardella if drainage is altered significantly from the existing condition where willowy monardella 
occurs. The sub-project has been designed to direct all urban flows away from the willowy monardella 
to avoid indirect impacts to this species. As discussed in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES, 
approximately 14 percent of the watershed for the nearest willowy :rp.onardella population would be 
diverted away. Slopes within the off-site willowy monardella's watershed would be seeded and 
planted with native species, and silt fencing and other erosional control measures such as sand bags or 
straw wattles would be required to prevent against erosional siltation in the canyon. These features 
would reduce potential impacts to willowy monardella to below a level of significance. 

Lighting: Lighting of Project roadways would be provided in conformance with the City's Street 
Design Manual. The proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and Design Guidelines and 
Development Standards recommend that the amount and intensity of lighting should be limited to that 
necessary for safety, security, and to compliment architectural character and that lighting of all areas 
adjacent to MHP A open space should be shielded and directed away from the MHP A. Adherence to 
the project's proposed Design Guidelines and Development Standards would eliminate the potential 
for impacts associated with lighting. 

Noise: Potential short-term urban edge effects would be associated with the construction noise 
occurring adjacent to the MHPA in areas of substantial coastal sage scrub located adjacent to 
Sycamore Estates' Planning Area 11 and access through the MHP A associated with Planning Area 11. 
Based on the coastal California gnatcatoher and habitat survey conducted on the project site in 1999, 
there is limited potential for gnatcatchers to occur within the MHP A. As discussed in Section 4.3, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, mitigation for indirect impacts to gnatcatchers during their breeding season 
(March 1 to August 15) sh~ll be required in the MHPA or within 500 feet of the MHPA. No clearing 
of gnatcatcher-occupied habitat is allowed within the MHP A during the breeding season (March 1 to 
August 15). If clearing or grading occurs adjacent to the MHPA during the gnatcatcher breeding 
season, gnatcatcher surveys shall be conducted in appropriate habitat within 500 feet of the MHP A 
boundary impacts to the nesting areas avoided. If no gnatcatchers are identified within the MHP A, no 
additional measures will be required. If present, measures to minimize noise impacts will be required 
and may include temporary noise walls/berms. If a survey is not conducted and construction is 
proposed during the gnatcatcher breeding season, gnatcatcher presence will be assumed and a 
temporary noise wall/berm would be required. Noise levels from·construction activities during the 
gnatcatcher breeding season should not exceed 60 dBA hourly LEQ at the edge of the MHP A or the 
ambient noise level if noise levels already exceed 60 dBA hourly LEQ. Construction noise in 
occupied gnatcatcher territories shall be measured after installation of noise attenuation measures and 
a report on noise levels provided to BAS. If necessary, additional noise attenuation will be required to 
ensure that gnatcatchers are not subjected to noise levels over 60 dBA. 

Barriers: Development areas adjacent to MHPA open space would be required to provide a wall or 
fence along the MHP A boundary line to minimize disturbance of natural vegetation and to reduce 
domestic animal predation. In order to avoid visual impacts from MHP A open space, a wall and 
fencing concept has been included in the Precise Plan for all development boundaries adjacent to open 
space. Perimeter walls and fences are proposed to have a maximum height of six feet. Installation of 
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the walls and fences would eliminate the potential for impacts associated with disturbance and 
predation. 

lnvasives: Conceptual landscape plans are proposed as part of the Montecito PRD and the Sycamore 
Estates PRD. These plans call for exterior manufactured slopes to be vegetated with native plant 
species that are compatible with the existing native vegetation of the site. Compliance with the 
proposed conceptual landscape plans would avoid any impacts associated with invasive species. 

Brush Management: Two Brush Management Plans are proposed as part of the Rancho Encantada 
project, one for the Montecito sub-project's PRD and one for the Sycamore Estates sub-project's PRD. 
Zone 1 brush management areas would be located on the development pads and outside of the MHP A. 

In some areas, and consistent with this LUA guideline, Zone 2 would be located in the MHPA upon 
receiving a brush management easement for maintenance within the easement area. 

Grading/Land Development: Manufactured slopes associated with site development would be 
included within the development footprint and are not proposed to be located within the MHP A. 

A MSCP Priority 2 Special Management directive for Beeler Canyon is included in the MSCP Subarea 
Plan which states: "Prqvide educational and awareness programs where existing or proposed 
residential and industrial uses abut the MHPA pursuant to the general adjacency management 
guidelines . ... " In compliance with thjs directive, the Project applicants have agreed to ensure that 
educational information will be distributed to home-buyers as part of the Project's CC&R's to heighten 
environmental awareness and inform residents of appropriate plantings, construction or disturbance 
into the MHP A boundaries, pet intrusion, fire management, and other adjacency issues. 

Also applicable to the project site are MSCP Guidelines C27, C28 and C29. Guideline C27 states that 
the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, mapped within the MHP A, should be 
preserved as open space. The Sycamore Estates sub-project would be consistent with this guideline, as 
approximately 1,620 acres of open space area would be preserved on Sycamore Estates. Guideline 
C28 relates to the City of San Diego parcel, indicating that 25% of its land area could be developed. 
As part of the proposed Rancho Encantada project, 100% of the City of San Diego owned parcel is 
designated for open space preservation within the MHP A, with the exception of a road crossing that is 
currently outside of the MHP A. Guideline C29 refers to the western portion of the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site, stating that development could occur as permitted in accordance with applicable 
zoning regulations or potential rezoning. Consistent with this guideline, the project proposes to rezone 
the Sycamore Estates property from AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and lli-2-1 to AR-1-1 and develop portions of the 
sub-project site's western area with residential uses, two institutional sites, and a school/park site. 
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Significance of Impacts 

The Rancho Encantada Project would be consistent with the MSCP by preserving over 75 percent of 
the site as open space including nearly all of the on-site area currently located within the MHP A. The 
overall proposed Project also would be consistent with the MSCP LUA Guidelines, with the inclusion 
of mitigation measures to bring the Project in conformance with the lighting, noise, barriers, invasives 
and drainage and toxics guidelines. Accordingly, no significant impacts to the City's MSCP would 
occur. 

Montecito Sub-Project 

The MHPA boundary adjustment on the Montecito sub-project site would decrease the size of the 
MHP A and create impacts considered potentially significant to the habitats. The MHP A adjustment, 
however, would not significantly impact wildlife movement or management of the MHP A. If the 
Montecito sub-project was developed independent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, the MHP A 
would be reduced by 15.9 acres, resulting in a significant impact. On a Project-wide basis, the MHPA 
boundary adjustment would be functionally equivalent and impacts would not be significant. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The MHP A boundary adjustment on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would increase the overall 
size of the MHP A, while achieving greater biological functions and value than the existing MHP A. 
There would be no significant impacts to the habitats, wildlife movement, preserve conservation or 
management of the MHP A. The proposed Project would be consistent with the MHP A guidelines by 
preserving approximately 75 percent of the site as natural open space. 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Montecito Sub-Project 

In the event the Montecito sub-project was developed independent of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project, Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES, of this EIR. would be 
implemented to reduce the significant land use impact associated with the MHPA reduction. 
hnplementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7 would reduce all 
other potential land use impacts associated with the MSCP to belqw a level of significance. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

hnplementation of the mitigation measures identified in Sect.ions 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7 would reduce 
potential land use impacts associated with the MSCP to below a level of significance. 
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Issue 4: 

Environmental Analysis - Land Use • • 

How does the proposed project relate to the purpose and intent of Council Policy 
600-29, "Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban Reserve" and 
Proposition A, "The Managed Growth Initiative," enacted in 1985? 

Significance Criteria. 

A significant land use impact would occur if the proposed Project is inconsistent with the purpose and 
intent of Council Policy 600-29. 

Impact Analysis 

Except for development as permitted under Council Policy 600-29, Proposition A specifies that the 
existing non-urban land use pattern and character of the Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) should be 
retained until such time as the City Council and the electorate approve a phase shift reclassifying the 
land from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing and a land use plan is adopted. The proposed 
Project is not proposing a phase shift via a citywide vote per the Managed Growth Initiative, but 
instead proposes development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29. 

Council Policy 600-29 presents four options for limited development in the FUA, one of which is 
Rural Cluster Development. Under this option, development is permitted at the density permitted by 
the property's underlying zone, but clustered in order to promote more efficient land utilization and 
land conservation. The Montecito sub-project site is 278 acres in size and is zoned RS-1-8 (formerly 
Rl-40,000 under the City's pre-2000 Municipal Code), which permits one dwelling unit for every 
40,000 square feet of land area (or approximately one acre). In accordance with Council Policy 600-
29, a total of 277 single-family units are proposed on the Montecito sub-project site, and one existing 
residence would be retained in its current location. Development is proposed to be clustered into three 
development areas, preserving approximately 161.1 acres of the sub-project site in natural open space 
and revegetated manufactured slopes. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is 2,132 acres in size and is proposed to be rezoned to AR-1-1 
(formerly A-1-10 under the City's pre-2000 Municipal Code). Council Policy 600-29 allows as one of 
its four development options, development pursuant to the Planned Residential Development (PRD) 
regulations at a density not to exceed one dwelling unit per four acres for agriculturally zoned land. 
Thus, in accordance with Council Policy 600-29, a total of 533 residential units would be permitted if 
a PRD is utilized on the site (e.g., 2,132 7 4 = 533 d~elling units). Additional units would be 
permitted through the application of a density bonus available with the provision of affordable 
housing. A twenty-five percent (25%) de!)sity bonus is offered with inclusion of no less than twenty 
percent (20%) of the pre-density bonus units at rates affordable to families earning no more than sixty­
five percent (65%) of median area income with a rentability level of sixty percent (60%). 

Based upon the use of a PRD for the Sycamore Estates sub-project and by use of a 25% density bonus 
as described above, the Sycamore Estates sub-project could include as many as 559 market rate units 
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Environmental Analysis - Land Use • 
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and 107 affordable units for a total of 666 units. The number of market rate units was calculated as 
follows: 533 base units plus five percent (5%) of 533 for a total of 559 market rate ·units. The number 
of affordable units was calculated as follows: twenty percent (20%) of 533 base units is 107. The 
proposed Sycamore Estates PRD includes 557 single-family, market-rate units and 106 affordable 
multi-family units, which is consistent with Council Policy 600-29. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are consistent with the land use intensities allowed 
under Council Policy 600-29 and no significant impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Impacts would not be significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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Environmental Analysis - Landform & Visual 

4.2 LANDFORM & VISUAL QUALITY 

4.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 ON-SITE LANDFORM & COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

Existing Landf orm 

The existing landform of the 2,658-acre site is characterized by several narrow divides, v-shaped valley 
bottoms and steep sided slopes formed by eight (8) ridgelines or portions of ridgelines and 20± crests 
or knolls that cross the rugged topography of the project site. There is a north-south oriented drainage 
that drains into Poway Creekjust south of the property. As.shown in Figure 2-6, Topographic Map, in 
Section 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, elevations on the site range from a high of approximately 
1,177 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in the southeast portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, to a low of approximately 600 feet AMSL in the northwest portion of the Montecito sub-project 
site. Slopes of the natural hillside terrain typically range from 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) to 4: 1. 
Approximately 66 percent of the site contains slopes with a gradient in excess of 25 percent and a rise 
of 50 feet or greater. 

Existing Vegetative Communities On-Site 

Five (5) wetland/riparian and eight (8) upland vegetation communities occur on the project site, in 
addition to eucalyptus woodland, disturbed, and developed areas. Wetland/riparian habitats consist of 
riparian scrub, southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub, wet meadow (freshwater seep), and natural flood 
channel. A road pool was also mapped as a separate habitat due to its potential to support federally 
listed fairy shrimp species. Upland habitats include coast live oak woodland, native grassland, Diegan 
coastal sage scrub (including disturbed), Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral, chaparral, chamise 
chaparral (including disturbed), southern mixed chaparral (including disturbed), and non-native 
grassland. In addition, ephemeral drainages are present on the site, which are defined as unvegetated 
waters of the U.S. Disturbed areas also are located on the property and include several trails, private 
roads, fire breaks and industrial use areas. Please refer to Table 4.3-1, Existing Vegetation 
Communities, in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, of this EIR for a listing of the plant 
communities on-site. Developed areas support no native vegetation and contain man-made structures 
( or the remnants of these structures) and paved areas such as roadways. There is a total of 72.6 acres of 
developed area on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and 2.2 acres on the City of San Diego owned 
parcel. 

Existing On-Site Land Uses 

The project site is an irregular-shaped land area consisting of approximately 2,658 acres. Except for 
private roads, trails, fire breaks, one existing residence, and five existing industrial use areas, a majority 
of the site is vacant and in open space. Various SDG&E transmission line easements run through the 
property, containing overhead power lines, poles, and support structures. One existing residence is 
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located in the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site and is accessed via a private driveway 
connecting to Beeler Canyon Road. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site has been owned by General 
Dynamics since the 1960's, and defense-related manufacturing uses have occurred on a portion of the 
site since that time. These manufacturing uses occur in five small industrial areas, accessed via Beeler 
Ca~yon Road. There are numerous private roads that traverse the sub-project site that lead to the 
existing buildings (along with lighting of these areas). Two water storage tanks are located on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, owned privately by General Dynamics. A segment of the California 
Aqueduct traverses the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site in a north/south 
alignment. 

Surrounding Community Character 

Surrounding Built Environment 

Land uses surrounding Rancho Encantada are shown in Figure 2-4, Surrounding Land Uses. 
On the immediate south is Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, which is currently in 
open space. This facility is federally owned and operated and covers approximately 24,000 
acres, which is divided by 1-15. The area west of 1-15 supports residential, commercial, 
administrative, industrial and aviation uses. The area east ofl-15, including the portion of 
MCAS Miramar south of Rancho Encantada is used for training purposes. A San Diego Gas 
and Electric Company (SDG&E) utility substation is located on the MCAS Miramar property, 
approximately 200 feet south of the project site boundary, and a U.S. Forest Service facility 
used for vehicle repair and equipment storage is located southeast of the substation. 

The northerly edge of the Montecito sub-project site lies at the bottom of Beeler Canyon and 
twelve se'1eral single family residential lots of one-acre to over four acres in size are located in 
this area. Some of these homes are located in the City of Poway and some are located in the 
City of San Diego and are accessed via Beeler Canyon Road. A horse ranch of approximately 
60 acres is also located in this area along Beeler Canyon Road. North of the project site is 
Beeler Canyon, which includes Beeler Canyon Road, nine single-family homes on large lots, 
the Palomar Airport Transit Mix Quarry, Beeler Creek and adjacent open space, and large 
manufactured slopes associated with industrial and commercial uses further to the north in the 
South Poway Business Park. The Palomar Transit Quarry is a resource extraction site operated 
by CalMat. Valley Elementary School, Meadowbrook Middle School, and Rancho Bernardo 
High School, which serve the project area, are located north of the site in the City of Poway, 
approximately 2.2 miles, 3.4 miles, and 4.5 miles north of site, respectively. 

The western border of the site is formed by Pomerado Road. Immediately west of Pomerado 
Road, approximately 200 feet from the western project site boundary, is the community of 
Scripps Miramar Ranch. The community of Miramar Ranch North is located north of Scripps 
Miramar Ranch, approximately ½-mile from the project site. These communities are 
predominantly residential in the vicinity of the project site, but also include significant 
commercial and employment land uses. The nearest public park is Cypress Canyon Park 
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located in the community of Scripps Miramar Ranch, just west of Pomerado Road, southwest 
of the project site. 

East of the site is the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve that is managed by the 
County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation. North of the open space preserve 
are rural residential homes and ranches located in unincorporated San Diego County. 

The overall character of the area is that of suburban residential development to the west and 
rural and/or natural open space to the east, south and immediate north. Few permanent 
structures exist on-site and in the area, and still fewer of the on-site structures are visible from 
surrounding public areas (see Figure 4.2-5). 

Surrounding Natural Environment 

As described above, the project-site is bordered by undeveloped natural lands on the north, 
south, east, and northwest. Exceptions occur to the west where the developed communities of 
Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North exist, and in several areas to the north 
where several residences and rural residences exist in Beeler Canyon, and further to the north 
within the City of Poway where larger areas of residential and industrial/office park 
development occur. MCAS Miramar lies to the south and the Sycamore Canyon County Open 
Space Preserve, which is an open space preserve managed by the County of San Diego, is 
located to the east. Beeler Canyon lies along the north project site boundary and Sycamore 
Canyon lies off-site and to the southeast. 

The site is a part of and connected with regional and local wildlife corridors and linkages to the 
east, south and north. The Poway Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) defines two 
regional corridors within its Subarea and surrounding area, of which Beeler Canyon and 
Sycamore Canyon are a part of both. The project site's location adjacent to large tracts of 
undeveloped native habitats to the south in MCAS Miramar, to the east in the Sycamore 
Canyon County Open Space Preserve, and to the north in Beeler Canyon as part of the 
HCP/NCCP South Poway Cornerstone Lands, link it to numerous possible wildlife corridors. 
Beeler Canyon is one of the few remaining natural corridors that stretch from the eastern 
foothills to the Pacific Ocean (via Los Pefiasquitos Canyon and the Torrey Pines State 
Reserve). Sycamore Canyon is a part of a regional north-south corridor from the San Dieguito 
River area in the north to MCAS Miramar to the south. 

Except for a small portion along the southeastern project boundary, the project site is located in 
the Peiiasquitos Watershed, which drains to Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, located approximately 12 
miles west of the project site. A high level of urban development exists within the watershed. 
Under existing conditions, runoff from the project vicinity collects in natural drainage courses 
and storm drains and eventually discharges to the Lagoon via existing storm drains. 
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Visual Characteristics 

The existing visual character of the site, as viewed from above, is illustrated on Figure 2-4, in Section 
2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING and on Figure 4.2-5 in this Section. As viewed from off-site, the 
Rancho Encantada project site appears as steeply sloping, naturally vegetated hillsides throughout. 
The project site is visible from existing public rights-of-way, including Pomerado Road to the west and 
Beeler Canyon Road, Kirkham Way and Scripps Poway Parkway to the north. The site can be seen 
from open spaces designated as MHP A by the City of San Diego and from public trails within the 
Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve. The site is also visible from the higher elevations of 
the southern part of the City of Poway. 

From adjoining properties located to the north, west and south, including Pomerado Road, Beeler 
Canyon Road, Kirkh~ Way and Scripps Poway Parkway, the Rancho Encantada site appears as a 
series of steep hillsides. The only visible structures on the Project site are an existing residence in the 
northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site, five existing industrial clusters of buildings owned 
by General Dynamics, a water tank associated with the General Dynamics facility, and four SDG&E 
electrical towers and associated powerlines. To illustrate the existing conditions of the property as 
viewed from nearby public viewing areas, a series of photographs have been taken from eight 
locations, four viewing the Montecito sub-project site and four viewing the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site (see Figure 4-2-5, Photo Key Map). These photographs show the project site's visual 
quality, as described below. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 1 (Figure 4.2-6) 

Vantage Point 1 depicts a view of the Montecito sub-project site looking east from the intersection of 
Pomerado Road with Spring Canyon Road and Cypress Canyon Park Drive, across the project site. 
From this location, the varied topography of the sub-project site can be seen. From Pomerado Road, 
the topography of the site drops off into a valley and rises again to the east, forming a ridge top. 
Disturbed habitat is seen in the foreground of the photograph, adjacent to the Pomerado Road/Spring 
Canyon Road/Cypress Canyon Park Drive intersection. Beyond this disturbed area, the property 
appears as relatively undisturbed, primarily covered with chaparral habitat. The higher elevations of 
the Montecito sub-project site are visible, and beyond the sub-project site, higher elevations of the City 
of Poway are visible along the horizon. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 2 (Figure 4.2-7) 

Vantage Point 2 is taken from the "T" intersection of Pomerado Road and Legacy Road looking east 
across the project site. From this location, the westernmost portion of the Montecito sub-project site 
can be seen. In the center of the photo, which is the western portion of the sub-project site, the 
Pomerado/Legacy Road intersection is visible. The portion of the site that can be seen on the subject 
property is undisturbed habitat consisting of mixed chaparral, coastal sage scrub, clusters of nonnative 
Eucalyptus trees and nonnative grassland. Lower elevations of the property, which abut the east side of 
Pomerado Road, cannot be seen from this location because these elevations are below the grade of the 
roadway. 
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Environmental Anal sis -Landform & Visual 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 3 (Figure 4.2-8) 

Vantage Point 3 shows the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site looking southwest from 
Beeler Canyon Road. • This area consists of undisturbed vegetation, mostly southern mixed chaparral. 
In the left-hand side and center of the photograph, portions of the community of Scripps Miramar 
Ranch can be observed. The foreground of the photo shows disturbed vegetation in the southern 
portion of the City of Poway. None of the adjacent Sycamore Estates sub-project site is seen in this 
photo. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 4 (Figure 4.2-9) 

Vantage Point 4 shows the Montecito sub-project site from the terminus of Sikes Place at Kirkham 
Way in the City of Poway looking south onto the Montecito property. The on-site ridge and canyon 
formation topography can be seen in this photo. Mostly undisturbed habitat that is primarily chaparral 
and coastal sage scrub, can be seen as covering the property. In the photo's background, an existing_ 
on-site water tower can be seen, which is part of the existing General Dynamics facility. The area to 
the left of the sub-project boundary, shows the adjacent Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 5 (Figure 4.2-10) 

Vantage Point 5 shows a view toward the northern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
looking to the south from a new road in the South Poway Business Park, located south of and below 
Kirkham Way. From this vantage point, power lines that traverse the northern portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site can be seen in the background on the left side of the photo. Slightly left of the 
center of the photo, an existing water tank associated with the General Dynamics facilities can be seen. 
The foreground of the photo shows construction activity associated with the South Poway Business 
Park, while the background shows the Sycamore Estates property as containing undisturbed vegetation, 
including Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 6 (Figure 4.2-11) 

Vantage Point 6 shows a view across the Sycamore Estates sub-project site looking in a southwesterly 
direction, from a new road in the South Poway Business Park located south of Scripps Poway Parkway. 
The foreground of the photo depicts land in the South Poway Business Park that has been cleared of all 
vegetation and graded relatively level. The far ground shows several dirt roads/fire breaks, rolling 
terrain, and areas of undisturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation of the proposed 
Project site. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Vantage Point 7 (Figure 4.2-12) 

Vantage Point 7 shows the Sycamore Estates sub-project site looking westward from the confluence of 
a dirt road and dirt pedestrian/equestrian trail within the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space 
Preserve/Gooden Ranch. The foreground area visible in the photo has been disturbed in the recent past 
and contains disturbed vegetation. The photo's middle-ground and background depict the rolling hills 
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that visually dominate the project site. These hills are vegetated with Diegan coastal sage scrub and 
chaparral. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 8 (Figure 4.2-12) 

Vantage Point 8 shows the Sycamore Estates sub-project site from the Sycamore Canyon County Open 
Space Preserve/Gooden Ranch looking westerly across the project site. In the foreground, the land has 
been graded and is mostly unvegetated, with patches of disturbed vegetation. A low rail fence runs 
along the property line. On the left-hand side of the photo, there is a slope on which Diegan coastal 
sage scrub and chaparral grow. In the background, the rolling topography and hills of Sycamore 
Estates that are visible retain their natural vegetation. 

4.2.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue I: How would development of the proposed project alter the existing topography? 

Significance Criteria 

The criteria to determine if projects would significantly alter the natural ( or naturalized) landform, 
include the following: 

a. The project would alter more than 2,000 cubic yards of earth per graded acre by 
excavation or fill. Grading of a smaller amount may still be considered significant in 
highly scenic or environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, one or more of the 
following conditions (b-d) must apply to meet this significance threshold. 

b. The project would disturb steep (25 percent gradient or steeper) sensitive slopes in 
excess of the encroachment allowances of the Resource Protection Ordinance or the 
Coastal Hillside Review zone. 

c. The project would create manufactured slopes higher than ten feet or steeper than 2: 1 
(50 percent). 

d. The project would result in a change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent 
gradient or steeper) from existing grade to proposed grade of more than five feet by 
either excavation or fill, unless the area over which excavation or fill would exceed five 
feet is only at isolated points on the site. 

However, the above conditions items 'a' through 'd' may not be considered significant if one or more 
of the following apply: 
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1) The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and 
contours, that the proposed landforms will very closely imitate the existing on-site 
landfonn and/or that of the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding neighborhood 
landforms. This may be achieved through "naturalized" variable slopes. 

2) The proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot elevations and 
contours, that the proposed slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no point 
vary more than 1 ½ feet from the natural landform elevations. 

3) The proposed excavation or fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative design 
features such as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical roadway or parking lot 
design, small retaining walls, and alternative wall design which reduce the project's 
overall grading requirements. 

Impact Analysis 

0 PRECISE PLAN GRADING EVALUATION 

hnplementation of the proposed Precise Plan (as well as the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects analyzed below) would significantly alter the existing landform in areas proposed for 
development. The relatively undisturbed character of these areas would be replaced by residential 
development areas and a public park/school site. 

The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan includes a Conceptual Grading Plan. hnplementation of the 
grading concept would create flat or gently sloping landforms in the locations identified for 
development. Figure 4.2-1, Precise Plan Conceptual Grading Plan, shows the areas proposed to be 
graded and the resulting landforms for the Precise Plan area. 

The Precise Plan's Conceptual.Grading Plan proposes disturbance of approximately 743 acres, 
including all disturbance areas for detention basins and utility improvements. The proposed grading 
would result in a balanced grading operation of approximately 18.5 million cubic yards of cut and 18.5 
million cubic yards of fill. Approximately 547 acres of the 743 acres proposed for disturbance would 
affect slopes with an average gradient above 25 percent and a height differential of 50 feet or more. 
Using the proposed grading quantity of 18.5 million cubic yards, an overall average grading quantity of 
24,899 cubic yards per acre results, which exceeds the significant threshold of 2,000 cubic yards of 
grading per developed acre. Therefore, implementation of the Precise Plan's Conceptual Grading Plan 
would result in a significant impact to landform alteration associated with grading. A grading 
summary is provided below in Table 4.2-1, Grading Evaluation. 
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Sub-Project 

Montecito 

Sycamore Estates 

City of San Diego1 

Precise Plan Total 

Cut 

Table 4.2-1 
GRADING Ev ALUATION 

Fill 
(in cubic yards) (in cubic yards) 

3,600,000 3,600,000 

14,900,000 14,900,000 

0 0 

18,500,000 18,500,000 

Graded 
Acres 

153.0 

590.02 

0 

743.0 

CY per 
Graded Acre 

23,529 

25,255 

0 

24,899 
1. A nominal amount of grading would occur on the City of San Diego-owned parcel due to road improvements. 
2. Although the Sycamore Estates VTM shows 540 acres of disturbance, this EIR evaluates an expanded 590-acre disturbance 

area as a worst-case scenario to account for potential construction-related impacts. 

0 PRECISE PLAN SLOPE Ev ALUATION 

Proposed manufactured slopes which would exceed 10 feet in height are numbered 1 - 60 on Figure 
4.2-1, Precise Plan Conceptual Grading Plan. Table 4.2-2, Manufactured Slope Summa1y, tabulates 
the maximum height of the proposed manufactured slopes shown on Figure 4.2-1. As shown, by this 
table, the maximum height of the proposed manufactured slopes would be approximately 240 feet. 
Exterior manufactured slopes would be representative in height to the natural hillside topography of the 
project site. All manufactured slopes would have a maximum gradient of 2: 1. Because 
implementation of the Precise Plan would result in the creation of manufactured slopes higher than ten 
feet and would result in a change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) 
from existing grade to proposed grade of more than five feet by either excavation or fill, landform 
alteration impacts would be regarded as significant. 

SLOPE 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3A 

3B 

4 

MAXIMUM 

Table 4.2-2 
MANUFACTURED SLOPE SUMMARY 

SLOPE SLOPE 
SLOPE HEIGHT LENGTH NUMBER 

MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

45' 260' 15B 

25' 500' 16 

70' 580' 17 

50' 300' 18 

40' 650' 19 

MAxlMuM SLOPE 
SLOPE LENGTH 

HEIGHT 

75' 700' 

80' 600' 

70' 1,800' 

110' 890' 

35' 370' 
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SLOPE MAXIMUM SLOPE SLOPE 
NUMBER SLOPE H EIGHT LENGTH NUMDER 

5 35' 540' 20 

6 30' 420' 21 

7 75' 420' 22 

8 105' 600' 23 

9 115' 650' 24 

10 75' 580' 25 

11 60' 960' 26 

12 115' 450' 27 

13 120' 840' 28 

14 55' 250' 29 

ISA 75' 75' 30 

SYCAMORE ESTA TES SUB-PROJECT 

31 175' 1,320' 45 

32 70' 640' 46 

33 135' 680' 47 

34 145' 620' 48 

35 150' 700' 49 

36 150' 790' 50 

37 135' 600' 51 

38 195' 950' 52 

39 60' 1,420' 53 

40 50' 900' 54 

41 45' 875' 55 

42 170' 900' 58 

43 180' 650' 59 

44 160' 710' 60 
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MAxlMuM 
SLOPE 

HEIGHT 

60' 

85' 

105' 

65' 

85' 

55' 

80' 

125' 

65' 

25' 

75' 

{45• 

85' 

55' 

205' 

40' 

205' 

130' 

70' 

100' 

65' 

65' 

145' 

165' 

60' 

SLOPE 
LENGTH 

950' 

850' 

770' 

650' 

1,160' 

1,000' 

800' 

500' 

260' 

380' 

550' 

720' 

600' J 
550' 

1,170' 

820' 

1,520' 

550' 

1,750' 

560' 

400' 

920' 

2,930' 

1,420' 

370' 
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As components of the proposed Project, VTMs are proposed for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
sub-projects. Provided below is an evaluation of potential landform alteration impacts that could 
result from implementation of these sub-projects which are proposed to implement the Precise Plan. 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT VTM GRADING AND SLOPE EVALUATION 

The Montecito VTM would result in grading of approx.imately 153 acres of the 278-acre site. The 
property includes approximately 199.6 acres of natural slopes exceeding a gradient of 25 percent and a 
rise of 50 feet, approx.imately 112.9 acres of which would be graded. Implementation of the VTM 
would create flat and gently sloping development pads for 277 single family lots and would retain one 
existing single-family home in its current location. The northern portion of the site would be preserved 
in open space. 

Grading Evaluation 

Of the 278-acre Montecito sub-project site, approximately 153 acres are proposed to be graded. 
Grading would be balanced on-site, with approx.imately 3.6 million cubic yards of cut and 3.6 million 
cubic yards of fill. Applying the proposed earthwork quantity over an approx.imate 153-acre 
disturbance area would result in an overall grading average of approx.imately 23,529 cubic yards per 
graded acre. This quantity would exceed 2,000 cubic yards of grading per developed acre and would 
result in a significant impact associated with grading. 

Slope Evaluation 

Figure 4.2-2, Montecito VTM Manufactured Slopes, shows the resulting landform that would occur 
with implementation of grading proposed by the Montecito VTM. Manufactured slopes in ex.cess of 10 
feet in height are numbered 1-30 on this exhibit, which correspond to the slope height and length 
information contained in Table 4.2-2. The numbered slopes indicate on-site slopes necessary to 
accommodate the construction of flat and gently sloping residential lots and appropriate project 
roadway grades. All manufactured slopes would have a maximum gradient of 2: 1. Landform 
alteration impacts would be significant because the sub-project would result in the creation of 
manufactured slopes higher than ten feet and would result in a change in elevation of steep natural 
slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) from ex.isting grade to proposed grade of more than five feet. 

0 SYCAMORE ESTATES S UB-PROJECT VESTING TENTATIVE MAP (VTM) 

The Sycamore Estates VTM would result in grading of 540 acres of the 2, 132-acre sub-project site; 
however, this EIR analyzes a 590-acre disturbance area to account for potential construction-related 
impacts. The property includes approximately 1,542.7 acres of natural slopes exceeding a gradient of 
25 percent and a rise of 50 feet, approx.imately 380 acres of which would be graded. Implementation 
of the VTM would create flat and gently sloping development pads for 557 single family lots, one 
multi-family lot, two institutional lots and a school/park site. The eastern portions of the sub-project 
site, as well as the open space areas surrounding the development pads in the western portion of the 
site, would be preserved in open space as part of the City's MHPA. 

RACNHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.2-11 
■ 



Environmental Analysis -Landform & Visual 

Grading Evaluation 

Of the 2,132-acre Sycamore Estates sub-project site, approximately 590 acres are proposed to be 
graded. Grading would be balanced on-site, with approximately 14.9 million cubic yards of cut and 
14.9 million cubic yards of fill, with a net of zero cubic yards of import or export. Limited amounts of 
import or export, however, may be necessary based on final engineering of the site. Applying the 
proposed earthwork quantity over an approximate 590-acre disturbance area would result in an overall 
grading average of approximately 25,255 cubic yards per graded acre. This quantity would exceed the 
significance threshold of 2,000 cubic yards of grading per developed acre and would result in a 
significant impact associated with grading. 

Slope Evaluation 

Figure 4.2-3, Sycamore Estates VTM Manufactured Slopes, shows the resulting landfonn that would 
occur with implementation of grading proposed by the Sycamore Estates VTM. Manufactured slopes in 
excess of 10 feet in height are numbered 31 - 60 on this exhibit, which conespond to the slope height 
and length information contained in Table 4.2-2. The numbered slopes indicate on-site slopes 
necessary to accommodate the construction of flat and gently sloping residential lots, the multi-family 
development pad, institutional sites, the school/park site, and appropriate project roadway grades. All 
manufactured slopes would have a maximum gradient of 2: 1 and the heights of exterior manufactured 
slopes would be representative of natural slope heights of the site's existing topography. Landfonn 
alteration impacts would be significant because the sub-project would result in the creation of 
manufactured slopes higher than ten feet and would result in a change in elevation of steep natural 
slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) from existing grade to proposed grade of more than five feet. 

Rancho Encantada Parkway Grading and Slope Evaluation 

If the Sycamore Estates sub-project of the overall Rancho Encantada project develops prior to 
development of the Montecito sub-project, it may be necessary for the developers of Sycamore Estates 
to construct Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site to gain access. In this 
case, grading and construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site 
would be regarded as an off-site improvement of the Sycamore Estates VTM. Additional grading 
necessary to construct Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito site would entail disturbance 
of approximately 38 acres, with 76,500 cubic yards of cut and 1,145,000 cubic yards of fill. Fill would 
be generated by an adjustment in the pad elevations on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, so that 
overall earthwork quantities would balance. In other words, the elevations of the Sycamore Estates 
development areas would be lowered by approximately one inch over the entire disturbance area. 
Applying the larger earthwork quantity over an approximate 38-acre disturbance area would result in 
an additional grading average of approximately 30,131 cubic yards per graded acre for development of 
the roadway. This quantity would also exceed the significance threshold of 2,000 cubic yards of 
grading per developed acre and would result in a significant landform alteration impact associated with 
grading. 
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Temporary manufactured slopes that would occur on the Montecito sub-project site as a result of the 
Sycamore Estates off-site road improvement are numbered below in Table 4.2-3, Rancho Encantada 
Parkway Temporary Manufactured Slope Summary and are shown in Figure 4.2-4, Temporary 
Manufactured Slopes of the Sycamore Estates VIM. These manufactured slopes would have a 
maximum gradient of 2: 1, would be temporary in nature and would be within the development 
footprint of the Project as proposed. With development of the Montecito sub-project these slopes 
would be regraded as shown previously in Figure 4.2-7 (with the exception of slopes 13, 14 and 19 
shown on Figure 4.2-3). Landform alteration impacts would be significant because construction of the 
roadway would result in the creation of manufactured slopes higher than ten feet and would result in a 
change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) from existing grade to 
proposed grade of more than five feet. 

Table 4.2•3 
RANCHO ENCANTADA PARKWAY TEMPORARY MANUFACTURED SLOPE SUMMARY 
(Would occur as an off-site improvement required of the Sycamore Estates VTM if the Sycamore Estates 

sub-project develops prior to development of the Montecito sub-project) 

SLOPE MAxlMuM SLOPE SLOPE MA.x1MuM SLOPE 
NUMBER SLOPE HEIGHT LENGTH NUMBER SLOPE LENGTH 

HEIGHT 

1 170' 710' 11 50' 240' 

2 105' 690' 12 115' 570' 

3 95' 460' 13 110' 1,110' 

4 30' 330' 14 85' 600' 

5 105' 400' 15 80' 480' 

6 70' 540' 16 30' 240' 

7 130' 1,200' 17 90' 450' 

8 45' 250' 18 70' 710' 

9 80' 600' 191 130' 500' 

10 70' 300' 20 110' 780' 

1. Slopes 13, 14 and 19 would be permanent because they would not be disturbed with implementation of the Montecito sub-project. 
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0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN OPTION 

As a design option of the proposed ·Project, a gravity sewer line would be constructed in the City of 
Poway. The line would be located underground and the ground surface would be restored to its 
existing condition. As such, no landform alteration impacts would occur. 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the Rancho Encantada project would result in significant direct and cumulative 

1 landform alteration and grading impacts. Refer to Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, for a discussion 
of cumulative Project impacts. 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program ) 

The measures listed below would reduce the Project's significant direct and cumulative landform 
alteration impact, but not to below a level of significance. Only adoption of the Reduced Project, J 
Reduced Grading, or RPO Consistent Alternative (refer to Section 9.0 of this EIR) would avoid or 
further reduce the significant cumulative and direct landform alteration and grading impacts of the 
proposed Project. 

Montecito Sub-Project 

4.2-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the City of San Diego's Planning and Development 
Review Department shall review final maps and grading plans to verify implementation of 
contour grading of manufactured slopes with the exception of slope numbers 1, 2, 3, 22, 23 and 
26 (refer to Figure 4.2-2), as shown on the Exhibit A grading plans. City field inspectors shall 
inspect the grading to ensure conformance with approved grading plans prior to the issuance of 
certificates of occupancy. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

4.2-2: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the City of San Diego's Planning and Development 
Review Department shall review final maps and grading plans to verify implementation of 
contour grading of manufactured slopes with the exception of slope numbers 32, 39, 40, 41, 47, 
49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57 and 60 (refer to Figure 4.2-3), as shown on the Exhibit A grading 
plans. City field inspectors shall inspect the grading to ensure conformance with approved 
grading plans prior to. the issuance of certificates of occupancy. 
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Issue 2: How would the project affect the visual quality of the area, particularly with 
1, 

respect to views from major roadways and public viewing areas? 

Significance Criteria 

The criteria identified below are used in this BIR to determine potential impacts to visual quality. 
Impacts are regarded as significant for projects that would meet one or more of the following criteria: 

a. Projects that would block public views from designated open space, roads, or parks to 
significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas. To meet this significance threshold, one 
or more of the following conditions must apply: 

The project would substantially block a view though a designated public view 
corridor as shown in the General Plan. Minor view blockages would not be 
considered to meet this condition. 

The project would cause substantial view blockage of a significant public 
resource (such as the ocean, downtown skyline, mountains, waterways, etc.). 

The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this excess 
causes unnecessary view blockage. 

The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for 
development, which will ultimately cause 'extensive' view blockage. 
(Cumulative effects are usually considered significant for a community plan 
analysis, but not necessarily for individual projects.) View blockage would be 
considered 'excessive' when the overall scenic quality of a resource is changed; 
for example, from an essentially natural view to a largely man-made 
appearance. 

b. Projects that severely contrast with the surrounding neighborhood character. 

c. Projects that have a negative visual appearance. To meet this significance threshold, 
one or more of the following conditions must apply: 

The project includes crib, retaining, or noise walls greater than six feet in height 
and 50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the 
walls would be visible to the public. 

The project is large (greater than 100 acres) and would result in an exceedingly 
monotonous visual environment (e.g., a large subdivision in which all the units 
are virtually identical). 
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Impact Analysis 

0 PRECISE PLAN 

The project proposes mass terracing of natural slopes with cut or fill slopes in 
excess of 5 feet in order to construct flat-pad, single-level structures. 

The visual quality of the Project can be evaluated through several objective comparisons of the existing 
site conditions to those that would be in place after .development is completed. With implementation 
of the proposed Precise Plan, views of the project site would change from that of a rural, primarily 
undeveloped area with canyons and ridgelines supporting native and non-native habitats to that of a 
residential community consisting of 12 gently sloping planning areas surrounded by natural and 
revegetated slopes. At buildout of the Project, views of the site from Pomerado Road would change 
from that of naturally vegetated canyons and ridgelines containing private roads, trails, power lines, 
one existing single-family residence and five industrial use areas (which are not visible from Pomerado 
Road), to that of 12 distinctly flat or gently sloping planning areas containing a residential 
neighborhood in the southern and western portions of the project site, surrounded by permanently 
preserved open space to the north and MCAS Miramar to the south. The Rancho Encantada ) 
development area would be viewed as a continuation of urbanization similar in neighborhood character 
to the adjacent Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North communities to the west. 

As discussed below u~der the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, development of the site as 
proposed would not contrast with the surrounding neighborhood character. The Project would, 
however, result in view· blockage to open space and would have a significant visual appearance 
because the development areas of the Project total more than 100 acres and would be viewed as a large 
subdivision of residential units having a similar appearance. Although the Project proposes to grade 
the site to conform with the site's existing topographic character, mass grading would occur that would 
result in cut or fill slopes in excess of 5 feet in height order to construct flat and gently sloping 
development pads. Therefore, impacts would be regarded as a significant direct impact. Cumulative 
visual quality impacts also would be considered significant because the Project would change views of 
the site from an essentially natural view to a man-made appearance (see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE 

EFFECTS). 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT PRD/VTM 

The proposed Montecito sub-project would introduce 277 single family homes to the Montecito site, 
while retaining one existing single family residence in its current location. The Montecito 
development pads are proposed in the southern portions of the property. No specific architectural 
elevations are proposed as part of the sub-project's PRD Permit; however, Design Guidelines and 
Development Standards are proposed to guide development of Montecito's residential uses. As 
stipulated by the proposed guidelines, elevations of structures visible from public open spaces, 
including the MHP A, are proposed to be articulated with projections, recesses, windows, doors and/or 
specialized architectural detailing. Unarticulated exterior walls would be prohibited in areas visible 
from public streets or open spaces. From a distance, homes would be seen in the higher elevations of 
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the development areas, with the most visible portions of the homes being the rear elevations at the top 
of proposed manufactured slopes. From a distance, the architectural detail and setback variations 
would not be readily discemable, resulting in a perceived monotonous pattern, which is regarded as a 
significant visual quality impact pursuant to criterion c. Developed areas in the lower elevations of the 
site would not be highly visible. Landscaping would occur on individual residential lots and along all 
internal project roadways. All manufactured slopes would be revegetated with native or naturalized· 
plant material. A traffic signal would be constructed at the Rancho Encantada Parkway and Pomerado 
Road intersection. The traffic signal is required for pedestrian and vehicular safety, and is not 
considered visually intrusive. 

The proposed Montecito VTM proposes retaining walls in three areas. A 22-foot high retaining wall is 
proposed along a length of approximately 100 feet on the south side of Rancho Encantada Parkway to 
reduce impacts to wetland vegetation and to provide a 25-foot natural buffer for an existing wetland. 
This wall would not be visible from public viewing areas; therefore, significant visual impacts due to 
wall construction would not oc_cur. The Montecito VTM also proposes retaining walls between 
residential lots, but these walls would be less than six feet in height and would not create a significant 
visual quality impact. Thirdly, retaining walls would occur along the east side of a·proposed utility 
access road and would range from six to 11 feet in height. These walls would be longer than 50 feet in 
length, thereby resulting in a potentially significant visual quality impact pursuant to criterion c. The 
placement of walls along the utility access road are required by the City of San Diego in order to limit 
slope gradients to no steeper than 2: 1 while minimizing impacts to sensitive biological resources in the 
MHP A. Because the utility access road would be located at a low site elevation, these walls would not 
be highly visible from public viewing areas due to intervening topography; thus, visual quality impacts 
due to retaining wall construction would not be regarded as significant. 

The proposed development areas, as viewed from nearby public viewing areas, are shown on Figures 
4.2-6 through 4.6-9. As shown by these illustrations, development areas would occur in the southern 
portions of the Montecito sub-project site. Development of the site would be visible from Pomerado 
Road, Beeler Canyon Road and Spring Canyon Road, and would be visible in the distance from the 
higher elevations of the City of Poway, including segments of Scripps Poway Parkway. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 1 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-6) 

Vantage Point 1 shows the western portion of the Montecito sub-project site that would be graded and 
developed with single-family homes. As shown in this exhibit, residential development would be 
visible from the intersection of Pomerado Road, Cypress Canyon Park Drive and Spring Canyon Drive. 
A residential building setback of more than 150 feet in width along Pomerado Road would help create 
a wide, scenic parkway effect along that street. The development of single-family residential homes on 
the sub-project site would be seen at the tops of manufactured slopes. As shown in the visual 
simulation on Figure 4.2-6, views of development in the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be visible 
on the horizon. Homes in the distance would be seen as dotting the hillside, and would partially disrupt 
views to preserved open space. Because the development areas of the Project would be viewed as a 
large subdivision of residential units having a monotonous.appearance from a distance, direct 
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and cumulative impacts would occur from this vantage point pursuant to criterion c. The Project is 
also found to have a significant direct and cumulative visual impact because mass grading would occur 
that would result in cut or fill slopes in excess of 5 feet in height order to construct flat and gently 
sloping development pads. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 2 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-7) 

Vantage Point 2 shows that development would consist of filling the site's lower elevations adjacent to 
Pomerado Road and lowering the natural hillside visible from this location to create gently sloping 
development pads. Residential development would be seen in the valley areas of the site in the area 
adjacent to Pomerado Road. Views to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas are not possible 
from this vantage point. However, development of the Montecito sub-project would result in 
significant visual quality impacts from this location pursuant to criterion c. Development would be 
viewed as an extension of existing development in the Scripps Miramar Ranch community to the west, 
and would not contrast with the established community character. 

Montecito Sub-Project Vantage Point 3 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-8) 

Vantage Point 3 shows the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site looking south from 
Beeler Canyon Road. In the top right of the photo, a small portion of the Scripps Miramar Ranch 
community can be observed in the far background. Residential development and a revegetated 
manufactured slope proposed by the Montecito sub-project would be seen on the hilltop in the left of 
the photo. As shown by this exhibit, Beeler Canyon Road is located at a lower elevation than much of 
the proposed project site. Therefore, scenic vistas from Beeler Canyon Road are blocked by 
intervening topography, and viewers from this roadway would be looking up toward the proposed 
development. Because views to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas are not possible from this 
vantage point due to intervening topography, significant visual quality-impacts would not occur. In 
addition, because only a small portion of the propQsed development would be visible from this 
location, the Montecito sub-project would not result in the creation of an exceedingly monotonous 
view from this segment of Beeler Canyon Road. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect Vantage Point 4 Visual Analysis (Figur~ 4.2-9) 

Vantage Point 4 shows the Montecito sub-project site from the terminus of Sikes Place at Kirkham 
Way in the City of Pow_ay looking south onto the Montecito property. As seen in the visual simulation 
of Figure 4.2-9, residential development would be seen from Kirkham Way in the higher elevations of 
the site. The side slopes of Beeler Canyon would be preserved in the northern portion of the subject 
property; thus, views of Beeler Canyon would not be blocked from the higher elevations in City of 
Poway, as represented by this vantage point. In addition, views would still be possible beyond the 
proposed development to portions of MCAS Miramar and the development would not block views to 
preserved open space. Because the development areas of the Project would be viewed as a large 
subdivision of residential units having a similar appearance, direct and cumulative visual quality 
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Figure 4.2-6 
VANTAGE POINT 1 
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Figure 4.2-7 
VANTAGE POINT 2 
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Figure 4.2-8 
VANTAGE POINT 3 
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impacts would occur from this vantage point. The Project is also found to have a significant direct and 
cumulative visual impact because mass grading would occur that would result in cut or fill slopes in 
excess of 5 feet in height order to construct flat and gently sloping development pads. 

Summary of the Montecito Sub-Proiect Visual Analysis 

Implementation of the proposed Montecito sub-project would change the visual character of the site 
from that of an undeveloped open space area to that of a residential community. Although the 
proposed sub-project would not contrast with the surrounding neighborhood character or cause excess 
or unnecessary view blockage, the sub-project would result in a significant impact to the visual 
environment pursuant to criterion c because mass grading would occur to create flat and gently sloping 
development pads and because the development areas of the Project would be viewed from Pomerado 
Road and Kirkham Way, and potentially other public roads and viewing areas, as a large subdivision of 
residential units having a similar appearance. 

0 SYCAMORE SUB-PROJECT ESTATES PRDNTM 

The proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project would introduce 557 single family homes, 106 multi­
family units, two institutional sites and a school/park site to the Sycamore Estates property, while 
retaining over 1,700 acres in open space. The proposed residential development pads would occur in 
the western portions of the sub-project site, with the eastern portions of the site remaining in natural 
open space as part of the City's MHP A. Architectural elevations are proposed as part of the Sycamore 
Estates PRD. Building heights would be a maximum of 40 feet, with the proposed multi-family 
structures reaching a maximum of 50 feet in height. Landscaping would be provided on individual 
residential lots, the two institutional sites, the proposed school/park site, and along all internal project 
roadways. All manufactured slopes would be revegetated with native or naturalized plant material. 
Retaining walls up to approximately six feet in height would be provided between some of the 
proposed lots. 

From a distance, homes would be seen in the higher elevations of the development areas, with the most 
visible portions of the homes being the rear elevations at the top of proposed manufactured slopes. 
Exterior manufactured slopes would reach heights of approximately 205 feet, with pad elevations 
varying by approximately five feet between individual lots. Developed areas in the lower elevations of 
the site, mainly along Rancho Encantada Parkway, would not be highly visible. The proposed 
development areas, as viewed from nearby public viewing areas, are shown on Figures 4.2-10 through 
4.6-13. As shown by these illustrations, development areas would occur in the western portions of the 
sub-project site. Intervening topography would block views of the proposed development from 
existing trails in the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve. However, proposed trails on the 
project site would connect with existing trails on the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve. 
When on-site trails become available for public use, views of proposed residential development would 
be possible from public viewing areas in the MHP A. Development of the site would be visible from 
Kirkham Way, Beeler Canyon Road, and Scripps Poway Parkway. Development also would be visible 
in the distance from Pomerado Road, as shown previously in Figure 4.2-6, which would be regarded as 
a significant visual quality impact pursuant to criterion c. 
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Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Vantage Point 5 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-10) 

Vantage Point 5 shows a view of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and a small portion of the 
Montecito sub-project site from Tech Center Drive in the South Poway Business Park. (It should be 
noted that when business park buildings are constructed on the graded pads visible in the foreground of 
this vantage point, views to the sub-project site could be blocked.) As. shown by the visual simulation, 
residential development would occur at the tops of proposed manufactured slopes beyond the business 
park. Because the proposed sub-project site lies at a lower elevation than the South Poway Business 
Park, the proposed housing would not block views of open space in MCAS Miramar beyond the sub­
project site. Because the development areas of the Project would be viewed as a large subdivision of 
residential units having a similar appearance, direct and cumulative impacts would occur from public 
roadways-such as Tech Center Drive, north of the sub-project site. The Project is also found to have a 
significant direct and cumulative visual impact pursuant to criterion c because mass grading would 
occur that would result in cut or fill slopes in excess of 5 feet in height order to construct flat and gently 
sloping development pads 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Vantage Point 6 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-11) 

Vantage Point 6 shows a view of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site looking south from Kirkham 
Way in the City of Poway. As shown by the visual simulation, homes would be seen in the distance, 
but would not block views to preserved open space. (Similar to Vantage Point 5, it should be noted 
that when business park buildings are constructed on the graded pads visible in the foreground of this 
vantage point, views to the sub-project site could be blocked.) Even though the proposed development 
would not be highly visible from this location, it is found that the Project would be viewed as a large 
subdivision of residential units having a similar appearance. Thus, direct and cumulative impacts 
would occur from this vantage point pursuant to criterion c. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Vantage Points 7 and 8 Visual Analysis (Figure 4.2-12) 

Vantage Points 7 and 8 show the Sycamore Estates sub-project site looking westward from an existing 
public trail in the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve/Gooden Ranch. Intervening 
topography would block views of the proposed development from these existing trail locations. No 
existing public trails in the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve are located at a high 
enough elevation to .afford views of the proposed development areas over the ridgeline topography in 
the eastern portion of the site. As part of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates 
PRD, proposed trails on the project site would connect with existing trails on the Sycamore· Canyon 
County Open Space Preserve. When on-site trails become available for public use, views of proposed 
residential development would be possible from public viewing areas in the MHP A. 

Summary of the Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect Visual Analysis 

Implementation of the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project would change the visual character of 
approximately 25% of the sub-project site from that of an undeveloped open space area to that of a 
residential community. Although the proposed sub-project would not contrast with the surrounding 
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neighborhood character or cause excess or unnecessary view blockage, the sub-project would result in 
a significant direct and cumulative impact to the visual environment pursuant to criterion c because 
mass grading would occur to create flat and gently sloping development pads and because the 
development areas of the Project would be viewed from Pomerado Road, public roadways north of the 
site, and proposed on-site trails in the MHP A, as a large subdivision of residential units having a 
similar appearance. 

0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN OPTION 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line would be constructed in the City of 
Poway. The line would be located underground and the ground surface would be restored to its 
existing condition. As such, no visual quality impacts would occur. 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Precise Plan and the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects 
would have significant direct and cumulative impacts to the visual quality of the area (see Section 5.0, 
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, for a discussion of cumulative visual quality impacts). 

Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Only adoption of the Reduced Grading, Reduced Project, or RPO Consistent Alternative would 
partially reduce the direct and cumulative visual quality impacts of the proposed Project. 
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Figure 4.2-11 
VANTAGE POINT 6 
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4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area was surveyed for biological resources by HELIX 
Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) in 1999 and 2000; Ogden Environmental and Energy Services 
Co., Inc. (Ogden 1999); and Michael Brandman Associates (MBA 1993). Field efforts also included 
focused surveys for the federally-listed endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha 
quino), the federally-listed threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila califomica califomica) 
and Encinitas baccharis (Baccharis vanessae). Jurisdictional wetland determinations were conducted 
based on the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) manual and the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) requirements. Focused surveys for the California gnatcatcher were c·onducted 
according to United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) guidelines, and focused Quino 
checkerspot butterfly protocol surveys were conducted in compliance with 2000 USFWS guidelines. 
The results of these surveys have been incorporated into two biological technical reports entitled 
Biological Technical Report for the Sycamore Estates Project (dated September 18, 2000) and 
Biological Technical Report for the Montecito Project (dated October 3, 2000). These reports are 
included as Appendices B 1 and B2 to this EIR. The biological technical reports provide the public, 
City of San Diego, USFWS, ACOE, and CDFG with the information necessary to assess the impacts of 
the proposed Precise Plan and each sub-project to biological resources under each entity's regulatory 
guidelines. Applicable regulatory plans and policies that apply to the proposed Project include, but are 
not limited to, the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP); and state and federal 
regulations including the Endangered Species Acts (ESAs); the federal Clean Water Act; Section 1600 
of the CDFG Code; and Section 401 of the Clean Water Act as it relates to the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Although this section of the EIR covers the entire Precise 
Plan area and off-site improvement areas, it anticipates that the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects can be mitigated separately. 

4.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

For the purpose of applying appropriate mitigation ratios, the City of San Diego has classified upland 
vegetation communities into four "tiers" based upon the rarity of the resource. Tier I consists of rare 
uplands, Tier II consists of uncommon uplands, Tiers IIlA and IIlB consist of common uplands, and 
Tier IV consists of other, non-sensitive uplands such as disturbed lands, agriculture, and eucalyptus. 
Wetlands and developed areas are not assigned a tier type. Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2, Existing 
Vegetation and Sensitive Species, depict the existing vegetation and sensitive species occurring within 
the project site. Based on species composition and general physiognomy, five native wetland/riparian, 
ephemeral drainages, and eight native upland vegetation communities occur on the project site, in 
addition to eucalyptus woodland, disturbed, and developed areas which are Tier IV, non-sensitive 
uplands. Wetland/riparian habitats consist of riparian scrub, southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub, wet 
meadow (freshwater seep), and natural flood channel. Ephemeral drainages are mapped separately as 
non-wetland, Waters of the U.S. A road pool was also mapped as a separate habitat due to its potential 
to support federally listed fairy shrimp species. 
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Upland habitats include coast live oak woodland and native grassland (Tier I), Diegan coastal sage 
scrub (including disturbed coastal sage scrub) and Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral (Tier II), 
chaparral, charnise chaparral (including disturbed habitat), and southern mixed chaparral (including 
disturbed southern mixed chaparral) (Tier IIIA), and non-native grassland (Tier IIlB). ~rovided below 
in Table 4.3-1, Existing Vegetation Communities, and in the following text is a summary of vegetation 
occurring on the project site. 

Table 4.3-1 
ON-SITE EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

SYCAMORE ESTATES C ITY OF 

MONTECIT0 ACREAGE SAN TOTAL 

VEGETATION COMMUNITY TIERLEVEL ACREAGE DIEGO ACRES 

DEV. MBPA ACREAGE 

PARCEL PARCEL 

sws Southern Willow Scrub Wetland 0.17 -- - -- 0.17 
MPS Mule Fat Scrub Wetland -- 0.06 -- -- 0.06 

RS Riparian Scrub Wetland -- -- 3.06 -- 3.06 

WM Wet Meadow Wetland 0.11 -- -- -- 0.11 
(freshwater seep) 

NFC Natural Flood Channel' Wetland 0.16 0.70 -- -- 0.86 
ED Ephemeral Drainage Waters of U.S. 0.64 1.82 -- -- 2.46 
ow Coast Live Oak I -- 4.9 5.9 -- 10.8 

Woodland 
NG Native Grassland I -- 4.0 30.0 -- 34.0 
css Diegan Coastal Sage II 50.1 221.3 430.5 83.0 784.9 

Scrub (&disturbed) 
DCS Diegan Coastal Sage 

Scrub/chaparral II 13.4 3.0 117.2 6.2 139.8 
ecotone 

SMC Southern Mixed IIlA 84.2 424.5 -- -- 508.7 
Chaparral (& disturbed) 

cc Chamise Chaparral IIIA 111.5 220.8 - -- 332.3 
(& disturbed) 

C Chaparral IIlA - 8.4 466.5 lll.4 586.3 
(undifferentiated)2 

NNG Non-Native Grassland IIIB 12.6 8.5 9.9 -- 31.0 
EW Eucalyptus Woodland IV -- 0.3 8.1 -- 8.4 
DEV Developed -- - 39.7 32.9 2.2 74.8 
RP RoadPool3 IV -- <0.01 - -- 0.01 

D Disturbed IV 5.2 41.5 48.5 45.5 135.5. 

TOTAL 278.1 979.5 1,152.5 248.3 2,658.4 

1 These areas were not delineated for the eastern MHP A area of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 
2 l\.1BA (1993) survey did not distinguish between the two types of chaparral habitat found on site, however, 

HELIX did resurvey areas proposed to be impacted and acreage totals have been adjusted accordingly. 
3 Included in acreage for disturbed habitat. 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18 and October 3, 2000 
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In addition, Table 4.3-2, Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option Vegetation Communities, summarizes 
the vegetation that occurs within the alignment of the off-site gravity sewer line proposed as a design 
option in the City of Poway. 

Table 4.3-2 
OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN OPTION VEGETATION C0MMUNITIBS 

GRAVITY 
VEGETATION COMMUNITY TIER LEVEL SEWER 

ALIGNMENT 

MFS Mulefat Scrub Wetland 0.02 

sws Southern Willow Scrub Wetland 0.02 

FM Freshwater Marsh Wetland O.Ql 

WM Wet Meadow (freshwater seep) Wetland O.Ql 

NFC Natural Flood Channel Wetland 0.02 

ow Coast Live Oak Woodland I 0.3 

css Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (&disturbed) II 0.1 

NNG Non-Native Grassland IIIB 0.1 

DEV Developed - 3.4 

D Disturbed IV 0.1 

TOTAL 4.08 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

Riparian Scrub (Wetland) 

Riparian scrub is a generic term for several shrub dominated communities that occur along 
drainages and/or riparian corridors including southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub and 
tamarisk scrub. The habitat on site is dominated by mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) and also 
contains black willow (Salix gooddingii), Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), curly dock 
(Rumex crispus), cyperus (Cyperus sp.), and wildtye (Elymus sp.). A total of 3.06 acres of 
riparian scrub habitat occurs in the northern part of the Sycamore Estates sub-project within the 
eastern MHP A area. • 

Southern Willow Scrub (Wetland) 

Southern willow scrub consists of dense, broad-leaved, winter-deciduous stands of trees 
dominated by shrubby willows (Salix sp.) in association with mule fat. This habitat occurs on 
loose, sandy or fine gravelly alluvium deposited near stream channels during flood flows. The 
herbaceous understory consists of curly dock, cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium var. canadense) 
and western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya var. califomica). Though floristically very 
similar to southern willow riparian woodlands, there are differences in physiognomy: southern 
willow scrub lacks a tree stratum and the lower shrub stratum has higher cover and density 
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values. Frequent flooding maintains this early seral community, preventing succession to 
riparian woodland or forest (Holland 1986). On-site, southern willow scrub is characterized by 
thickets dominated by willow. Approximately 0.17-acre of southern willow scrub occurs 
adjacent to Pomerado Road on the Montecito sub-project site in the northwestern MHPA area. 
Southern willow scrub also occurs off-site on 0.02-acre along the gravity sewer alignment 
proposed as a design option of the proposed Project. 

Mule Fat Scrub (Wetland) 

Mule fat scrub communities are shrub-dominated communities that occur within stream 
courses. On-site, this habitat is dominated by mule fat and also contains arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis) and brown umbrella-sedge (Cyperus niger). The mule fat scrub on site is located in 
an intermittent stream channel in the central area of the development area. Approximately 
0.06-acre of mule fat scrub occurs on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site in a disturbed 
portion of streambed at the outlet of a cement culvert and a cement trapezoidal channel that are 
located below an existing developed area. Approximately 0.02-acre of mule fat scrub also 
occurs off-site along the proposed gravity sewer alignment. 

Wet Meadow - Freshwater Seep (Wetland) 

Wet meadow is a wetland community dominated by perennial herbs, especially sedges and 
grasses. This habitat is seasonally to permanently moist and often occurs in shallow swales or 
seasonal streambeds. It differs from freshwater marsh in that it is usually low growing and is 
not perennially inundated with water. Wet meadow on the site contains species such as 
doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus), curly dock, and rushes (Juncus dubious and J. bufonis). 
Approximately 0.11-acre of wet meadow habitat occurs in two canyons on the Montecito sub­
project site and on 0.01-acre along the off-site gravity sewer line alignment. 

Natural Flood Channel (Wetland) 

Natural flood channel consists of non-vegetated channels that conduct ephemeral water flows 
immediately following rainfall events. On site, these drainages are cobbly and have defined 
bed and bank topography from water scouring. These areas are ACOE, CDFG, and City 
jurisdictional wetlands. Under ACOE jurisdiction, they are considered non-vegetated waters of 
the U.S. Under CDFG jurisdiction, they are considered streambed. Natural flood channel 
occurs throughout the project site within the valley areas of the steep v-shaped canyons. The 
natural flood channel retains water for short periods following storm related rainfall, and may 
function as areas of groundwater recharge. These areas receive water for longer durations than 
ephemeral drainages and act as natural filters. A total of 0.16-acre occurs on ¢e Montecito 
sub-project site, and 0.70-acre occurs on the central and western portions of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site, for a total of 0.86-acre. Natural flood channels were not formally 
delineated on the eastern MHP A portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. (Because no 
impacts would occur in this eastern MHP A area, a formal delineation of natural flood channels 
is not required.) Natural flood channel also occurs off-site on 0.02-acre along the gravity sewer 
line alignment. 
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Freshwater Marsh (Wetland) 

Coastal and valley freshwater marsh is dominated by perennial, emergent monocots, including 
cattail (Typha latifolia) and bulrush (Scirpus sp.), which reach a height of 12 to 15 feet. This 
vegetation type occurs along the coastal valleys near river mouths and around the margins of 
lakes and springs. Freshwater marsh is a riparian habitat type and is considered sensitive by 
the CDFG (Holland 1986), City of San Diego (1998), and USFWS. Off-site, 0.01-acre of 
freshwater marsh occurs along the gravity sewer line alignment. This wetland habitat is 
naturally limited and remaining acreage provides important habitat for migrant birds as well as 
performing many other functions such as floodwater conveyance and water quality control. 

Ephemeral Drainage (Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.) 

Ephemeral drainages occur throughout the site within the valley areas of the steep V-shaped 
canyons. Ephemeral drainages are a type of Waters of the U.S. and contain water only during, 
and for a short duration after, precipitation events in a typical year. A total of 0.64-acre occurs 
on the Montecito sub-project site, and 1.82 acres occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, for a total of 2.46 acres. These areas are not classified as natural flood channels because 
they do not meet the hydrology definition of a wetla~d (i.e., saturated for at least five percent of 
the growing season), are very narrow (less than 2 feet in width) and have relatively small 
watersheds. 

Coast Live Oak Woodland (Tier I) 

This is an open to dense evergreen woodland, dominated by oaks (Quercus agrifolia, Q. 
berberidifolia and Q. agrifolia X Q. berberidifolia). The shrub layer may consist of toyon 
(Heteromeles arbutifolia), Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), fuchsia-flowered 
gooseberry (Ribes speciosum), and poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum). A dense 
herbaceous understory is dominated by miner's lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata var. perfoliata) 
and chickweed (Stellaria media). This community occurs along the coastal foothills of the 
Peninsular Ranges; typically, on north-facing slopes and shaded ravines (Holland 1986). This 
habitat occurs on the north-central and eastern portions of the site. Approximately 10.8 acres 
of oak woodland occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site in the eastern MHP A area and 
in the north-central area of the sub-project site. An additional 0.3-acre occurs off-site along the 
gravity sewer alignment. 

Native Grassland (Tier I) 

Native grassland is a community dominated by perennial bunchgrasses such as purple needle 
grass (Nassella pulchra) with annual and perennial forbs such as common gold stars 
(Bloomeria crocea ssp. crocea) and California blue-eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum). Native 
grasslands generally occur on fine-textured soils that generally exclude the annual, exotic 
grasses. Almost all of the native grasslands in California have been displaced by non-native 
grassland dominated by introduced annual species. Native grasslands occur throughout 
California as small isolated islands. Approximately 34.0 acres of native grassland is present on 
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the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, with 30.0 acres occurring in the eastern MHPA area, and 
4.0 acres occurring in the eastern development area. 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including disturbed and Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral 
ecotone) (Tier II) 

Coastal sage scrub is one of the two major shrub types that occur in California. This habitat 
type occupies xeric sites characterized by shallow soils. Sage scrub species have relatively 
shallow root systems and open canopies that allow for the occurrence of a substantial 
herbaceous component. Four geographically distinct floristic associations are recognized 
within the coastal sage scrub plant formation. All four occur on the California coast, with the 
Diegan association occupying the area from Orange County to northwestern coastal Baja 
California, Mexico (O'Leary 1990). Dominant species on-site include California sagebrush 
(Artemisia californica), black sage (Salvia mellifera), and flat-top buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum). Other, less numerous species included lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), laurel 
sumac (Malosma laurina), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), deerweed (Lotus scoparius), and 
broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides). In open canopy areas herbaceous understory plants 
include foothill needlegrass (Nassella lepida), ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens), 
fascicled tarweed (Hemizoniafasciculata), chalk live-forever (Dudleya pulverulenta), 
wishbone bush (Mirabilis califomica var. califomica), and San Diego barrel cactus 
(Ferocactus viridescens). On-site this habitat also includes areas mapped as Diegan coastal 
sage s~rub/chaparral ecotone. These areas contain a mix of both sage scrub and chaparral 
species. A total of 924.7 acres of this habitat (iJ?,cluding 21.0 acres of disturbed and 139.8 acres 
of Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral ecotone) occur on the site. Of this total, 63.5 acres 
occur on the Montecito sub-project site, 772.0 acres occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, and 89.2 acres occur on the City of San Diego owned parcel. Off-site, 0.1-acre occurs 
along the gravity sewer alignment. 

Chaparral (Undifferentiated) (Tier IDA) 

Chaparral i_s the most prominent vegetation type within the regions of California which 
experience a Mediterranean climate. Chaparral communities are dominated by evergreen 
shrubs with small, sclerophyllous ("hard leaved") leaves, a rigid, branching structure, and a 
dual root system composed of both deep tap roots and a shallow lateral root system (Runde! 
1986). Chaparral occurs from sea level to 6,000 feet on rocky, nutrient poor soils and is 
generally best developed on steep slopes. Herbaceous vegetation is generally lacking within 
these stands, except after fires. Approximately 478.2 acres of undifferentiated chaparral occur 
on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and approximately 111.4 acres occur on the City of 
San Diego owned parcel, for a total of 589.6 acres. 
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Southern Mixed Chaparral (including disturbed) (Tier IIIA) 

Southern mixed chaparral is composed of broad-leaved, sclerophyllous shrubs that grow to 
about 6 to 10 feet tall and form dense often nearly impenetrable stands. This habitat occurs in 
dry, rocky, often steep north-facing slopes with little soil. As conditions become more mesic, 
broad-leaved, sclerophyllous shrubs that resprout from underground root crowns become 
dominant. On site dominant plant species observed within this habitat include ceanothus 
(Ceanothus sp.), black sage, and chamise (Adenostomafasciculatum), and scrub oak (Quercus 
berbaidifolia). Approximately 84.2 acres occur on the Montecito sub-project site and 424.5 
acres occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, for a total of 508.7 acres. 

Chamise Chaparral (Tier IHA) 

Chamise chaparral is dominated by chamise. This habitat is found from Baja California, 
Mexico to northern California in pure or mixed stands. The ubiquitous distribution of charnise 
may be the result of its being the only chaparral species that regenerates after fire from both an 
underground root crown as.well as the production of seeds (Runde! 1986; Parker 1984). It 
often dominates at low elevations and on xeric south-facing slopes with 60 to 90 percent 
canopy cover. Along its lower elevation limit, chamise intergrades with coastal sage scrub 
(Rundel 1986). Mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor) and black sage are minor associates 
within this community. Approximately 111.5 acres occur on the Montecito sub-project site and 
217 .5 acres occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, for a total of 329.0 acres. 

Non-Native Grassland (Tier IIIB) 

Non-native grassland is a dense to sparse cover of non-native grasses, often associated with 
numerous species of showy-flowered, native, annual forbs, especially in years of high rainfall. 
This habitat occurs on gradual slopes with deep, fine-textured, usually clay soils. Characteristic 
species include wild oat (Avena sp.), red brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut 
(Bromus diandrus), ryegrass (Lolium sp.), and mustard (Brassica sp.). Most of the annual, 
introduced species that comprise the majority of the species composition and biomass within 
the non-native grassland originated from the Mediterranean region, an area with long history of 
agricultural practices in conjunction with severe droughts, contributed to the successful 
invasion and establishment of these species and the replacement of native grasslands with an 
annual-dominated, non-native grassland (Jackson 1985). Non-native grasslands are common 
throughout the County of San Diego and serve as valuable raptor foraging habitat. On-site, 
some grassland areas were formerly disturbed lands. Characteristic species include wild oat 
and red stem filaree (Erodium sp.). Approximately 12.6 acres occur on the Montecito Stlb­
project site and approximately 18.4 acres occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, for a 
total of 31.0 acres. Non-native grassland also occurs on 0.1-acre off-site along the proposed 
gravity sewer alignment. 
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Eucalyptus Woodland (Tier IV) 

Eucalyptus Woodland is dominated by eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), an introduced species, that 
produces a large amount of leaf and bark litter. The chemical and physical characteristics of 
this litter limit the ability of other species to grow in the understory, thereby decreasing floristic 
diversity in this habitat. In most instances, eucalyptus trees are planted for a variety of cultural 
reasons. If sufficient moisture is available, eucalyptus become naturalized and are able to 
reproduce and expand their range. This has happened in-many riparian areas. On-site this 
habitat supports occasional pepper trees (Schinus molle). Approximately 8.4 acres of 
eucalyptus woodland occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, with 0.3-acre in the 
south-central portion of the development area and 8.1 acres in the northwestern MHP A area. 

Road Pool (Tier IV) 

One unvegetated road pool occurs in the north-central area of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project. Its overall surface area is less than 0.01-acre. Vehicular activity created or enhanced a 
depression and compacted the soil to create this on-site pool. This compaction allows water to 
pond readily, even in a dry year when vernal pools remain dry. Even with adequate water, the 
compacted soil in the road pool on-site makes it very difficult for vegetation to become 
established. The road pool on-site lacks vernal pool indicator plant species. Road pools are 
distinguished from vernal pools based on the absence of vernal pool indicator plant species. 

Disturbed (Tier IV) 

Disturbed areas occur where native habitat has recently been disced, cleared or otherwise 
altered. Some disturbed areas contain little, if any, vegetation. Other areas include ruderal 
vegetation dominated by non-native weedy species. Many of the species characteristic of 
disturbed habitat also occur in non-native grasslands, but disturbed habitat is dominated by 
invasive species other than grasses. On-site disturbed habitat typically occurs in areas 
containing fire breaks and dirt roads. Where present, vegetation is dominated by fennel, 
mustard, white tumbleweed (Amaranthus albus), horseweed (Conyza spp.), lamb's quarters 
(Chenopodium album), and fountain grass (Pennisetum setaceum). Non-native grasses account 
for less than 10 percent of the total vegetative cover. Approximately 90.0 acres of disturbed 
lands occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, approximately 5.2 acres on the Montecito 
sub-project site and approximately 45.5 acres occur on the City of San Diego owned parcel, for 
a total of 140.7 acres. An additional 0.1-acre is mapped as disturbed along the off-site gravity 
sewer alignment. 

Developed (no assigned tier) 

Developed areas support no native vegetation and contain man-made structures (or the 
remnants of these structures) and paved areas such as roadways. There is a total of 72.6 acres 
of developed area on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and 2.2 acres on the City of San 
Diego owned parcel, for a total of 74.8 acres. Along the off-site gravity sewer alignment, 
developed areas account for 3.4 acres. 
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0 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES 

Sensitive plant species include those listed by the USFWS, the CDFG and/or the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS). The CNPS listing is sanctioned by CDFG and essentially serves as the CDFG 
list of "candidate" plant species for threatened or endangered status. Sensitive plant species observed 
or having a potential for occurring on the Rancho Encantada project site and/or along the proposed off­
site gravity sewer alignment, are listed below with an explanation of CNPS listings and sensitivity 
codes. 

Eight sensitive plant species were observed on the project site (see Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2). One of 
these species, willowy monardella (Monardella linoides ssp. viminea), is state and federally listed as 
endangered. Also observed on the site were two additional plant species: dwarf plantain and owl's 
clover, which are not considered sensitive but are host plants for the Quino checkerspot butterfly. 
Table 4.3-43, Sensitive Plant Species Observed on the Rancho Encantada Project Site, summarizes 
each species status and location. Additional information on each observed plant species is found in the 
biology technical report contained as Appendix B to this EIR. Twenty-four other sensitive plant 
species have the potential to occur on the project site but were not observed, and are listed in Appendix 
B to this EIR. 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed during surveys of the off-site gravity sewer line 
alignment. The potential for City of San Diego narrow endemics is considered very low. San Diego 
thornmint, Shaw's agave, aphanisma, coastal dunes milk vetch, short-leaved live-forever, Otay tarplant, 
prostrate navarretia, snake cholla, California orcutt grass, San Diego mesa mint, and Otay mesa mint 
are not expected to occur within the alignment because there is no appropriate habitat for these species, 
and/or the site is well outside of the species' known range of occurrence. San Diego ambrosia and 
Encinitas baccharis would likely have been detected if present. One other high sensitivity species 
known from the. project area, willowy monardella, would also have been observed if present. 
Therefore, no sensitive plant species are assumed to exist within the alignment. 
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Table 4.3-3 
SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED ON THE RANCHO EN CANT ADA PROJECT SITE 

COMMON SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS* LoCATION 

NAME 

Willowy Monardella linoides USFWSFE, Willowy monardella was found on the south 
monardella ssp. viminea CDFGSE, central portion of the MHP A area of Sycamore 

CNPS List lB, Estates. 
R-E-D Code 2-3-2, 
MSCP 

Variegated Dudleya variegata USFWS FSC, Variegated dudleya was observed in the 
dudleya CNPS List lB, northeastern portion of the development parcel on 

R-E-D Code 2-2-2, Sycamore Estates, outside the project footprint. 
MSCP 

San Diego ~uilla clevelandii USFWSFSC, San Diego goldenstar was observed in the 
goldenstar CNPS List lB, northeastern portion of the development parcel on 

R-E-D Code 2-2-2, Sycamore Estates, outside the project footprint. 
MSCP 

Mission Githopsis diffusa USFWSFSC, Mission Canyon bluecup was observed in the 
Canyon ssp. filicaulis CNPS List lB, northeastern portion of the development parcel on 
bluecup R-E-D Code 3-3-2 Sycamore Estates, outside the project footprint. 
San Diego Ferocactus USFWSFSC, San Diego barrel cactus was observed in the 
barrel cactus viridescens CNPS List 2, northern portions of the MHP A area and the 

R-E-D Code: 1-3-1, development parcel on Sycamore Estates. It was 
MSCP also observed on the Montecito site. Some 

populations observed within project footprints. 
San Diego Artemisia palmeri CNPS List 2, San Diego sagewort was observed on Sycamore 
sagewort R-E-D Code 2-2-1 Estates in the eastern portion of the MHP A area 

and to the north of the development parcel, outside 
the project footprint. 

California Ophioglossum CNPS List 4, California adder's tongue fem was observed in the 
Adder's- californicum R-E-D Code 1-2-2 northeastern portion of the MHP A area on 
Tongue Fem Sycamore Estates. 
Ashy Selaginella CNPS List 4, Ashy spike-moss was found throughout the site 
spike-moss cinerascens R-E-D Code 1-2-1 within open sage scrub and chaparral habitats, but 

mostly along the ridgetops of both Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates. Some populations observed 
within project footprints. 
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COMMON SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS* LoCATION 
NAME 

Dwarf Plantago erecta Not presently rare or Dwarf plantain was observed in the central portion 
plantain1 endangered. of Montecito and in the eastern portions of the 

development parcel of Sycamore Estates, some 
within project footprints. It was observed along 
the edges and in the open areas of chaparral, 
coastal sage scrub and ~ong the old trails, roads 
and firebreaks. 

Owl's Castilleja exserta Not presently rare or Owl's clover was observed on the central and 
Clover1 endangered. western portions of the development parcel in 

Sycamore Estates, some within project footprints. 
It was observed in the open areas of the native 
grasslands, chaparral and coastal sage scrub and 
along old trails, roads and firebreaks. 

. . 
1. Not sensitive, but 1s a host plant for the federally listed as endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly . 
Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

EXPLANATION OF STATUS CODES FOR PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Lists 
I B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. Eligible for state listing. 
2 = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere. Eligible for state listing. 
4 = A watch list for species of limited distribution. Needs monitoring for changes in population status. 

R-E·D Code/ R (Rarity) 
l =Rare but found in sufficient numbers and distributed widely enough that potential for extinction is low at this time. 
2 =Occurrence confined to several populations or to one extended population. 
3 =Occurrence limited to one or a few highly restricted populations, or present in such small numbers that it is seldom reported. 

E (Endangerment) 
2 =Endangered in a portion of its range 
3 =Endangered throughout its range 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
FE Federally listed endangered 

D (Distribution) 
I = More or less widespread outside California 
2 = Endangered in a portion of its range 

FSC Federal special concern species (a "tenn of art'' for fonner Category 2 candidates) 

California Department of Fish .and Game (CDFG) Multiple Species Conservation Prol!Tam (MSCP) 
SE State listed endangered MSCP =Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species. 

0 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES 

Sensitive animal species are those which are considered sensitive by the USFWS, CDFG , and/or are 
MSCP target species (City of San Diego 1995). Twelve (12) sensitive animal species were observed 
on the site. Of these species, only the coastal California gnatcatcher is listed (federally listed as 
threatened). Based on the habitat types present on the site, 26 sensitive, listed, and/or MSCP target 
animal species may potentially utilize the site, but were not observed during the field surveys. 
Appendix B of the Technical Appendices refers to sensitive animal species that have the potential of 
occurring on the Sycamore Estates site. Table 4.3-4, Observed Sensitive Animal Species, summarizes 
each observed species status and their location on the site. 
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In 1999, two occupied raptor nests were observed in the south-central portion of the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site. One nest was located in eucalyptus trees and the other nest was located in southern 
mixed chaparral. Occupied nests are protected by tenets of the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA). 

Table 4.3-4 
OBSERVED SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES 

COMMON SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS* LoCATION 

NA.ME 
San Diego Phrynosoma USFWSFSC, San Diego horned lizard was observed in the 
homed coronatum CDFGCSC, western portion of the Montecito project site and 
lizard blainvillei SDHS,MSCP has the potential to occur over much of the 

project site. Observed within project footprint 
both in and outside the MHP A and outside the 
footprint in the MHP A. 

Red Crotalus ruber USFWSFSC Red diamond rattlesnake was observed in the 
diamond CDFGCSC, central portions of the Sycamore Estates site and 
rattlesnake it likely occurs over much of the project site. It 

has been observed in the past in the eastern 
portion of tli.e project site. Not observed within 
project footprint. 

Orange- Cnemidophorus USFWSFSC, Orange-throated whiptail was observed in 
throated hyperythrus beldingi CDFG:CSC numerous locations on the western portion of the 
whiptail Montecito project site within the project footprint 

and likely occurs over much of the site. 
Coastal Cnemidophorus USFWS FSC Coastal western whiptail was observed in the 
western tigris multiscutatus eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates site 
whiptail within the MHP A and also the project footprint, 

and is likely to occur over much of the site. 
Coastal Polioptila USFWSFf, Coastal California gnatcatcher was observed in 
California californica CDFG CSC, the central portion of the Sycamore Estates site. 
gnatcatcher californica NCCP,MSCP, One of these was observed outside the MHP A, 

Poway HCP within the project footprint. 
California Eremophila CDFG CSC California horned lark was observed in the east-
homed lark alpestris actia central and south-central portions of the 

Sycamore Estates site. Observed within the 
project footprint and also within the MHP A. 

White-tailed Elanus leucurus Nesting One white-tailed kite was observed in the south-
kite central portion of the Sycamore Estates site 

outside of the project footprint. 
Southern Aimophila ruficeps USFWSFSC, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow was 
California canescens CDFGCSC, observed in the within the sage scrub and 
rufous- MSCP chaparral habitats on the Montecito and Sycamore 
crowned Estates. 
sparrow 
Cooper's Accipiter cooperii Nesting, CDFG CSC, Cooper's hawk was observed in the eastern, 
hawk MSCP northern and western portions of the Rancho 

Encantada site within the MHP A. Observed 
within the Montecito footprint. 
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COMMON SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS* LOCATlON 
NAME 

Northern Circus cyaneus CDFG CSC, MSCP Northern barrier was observed flying overhead. 
harrier 

Grasshopper Ammodramus San Diego County 
span·ow savannarum Species of Concern 

San Diego Lepus califomica USFWSFSC, 
black-tailed bennettii CDFGCSC 
jackrabbit 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

EXPLANATION OF STATUS CODES FOR PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

California Native Plant Societv (CNPS) Lists 

They may forage on both sites but not expected to 
nest on either site. 
Grasshopper sparrow was observed within the 
south-central portion of the Sycamore Estates site, 
within the project footprint. 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit was observed in 
the western portion of the Montecito site, within 
the project footprint and observed on the 
Sycamore Estates site. 

I B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. Eligible for stale listing. 
2 = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere. Eligible for state listing. 
4 = A watch list for species of limited distribution. Needs monitoring for changes in population status. 

R-E-D Code/ R (Rarity) 
I =Rare but found in sufficient numbers and distributed widely enough that potential for extinction is low at this time. 
2 =Occurrence confined to several populations or to one extended population. 
3 =Occurrence limited to one or a few highly restricted populations, or present in such small numbers that it is seldom reported. 

E (Endangerment) 
2 =Endangered in a portion of its range 
3 =Endangered throughout its range 

U.S. F ish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
FE Federally listed endangered 

D (Distribution) 
1 = More or less widespread outside California 
2 = Endangered in a portion of ilS range 

FSC Federal special concern species (a "term of art'' for former Category 2 candidates) 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Multiple Species Conservat.ion Program (MSCP) 
SE State listed endangered MSCP =Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species. 

0 WILDLIFE CORRIDORS/LINKAGES 

Two regional wildlife corridors are mapped by the City of Pow~y's Final MSCP on or adjacent to the 
Project: Beeler Canyon, an east-west corridor, along the northern Project boundary, and Sycamore 
Canyon, a north-south corridor, along the eastern MHP A boundary (see Figure 4.3-43, Wildlife 
Corridors/Linkages). The adjacent open space area within the City of Poway, upon which the east­
west Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor is mapped, consists of natural habitats including the 
existing drainage within Beeler Canyon and the southern-facing slopes of Beeler Canyon. These 
slopes consist of part natural habitat and part revegetated natural habitat. The revegetated areas are 
associated with former fill activities from development along Scripps-Poway Parkway. The width of 
the undeveloped portion of Beeler Canyon within the City of Poway ranges from approximately 1,200 
feet to 1,600 feet. 

The Sycamore Canyon regional wildlife corridor occurs at the eastern edge of the MHP A portion of 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site which is planned for open space. 
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0 ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING CONTEXT 

The Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is a comprehensive habitat conservation 
planning program for southwestern San Diego County. The City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan 
was approved in March 1997. The MSCP Subarea Plan is a plan and process for the issuance of 
permits under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts and the California Natural Communities 
Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1991. .The primary goal of the MSCP Subarea Plan is to 
conserve viable populations of sensitive species and to conserve regional biodiversity while allowing 
for reasonable economic growth. The project site is located in the Northern MSCP study area, as 
indicated by the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan (see Figure 2-9, MSCP Subarea Plan -
Northern Area). 

The Rancho Encantada project encompasses approximately 1,443.5 acres within the MSCP's Multiple 
Habitat Planning Area (MHP A). The Montecito sub-project site encompasses 89.5 acres of the 
MHPA, the Sycamore Estates sub-project site encompasses 1,106 acres within the MHPA; and the 
City of San Diego owned parcel encompasses 248.0 acres within the MHPA. 

4.3.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: What direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species, important habitat or plant 
and animal diversity would occur as a result of the proposed project? 

Significance Criteria 

Implementation of the proposed Project would have significant impacts if it were to substantially effect 
an endangered, rare or threatened species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species. Impacts are 
defined as actions that remove, damage, alter or affect the biological resources of the site. Impacts can 
be direct or indirect, temporary or permanent. Direct impacts of the project include filling of wetland 
habitat; removal of vegetation and plants; potential loss of wildlife species or loss or alteration of plant 
or wildlife habitats, foraging areas or breeding requirements. Direct impacts to over 0.1-acre of upland 
habitat or 0.01-acre of wetland habitat would be considered significant. Indirect impacts include, but 
are not limited to: a) the introduction of urban meso-predators into a biological system; b) the 
introduction of urban run-off into a biological system; c) the introduction of invasive exotic plant 
species into a biological system; d) noise and lighting impacts; e) loss of a biological buffer, such as a 
wetland buffer; f) alteration of a dynamic portion of a system, such as stream flow characteristics of 
fire cycles; and g) introduction of urban uses near a· wetland. 

Impact Analysis 

Impacts resulting from implementation of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects and their 
associated off-site improvements are analyzed below. It is anticipated that the sub-projects would be 
developed independently of one another and, therefore, the impact analysis covers the individual sub­
projects separately. Impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada 
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Precise Plan are the combined impacts associated with the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects. 

0 VEGETATION COMMUNITY IMPACTS (DIRECT IMPACTS) 

Because an MHP A boundary change is proposed by the Project, and because the proposed MHP A 
modification is determined to be functionally equivalent to the existing MHPA (as discussed below 
under Issue 2), development impacts were assumed to be entirely outside the MHP A. The only 
exception is for the proposed sewer pump station and utility improvements that are proposed within 
the MHPA. 

Vegetation Community Impacts of the Montecito Sub-Proiect 

Implementation of the proposed Montecito sub-project would result in the direct loss of the vegetation 
community acreages presented in Table 4.3-5, Direct Impacts to Biological Resources: Montecito Sub­
Project. This table and Figure 4.3-4, Montecito Vegetation and Sensitive Species Impacts, describe the 
impacts associated with implementation of the sub-project. Impacts caused by brush management 
zone 2 occurring outside of the limits of grading are included in the '.'Preserved On-Site'' column and 
are considered "impact neutral" meaning that mitigation is not required, but preservation cannot be 
claimed. Impacts to 0.01-acre of wetland habitat (natural flood channel) 39.4 acres of Tier II habitat, 
108.5 acres of Tier IDA habitat and 2.7 acres of Tier IIIB habitat are regarded as a significant direct 
impact to sensitive habitat. Impacts to disturbed land and ephemeral drainages are not significant 
because these habitat types are not considered sensitive. 

In addition to the on-site impacts tabulated above, implementation of the Montecito sub-project would 
result in an off-site grading impact to 0.5-acre of Tier IDA habitat on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site. If the Montecito sub-project occurs prior to the Sycamore Estates sub-project, an additional 1.5 
acres of Tier IIIA habitat would be impacted that would otherwise be impacted by the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project. This also regarded as a significant direct impact. 

A sewer pump station and off-site gravity sewer line are proposed as design options on the Montecito 
sub-project site and off-site, respectively. Responsibility for impacts caused by construction of the 
sewer design option that is selected would be either assumed by the owner/permittee of the Montecito 
or Sycamore Estates sub-project, depending on which sub-project develops first. Significant impacts 
resulting from the pump station would include 0.02-acre of natural flood channel (wetland), 0.8-acre of 
Tier II habitat, 0.1-acre of Tier IIIA habitat and 0.1-acre of Tier IIIB habitat. As a design alternative to 
constructing the sewer pump station, an off-site gravity sewer line is proposed in the City of Poway. 
Off-site impacts resulting from this off-site design option are discussed below under the heading 
"Vegetation Community Impacts of the Sewer Design Options." Vegetation community impact 
acreages for each of the sewer options are tabulated in Table 4.3-8. 
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Table 4.3-5 
DIRECT IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

VEGETATION COMMUNITY 
ACREAGE 

Tier Existing Impacts Preserved 

Wetland/Riparian Habitats 

Southern Willow Scrub Wetland 0.17 0.00 0.17 
Wet Meadow (Freshwater Seep) Wetland 0.11 0.00 0.11 
Natw-al Flood Channel Wetland 0.16 0.01 0.15 

TOT AL Wetland/Riparian Habitats 0.44 0.01 0.43 
Ephemeral Drainage 

ACOFJCOFG 
Ephemeral Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 
0.64 0.39 0.25 

TOTAL Ephemeral Drainai?e 0.64 0.39 0.25 

Tier II (Uncommon Uplands) 
Diegao Coastal Sage Scrub (including disturbed) Tier II 50.1 32.4 17.7 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral Ecotone Tier II 13.4 7.0 6.4 

TOTAL Tier II 63.5 39.4 24.81 
Tier IIIA (Common Uplands) 
Southern Mixed Chaparral (including disturbed) Tier 84.2 38.9 1

•
3 45.3 

Chamise Chaparral (including disturbed) Tier IlIA 111.5 69.62 41.9 

TOT AL Tier IIIA 195.7 108.5 2 87.2 

Tier IDB (Common Uplands) 
Non-native Grassland IIIB 12.6 2.7 9.9 

TOT AL Tier IIIB 12.6 2.7 9.9 

Tier IV (Other Uplands) 
Disturbed IV 5.2 1.4 4.1 

TOT AL Tier IV 5.2 1.4 4.1 

TOTAL ACREAGE+ OFF-SITE IMPACTS 278.1 152.4 1
; • 125.7 

TOTAL ON -SITE IMPACTS .. 151.9 .. 
TOTAL IMPACTS IF MONTECITO PRECEDES SYCAMORE ESTATES .. 153.9 3 .. 

l. Includes 0.3-acre of off-site impacts. 
2. Includes 0.2-acre of off-site impacts. 
3. If the Montecito Project occurs prior to the proposed Sycamore Estates project, an additional 1.5 acres of southern mixed 
chaparral would be impacted that would otherwise be impacted by the Sycamore Estates project. Sewer pump station and gravity 
sewer design option impacts are not included in these acreages. 
Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; October 3, 2000 
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Vegetation Community Impacts of the Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

Implementation of the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project would result in the direct loss of the 
vegetation community acreages presented in Table 4.3-6, Direct Impacts to Biological Resources: 
Sycamore Estates Sub-Project (the acreages of existing habitat shown in Table 4.3-6 only reflect 
Sycamore Estates' development parcel). Because the proposed Project's MHPA boundary has been 
determined to be functionally equivalent to the existing MHP A, all development impacts are calculated 
as occuning outside of the MHP A with the exception of a 2.5-acre impact area on the City of San 
Diego owned parcel caused by the construction of an access road to Sycamore Estates' proposed 
Planning Area 11. Pursuant to the MSCP, impacts caused by brush management zone 2 beyond the 
limits of grading are considered "impact neutral," meaning that mitigation is not required, but 
preservation credit cannot be claimed. Although preservation credit cannot be claimed, land on which 
Zones 2 management occurs can be located within the MHP A. Direct impacts to 0.53-acre of natural 
flood channel (wetland), 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 144.7 acres of Tier II habitat, 363.6 acres of Tier 
IlIA habitat and 4.1 acres of Tier IlIB habitat would be significant. Impacts to developed and disturbed 
areas, ephemeral drainages and Tier IV habitats would not be significant because these habitats are not 
considered sensitive. 

If the Sycamore Estates sub-project of the overall Rancho Encantada project develops prior to 
development of the Montecito sub-project, it would be necessary for the developers of Sycamore 
Estates to construct Rancho Encantad~ Parkway across the Montecito sub-project site to gain access. 
In this case, grading and construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub-project 
site would be regarded as an off-site improvement of the Sycamore Estates VTM. Implementation of 
the off-site improvements would result in the direct loss of the vegetation community acreages 
presented in Table 4.3-7, Direct Impacts to Biological Resources: Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Off­
Site Rancho Encantada Parkway Improvements. The loss of these habitats would be regarded as 
significant, with the exception of impacts to developed and disturbed land, which are not considered 
sensitive. 

Two sewer design options are proposed as part of the Project: a sewer pump station on the Montecito 
sub-project site, or a gravity sewer line in the City of Poway. Off-site impacts resulting from these 
design options are discussed below under the heading "Vegetation Community Impacts of the Sewer 
Design Options." Vegetation community impact acreages for each of the sewer options are tabulated 
in Table 4.3-8. Responsibility for impacts caused by construction of the sewer pump station or the 
gravity sewer line would be either assumed by the owner/permittee of the Montecito or Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, depending on which sub-project develops first. 
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Table 4.3-6 
DIRECT IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

VEGETATION COMMUNITY 
ACREAGE 

Tier Existing + Impacts Preserved + 
Wetlands/Riparian 

Mule Fat Scrub Wetland 0.06 - 0.06 
Natural Flood Channel1 Wetland 0.70 0.53 0.17 

TOTAL Wetland/Rioarian 0.76 0.53 0.23 

Ephemeral Draina2e 
ACOE/CDFG 

Ephemeral Drainage 
Jurisdictional 

1.82 0.86 0.96 Wetland 

TOT AL Ephemeral Drainage -1.82 0.86 0.96 

Tier I (Rare Uplands) 
Coast Live Oak Woodland Tier I 4.9 0.9 4.0 
Native Grassland Tier I 4.0 3.5 0.5 

TOTAL Tier I 8.9 4.4 4.5 
Tier II (Uncommon Uplands) 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including disturbed) Tier II 221.3 142.06 79.3 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral Ecotone Tier II 3.0 2.7 0.3 

TOTAL Tier II 224.3 144.7 79.6 
Tier IIIA (Common Uplands) 
Chaparral ( undifferentiated? Tier IIIA 8.4 -- 8.4 
Southern Mixed Chaparral (including disturbed) TierIIIA 424.5 221.9 202.6 (202.3)3 
Chamise Chaparral (including disturbed) Tier IllA 220.8 141.77 79.l (78.9)3 

TOT AL Tier 111A 653.7 363.6 290.1 
Tier IDB (Common Uplands) 
Non-native Grassland Tier IIlB 8.5 4.1 4.4 

TOTAL Tier IDB 8.5 4.1 4.4 

Tier IV (Other Uplands) 
Eucalyptus Woodland TierIV 0.3 0.3 0.0 
RoadPool4 Tier IV <0.01 -- <0.01 
Disturbed Tier IV 41.5 36.1 5.4 
Developed Tier IV 39.7 35.9 3.8 

T OT AT T iPr TV ~ 1 " 7?. 1 Q ?. 

I TOTAL ACREAGE I 

I TOTAL IMPACTS [F MONTECITO PRECEDES SYCAMORE F.STATES I 

979,5 590.55 389,0 
589.05 

1. Natural flood channel and ephemeral drainages were not delineated for the eastern MHP A area. 

2. MBA (1993) survey did not distinguish between the two types of chaparral habitat found on site; however, HELIX did resurvey areas 
proposed to he impacted and acreage totals have been adjusted accordingly. 
3. 0.3 acre of southern mixed chaparral and 0.2 acre of c.bamise chaparral will be impacted by the proposed Montecito project. 
4. Included in acreage for disturbed habitat. 
5. In the circumstance that the Montecito project develops prior to the Project, Project impacts to southern mixed chaparral would be decreased 
by 1.5 acres. 
6. Includes 0.8 acre of off-site impact. 
7. Includes 0.9 acre of off-site impact. 

+ This Table~ include eastern MHP A area totaling l, 152.6 acres of open space. 
+ This Table does include impacts caused by road improvements on the City of San Diego owned parcel, including 0.5-acre of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub, 0.6-acre of southern mixed chaparral and 1.4 acres of disturbed. 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 
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Table 4.3-7 
DIRECT IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: SYCAMORE ESTA TES SUB-PROJECT 

OFF-SITE RANCHO ENCANTADA PARKWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

ACREAGE 
Vegetation Community Tier Rancho Encantada 

Parkway Impact 
(Outside the MBPA on 

the Montecito 
Sub-Project.Site) 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub II 11.2 
(includin~ disturbed) 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/ II 2.5 
Chaparral Ecotone 

TOTAL TIER II 13.7 

Southern Mixed Chaparral IIlA 9.5 
(Includin~ disturbed) 
Chamise Chaparral IIlA 14.6 
(Including disturbed) 

TOTAL TIER IIIA 24.1 

Developed IV --
Disturbed IV 0.2 

TOTAL TIER IV 0.2 

TOTAL ACREAGE · 38.0 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

Vegetation Impacts of the Sewer Design Options 

Two sewer design options are proposed as part of the Project: ei~her the construction of a sewer pump 
station on the Montecito sub-project site, or the construction of an off-site gravity sewer line in the City 
of Poway. Vegetation community impact acreages for each of the sewer options are tabulated in Table 
4.3-8. Impact calculations are based on a 20-foot-wide construction easement. Responsibility for 
impacts caused by construction of the sewer pump station or the gravity sewer line would be assumed 
by either the Montecito sub-project or the Sycamore Estates sub-project, depending on which sub­
project develops first. Under the lift station option, the existing sewer main in Pomerado Road would 
be extended southward approximately 1,200 feet to intercept the lifted flow. Under the gravity sewer 
line option, improvements would be necessary starting at the intersection of Beeler Canyon Road ·and 
Creek Road. The line would be installed in segments of Creek Road, Stage Stop Road, Old Pomerado 
Road and Pomerado Road, which are mapped as disturbed habitat. In two areas, the proposed gravity 
sewer improvements would be constructed outside of roadway rights-of-way and would impact 
sensitive vegetation as shown on Figure 4.3-6, Off-Site Gravity Sewer Option Vegetation Impacts. 

RANCHOENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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Table 4.3-8 
DIRECT IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

SEWER DESIGN OPTIONS 

OFF-SITE 
GRAVITY 

VEGETATION COMMUNITY TIERLEVEL SEWER 
AUGNMENT 

OPTION 
(In the City of 

Powav) 

MFS Mulefat Scrub Wetland 0.02 

sws Southern Willow Scrub Wetland 0.02 

FM Freshwater Marsh Wetland O.Ql 

WM Wet Meadow Wetland 0.01 
(freshwater seep) 

NFC Natural Flood Channel Wetland 0.02 

Total Wetlands 0.08 

ow Coast Live Oak Woodland I 0.3 

css Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub II 0.1 
( & disturbed ) 

cc Chamise Chaparral (& IIlA 
disturbed) 

NNG Non-Native Grassland IlIB 0.1 

DEV Developed -- 3.4 

D Disturbed IV 0.1 

Total Uplands 4.0 

TOTALI 4.08 
Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

SEWERPuMP 
STATION 
OPTION 
(On the 

Montecito 
Sub-Project 

Site) 

--

--

--

--

0.02 

0.02 

0.8 

0.1 

0.1 

--

--

--

1.02 
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0 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES IMPACTS (DIRECT IMPACTS) 

Montecito Sub-Project 

Two sensitive plant species occupy the Montecito sub-project site (San Diego barrel cactus and ashy 
spike-moss). The San Diego barrel cactus occurs mostly in coastal sage scrub while ashy-spike moss 
occurs in both coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitats. Direct impacts would occur to approximately 
11 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spike-moss. These impacts would not be considered 
significant due to their low sensitivity. Overall, the population on the Montecito sub-project site is 
small and other populations would be preserved on site in the adjacent open space. Spike-moss is 
common throughout the site and the population would be maintained in the remaining habitat. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

On the Sycamore Estates sub-proje_ct, no direct impacts to the federal and state listed endangered 
willowy monardella would occur a~ this species is located only within the eastern MHP A area that is 
not proposed for development. The portion of the MHP A east of Planning Area 11 proposed for 
development has been surveyed, however, and no sensitive plant species are located in this MHPA area. 
As discussed below under "Indirect hnpacts," the willowy monardella population also would not be 
significantly impacted in an indirect manner by urban runoff or a reduction in the size of its watershed. 
No direct impacts are anticipated to variegated dudleya, Mission Canyon bluecup, San Diego 
goldenstar, California adder's-tongue fern, or San Diego sagewort. Impacts would occur to 
approximately 39 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spik~-moss. These impacts are not 
considered significant due to their low sensitivity and/or their status as a covered specie's under the 
MSCP. There would also be no significant impacts to sensitive plant species on the Montecito sub­
project site as a result of constructing Rancho Encantada Parkway and/or the sewer lift station as off-
site improvements. 

Off-Site Gravity Sewer Alignment Design Option 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed during surveys of the off-site gravity sewer line. 
The potential for City of San Diego narrow endemics is considered very low. San Diego thornmint, 
Shaw's agave, aphanisma, coastal dunes milk vetch, short-leaved live-forever, Otay tarplant, prostrate 
navarretia, snake cholla, California orcutt grass, San Diego mesa mint, and Otay mesa mint are not 
expected to occur within the alignment because there is no appropriate habitat for these species, and/or 
the site is well outside of the species known range of occurrence. San Diego a~brosia and Encinitas 
baccharis would likely have been detected if present. One other high sensitivity species known from 
the project area, willowy monardella, would have been observed if present. Therefore, no sens~tive 
plant species are assumed in the disturbance area for the gravity sewer line alignment, and no impacts 
would occur. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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Environmental Analysis- Biological Resources 

0 SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES IMPACTS (DIRECT IMPACTS) 

Montecito Sub-Project 

Implementation of the proposed sub-project would result in impacts to habitat for the San Diego homed 
lizard, orange-throated whiptail, Cooper's hawk, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. These impacts are not regarded as significant due to their low sensitivity 
status and/or because they are a covered species under the MSCP Subarea Plan. Sufficient habitat for 
these species observed on-site would be maintained through conservation within the MHP A in the 
vicinity of the sub-project. Cumulative impacts to raptor forging habitat would occur due to the loss of 
Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland habitats. This impact is regarded as cumulatively 
significant. Impacts to non-native grassland are of special concern and although project-related impacts 
to all sensitive biological resources will be mitigated in accordance with the MSCP, project-related 
impacts to non-native grasslands remain significant under CEQA (see Section 5.0, CUMULATNE 
EFFECTS). If active raptor nests are found on- or off-site in areas proposed for construction, impacts to 
occupied raptor nests would be regarded as significant, and mitigation (avoidance) would be required. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

Impacts would occur to an individual coastal California gnatcatcher outside of the MHP A. Impacts to 
the coastal California gnatcatcher are considered significant; however, it is a covered species under the 
MSCP. Impacts also would occur to the California horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, southern 
California rufous-crowned sparrow, and coastal western whiptail. Impacts to these species are not 
considered significant due to their low sensitivity status and/or because they are covered species under 
the MSCP. Cumulative impacts to raptor forging habitat would occur due to the loss of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub and grassland habitats. This impact is regarded as cumulatively significant (see Section 5.0, 
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). If active raptor nests are found on- or off-site in areas proposed for 
construction, impacts to occupied raptor nests woul~ be .regarded as significant and mitigation 
(avoidance) would be required. 

0 INDIRECT IMPACTS 

Project-Wide Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts to vegetation communities and sensitive plant species could result from adverse "edge 
effects." Long-term indirect impacts on vegetation communities most typically would occur as a result 
of trampling of vegetation by humans and domestic pets, predation by domestic pets, invasion by exotic 
plant species, alteration of the natural fire regime, and exposure to urban pollutants. Increased urban 
pollutants would include oil, fine dust, chemicals, and other materials. Indirect effects associated with 
implementation of the Rancho Encantada project, however, would be minimized by the use of fencing 
between residential and open space areas, shielded lighting near MHP A areas and incorporation of 
water quality measures identified in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of this EIR. The overall MSCP preserve is 
planned to benefit from long-term management efforts that should minimize indirect effects associated 
with adjacent development. These management efforts include fencing along the development edge 
and signage along trails to reduce intrusion into the preserve. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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Adverse edge effects caused by implementation of the Project could indirectly effect existing habitat 
linkages and movement. Development of the Project would bring wildlife into more frequent contact 
with humans, domestic pets, and other human-generated sources of disturbance (litter, exotic species, 
toxic chemicals, etc.). Wildlife mortality could become more frequent because of collisions with 
vehicles. Lighting and noise have the potential to inhibit movement by nocturnal species. Overall 
preserve management efforts would be directed toward minimization of indirect effects to wildlife 
movement (see Section 4.1, LAND USE, for an analysis of Project consistency with the City's MHP A 
Land Use Adjacency (LUA) Guidelines and issue Number 2 beginning on page 4.3-21). 

In summary, the LUA Guidelines contained in the MSCP Subarea Plan provide a list of issues to be 
addressed for projects within or adjacent to the MHPA Preserve. These issues include drainage, toxics, 
lighting, noise; barriers, invasive and brush management. Both the Montecito and Sycamore.Estates 
sub-projects propose the use of detention basins and water quality filtration basins to filter water before 
being released into the MHPA. Additionally, both sub-projects propose to shield and direct light away 
from the MHP A and to install walls or fences between development and the MHP A. All grading and 
brush management zone one areas would be located outside of the MHPA, and the sub-projects' 
Conceptual Landscape Plans call for all exterior manufactured slopes adjacent to the MHP A to be 
vegetated with native plant species that are compatible with the existing native vegetation of the site. 
During construction of the Project, edge effects may include dust which could disrupt plant vitality in 
the short term, construction and post-construction soil erosion and runoff, and construction related noise 
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher. Construction and post-construction measures including 
dust and erosion controls would be implemented to reduce these effects (see Sections 4.4, 
GEOLOGY/SOILS, 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY, and 4.8, AIR QUALITY). As concluded in 
Section 4.1, LAND USE, the proposed Project would be consistent with the MSCP's LUA Guidelines. 

The City's Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 1999) state that "a wetland buffer shall be 
maintained around all wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and values of the wetlands. 
These include wildlife habitat, food chain productivity, water quality, ground water recharge, and areas 
for the protection from storm and floodwaters. Wetland buffers should be provided at a minimum 100 
feet wide adjacent to all identified wetlands. The width of the buffer may be either increased or 
decreased as determined on a case-by-case basis, in consultation with the CDFG, the USFWS and the 
ACOE, taking into consideration the type and size of development, the sensitivity of the wetland 
resources to detrimental edge effects, natural features such as topography, the functions and values of 
the wetland and the need for upland transitional habitat." An evaluation of potential indirect impacts to 
wetlands and wetland buffers is provided below for each sub-project. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

Wetland buffers: A wet meadow (freshw.ater seep) is located directly adjacent to and south of proposed 
Rancho Encantada Parkway, the primary access through the site. Rancho Encantada Parkway would be 
aligned to the north to avoid direct impacts to the freshwater seep and minimize indirect impacts. No 
development would occur to the west, south, or east where a large majority of the watershed for the 
wetland occurs. The roadway alignment has been designed to provide a 25-foot natural buffer to the 
north of the wetland. Approximately 25 feet north of the wetland, a retaining wall is proposed. The 
proposed construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway would also provide a vegetated buffer 
(manufactured slope) of up to 100 feet along the northern boundary; thus, indirect impacts would not 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
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occur. Because a majority of the watershed for the wetland lies upstream of any proposed development, 
the functions and values of the watershed would be maintained. This is especially true for groundwater 
recharge, water quality, and protection from storm and floodwaters. Any increases in flows generated 
from the slope for Rancho Encantada Parkway are anticipated to be minor as they represent only a small 
portion of the total watershed for the wet meadow. Habitat values would also be retained by 
preservation of a large majority of the watershed in an undisturbed state. Buffering of the wet meadow 
is considered adequate. Short-term impacts associated with construction would be minimized by the 
placement of silt fencing along the development/buffer boundary and/or other sediment prevention 
measures specified in the sub-project's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) necessary to 
minimize erosion impacts to wetlands. 

The other wetlands on-site include the natural flood channels and southern willow scrub in the 
northwestern portion of the sub-project site, and wet meadow iIJ the north-central portion of the site. 
The natural flood channel and southern willow scrub would be surrounded by natural vegetation with 
the exception of a sewer/water access road. This access road would encroach to within 30 feet of the 
eastern boundary of the natural flood channel. Additionally, two sewer easements would cross the 
natural flood channel, and one would encroach to within 40 feet of the southern willow scrub. The 
access road would be used very infrequently, which would minimize impacts typically associated with 
roadways. Given the small size of the drainage, the complete lack of wetland vegetation in the channel, 
and the very limited use of the access road, the buffer between the natural flood channel and access 
road would be considered adequate. Similarly, buffering of the southern willow scrub would be also 
considered adequate. Short-term impa~ts associated with construction would be minimized by the 
placement of silt'fencing along the development/buffer boundary. A sewer access road is also proposed 
within 30 feet of the wet meadow in the north-central portion of the site. Native vegetation would be 
retained in open space to the north, west, and south. As noted above, the access road would receive 
limited use and would not significantly impact the functioning of this wet meadow. Proposed buffering 
in this area would be considered adequate in this case and no indirect impacts would occur. No other 
indirect impacts would occur beyond those identified above under "Project-Wide Indirect Impacts." 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

Variegated dudleya: Potentially significant indirect impacts which could occur as a result of developing 
residential uses in close proximity to variegated dudleya have been considered in the design of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. There are two populations of variegated dudleya on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site, both adjacent to the far eastern area of development. Direct impacts to these 
populations have been avoided by design. One population is immediately adjacent to a proposed Zone 
2 brush management area and the other is located over 100 feet down-slope of any direct impacts. 
Grading of the Sycamore Estates sub-project is proposed so that the watershed of the population closest 
to development would not be affected; however, indirect impacts may occur from increased use of the 
area. 

Mission Canyon blue cup: The closest Mission Canyon blue cup population occurs approximately 500 
feet from the edge of development on the Sycamore Estates sub-project. The drainage hydrology to this 
population's surrounding habitat would not be significantly altered by the Project. Indirect impacts to 
this species are not anticipated. 
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Willowy monardella: The closest willowy monardella population occurs approximately 940 feet from 
the edge of development proposed on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. hnpacts have the potential 
to occur to willowy monardella if drainage is altered significantly from the existing condition where 
willowy monardella occurs. The sub-project has been designed to direct all urban flows away from the 
willowy monardella to avoid indirect impacts to this species. However, potential impacts would occur 
if irrigation from the project's landscaping was permitted within that watershed. _Thus, impacts 
associated with pollutants contained in runoff would have a potential impact to the willowy monardella 
population. The willowy monardella is not considered a wetland plant species, and the drainage in 
which the_plant occurs is ephemeral. The willowy monardella receives the greatest percentage of water 
from direct precipitation, which would not be altered with the proposed development. Although 
approximately 14 percent of the watershed for the nearest willowy monardella population would be 
diverted, the amount of water available to the population for plant nourishment would not vary 
significantly from existing conditions. During most IO-year storm events, the stream flow quantities 
would not vary at all and stream flow quantities for the more infrequent storm events would not vary by 
more than 14 percent. During the more infrequent events, a 14-percent reduction in stream flow 
quantity would not result in measurable differences to flow depths, widths, or velocities. Flow 
velocities for all runoff events are primarily affected by the canyon bottom grade, which is hydraulically 
steep in this situation. Therefore, scour and sediment transport would not be impacted by the proposed 
reduction in watershed. Additionally, pursuant to the proposed Sycamore Estates conceptual landscape 
plan, adjacent slopes would be seeded and planted with native species, and silt trapping best 
management practices will be required to prevent erosion. Consequently, given the small change in 
peak flows from the sub-project, significant indirect impacts to the willowy monardella associated with 
water diversion would not occur. Potentially significant short-term sedimentation impacts would occur 
during construction, but this impact can be mitigated by the use of silt fencing or other similar method. 

Wetland buffers: A majority of the wetlands on and immediately off the sub-project site have buffers 
well in excess of 100 feet, including the southern willow scrub just northeast of the northeastern 
development edge. The mulefat scrub located in the southwestern portion of the sub-project site 
currently abuts existing development and is fed by runoff from the Department of Defense facility 
parking area. The sub-project proposes to grade the area to the north of the mulefat scrub and replace 
the developed area with a vegetated slope for Rancho Encantada Parkway. There would be 
approximately 70 feet of distance from the top of the roadway to the mulefat scrub and an approximate 
25-foot buffer would be provided to the east. Project open space occurs along the southern and western 
boundaries of the mulefat scrub. The functions and values of all of the existing native buffer to the 
south and west would not be impacted. Given the low quality of the existing mulefat scrub 
(approximately 0.06-acre) and the complete lack of a buffer currently, the resulting vegetated buffer for 
the sub-project would result in an improved buffer for this wetland. This would include an increase in 
groundwater recharge, water quality, and wildlife habitat values. Short-term sedimentation impacts 
associated with construction would be minimized by the placement of silt fencing along the 
development/buffer boundary. 

The other wetland on-site is the natural flood channel in the northwestern portion of the site. This 
drainage currently occurs directly adjacent to the existing primary access road to the site. This access 
road would remain but would no longer be used except for periodic maintenance vehicle use. Areas 
impacted for the creation of detention basins would be revegetated and will have minimum buffers of 
200 feet to the west and 100 feet to the east, excluding the existing access road. Non-impacted area~ of 
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this drainage would have larger buffers. Functions and values of the watershed will be adequately 
maintained. This is especially true for groundwater recharge, water quality, and protection from storm 
and floodwaters. Habitat values have also been retained by preservation of much of the watershed in an 
undisturbed state, and by the proposed restoration of the natural flood channel and adjacent upland 
areas. Short-term impacts associated with construction would be minimized by the placement of silt 
fencing along the development/buffer boundary. Proposed buffering would be considered adequate and 
no indirect impacts would occur. 

Significance of Impacts 

Rancho Encantada Precise Plan 

Impacts resulting from the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan would be a combination of impacts resulting 
from the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects and associated off-site improvements (see 
below). 

Montecito Sub-Project 

Impacts to 0.01-acre of wetland habitat, 39.4 acres of Tier II habitat, 108.5 acres of Tier IDA habitat 
and 2.7 acres of Tier IIIB habitat, including off-site impacts to 0.5-acre of Tier IIIA habitat on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be regarded as significant direct impacts. If the Montecito sub­
project precedes the Sycamore Estates sub-project, an additional 1.5 acres of Tier IIIA habitat on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be impacted by the Montecito sub-project. This would also be 
regarded as a significant direct impact. Direct impacts resulting from the sewer design options are 
discussed below under the heading "Sewer Design Options." 

Direct impacts would occur to approximately 11 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spike­
moss; however, because of their low sensitivity, impacts are not regarded as significant. Cumulative 
impacts to raptor forging habitat (coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland habitats primarily) would 
occur due to the loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland habitats. This impact is 
regarded as cumulatively significant. Direct impacts would occur to the San Diego homed lizard, 
orange-throated whiptail, Cooper's hawk, southern California rufous crowned sparrow and San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbit. Impacts to these species are not considered significant because the San Diego 
homed lizard and the Cooper's hawk are covered species under the MSCP and the other species have a 
low sensitivity status. If active raptor nests are found on- or off-site in areas proposed for construction, 
impacts to occupied raptor nests would be regarded as significant. 
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Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

Impacts to 0.53 acres of wetland habitat, 4.4 acres of Tier I habitat, 144.7 acres of Tier II habitat, 363.6 
acres of Tier IIIA habitat, and 4.1 acres of Tier IIIB habitat on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
would be regarded as significant direct impacts to sensitive habitat. If the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
develops prior to the Montecito sub-project, grading and construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway 
across the Montecito sub-project site would be regarded as off-site improvements of the Sycamore 
Estates VTM. hnpacts to, 13.7 acres of Tier II habitat and 24.1 acres of Tier IIIA habitat resulting from 
the construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway would be regarded as significant. Direct impacts 
resulting from the sewer design options are discussed below under the heading "Sewer Design 
Options." 

Impacts would occur to approximately 39 San Diego barrel cactus and numerous ashy spike-moss; 
however, because of their low sensitivity, impacts are not regarded as significant. Indirect impacts may 
potentially occur to variegated dudleya as a result of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, which is 
considered a significant indirect impact. Impacts would occur to an individual coastal California 
gnatcatcher outside of the MHP A. impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are considered 
significant; however, it is a covered species under the MSCP and is considered adequately mitigated 
through the sub-project's conformance with the MSCP and the City's habitat mitigation requirements. 
Impacts to the coastal western whiptail, California horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, and southern 
California rufous-crowned sparrow are not considered significant due to their low sensitivity status 
and/or because they are covered species under the MSCP. Cumulative impacts to raptor forging habitat 
would occur due to the loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland habitats; and significant direct 
impacts would occur if occupied raptor nests are located in or near construction areas. Indirect impacts 
to the Mission Canyon blue cup would not be considered significant because the drainage hydrology of 
this population would not be affected. Significant indirect impacts to variegated dudleya, an off-site 
population of willowy monardella and wetlands with less than 100-foot buffers would also occur. 
Indirect impacts, including potential construction-related impacts to wetlands with less than 1:00-foot 
buffers, would be considered significant, but mitigable. 

Sewer Design Options 

Implementation of the gravity sewer option would impact 0.08-acre of wetland habitat, 0.3-acre of coast 
live oak woodland, 0.1-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.1-acre of non-native grassland which 
are considered sensitive habitats within the City of Poway. 

Implementation of the sewer pump station option would impact 0.02-acre of wetland habitat, 0.8-acre 
of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 0.1-acre chamise chaparral and 0.1-acre _of non-native grassland on the 
Montec_ito sub-project site. 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

To calculate the level of mitigation afforded by on-site preservation, identified impacts to vegetation 
communities were grouped in habitat tiers based on the City's Upland Mitigation Ratios table, and total 
mitigation requirements identified; on-site preservation, based on habitat tiers, was subtracted from the 
total mitigation requirement to determine off-site mitigation requirements, if any. The following 
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mitigation measures would reduce direct and indirect impacts to below a level of significance. 
Cumulative impacts to raptor foraging habitat due to the loss of non-native grassland would remain 
significant and unmitigable. 

Mitigation for Upland Habitats 

□ MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

4.3-1: Mitigation for impacts to upland vegetation communities shall consist of on-site preservation 
and preservation on the Sycamore Estates development parcel's proposed MI-IP A expansion 
area in the acreage amounts presented in the table below. Upland vegetation communities 
shall be mitigated satisfactory to the City of San Diego's Environmental Review Manager of 
Land Development Review and as specified by criterion a, band c, below. 

Habitat Impact Mitigation Ratio On-Site Off-Site 
(outside (preservation Preservation Preservation 
MHPA) area Inside MHPA Inside Sycamore 

outside/inside Estates MHPA 
MHPA) 

Tier II 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 32.4 1.5:1/1:1 css 12.3 3.8 
(DSS) €~MC 15.7 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/ 7.0 1.5:1/1:l DSS/CE 5.2 1.7 
Chaparral Ecotone (DSS/CE) 

Tier IIlA 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (SMC) 38.9 I 1:1/0.5:1 cc 0.2 0 
SMC 19.3 

Chamise Chaparral (CC) 69.6 2 1:1/0.5:1 cc 30.l 
NNG 4.2 0 
DSS/CE 0.5 

Tier lIIB 

Non-Native Grassland (NNG) 2.7 1:1/0.5:1 NNG 1.4 0 

TOTALS 150.6 3 . 88.9 4 5.5 4 

1. Includes 0.3-acre of off-site impact 
2. Includes 0.2-acre of off-site impact 
3. If the Montecito sub-project occurs prior to the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project, an additional 1.5 acres of southern 

mixed chaparral would be impacted that would otherwise be impacted by Sycamore Estates. 
4. If the Sycamore Estates sub-project mitigates for the construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway across the Montecito sub­

project site, 27 .2 acres of Tier IIIA shall be deleted from the on-site preservation requirements inside the MHP A. In addition, 
the 5.5 acres of off-site habitat acquisition requirement would be deleted. 
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a. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a conservation easement shall be placed over 
the open space portions of the site and the Sycamore Estates site in the acreage 
amounts designated as preservation areas in the above table, as shown on Exhibit A. 

b. No more than one week prior to grading, the MHP A open space limits, as shown on 
Exhibit A, shall be marked in the field by the construction supervisor and the project 
biologist, and orange construction fencing shall be installed. These limits shall be 
identified on the grading plan. The project biologist shall submit a letter report to the 
Environmental Review Manager, v~rifying that construction limits have been flagged 
in the field. No foot traffic nor other forms of disturbance shall be allowed within the 
MHP A open space limits, except as otherwise permitted by the Project approvals or 
necessary to perform work pursuant to Project approvals as determined by the ERM. 
After the completion of grading, the project biologist shall submit a post-grading report 
to the Environmental Review Manager verifying that the amount of impacted acreage 
did not exceed the acreage amounts listed on the table above. 

c. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide written 
verification to the Environmental Review Manager that 5.5 acres of Tier II habitat has 
been designated for open space preservation on the Sycamore Estates parcel. Because 
the off-site mitigation requirement is less than ten acres, if the Sycamore Estates site 
becomes unavailable for habitat preservation, the owner/permittee shall be permitted 
to contribute to a habitat acquisition fund, as follows: Prior to issuance of grading 
permits, the owner/permittee shall mitigate impacts to 5.5 acres of Tier II outside of 
the MHP A to the satisfaction of the ERM, through the payment of fees for off-site 
acquisition of 5 .5 acres of habitat in the MHP A, as described below. The 
owner/permittee shall contribute to the City's Habitat Acquisition Fund (No. 10571) as 
established by City Council Resolution R-275129, adopted on February 12, 1999, for 
the off-site acquisition of 5.5 acres of habitat within the MHPA. The exact amount of 
monetary contribution will be determined by the City's Planning and Development 
Review Department, in consultation with the City's Real E~tate Assets Department, 60 
days prior to payment. 

0 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

4.3-2: Mitigation for impacts to upland vegetation communities shall consist of on-site preservation in 
the acreage amounts presented in the table below. Upland vegetation communities shall be 
mitigated satisfactory to the City of San Diego's Environmental Review Manager of Land 
Development Review and as specified by criterion a and b, below. 
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SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT ONLY 

Habitat Impact Mitigation Ratio On-Site 
(outside (preservation Preservation 
MHPA)1 area Inside MHP A 1 

outsidefmside 
MHPA) 

Tier I 

Oak Woodland (OW) 0.9 2:1/1: 1 ow 0.9 

Native Grassland (NG) 3.5 2:1/1:1 NG 0.5 
ow 3.0 

Tier II 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 142.0 1.5:1/1:1 css 72.0 
(DSS) €,S_MC 70.0 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/ 2.7 1.5:1/1:1 CSS/CE 0.2 
Chaparral Ecotone (CSS/CE) SMC 2.5 

Tier IIIA 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (SMC) 221.9 1:1/0.5:1 SMC 111.0 

Chamise Chaparral (CC) 141.7 1:1/0.5:1 cc 69.5 
NNG 1.7 

TierlIIB 

Non-Native Grassland (NNG) 4.1 1:1/0.5:1 NNG 2.1 

TOTALS 516.8 - 333.4 
1. Includes impacts to 0.5-acre of D1egan coastal sage scrub and 0.6-acre of chanuse chaparral ms1de 

the MHPA on the City of San Diego parcel caused by road improvements. The mitigation ratio is as 
shown on the above table (1: 1) for Diegan coastal sage scrub, but is increased from 0.5: I.to 1: 1 for 
chamise chaparral. 

2. Excess mitigation totals available for other projects assuming no mitigation for off-site improvements 
are: SMC: 13.3 acres; NNG: 0.4-acre, and CC: 1.0 acres. 

a. If the Sycamore Estates sub-project precedes development of the adjacent Montecito 
sub-project and is responsible for constructing Rancho Encantada Parkway as an off­
site improvement, the on-site preservation acreages shall be increased by the following 
amounts: SMC: 30.8 acres and CC: 1.9 acres. 

b. No more than one week prior to grading, the MHP A open space limits, as shown on 
Exhibit A, shall be marked in the field by the construction supervisor and the project 
biologist, and orange construction fencing shall be installed. These limits shall be 
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identified on the grading plan. The project biologist shall submit a letter report to the 
Environmental Review Manager, verifying that construction limits have been flagged 
in the field. No foot traffic nor other forms of disturbance shall be allowed within the 
MHPA open space limits, except as otherwise permitted by the Project approvals or 
necessary to perform work pursuant to Project approvals as determined by the ERM. 
After the completion of grading, the project biologist shall submit a post-grading report 
to the Environmental Review Manager verifying that the amount of impacted acreage 
did not exceed the acreage amounts listed on the table above. 

0 SEWER PUMP STATION 

The following mitigation measure shall be required only if the sewer pump station design option is 
selected for implementation. Responsibility for mitigation would be assumed by the sub-project which 
is granted the first grading permit in Rancho Encantada. 

4.3-3: Mitigation for impacts to upland vegetation communities due to construction of the sewer 
pump station (if planned for construction) shall be the responsibility of the owner/permittee 
who applies for the first grading permit within Rancho Encantada. Mitigation shall consist of 
on-site preservation in the acreage amounts presented in the table below. Upland vegetation 
communities shall be mitigated satisfactory to the City of San Diego's Environmental Review 
Manager of Land Development Review. 

SEWER PUMP STATION 

Habitat Impact Mitigation Ratio On-Site 
(inside (preservation Preservation 

MHPA)1 area Inside MHPA 
outside/inside 

MHPA) 

Tieril 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (DSS) 0.8 2:1/1:1 €~MC 0.8 

Tier IlIA 

Chamise Chaparral (CC) 0.1 1.5:1/1:1 €~MC 0.1 

Tier IIIB 

Non-Native Grassland (NNG) 0.1 1.5:1/1:1 NNG 0.1 

TOTALS 1.0 - 1.0 

0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER LINE (CITY OF POWAY) 

The following mitigation measure shall be required only if the off-site gravity sewer line design option 
is selected for implementation. Responsibility for mitigation would be assumed by the sub-project 
which is granted the first grading permit in Rancho Encantada. 
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4.3-4: Mitigation for impacts to upland vegetation communities due to construction of the off-site 
gravity sewer line (if selected for implementation) shall be the responsibility of the owner/ 
permittee who applies for the first grading permit within Rancho Encantada. Mitigation shall 
consist of creation of 0.9 acres of coast live oak woodland and preservation of 0.3 acres of 
other upland vegetation as listed in the acreage amounts presented in the table below. Upland 
vegetation communities shall be mitigated satisfactory to the City of Poway. 

OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER LINE (CITY OF POWAY) 

Habitat Impact Mitigation Ratio Mitigation 
Requirement 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 0.3 3:1 I 0.91 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (& 0.1 2:1 0.2 
disturbed) 

Non-Native Grassland 
' 

0.1 1:1 0.1 

Developed 3.4 0 0.0 

Disturbed 0.1 0 0.0 

I TOTALS 4.0 1.2 
I. Requires habitat creation. 

Mitigation for Wetlands 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

4.3-5: Prior to issuance of grading permits, documentation shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Review Manager verifying that necessary California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
Section 7 and Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Section 404 permits have been obtained and 
the City-required wetland mitigation program has been approved. Mitigation for wetland 
impacts shall consist of on-site wetland habitat restoration and/or creation. Impacts to 0.01-
acre of natural flood channel shall be mitigated at a 2: 1 ratio, for a total of O .02-acre. All 
wetland mitigation will be contingent upon state and federal resource agency approval. All 
impacts to wetlands must be mitigated "in-kind" and achieve "no-net-loss" of wetland function 
and values. The conceptual wetland mitigation plan (provided in Appendix B-1 of this EIR), 
prepared in compliance with the City's Biology Guidelines, shall be initiated upon receipt of 
necessary state and federal agency approvals. Planting of riparian creation areas as specified 
in the approved wetland mitigation program shall commence in the first planting season 
following issuance of the first grading permit. Revegetation shall occur adjacent to existing 
wetland habitat and within the Montecito project boundaries. The habitat restoration plan 
must include a monitoring and maintenance program to ensure the success of the wetland 
mitigation. Monitoring shall occur for 5 years, or until 5-year success criteria (80 percent 
coverage) are met. Impacts to ephemeral drainages (non-vegetated waters of the U.S.) are 
covered under ACOE and CDFG jurisdiction and final mitigation requirements will be 
determined upon project review as part of the ACOE Section 404, California Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board Section 401, and CDFG Section 1603 permitting process. The 
conceptual mitigation plan contained in Appendix B-1 accounts for mitigation of impacts to 
ephemeral drainages. 

4.3-6: No more than one week prior to grading, orange silt construction fences shall be installed 
around all construction areas within 100-feet of wetlands. Locations of silt fences locations or 
other sediment prevention measures shown in the Project's approved Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Program (SWPPP) necessary to minimize erosion impacts to wetlands shall be 
noted and graphically shown on the grading plan, and as shown on the Exhibit A grading 
plans. The project biologist shall submit a letter report to the ERM, verifying that the silt 
fences and/or other sediment prevention measures have been installed in the appropriate 
locations. Once grading is completed, the silt fencing shall be removed. 

□ SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

4.3-7: Prior to issuance of grading permits, documentation shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Review Manager verifying that necessary California Department of Fish and Game Section 7 
and Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits have been obtained and the City-required 
wetland mitigation program has been approved. Mitigation for wetland impacts shall consist 
of on-site wetland habitat restoration. Impacts to 0.53-acre of natural flood channel shall be 
mitigated at a 2: 1 ratio, for a total of 1.06 acres. All wetland mitigation will be contingent 
upon state and federal resource agency approval. All impacts to wetlands must be mitigated 
"in-kind" and achieve "no-net-loss" of wetland function and values. The wetland habitat 
restoration plan (provided in Appendix B-2 of this EIR), prepared in compliance with the 
City's Biology Guidelines, shall be initiated upon receipt of necessary state and federal agency 
approvals. Planting of riparian creation areas as specified in the approved wetland mitigation 
program shall commence in the first planting season following issuance of the first grading 
permit. Revegetation shall occur adjacent to existing wetland habitat and within the Sycamore 
Estates project boundaries. The habitat restoration plan must include a monitoring and 
maintenance program to ensure the success of the wetland mitigation. Monitoring shall occur 
for 5 years, or until 5-year success criteria (80 percent coverage) are met. Impacts to 
ephemeral drainages (non-vegetated waters of the U.S.) are covered under ACOE and CDFG 
jurisdiction anc;l mitigation requirements will be determined upon project review as part of the 
ACOE Section 404, California Regional Water Quality Control ~oard Section 401, and CDFG 
Section 1603 permitting process. The conceptual mitigation plan contained in Appendix B-2 
accounts for mitigation of impacts to ephemeral drainages. 

] 

4.3-8: No more than one week prior to grading, orange construction fences shall be installed around 
all construction areas within 100-feet of wetlands. Locations of silt fences or other sediment 
prevention measures shown in the Project's approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Program (SWPPP) necessary to minimize erosion impacts to wetlands shall be noted and 
graphically shown on the grading plan as shown on the Exhibit A grading plan. The project 
biologist shall submit a letter report to the ERM, verifying that the silt fences and/or other J 
sediment prevention measures have been installed in the appropriate locations. Once grading 
is completed, the silt fencing shall be removed. 
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0 SEWERP'UMPSTATION 

The following mitigation measure shall be required only if the sewer pump station design option is 
selected for implementation. Responsibility for mitigation would be assumed by the sub-project which 
is granted the first grading permit in Rancho Encantada. 

4.3-9: Mitigation for impacts to 0.02-acre of natural flood channel due to construction of the sewer 
pump station (if planned for construction) shall be the responsibility of the owner/permittee 
who applies for the first grading permit within Rancho Encantada. Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, documentation shall be submitted to the Environmental Review Manager 
verifying that necessary California Department of Fish and Game Section 7 and Army Corps 
of Engineers Section 404 permits have been obtained and the City-approved wetland 
mitigation program has been initiated. Mitigation for wetland impacts shall consist of on-site 
wetland habitat restoration. Impacts to 0.02-acre of natural flood channel shall be mitigated at 
a 2: 1 ratio, for a total of 0.04 acres. All wetland mitigation will be contingent upon state and 
federal resource agency approval. All impacts to wetlands must be mitigated "in-kind" and 
achieve "no-net-loss" of wetland function and values. Revegetation shall occur adjacent to 
existing wetland habitat and within the Rancho Encantada project boundaries. The habitat 
restoration plan must include a monitoring and maintenance program to ensure the success of 
the wetland mitigation. Monitoring shall occur for 5 years, or until 5-year success criteria (80 
percent coverage) are met. 

□ OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER LINE (CITY OF POWAY) 

The following mitigation measure shall be required only if the off-site gravity sewer design option is 
selected for implementation. Responsibility for mitigation would be assumed by the sub-project which 
is granted the first grading permit in Rancho Encantada. 

4.3-10: Mitigation for impacts to 0.02-acre mulefat scrub, 0.02-acre of southern willow scrub, 0.01-
acre of freshwater marsh and 0.01-acre of freshwater seep due to construction of the off-site 
gravity sewer line (if planned for construction) shall be the responsibility of the • 
owner/permittee who applies for the gravity sewer line construction permit from the City of 
Poway. Prior to issuance of construction permits by the City of Poway, documentation shall 
be submitted to the City of Poway verifying that necessary California Department of Fish .and 
Game Section 7 and Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits have been obtained. 
Mitigation for wetland impacts shall consist of restoring ground surface of the sewer line 
alignment to its original condition prior to sewer line installation. All wetland mitigation will 
be contingent upon state and federal resource agency approval. All impacts to wetlands must 
be mitigated "in-kind" and achieve "no-net-loss" of wetland function and values. The habitat 
restoration plan must include a monitoring and maintenance program to ensure the success of 
the wetland mitigation. Monitoring shall occur for 5 years, or until 5-year success criteria (80 
percent coverage) are met. 
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Mitigation for Sensitive Wildlife Species 

The following measure applies to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects. Mitigation 
for cumulative impacts to raptor foraging habitat (Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland habitats) is 
unmitigated and the following measure mitigates the potential direct impacts. 

4.3-11: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a qualified biologist shall determine the presence or 
absence of occupied raptor nests on the sub-project site and vicinity, with written results 
submitted to the Environmental Review Manager (ERM) of the Land Development Review 
Department. Grading and construction which creates adverse effects to active raptor nests, 
including noise levels above 60 dB(A), shall be restricted to 300 feet from any Cooper's hawk 
(Accipiter cooperii) nesting site; 900 feet from any northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) nesting 
site; and 4,000 feet from any golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) nesting site. This restriction 
shall be noted on all grading and construction plans. If active raptor nests are located within the 
distances listed above, weekly biological monitoring of the nests shall be conducted by the 
project biologist during the breeding season (February 1 through August 15) with written results 
submitted to ERM of the Land Development Review Department. No grading or construction 
activities shall be permitted within those restricted <l!eas until the young have fledged. 

Mitigation for Sensitive Plant Species 

0 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

4.3-12: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the following irrigation restriction shall be noted and 
graphically shown on the Landscape Plans, as shown on Exhibit A. No irrigation on the 
proposed manufactured slopes tributary to the off-site willowy monardella population shall be 
allowed beyond those areas necessary for brush management. 

4.3-13:' Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the following requirements shall be noted and 
graphically shown on the construction, grading, and landscaping plans for the Sycamore 
Estates sub project site and approved by the Environmental Review Manager of the Land 
Development Review Department. Silt fences shall be installed around all construction areas 
on slopes within the watershed of the willowy monardella population. Silt fence locations 
shall be noted and graphically shown on the grading plan as shown on the Exhibit A grading 
plan. The project biologist shall submit a letter report to the Environmental Review Manager, 
verifying that the silt fences have been installed in appropriate locations. Once grading is 
completed, the silt fencing may be removed and other silt trapping best management practices 
such as straw wattles or sand bags shall be installed in its place at the base of the manufactured 'I 
slope upstream of the population to minimize erosion effects. LI 
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Miti~ation for Indirect Impacts 

0 MONTECITO AND SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECTS 

4.3-14: Prior to issuance of each building permit for those structures adjacent to MHPA, a lighting 
design shall be provided to the Environmental Review Manager (ERM) of the Land 
Development Review Department for approval. That plan shall minimize exterior lighting in 
development areas adjacent to the MHP A and where needed selectively placed, shielded, and 
directed away from native habitat. In addition, lighting from homes abutting conserved habitat 
shall be screened with vegetation, and large spot-light type lighting that may affect conserved 
habitat shall be prohibited. The lighting design shall be noted and graphically shown on 
construction building and landscape plans and compliance with this measure shall be 
monitored by the ERM of the Land Development Review Department. Restriction of spot­
light type lighting adjacent to conserved habitat shall be noted in the sub-project's CC&Rs. 

4.3-15: Prior to issuance of grading permits, a fencing plan shall be provided to the Environmental 
Review Manager (ERM) of the Land Development Review Department for approval. That 
plan shall require fencing in all areas adjacent to the MHP A to limit access to the MHP A, as 
shown on Exhibit A. Fencing shall not be required where slopes are sufficiently steep to 
preclude access. The fencing design shall be indicated on construction building and landscape 
plans and compliance with this measure shall be monitored by the ERM of the Land 
Development Review Department. 

4.3-16: Educational materials regarding the sensitivity of the MHP A shall be given to project residents 
as part of the Project's CC&Rs. 

4.3-17: Prior to issuance of grading permits, a landscape plan shall be provided to the Environmental 
Review Manager (ERM) of the Land Development Review Department for approval. That 
plan shall require that newly graded slopes adjacent to the MHPA, and existing fire breaks 
within the MHP A (not being used for trials) be revegetated with native species, as shown on 
Exhibit A. Pursuant to an approved landscape plan for this project, no invasive, non-native 
plant species shall be permitted on these slopes. The landscape design shall be indicated on 
construction building and landscape plans and compliance with this measure shall be 
monitored by the ERM of the Land Development Review Department. 

4.3-18: hnplementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 (GEOLOGY/Soas), Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 
through 4.5-10 (HYDROLOGY/WATER Q UALITY), and 4.8-1 (AIR QUALITY) shall mitigate 
potential indirect impacts to vegetation communities and sensitive plant species associated 
with erosion, exposure to urban pollutants, and dust. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

4.3-19: For the purpose of this mitigation measure, "MHPA" refers to the MHPA limits as defined at 
the time of Project application and shown as "Existing MHP A Line" on Exhibit A. 
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Based on the coastal California gnatcatcher ("gnatcatcher") and habitat survey conducted on 
the project site in 1999, there is limited potential for gnatcatchers to occur within the MHP A 
on-site. Mitigatio~ for indirect noise impacts to gnatcathers during their breeding season shall 
only be required in MHP A areas with substantial coastal sage scrub. Therefore, this measure 
shall only apply to the MHP A area adjacent to Planning Area 11 and proposed access through 
the MHP A associated with Planning Area 11. Mitigation for indirect impacts is as follows: 

a. 

b. 

Issue 2: 

No clearing of gnatcatcher-occupied habitat is allowed within the MHP A during the 
breeding season (March 1 to August 15). 

If clearing or grading occurs adjacent to the MHP A during the gnatcatcher breeding 
season, gnatcatcher surveys shall be conducted in appropriate habitat within 500 feet 
of the MHP A boundary and impacts to the nesting areas avoided. If no gnatcatchers 
are identified within the MHP A, no additional measures will be required. If present, 
measures to minimize noise impacts will be required and may include temporary noise 
walls/berms. These noise attenuation measure shall not impact any sensitive 
vegetation. If a survey is not conducted and construction is proposed during the 
gnatcatcher breeding season, gnatcatcher presence will be assumed and a temporary 
noise wall/berm would be required. Noise levels from construction activities during 
the gnatcatcher breeding season should not exceed 60 dBA hourly LEQ at the edge of 
the MHP A or the ambient noise level if noise levels already exceed 60 dBA hourly 
LEQ. Construction noise in occupied gnatcatcher territories shall be measured after 
installation of noise attenuation measures and a report on noise levels provided to 
EAS. If necessary, additio!)al noise attenuation will be required to ensure that 
gnatcatchers are not subjected to noise levels over 60 dBA. 

Will the project interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fzsh or 
wildlife species? 

Significance Criteria 

Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant impact if it were to interfere with the 
movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. 

Impact Analysis 

The undeveloped Rancho Encantada project site is located in the northeastern portion of the City of San 
Diego. Wildlife likely use portions of the site for movement to the open space in the east-and in the 

I 

south and within the corridor of Beeler Creek. The configuration of open space to be retained on the J 
Rancho Encantada project site would be consistent with that anticipated in the City's adopted MSCP 
Subarea Plan, and impacts to habitat corridors would be considered adverse but not significant. . 
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Wildlife movement through Beeler Canyon would be accommodated by two options based on the 
proposed plan. The first option is that wildlife would move north of the existing homes along the 
bottom of Beeler Canyon and along the adjacent slopes to the north. The second movement option 
would be south of the existing homes through the 450-foot corridor along the lower southern slopes of 
Beeler Canyon, and then into the canyon after passing the existing homes. Wildlife would need to go 
around the existing Calmat Quarry operation under either scenario. The most likely scenario would be 
for wildlife to choose the existing northern option given the topography and cover provided. Given the 
width of the corridor within Poway and the addition of the open space provided by the Project, it is 
anticipated that this corridor would continue to function effectively as a regional wildlife corridor. 
Impacts would be considered adverse but not significant. 

Two regional wildlife corridors are mapped by the Final MSCP, City of Poway MSCP, and City of San 
Diego MSCP plans (see Figure 4.3-4) on or adjacent to the project: Beeler Canyon, an east-west 
corridor, along the northern project boundary, and Sycamore Canyon, a north-south corridor, along the 
eastern MHP A boundary. The on-site portion of the MHPA on the Montecito sub-project borders 
Beeler Canyon and City of Poway open space, although there are approximately 10 existing homes on 
the south side of Beeler Canyon Road directly to the north of the site. In addition, there is an existing 
residence within the MHPA on the Montecito sub-project. The adjacent open space area within the 
City of Poway consists of natural habitats including the existing drainage within Beeler Canyon and the 
southern-facing slopes of Beeler Canyon. These slopes consist of part natural habitat and part 
revegetated natural habitat. The revegetated areas are associated with former fill activities from 
development along Scripps-Poway Parkway. The width of the undeveloped portion of Beeler Canyon 
within the City of Poway ranges from approximately 1,200 feet to 1,600 feet. The width of the corridor 
at the Calmat Quarry operation is approximately 1,000 feet. • 

The proposed MHP A boundary adjustment associated with the Rancho Encantada project would add at 
least 400 fe.et to the mapped Beeler Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor width on the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site, while reducing the mapped MHP A corridor width to approximately 300 feet at the 
narrowest between the existing and proposed homes on the Montecito sub-project site (see Figures 4.3-
7 and 4.3-8). A two-lane residential street that would connect the Sycamore Estat4es development to 
Beeler Canyon Road and several utility access roads and detention basins would be located within the 
area proposed to be added to the MHP A on both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites. 

It is anticipated that impacts to general wildlife movement on the Rancho Encantada project site and in 
the vicinity, as well as within the mapped Beeler Canyon and Sycamore Canyon Regional wildlife 
corridors, would occur due to the approximately three-mile-long, 683-acre development footprint 
extending eastward from Pomerado Road proposed in the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. 
Development of the project would force wildlife to travel around the Rancho Encantada development 
footprint. However, overall project design would maintain the integrity of the preserve design mapped 
in the Final MSCP, City of Poway MSCP, and City of San Diego MSCP plans, thereby assuring 
continued wildlife movement in the region and avoiding significant impacts. In addition, the detention 
basins and utility access roads would not be lit at night. As riparian plant species develop in and around 
the detention basins, the basins may provide some benefit to wildlife movement by offering additional 
vegetative cover for wildlife moving through the area. 
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Limited impacts to wildlife movement may occur as a result of increased human activity, pet 
disturbance and increased night lighting along the Beeler Canyon corridor boundary. However, the 
incorporation of fencing, directional and shielded lighting and proper signage into the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-project sites, as identified in Mitigation Measures 4.3-8 through 4.3-12 of the 
previous discussion, would ensure impacts to wildlife movement would be avoided. 

Given the width of the corridor within Poway and use of fencing, signage, and shielded-directional 
lighting, provided by the Montecito sub-project, it is anticipated that this corridor would continue to 
function effectively as a regional wildlife corridor. Impacts would be considered adverse but not 
significant for the Montecito sub-project. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project would not develop homes directly adjacent to City of Poway open 
space along Beeler Canyon. The closest proposed home would be approximately 400 feet south of the 
City of Poway boundary. This would expand the mapped width of the Beeler Canyon regional wildlife 
corridor in this area. Limited impacts to wildlife movement may occur as a result of increased human 
and pet activity and increased night lighting along the corridor boundary. However, the incorporation 
of fencing, directional and shielded lighting and proper signage into the Sycamore Estates project, as 
identified in Mitigation Measures 4.3-8 through 4.3-12 of the previous discussion, would ensure 
impacts to wildlife movement would be avoided. 

The Sycamore Canyon regional wildlife corridor occurs as the eastern edge of the MHP A portion of the 
site which is planned for open space. Because the Sycamore Estates sub-project would not affect this 
portion of the site, no significant impacts to wildlife movement along this regional corridor would be 
anticipated. Combined, these corridors provide significant improvements over the existing MHP A for 
wildlife movement. 

Significance of Impacts 

There would be minimal impacts to wildlife movement. Impacts would not be considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impacts would not be significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Issue 3: Would the project affect the long-term conservation of biological resources? 

Significance Criteria 

Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant impact if it were to substantially 
diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants. The combined effects of this and other projects in the 
region on biological resources are the cumulative impact. 

Impact Analysis 

In general, the analysis of the relationship of a project to the MSCP is an analysis of the effects of a 
project on long-term conservation of biological resources. This is because a primary purpose of the 
MSCP is to assemble an open space preserve within the MSCP study area that will contribute to long­
term conservation of biological resources within southwestern San Diego County. As such, effects of 
individual projects on long-term conservation of biological resources must be evaluated in the context 
of their consistency with the Subarea Plan's policies and established MHPA boundaries. Projects 
proposing MHP A boundaries that differ from the MHP A boundaries shown in the adopted MSCP 
Subarea Plan must be determined to exhibit equal or greater biological value as compared to the MHP A 
boundary in the Subarea Plan. The City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan allows adjustment to the 
MHP A if the adjustment would result in the same or higher biological functions and values for the 
preserve. The comparison of biological value is based on the following factors: 

1. Effects on significantly conserved habitats. 
2. Effects on covered species. 
3. Effects on habitat linkages and function of preserve areas. 
4. Effects on preserve configuration and management. 
5. Effect on ecotones and other conditions affecting species diversity. 
6. Effect to species of concern not on the MSCP covered species list. 

Figure 4.3-6, Montecito MHPA Boundary Adjustment and Figure 4.3-7, Sycamore Estates Boundary 
Adjustment, depicts the MHPA boundary as presented in the adopted MSCP plan along with 1) the area 
included in the MHP A by the MSCP plan and proposed to be deleted frorp the MHP A and graded by 
either the Montecito sub-project or the Sycamore Estates sub-project; and 2) the area proposed to be 
added to the MHP A as part of the Sycamore Estates sub-project. As illustrated in Figures 4.3-6 and 
4.3-7, these areas represent project-level refinements to the regional MHPA boundary. As summarized 
in Table 4.3-9, MHPA Boundary Adjustment Analysis, a 348.3-acre net increase in the size of the 
MHP A would occur as a result of the proposed boundary adjustment. 

Boundary ~djustrnents specific to the Montecito and ~ycamore sub-projects are summarized in Table 
4.3-10 and Table 4.3-11, respectively. On the Montecito sub-project, the existing MHPA area would be 
reduced by approximately 15.9 acres; on the Sycamore sub-project site the MHPA would be increased 
by approximately 364.2 acres. 
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Table 4.3-9 
PRECISE PLAN MHPA BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT ANALYSIS 

• Proposed to be Proposed to be 

Habitat 
MSCP removed added Net Diffei:ence 
Status fromMHPA toMHPA (acres) 

(acres) (acres) 
Mulefat Scrub Sensitive - 0.04 +0.04 
Oak Woodland Sensitive - 3.9 +3.9 
Native Grassland Sensitive - 0.5 +0.5 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Sensitive 2.4 78.6 76.2 
(including disturbed) 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/ 

Sensitive 0.2 +0.2 
Chaparral Ecotone -
Chaparral (undifferentiated) Sensitive 2.7 0.9 -1.8 
Southern Mixed Chaparral Sensitive 7.4 197.8 +190.4 
Chamise Chaparral Sensitive 22.8 76.6 +53.8 
Non-native Grassland Sensitive - 4.4 +4.4 
Disturbed Habitat Not sensitive 0.3 18.0 +17.7 
Developed Not sensitive - 3.0 +3.0 
TOTAL 35.6 383.9 348.30 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

Table 4.3-10 
MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT MHPA BOUNDARY A DJUSTMENT ANALYSIS 

MSCP 
Proposed to be 

Habitat 
Status 

removed from 
,_,, MHP.A (acres) 

Mulefat Scrub Sensitive -
Oak Woodland Sensitive -
Native Grassland Sensitive -
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Sensitive 1.0 
(including disturbed) 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/ 

Sensitive -Chaparral Ecotone 
Chaparral (undifferentiated) Sensitive -
Southern Mixed Chaparral Sensitive 7.4 
Chamise Chaparral Sensitive 22.8 
Non-native Grassland Sensitive -
Disturbed Habitat Not sensitive -
Developed Not sensitive -

TOTAL 31.2 
Source: HELIX Envrronmental Plannmg; September 18, 2000 
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Proposed to be 
Net Difference 

added to (acres) 
MHPA (acres) 

- -

- -
- -

6.6 +5.6 

- -
- -

2.1 -5.3 
6.0 -16.8 
0.3 +0.3 
0.3 +0.3 
- -

15.3 -15.9 
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Table 4.3-11 
SYCAMORESUB-PROJECTMHPA BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT ANALYSIS 

MSCP 
Proposed to be Proposed to be 

Habitat 
Status 

removed from added to 
MHPA (acres) MHPA (acres) 

Mulefat Scrub Sensitive - 0.04 
Oak Woodland Sensitive - 3.9 
Native Grassland Sensitive - 0.5 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
(including disturbed) Sensitive 1.4 72.0 

Diegan·Coastal Sage Scrub/ 
Sensitive 0.2 Chaparral Ecotone -

Chaparral (undifferentiated) Sensitive 2.7 0.9 
Southern Mixed Chaparral Sensitive - 195.7 
Chamise Chaparral Sensitive - 70.6 
Non-native Grassland Sensitive - 4.1 
Disturbed Habitat Not sensitive 0.3 17.7 
Developed Not sensitive - 3.0 

TOTAL 4.4 368.6 

Source: HELIX Environmental Planning; September 18, 2000 

.J./J 

Net Difference 
(acres) 

+0.04 
+3.9 
+0.5 

. 
+70.6 

+0.2 

-1.8 
+195.7 
+70.6 
+4.1 

+17.4 
+3.0 

364.2 

The six factors listed above must be addressed in order for a boundary adjustment to be approved (City 
of San Diego 1998). Each of the factors is described below, followed by an analysis of the effects of the 
proposed boundary adjustment. 

1. Effects on significantly and sufficiently conserved habitats (i.e., the exchange maintains or 
improves the conservation, configuration, or status of significantly or sufficiently conserved 
habitats, as defined in Section 3.4.2). 

On the Montecito sub-project, the existing MHPA area would be reduced by _a net total of 15.9 
acres. The habitat removed consists of 1.0-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 7 .4 acres of 
southern mixed chaparral, and 22.8 acres of chamise chaparral, while the habitat added consists 
of 6.6 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 2.1 acres of southern mixed chaparral, 6.0 acres of 
chamise chaparral, 0.3-acre of non-native grassland, and 0.3-acre of disturbed habitat. All of 
these habitats are considered sufficiently or significantly conserved under the proposed 
configuration of the MHP A within the context of the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan. 
If the Montecito sub-project moves forward independently of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, 
the reduction of the MHP A area on the Montecito sub-project would decrease the conservation 
of these habitats on the sub-project. In addition, the reduction would affect the configuration of 
these habitats by decreasing the amount of ridgeline topography within this portion of the 
MHP A and narrowing the remaining habitats within the MHP A in this area. 

On the Sycamore Estates sub-project (and the City of San Diego owned parcel), the existing 
MHPA area would be increased by a total of 364.2 acres. The habitat removed consists of 1.4 
acres ofDiegan coastal sage scrub, 2.7 acres of undifferentiated chaparral, and 0.3 acres of 
disturbed habitat. The undifferen_tiated chaparral is made up of southern mixed chaparral and 
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chamise chaparral. The Diegan coastal sage scrub, chamise chaparral and southern mixed 
chaparral are considered sufficiently or significantly conserved habitats. These habitats occur in 
a long linear strip adjacent to a large MHPA area to the east, which would not significantly 
affect the conservation or topography of these habitats. The MHP A addition on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site includes 0.04-acre of mulefat scrub, 3.9 acres of oak woodland, 0.5-acre 
of native grassland, 72.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed Diegan coastal 
sage scrub), 0.2-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral ecotone, 0.9-acre of chaparral 
(undifferentiated), 195.7 acres of southern mixed chaparral, 70.6 acres of chamise chaparral, 4.1 
acres of non-native grassland, 17 .7 acres of disturbed habitat, and 3.0 acres of developed areas. 
The configuration of these habitats includes ridgeline topography, valleys, and slopes which 
abut the large existing MHP A area to the east. The inclusion of this area in the MHP A 
increases all significantly or sufficiently conserved habitats affected by the MHP A boundary 
adjustment, as well as native grassland (Tier I habitat), southern mixed chaparral and chamise 
chaparral. 

If the Montecito sub-project is included in the Sycamore Estates project boundary adjustment, 
the MHPA habitats would be adjusted as noted in Table 4.3-7. All of the habitats are 
considered sufficiently or significantly conserved habitats if both sub-projects are combined. 
Additionally, MHP A additions include a variety of topographic features into open space. The 
inclusion of the areas in the MHP A if both sub-projects increase all significantly or sufficiently 
conserved habitats by the MHP A boundary adjustment. 

The overall Precise Plan net change in acreages (a gain of 348.3 acres) includes a gain of 0.04 
acre of mulefat scrub, 3.9 acres of oak woodland, 0.5-acre of native grassland, 76.2 acres of 
Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub), 0.2-acre of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub/chaparral ecotone, 190.4 acres of southern mixed chaparral, 53.8 acres of 

'\ 

chamise chaparral, 4.4 acres of non-native grassland, and 17.7 acres of disturbed habitat and a 
loss of 1.8 acres of undifferentiated chaparral. The loss in acreage of undifferentiated chaparral 
consists of a mix of charnise chaparral and southern mixed chaparral that was not categorized 
during previous vegetation mapping. Under the City' s MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 
1997) native grassland and oak woodland are Tier I habitat types, Diegan coastal sage scrub and 
Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral ecotone are Tier II habitat types, and chaparral and non­
native grassland are Tier ill habitat types. 

2. Effects to covered species (i.e., the exchange maintains or increases the conservation of covered 
species). 

On the Montecito sub-project, the area removed from the MHP A has not been found to contain 
any listed or covered species, with the exception of the San Diego horned lizard and the San 
Diego barrel cactus, which are covered species under the MHP A. These species are considered 
to be of relatively low sensitivity, and occur in other MHPA areas of the site. 

On the Sycamore Estates sub-project and City of San Diego owned parcel, the area removed 
from the MHP A does not contain any covered species. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-13, 
this area will be surveyed for the coastal California gnatcatcher, during the gnatcatcher breeding 
season and prior to issuance of grading pe~ts, to determine if this species occurs in or 
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adjacent to the area. The area being added to the MHPA contains a portion of the watershed of 
a population of the federal and state listed as endang'ered willowy monardella, a raptor nest, and 
an additional 7.4 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub over that which is being removed from the 
boundary adjustment on the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites. The following 
low level sensitive plants and animals will also be added to the MHP A: San Diego goldenstar, 
variegated dudleya, Mission Canyon bluecup, San Diego barrel cactus, San Diego sagewort, 
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, white-tailed kite, and red diamond rattlesnake. 

The overall exchange for the Precise Plan as a whole would add an additional 348.3 acres to the 
MHPA, including 76.2 acres ofDiegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed Diegan coastal 
sage scrub). Diegan coastal sage scrub is a habitat type that may be utilized by the federally 
listed as threatened and MSCP-covered California gnatcatcher. In addition, an existing raptor 
nest is in this area and several of the slopes which would be added drain into a canyon which 
contains the federal and state listed as endangered willowy monardella. The habitat being 
removed consists largely of chaparral. No endangered or covered species were found in this 
area, with the exception of the San Diego horned lizard and the San Diego barrel cactus, which 
are covered species under the MHP A. 

Effects on habitat linkages and function of preserve areas (i.e., the exchange maintains or 
improves a habitat linkage or wildlife corridor). 

) 

l 
On the Montecito sub-project ~ite, the area currently within the MHPA that is being exchanged ] 
for development consists of approximateiy 22.8 acres of chamise chaparral, 7 .4 acres of 
southern mixed chaparral and 1.0 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub. The topography of the 
area being removed from the MHP A includes several hundred feet of ridgeline and adjacent 
steep slopes. This portion of the MHP A forms the southern slope of Beeler Canyon and abuts 
City of Poway lands. Beeler Canyon is identified as one of two regional wildlife corridors 
within the City of Poway (Ogden 1996) and connects undeveloped habitats in the east, forming 
one of the few remaining east-west wildlife corridors in central San Diego County. The on-site 
portion of the MHP A in this area borders City of Poway open space, although there are 
approximately 10 existing homes along Beeler Canyon Road directly to the north of the site. In 
addition, there are two existing homes withfo the MHP A in this area. The adjacent open space 
area within the City of Poway consists of natural habitats including the existing drainage within 
Beeler Canyon and the southern-facing slopes of Beeler Canyon. These slopes consist of part } 
natural habitat and part revegetated natural habitat. The revegetated areas are associated with 
former fill activities from development along Scripps-Poway Parkway. The width of the 
undeveloped portion of Beeler Canyon within the City of Poway ranges from approximately 
1,200 feet to 1,000 feet. The current total width of the corridor north of Planning Area 3 on the 
Montecito sub-project site is 1,950 feet to 3,100 feet, excluding the homes between the site and 
the City of Poway. The width of the area of the MHPA being encroached ranges up to 
approximately 750 feet: The remaining habitat in the narrowest portion of this area 
(approximately 200 feet wide and 500 feet long) is fenced and consists of non-native grassland 
and disturbed habitats including an existing home, which would provide low amounts of J 
vegetative cover, and may not be very conducive to wildlife movement or refuge. Other areas 
of the MHPA remaining after boundary adjustment in this area are relatively undisturbed with 
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the exception of an existing home and an existing San Diego Gas and Electric easement. This 
change is corridor width is not considered a significant impact. 

On the Sycamore Estat~s sub-project site, the proposed adjustment to the MHPA would result in 
the loss of 1.4 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 2.7 acres of undifferentiated chaparral, and 
0.3 -acre of disturbed habitat. This adjustment is a relatively long, linear area adjacent to the 
currently existing disturbed ridgeline. Proposed development in this area has been moved to the 
east to avoid direct impacts to a population of variegated dudleya on the southwest-facing slope 
to the irrunediate west. The area to be lost is a relatively small portion of the existing MHP A, 
and the loss is not expected to significantly effect wildlife movement. 

In Sycamore Estates, the proposed adjustment to the MHP A results in the addition of 0.04-acre 
of mulefat scrub, 3.9 acres of oak woodland, 0.5-acre of native grassland, 72.0 acres of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub (including disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub), 0.2-acre of Diegan coastal 
sage scrub/chaparral ecotone, 0.9-acre of undifferentiated chaparral, 195.7 acres of southern 
mixed chaparral, 70.6 acres of chamise chaparral, 4.1 acres of non-native grassland, 17.7 acres 
of disturbed habitat, and 3.0 acres of developed areas. The topography in this area consists of 
steep slopes, several hundred feet of ridgeline and small portions of valleys. The area is 
adjacent to large areas of natural habitat within the MHPA to the east and the MCAS to the 
south. The added area to the MHP A would be beneficial in expanding an already large 
contiguous tract of open space and includes a diversity of habitat types. 

If the Montecito sub-project is included in the Sycamore Estates project boundary adjustment, 
the topography of the area being removed from the MHP A includes several hundred feet of 
ridgeline and adjacent steep slopes. This portion of the MHP A forms the southern slope of 
Beeler Canyon and abuts City of Poway lands. Wildlife movement through Beeler Canyon will 
be accommodated by two options based on the proposed plan. The first option is that wildlife 
will move north of the existing homes along the bottom of Beeler Canyon and along the 
adjacent slopes to the north. The second movement option would be south of the existing 
homes through the 450-foot corridor along the lower southern slopes of Beeler Canyon, and 
then into the canyon after passing the existing homes. Wildlife would need to go around the 
existing Calmat Quarry operation under either scenario. The most likely scenario will be for 
wildlife to choose the existing northern option given the topography and cover provided. 
Additionally, the increase in the corridor width on the Sycamore Estates project will benefit 
wildlife movement in the region. 

4. Effects on preserve configuration and management (i.e., the exchange results in similar or 
improved management efficiency and/or protection for biological resources). 

On the Montecito sub-project, the boundary adjustment would decrease the currently existing 
MHP A area. On the Sycamore Estates sub-pr~ject, the boundary adjustment would add to an 
already large existing MHP A area. Approximate! y 78 percent of the existing MHP Al 
development boundary will on Sycamore Estates would be pulled back from the existing 
boundary. In addition, a portion of the watershed of a population of endangered willowy 
monardella would be added to the MHP A. 
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The MHPA boundary adjustment would result in an increase in potential edge effects on the 
Montecito sub-project site because the MHP A line would change from a straight line to an 
undulating edge that follows the topographic features of the property. This would be an 
increase from 4,850 linear feet to 9,200 linear feet (90 percent increase). These edge effects are 
minimized by the placement of the development at the tops of ridgelines, and by minimization 
measures described in the mitigation section of this document. 

On the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, there would be an increase of edge perimeter because 
of the increase in the size of the MHP A. This would be an increase from 28,000 linear feet to 
33,500 linear feet (20 percent increase). This increase is more than offset by the benefits of 
adding 364:2 acres in viable open space areas based on City of San Diego Biology Guidelines 
(1999), which require that habitat areas must be at least 400 feet wide for greater than a 500-
foot distance and connected to viable open space to be considered open space. 

If the Montecito project is included in the Sycamore Estates project boundary adjustment, the 
combination of the two projects' preserve configuration and management would still be a 
significant improvement over the e~isting MHP A because there would be a net increase of 348 
acres into the MHPA. Additionally, 74 percent of the MHPA/development boundary would be 
pulled back from the existing boundary, 20 percent would be at essentially the same location, 
and only approximately 7 percent of the boundary would be moved into the existing MHP A. 
There would be an increase of edge perimeter because the increase in the size of the MHP A. 
This would be an increase from 32,850 linear feet to 42,700 linear feet (30 percent increase). 

5.. Effects on ecotones or other conditions affecting species diversity (i.e., the exchange maintains 
topographic and structural diversity and habitat interfaces of the preserve). 

On the Montecito sub-project site, the habitat currently within the MHPA would be reduced by 
31.2 acres. Topographical diversity would be decreased by the removal of portions of the 
habitat along ridgelines within the MHP A. 

On the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, a greater diversity of habitat types would be added to 
the MHP A from that which is being removed. In terms of topographical diversity, the area 
being removed (4.4 acres) consists of a portion of ridgeline and adjacent slope. The area being 
added (368.6 acres) contains ridgelines, steep slopes and valleys. 

If the Montecito sub-project is included in the Sycamore Estate~ sub-project boundary 
adjustment there would still be overall habitat and topographic diversity than without the 
boundary adjustment. 

The overall Precise Plan boundary adjustment results in areas being added to the MI-IP A that 
have a greater diversity of habitats than the areas being removed. Both areas added and 
removed include several hundred feet of ridgelines and steep slopes. The area being added also 
includes small portions of valleys. 
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6. Effects to species of concern not on the covered species list (i.e., the exchange does not 
significantly increase the likelihood that an uncovered species will meet the criteria for listing 
under either the federal or state ESAs). 

The proposed boundary adjustment is not expected to increase the likelihood that an uncovered 
species will be significantly impacted to meet the criteria for listing under federal or state ESAs. 
On both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, the only species of concern in the 
boundary adjustment areas that are not covered under the MSCP are ashy spike-moss, Mission 
Canyon bluecup, San Diego sagewort, and red diamond rattlesnake. Ashy spike-moss species 
occurs throughout the site, including areas of boundary removal and addition, and has a low 
level of sensitivity under reviews provided by the California Native Plant Society (Skinner and 
Pavlik 1994). This is also the case for any inclusion of the Montecito sub-project. The Mission 
Canyon bluecup, San Diego sagewort, and red diamond rattlesnake are in boundary addition 
areas. 

Significance of Impacts 

A 348.3-acre net increase in the size of the MHP A would occur as a result of the proposed MHP A 
boundary adjustment. Impacts of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates sub­
project would not be regarded as significant. If the Montecito sub-project developed independent of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project, the MHPA would be reduced by 15.9 acres, resulting in a significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

If the Montecito sub-project develops independent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, the following 
mitigation measure would be required to reduce impacts to long-term conservation of biological 
resources to below a level of significance: 

4.3-20: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit, the owner/permittee shall assure the 
acquisition of 15.9 acres to be added to the MHPA, satisfactory to the ERM. The acquisition 
site (or sites) shall be proposed for inclusion in the MHPA and provide equal or similar 
functional equivalency to the area being lost on the Montecito sub-project site. The 
following criteria shall be employed in the investigation and selection of acquisition sites. 
(See Section 4.1, LAND USE, for an analysis of Project consistency with the City's MHP A 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.) 

a. Acquisition sites shall be located within the MHPA (with a minimum 15.9-acre 
development footprint potential per MSCP guidelines) or shall be proposed for 
inclusion in the MHPA; 

b. Acquisition sites shall be potentially developable under the requirements of the OR-1 
and OR-2 Zones, and development rights shall be obtained as part of the acquisition 
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such that the acquired land within the MHP A will no longer be available for 
development; 

c. Acquisition sites shall replace habitat acreage eliminated from the MHPA in-Tier or, if 
in-Tier replacement is not provided, acquisition sites shall contribute positively to 
preserve functions and values by (a) providing for increased functionality with respect 
to wildlife movement, habitat linkages, connectivity; (b) providing for increased 
functionality by eliminating a potential development area in the preserve, thereby 
minimizing edge effects, fragmentation and management requirements; and (c) 
providing for conservation of species of concern not on the MSCP covered species list. 

d. Acquisition sites shall meet the requirements of boundary adjustment ·equivalency 
analysis (Section 5.4.2, City of San Diego MSCP Plan, August 1998) and shall be 
approved by the USFWS and the CDFG. 
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4.4 GEOLOGY/SOILS 

The following discussion is based on a report entitled Geotechnical Investigation, Montecito Project, 
San Diego, California, prepared by GEOCON, INC. (September 1999) and a second report entitled Soil 
and Geologic Reconnaissance, Sycamore Canyon Property, San Diego, California, also prepared by 
GEOCON, INC. (June 1999). The complete geotechnical reports are included as Appendices Cl and C2 
to this BIR. The scope of the geotechnical investigations consisted of a review of aerial photographs, 
readily available published and unpublished geologic literature and a previous reconnaissance report 
for the sites, as well as field investigations, laboratory testing to identify physical soil properties, and an 
engineering analysis. 

4.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A description of geologic and soil conditions and geologic hazards within the Precise Plan area is 
presented below and are similar for the sub-project sites. Where conditions differ between the sub­
projects, site-specific information is noted in the text. 

0 GEOLOGIC & SOIL CONDITIONS OF THE PRECISE PLAN AREA 

Recent uplift and erosion in the San Diego region has produced the characteristic canyon and ridgeline 
topography of the subject site. The property is characterized by several north-south trending ridges that 
are separated by canyons and ravines. Beeler Canyon abuts the project site to the north, and the 
northern portion of the site drains toward Beeler Canyon. The southern portion of the site drains to 
Sycamore Canyon, located south of the property. Elevations vary from approximately 1,177 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL) in the southeast portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site to 
approximately 600 feet AMSL in the northwest portion of the Montecito sub-project site. 

Three geologic formations and nine surficial units were observed and mapped on-site by GEOCON. The 
geological formations consist of the Eocene-aged Stadium Conglomerate, Pomerado Conglomerate and 
Cretaceous-age igneous granitic rock of the Southern California Batholith. The surficial materials 
consist of undocumented fill, compacted fill, previously placed fill, topsoil, alluvium, debris flow 
materials, landslide debris, stream terrace deposits and colluvium. Other studies have mapped the 
Friars Formation on the northwest comer of the Montecito ~uh-project site; however, the Friars 
Formation was not found in the site reconnaissance, or encountered in the investigation conducted by 
GEOCON. Each of the geological formations and surficial units located on the project site are discussed 
below. Their estimated aerial extent (as determined by field mapping) is shown in Figure 4.4-1, 
Geologic Map. 

Stadium Conglomerate (Tst) 

Formational material of Eocene-age Stadium Conglomerate was observed on the canyon ridges 
and native slopes of the Precise Plan area. This formation typically consists of a dense to very 
dense, partially to well cemented, sandy coarse gravel conglomerate. When excavated, this 
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material disintegrates to coarse cobbly gravel with a clay or silt sand matrix. This formation 
typically exhibits high shear strength, low compressibility and adequate bearing capacity in 
either a natural or properly compacted condition. Localized zones of highly cemented material 
were encountered at depths of 42 feet and 54 feet, with thicknesses of two feet and one foot. 
respectively on the Montecito sub-project site. These cemented layers are typically 
discontinuous, but may require a heavier-than-normal ripping effort during grading operations. 
In Sycamore Estates, the Stadium Conglomerate formation appears to exceed 250 feet in 
thickness and is very dense with partially to well cemented cobble conglomerate observed to 
overlie hardrock units. The stadium conglomerate is considered suitable for direct support of 
planned improvements and/or additional fill. Bedding attitudes o~served within the Stadium 
Conglomerate were horizontal, or only a few .degrees from horizontal. 

Pomerado Conglomerate (Tp) 

Pomerado Conglomerate underlies a portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. This 
formation exceeds 150 feet in thickness and primarily occurs above approximately 900 feet 
AMSL in elevation. The estimated contact between the Pomerado and Stadium Conglomerate 
is based upon information contained in Bulletin 200 by the California Division of Mines and 
Geology. The Pomerado Conglomerate is late Eocene in age and is a massive cobble 
conglomerate lithologically similar with the Stadium Conglomerate. Occasional thin beds and 
lenses of sandstone typically occur within the Pomerado Conglomerate. The Pomerado 
Conglomerate has a lower degree of cementation than the Stadium Conglomerate but still 
contains isolated zones of highly cemented conglomerate. Excavation within the Pomerado 
Conglomerate typically requires a heavy effort. The soils of this unit typically possess low 
expansive characteristics, adequate bearing and shear strength parameters in either a properly 
compacted or a natural condition. Slopes constructed of these materials are usually stable at 
2: 1 inclinations. 

Granitic Rock (Kgr) 

Deeply weathered granitic rocks underlie limited areas within the east-central portion of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The granitic rock is primarily composed of granodiorite and 
aplite. As observed in exposed rock outcrops, the granodiorite is highly altered resulting in 
development of a sandy matrix which incorporates large boulders of fresh rock. At greater 
depths the granitic rock is likely to become more massive and require blasting to efficiently 
excavate. In general, soils excavated from the weathered portions should consist of well 
graded silty sands (decomposed granite). It is estimated that granitic rock is exposed on 
approximately 5 percent of the Sycamore Estates property. 

Undocumented Fill (Oudf) 

A minor amount of undocumented fill was observed within the main drainage at the south end 
of the Montecito site, and within unimproved dirt roads that provide access to the property. 
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The undocumented fill is considered unsuitable to support structural improvements and would 
require removal and re-compaction in areas of proposed site development. 

Previously Placed Fill (Opf) 

Previously placed fill was encountered within the north-south utility easement that traverses the 
western portion of the Montecito sub-project site and at various locations along the western 
property margin. The fill is likely associated with placement of the existing SDG&E utility 
line that crosses the project site, as well as remnants of the old Highway 395 alignment and 
unimproved dirt roads and embankments constructed for site access or drainage control. The 
estimated lateral extent of the fill is plotted on Figure 4.4-1. Up to five feet of fill associated 
with soils from the utility easements was encountered in the southern portion of Montecito sub­
project site. These fills are considered unsuitable and will require removal and re-compaction 
within areas to support additional fill and/or structural improvements. 

Compacted Fill (Ocf) 

Compacted fill placed during the construction of Pomerado Road was observed in the slopes 
along the western Montecito property margin. The compacted fill was placed under the 
observation of GEOCON during the period of June 1989 and January 1990 as part of the 
construction of Pomerado Road that was associated with the adjacent Scripps Eastview 
development. Compaction test results and professional opinions regarding the fill placement 
are summarized in GEOCON'S report entitled Final Report of Testing and Observation Services 
During Mass Grading Operations, Scripps Eastview: Pomerado Road Station 37+30 to 77+00, 
W.O. 88-0060, San Diego, California dated February 27, 1990 (Project No. D-3965-203). 
According to the referenced report, fill materials consisted of a silt to clay sand with varying 
amounts of gravel and cobble and sandy silt and clay. The fill soils were compacted to at least 
90 percent relative compaction. The compacted fill is considered suitable for support of 
settlement sensitive structures or additional fill. 

Topsoil (unmapped) 

Topsoil ranging from approximately one foot to four feet in thickness generally blankets the 
native surficial and formational deposits of the Precise Plan area. The topsoils are typically 
loose and dry and consist of gravelly sand to sandy gravel with varying amounts of clay. 
Within the lower elevation areas and gentler slopes, topsoil may be up to eight feet thick and 
contain more clayey soils. The topsoils have a medium to high expansion potential, are 
considered compressible and would be unsuitable for support of structural improvements. 
Removal and re-compaction of the topsoils would be necessary in planned development areas. 

Alluvium (Oal} 

Alluvial deposits ranging in thickness from four to 15 feet were encountered within canyon 
drainages of the Montecito sub-project site, and deeper alluvium could be present within the 
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tributaries of Beeler and Sycamore Canyons. The thickness of the deposits generally increases 
.with the size of the canyon drainage. The alluvium consists ofloose gravelly sands, silts pnd 
stiff gravelly clays. The alluvium is considered compressible and unsuitable for support of 
structural fill and/or settlement-sensitive structures, and would require removal and re­
compaction during site development. 

Debris Flows 

Debris flows were observed exclusively within the Pomerado Conglomerate at the origin of 
some of the tributary ravines in Sycamore Estates. The debris flows initiated near the crest of 
very steep ridges and probably occur as a result of high-intensity rainfalls. A debris flow is a 
rapid downslope movement of saturated surficial deposits and near surface weathered 
formational soils. As the soils become saturated and pore water pressures increase, the soils 
lose strength and fail relatively rapidly. The relatively thin topsoil thickness suggests that the 
debris flows are limited in extent. Within areas of planned development, complete removal and 
compaction of debris flows materials would be required. 

Colluvium (Oc) 

Colluvial deposits ranging in thickness from three to 11 feet were encountered at the heads of 
the tributary canyons and along the lower flanks of the canyon hillsides on the Montecito sub­
project site. Colluvial materials encountered consist of gravelly clay to sandy coarse gravel, 
with varying amounts of silt. The thickest colluvium was encountered, being five, 10 and 11 
feet thick, respectively, in the southeast and southwest portion of the property. Erosional scarps 
around the upper neads of several tributary canyons are indicative of shallow debris-flow 
accumulations that may be indistinguishable from colluvial deposits. 

Terrace Deposits (Qt) 

Terrace deposits were found on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. They consist of a 
relatively deep accumulation of cobbles and sand occur on a hillside adjacent to the eastern 
most property line. 

Landslide Debris (01s) 

One landslide was mapped off-site and east of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site in 
conjunction with a previous geotechnical investigation. The landslide is situated off-site and 
appears to have originally moved easterly. Because the landslide is off-site, no geotechnical 
cons~aints with respect to the use of the property exists pertaining to the landslide. 
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0 SOILS 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California, 
one soil type covers the Montecito sub-project site: Redding Cobbly Loam (15 to 50% slopes). For the 
Sycamore Estates portion, eight different soil types cover this area: Redding Cobbly Loam (15-50% 
slopes), Olivenhain Cobbly Loam (9 to 30% slopes), Visalia Gravelly Sandy Loam (2 to 5%), 
Huerhuero Loam (2 to 9% slopes), Cieneba-Fallbrook Rocky Sandy Loams (9 to 30% slopes), Ramona 
Sandy Loam (5 to 9% slopes), Friant Rocky Fine Sandy Loam (30 to 70% slopes), and Placentia Sandy 
Loam (2 to 9% slopes). The location of these soils within the project site is shown in Figure 4.4-2, Soils 
Map. Table 4.4-1, Soil Types, summarizes the soil types found on the Rancho Encantada site and their 
erosion susceptibility and runoff potential. The principal on-site soil type, Redding Cobbly Loam, 
contains a clayey subsoil and is assessed a high potential for expansion. 

Table 4.4-1 
SOIL TYPES 

E STIMATED 
SUB-PROJECT MAPSYMBOL PERCENTAGE OF 

PROPERTY 

MONTECITO RFF 100% 

SYCAMOREEsTATES RFF 79% 

OHE 6% 

VBB 5% 

HRC 3% 

CNE2 2% 

RAC 1% 

FxG 2% 

PEC 2% 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO RFF 100% 

RFF Redding Cobbly Loam, IS to 50% slopes 
OHE Oliveohaio Cobbly Loam, 9 to 30% slopes 
VBB . Visalia Gravelly Sandy Loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
HRC Huerhuero Loam, 2 to 9% slopes 
CNE2 Cieoeba-Fallbrook Rocky Sandy Loams, 9 to 30% slopes, Eroded 
RAC Ramona Sandy Loam, 5 to 9% slopes 
FXG Friaot Rocky Fine Sandy Loam, 30 to 70% slopes 
PEC Placentia Sandy Loam , 2 to 9% slopes 

RUNOFF POTENTIAL 

Medium to Rapid 

Medium to Rapid 

Medium to Rapid 

S low 

Slow to Medium 

High to Very High 

Slight to Moderate 

High to Very High 

Slight to Moderate 

Medium to Rapid 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey, Sao Diego Area, California, December 1973 
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SUSCEPTIBILITY 

Moderate to High 

Moderate to High 

Moderate to High 

Slight 

Slight to Moderate 

Rapid to Very Rapid 

Slow to Medium 

Rapid to Very Rapid 

S low to Medium 

Moderate to High 
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RfF Redding cobbly loam, dissected 15 to 50 percent slopes 
OhE Olivenhain cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes 
VbB Visalia gravelly sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 
HrC Huerhuero loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
CnE2 Cieneba-Fallbrook rocky sandy loams, 9 to 30 percent slopes.eroded 
RaC Ramona sandy loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes 
FxG Friant rocky fine sandy loam,30 to 70 percent slopes 
PeC Placentia sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
AvC Arlington coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slope 

SOURCE: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE SOIL SURVEY, 1973 
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0 GEOLOGIC & SOIL CONDITIONS OF THE OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER ALIGNMENT 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line is proposed through the City of Poway, 
from the project site's northwestern boundary to the intersection of Pomerado Road and Old Knoll 
Road. According to the City of Poway's General Plan Geologic Formations exhibit, the off-site gravity 
sewer alignment is underlain by Pomerado Conglomerate and alluvium. Pomerado Conglomerate is a 
massive cobble conglomerate which is lithologically identical to Stadium Conglomerate. The 
Pomerado is the youngest unit of the Poway Group and is separated from the Stadium Conglomerate by 
the Mission Valley Formation (also see discussion above regarding the on-site Pomerado 
Conglomerate). Alluvial material consists of poorly consolidated stream deposited silt, sand, gravel 
and cobble-sized particles and occurs in major stream channels, including the Beeler Canyon Creek 
area in which the gravity sewer line is proposed. 

Soil associations located along the proposed alignment consist of Redding-Olivenhain and Ramona­
Placentia. The Redding-Olivenhain Association is a well-drained gravelly loam and cobbly loam that 
has a subsoil of gravelly clay over a hardpan of cobbly alluvium. The Ramona-Placentia Association is 
a well drained to moderately well drained sandy loam that has a subsoil of sandy clay over granitic 
alluvium. Both of these soil associations have a low to moderate shrink-swell behavior, a very slow 
runoff permeability, and are highly erosive. 

0 GROUNDWATER 

No groundwater or seepage conditions were encountered dming the on-site investigations conducted 
by GEOC0N. However, a seasonal groundwater table has the potential to develop within the alluvial 
soils. It is likely that during the rainy season, shallow perched groundwater conditions may exist along 
the bottom of larger natural drainages at the site, such as in Beeler and Sycamore Canyon. Where in­
filling of canyons or ravines is planned, the installation of subdrains to relieve the potential for 
hydrostatic pressure buildup would be required. 

0 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

According to the City's Seismic Safety Study, the Precise Plan area lies within geologic Hazard 
Categories 22, 23, 32 and 53. Portions of the Montecito sub-project site lie in Hazard Categories 32 
and 53 and portions of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site lie in Hazard Categories 22, 23 and 32. 

Hazard Category 22: is noted for possible or conjectured landslides with a moderate risk 
potential. 

Hazard Category 23: is indicative of slide prone areas. 

Hazard Category 32: designates a low potential for liquefaction due to the presence of minor 
drainages and potentially fluctuating groundwater tables. This category is limited primarily to 
small portions of Beeler Canyon and Sycamore Canyon within the project site. 
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Hazard Category 53: is applied to lands that exhibit a favorable geologic structure with a low 
risk of ground failure. 

Ancient Landslides 

Geomorphic features suggestive of ancient and/or deep-seated landslides were not observed 
during the site reconnaissance or encountered during the field investigations conducted by 
GEOCON. Erosional scarps at the heads of tributary canyons, however, indicate the potential 
for shallow debris flows in local areas of colluvial accumulations. 

Faulting and Seismicity 

From a seismic perspective, it should be recognized that much of Southern California is 
characterized by major, active fault zones. The Rancho Encantada project area is located 
within a seismically active region characterized by northwest trending faults to the San Andreas 
Fault System. A seismic study conducted as part of the geotechnical analysis did not identify 
any active or potentially active faults within the project site or immediate vicinity. Active 
faults are defined as structures which exhibit Holocene displacement (i.e., within 
approximately the last 11,000 years) or historic seismicity, while potentially active faults are 
not historically active and displace Pleistocene (11,000 to 2,000,000 years in age) but not 
Holocene strata (California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG] 1997). The project site is 
not located within any designated California Fault Rupture Hazard Zone (formerly Alquist­
Priolo Special Studies Zone). These zones are designated by the CDMG to identify active 
faults and associated setback requirements for habitable structures. 

As part of the Project's seismic evaluation, an analysis was conducted to estimate the 
magnitude and on-site ground accelerations for maximum credible and maximum probable 
earthquake events along major regional faults. A maximum credible earthquake is defined as 
the maximum event considered capable of occurring, while a maximum probable earthquake is 
defined as the maximum event considered likely to occur during a 100-year period. The results 
of the seismicity analysis are provided in Table 4.4-2, Maximum Credible & Maximum 
Probable Earthquake Magnitudes. Table 4.4-2 represents a list of significant active faults, their 
distance from the site and a summary of potential ground shaking effects. • 

As seen from these data, the project site is in the general proximity of several large active faults 
capable of producing major seismic events. The closest major fault to the project site is the 
Rose Canyon Fault, which is located approximately 12 miles to the west of the Precise Plan 
boundary. Due to its proximity, the Rose Canyon Fault exhibits the highest potential on-site 
ground acceleration values of the faults shown in Table 4.4-2. Historically the Rose Canyon 
Fault has exhibited low seismicity with respect to earthquakes in excess of Magnitude 5.0 or 
greater. Major earthquakes occurring on this fault or other regional active faults located in the 
southern California area could subject the site to moderate-to-severe ground shaking. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.4-9 

• 

I 

I 



________ E_n_vir_o_n_m_en_t_al_A_n_al __ y_s1_· s=-_G_e_o_lo __ g __ y_/S_o_i_ls_. 

Table 4.4-2 
MAXIMUM CREDIBLE AND.MAXIMUM PROBABLE EARTHQUAKE MAGNITUDES 

MAXIMUM MAXIMUM 

FAULT DISTANCE FROM CREDIBLE PROBABLE 

THE SITE EARTHQUAKE EARTHQUAKE 
(MILES) MAGNITUDE MAGNITUDE 

Coronado Banlc 26 7.4 6.3 

Elsinore-Julian 25 7.1 6.4 

Earthquake Valley 30 6.5 5.7 

San Jacinto-Coyote Creek 46 6.8 6.2 

Newport-Inglewood 28 6.9 5.8 

Rose Canyon 12 6.9 5.7 
Source: GEOCON, June 1999 and September 1999 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose saturated and relatively cohesionless sands lose 
strength during strong ground motions. Primary factors controlling the development of 
liquefaction include intensity and duration of ground accelerations, gradation characteristics of 
the subsurface soil, in situ stress conditions and depth to groundwater. Settlement resulting 
from liquefaction can significantly affect overlying and subsurface facilities, causing variable 
degrees of structural damage. The very dense nature of the sedimentary units on-site precludes 
liquefaction from occurring in these units. The alluvium in the lower lying canyons and 
tributary drainages may be susceptible to liquefaction in their present condition. However, 
removal and compaction of the materials as recommended by the Project's geotechnical report 
and the placement of canyon subdrains to prevent the buildup of groundwater within the 
canyons would mitigate the liquefaction potential of the alluvial deposits, as discussed below 
under Impact Analysis. Based upon this information, the liquefaction potential of the site is 
considered to be very low. 

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project expose people or property to geologic hazards such 
as earthquakes, mudslides, ground failure or similar hazards? 

Significance Criteria 

Significant geologic impacts would occur if property is located in specific Hazard Category Zones 21 
through 24, 26, 27, 31, and 41 through 44 because those zones are considered to ~ave potentially 
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significant geologic constraints. Additionally, projects within 500 feet of an active or potentially 
active fault are considered to be prone to potentially significant geologic/geotechnical impacts. In 
addition, the Project would have a significant effect if it would expose people or structures to major 
geologic hazards. 

Impact Analysis 

According to the City's Seismic Safety Study, the Precise Plan area lies within geologic Hazard 
Categories 22, 23, 32 and 53. The Montecito sub-project site lies in Hazard Categories 32 and 53; thus, 
geologic hazards would not be capable of causing significant impact. The Sycamore Estates sub­
project site lies in Hazard Categories 22, 23 and 32. Because the Sycamore Estates site is located in 
Hazard Category 22 (landslide with moderate risk) and Hazard Category 23 (slide prone areas), 
geologic hazard impacts would be regarded as potentially significant, unless adequately mitigated. 
The proposed Sycamore Estates VTM (see Figure 3-11), proposes substantial grading in the area of 
existing debris flow, that would either completely remove the debris flow material, or would result in 
relatively flat areas. Therefore, grading as proposed by the Sycamore Estates VTM would avoid by 
design the potential for a significant geologic hazard impact resulting from the portions of the sub­
project site being located in Hazard Categories 22 and 23. On- and off-site sewer line improvements 
would be constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code to withstand a maximum credible 
earthquake. • 

The nearest known active fault is located 12 miles from the Rancho Encantada site; however, because 
Southern California is a seismically active region, the Precise Plan area could be subject to moderate to 
severe ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. The seismic risk for the project area is not 
considered to be significantly different from that of surrounding developments in the City of San Diego 
to the west and in the City of Poway to the north. Impacts associated with faults are not anticipated 
under the proposed Project. 

As noted above under Existing Conditions, surficial soils (previously placed fill, alluvium, topsoil and 
colluvium) are not considered suitable for the support of fill or structural loads in their present 
condition. No additional soil or geologic conditions were encountered or identified as part of the site­
specific geotechnical investigations which would preclude the development of the property as 
proposed, provided that the recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Investigation Reports 
(Appendices Cl, C2 and C3 to this ElR) are followed. 

Significance of Impacts 

Soil and geologic conditions are identified on the Rancho Encantada project site which would 
potentially result in significant impacts. However, implementation of recommendations contained in 
the Geotechnical Investigation Reports (Appendix Cl to this EIR for Montecito and Appendix C2 to 
this EIR for Sycamore Estates) would avoid these impacts. 
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Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The use of the following conventional grading techniques and adherence to the recommendations 
contained in the site-specific Geologic Investigation Reports would avoid all potentially significant 
geologic impacts. 

Montecito and Sycamore Estates Sub-Projects 

4.4-1: Prior to the commencement of grading, a geotechnical consultant, satisfactory to the City of 
San Diego's Environmental Review Manager (ERM), shall be employed for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing the fills for substantial conformance with the 
recommendations of the projects' Geologic Investigation Reports. The geotechnical consultant 
shall provide adequate testing and observation services so that it may be determined if the work 
was performed in substantial conformance with the projects' Geologic Investigation Reports. 
Such information shall be submitted in writing to the City's ERM.. Mitigation measures for 
soil and excavation activities, grading activities, installation of subdrains, slope construction, 
foundation design, retaining walls and lateral loads, drainage provisions, and final review of 
grading plans shall be implemented as a part of the grading plans for the proposed project. 
Prior to issuance of grading permits, the grading plans shall be approved by the City Planning 
and Development Review Department. 

Issue 2: Would the proposed project increase the potential for erosion of soils on-or off­
site? 

Significance Criteria 

Development of the project site would include grading activities which remove the vegetative co·ver, 
thereby exposing soils to runoff and erosion. For the purpose of this EIR, the Project would potentially 
have a significant effect if it would grade more than one acre into slopes over 25 percent grade and 
would have the potential to cause substantial erosion. The analysis of erosional impacts below is based 
on this criterion. 

Impact Analysis 

The Montecito sub-project proposes to grade approximately 153 acres and the Sycamore Estates sub­
project proposes to grade approximately 590 acres. These acreages include all proposed utility 
improvement and detention basin impacts. Because the disturbance area is greater than one acre in 
slopes over 25 percent, potential erosion impacts would be significant. The majority of the p_roject site 
is covered by top soils (or other surface materials) that exhibit generally high erosion potentials. Table 
4.4-1, Soils Types, outlines the limitations of the soils for construction. As shown ip the table and on 
Figure 4.4-2, Soils Map, Redding Cobbly Loam, Olivenhain Cobbly Loam, Cieneba-Fallbrook Rocky 
Sandy Loam, Fraint Rocky Fine Sandy Loam, and Placentia Sandy Loam have severe erosion 
susceptibility and potential for rapid runoff. In addition, soils located along the off-site gravity sewer 
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alignment exhibit high erosion potential. These soils, along with fill materials used for development 
areas, would be subject to potentially significant project-related erosion. Specifically, Project 
development would involve the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure of erodible materials on 
existing hillsides, as well as construction of manufactured slopes and graded pads. Such activities 
would occur in areas tributary to both Beeler and Sycamore Canyons, including several locations 
within or immediately adjacent to Beeler Canyon. Accordingly, Project implementation would 
increase the potential for erosion and transport of sediment both within and downstream of the site. 
Potential erosion effects would be greatest in steeper areas and during the first season after grading 
(i.e., before landscaping becomes established). For the gravity sewer design option, the potential exists 
for increased off-site erosion due to exposure of soils as trenches are excavated for the placement of 
sewer lines. The erosion and transport of material within the Project boundaries and· off site would 
generate a number ofrelated potential effects, including damage to graded areas and slopes (e.g., 
undermining or rilling), exposure of and damage to underground facilities (e.g. foundations or utilities), 
siltation of downstream drainage courses, structures and habitat, and degradation of downstream water 
quality (refer to Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY). 

As required under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, dischargers 
are required to develop and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the discharge of 
pollutants. These BMPs are required of all new developments both during and after construction. 
These BMPs consist of both structural and non-structural measures, including detention basins, first 
flush diversion devices, grass-lined filter strips, public education, use of non-toxic landscaping 
materials, street sweeping and toxic waste collection plans. Accordingly, the project owner/permittee 
will be required to secure the necessary NPDES permits and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that comprises of appropriate BMPs for pre- and post-construction activities. 
Proposed erosion-control features of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates VTMs are described below. 

0 Erosion Control Features of the Montecito Sub-Proiect VTM 

The Montecito sub-project proposes the use of temporary desiltation basins during project 
grading and construction. Proposed temporary desilting basins would be constructed at key 
catch basin inlets to accommodate projected sediment influx from associated drainage areas. 
These basins would be installed prior to grading of the Montecito sub-project site and would 
trap sediment eroded during and after sub-project construction, thereby preventing 
sedimentation of nearby Beeler Canyon and downstream areas. The described desiltation 
basins would be removed after completion of sub-project construction, and after the 
landscaping root system has matured on the project site's manufactured slopes (see Figure 3-9, 
Montecito PRD Conceptual Landscape Plan); thus, eliminating potential on-site erosion and 
sediment transport concerns. The proposed Montecito sub-project also would include three 
permanent detention basins and associated water quality filtration basins located along key 
drainage areas between the project site and Beeler Canyon. These three detention basins range 
in capacity from 0.3 acre-feet (AF) to 9.0 AF and, while intended primarily to control flow 
volumes, would also settle out eroded material from runoff leaving the site. 
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0 Erosion Control Features of the Sycamore Estates Sub-Project VTM 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project proposes the use of three temporary desiltation basins in 
strategically located sites downslope of proposed development. Each of the three proposed 
basins has a 0.2 acre-foot capacity and is designed to accommodate projected sediment influx 
from associated drainage areas. These basins would be installed prior to sub-project grading 
and would trap sediment eroded during and after sub-project construction, thereby preventing 
sedimentation of nearby Beeler Canyon and downstream areas. The described desiltation 
basins would be removed after completion of construction on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site, and landscaping would be established to the point that upstream erosion and sediment 
transport is not a concern (see Figure 3-14, Sycamore Estates PRD Conceptual Landscape 
Plan). The proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project also includes three permanent detention 
basin locations located along key drainage areas. Two would be located between the project 
site and Beeler Canyon and one would be located south of Rancho Encantada Parkway, north 
of Planning Area 7 A. These basins range in capacity from 7 to 17 acre-feet and, while intended 
primarily to control flow volumes, would also settle out eroded material from runoff leaving the 
site. 

The proposed project designs for both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects incorporate 
storm water drainage, subsurface drainage and landscaping elements, all of which would serve to 
reduce the potential for project-related erosion and sediment transport. Specifically, the proposed 
storm water drainage system would utilize appropriate grading techniques and containment/diversion 
structures (e.g. brow ditches) to route surface runoff into designated areas and avoid ponding or 
uncontrolled runoff over more erodible areas such as manufactured slopes. Storm drain outlets also . 
would include protective structures such as concrete or rip rap aprons to prevent localized erosion 
during storm events. The proposed conceptual landscaping plans proposed as part of the Montecito 
and Sycamore Estates PRD Permits include restoration of native habitat on most of the larger 
manufactured slopes, and would conform with applicable requirements of the City of San Diego 
Landscape Technical Manual. Proposed landscaping would be installed as soon as feasible aft~r 
grading, and would include such methods as application of hydroseed mix, container stock plantings of 
native, drought-tolerant species, or re-use of native topsoil on the slopes. The use of such landscaping 
techniques would help reduce erosion potential by quickly establishing vegetation cover reducing the 
exposure time of exposed slopes. 

Significance of Impacts 

Due to the presence of steep topography and topsoils with high erosion potential onsite, as well as the 
proximity of larger drainage courses, the proposed Project could potentially result in significant short­
term erosion and sedimentation impacts. Implementation of off-site sewer improvements in the City of 
Poway would not contribute to a substantial increase in long-term erosion, but construction-related 
erosion impacts would be significant. Implementation of the described project design elements and the 
mitigation measures identified below would reduce all identified potentially significant erosion and 
sedimentation impacts below a level of significance. 
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Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

0 Proposed Project 

The following mitigation measure applies to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects and 
in combination with Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-8 in Section 4.5, HYDROLOGY/WATER 

QUALITY, would reduce potential erosion impacts to below a level of significance. 

4.4-2: In conformance with the provisions of Public Resources Code§ 21081.6, the sub-project 
owner/permittee shall retain a mitigation monitor acceptable to the ERM to monitor the 
grading, construction, and installation of runoff control devices and erosion control 
revegetation. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the mitigation monitor shall submit in 
writing to the City Engineer verification that the sub-project has complied with the required 
notes on the grading plan, landscape plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
addressing erosion/urban runoff controls related to erosion control. Grading shall be limited to 
the dry season (typically March 15 to November 15), unless specific measures for wet season 
grading are approved for the sub-project by the ERM of the City of San Diego's Planning and 
Development Review Department. 

0 Gravity Sewer Design Option 

4.4-3: Erosion control measures, as defined in the City of Poway's Grading Ordinance, shall be 
implemented during construction of the off-site gravity sewer line. 
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4.5 HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Hydrology and drainage studies for the proposed Rancho Encantada project were conducted separately 
for each of the two sub-project components, Montecito and Sycamore Estates. Nolte & Associates 
(Nolte) conducted a study entitled "Montecito Hydrology Study/Drainage Study," dated January 2000, 
and Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates (RBF) conducted a study entitled "Preliminary Drainage 
Study for Sycamore Estates," dated October 2000. These reports are included as Appendices DI and 
D2 to this EIR, and also are available for review at the City of San Diego Planning and Development 
Review Department, 1222 First Avenue, 5th Floor, San Diego CA, 92101. 

4.5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 SURFACE DRAINAGE PATTERNS AND SURFACE WATER 

The site is located in the San Diego Hydrologic Region (SDHR), which drains westerly toward the 
Pacific Ocean. The SDHR is over three million acres in size and is composed of eleven smaller 
watersheds. Except for a small portion along the southeastern project boundary, the project site is 
located in the Pefiasquitos Watershed, which comprises approximately 103,700 acres of the SDHR. 
Portions of three cities, including San Diego, Del Mar, and Poway, and a portion of unincorporated San 
Diego County drain into the watershed. The City of San Diego comprises approximately 83 percent of 
the watershed area. The project site, being 2,658 acres in size, comprises approximately two percent 
(2%) of the Pefiasquitos Watershed. 

According to the Nolte study, the entire Montecito sub-project site, which is part of a total contributing 
watershed of approximately 670 acres, drains in a northerly direction to existing facilities along Beeler 
Canyon Road (see Figure 4.5-1). These facilities include two 36-inch culverts under Creek Road at 
Beeler Canyon Road and two 36-inch culverts under Beeler Canyon Road. Existing on-site culverts 
also are located in the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site, associated with the existing 
single family residence. A portion of the 670-acre watersh~d (21.2 acres) includes off-site flows from 
the Scripps Eastview Development, located on the west side of Pomerado Road, west of the proposed 
project site. Surface drainage throughout the Montecito sub-project site consists of runoff from 
seasonal precipitation that collects in on-site natural swales and finger canyons. There are no 
man.made drainage facilities within the Montecito sub-project site. 

According to the RBF study, 90 percent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site drains into Beeler 
Canyon Creek adjacent to the north of the site, including surface runoff from the existing industrial 
development located on the Sycamore Estates property (see Figure 4.5-2). Flows from the industrial 
areas of the sub-project site, which represent less than 7% of the total site flows, utilize the existing on­
site private streets to reach natural swales and finger canyons which then carry away the surface run­
off. Surface flows that reach Beeler Canyon Creek combine with off-site runoff from the northeast and 
flow southwesterly through Beeler Canyon. During significant seasonal rainfall events, it can be 
expected that Beeler Canyon Road would be flooded by these surface flows. No area proposed to be 
developed within the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is covered by the 100-year floodplain of Beeler 
Canyon Creek, as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 
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Rate Map [(FIRM) panel 06073C 1367F]. The remaining IO percent of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site, on the south side of the on-site ridgeline, drains southerly into canyons that cross into 
MCAS Miramar. 

According to the geotechnical report prepared by GEOCON, INC. and titled Geotechnical Investigation, 
Montecito Project, San Diego, California (September 1999), and a second report entitled Soil and 
Geologic Reconnaissance, Sycamore Canyon Property, San Diego, California, also performed by 
GEOCON, INC., (June 1999) no springs, seeps or groundwater conditions were encountered within the 
formational units or surficial deposits on the site during the geologic field investigations. It should be 
expected, however, that the drainage courses within the property periodically contain perched 
groundwater associated with rainfall along the natural watershed. Perched groundwater levels in 
alluvial areas are expected to fluctuate seasonally. 

The following tables (Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, Pre-Development Peak Discharges) summarize the 
hydrologic data obtained for pre-development conditions. Table 4.5-1 provides the discharge 
quantities (in cubic feet per second) for each of the six drainage basins identified within the Montecito 
sub-project site, based on stormwater flows during a 100-year storm event. The results in Table 4.5-2 
provide the discharge quantities (in cubic feet per second) for each of the nine drainage basins 
identified within the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, based on stormwater flows during a 100-year 
storm event. As shown in Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, Existing Watersheds, there are currently six 
drainage basins identified within the Montecito (Figure 4.5-1) sub-project site, and nine drainage 
basins identified within the Sycamore Estates (Figure 4.5-2) sub-project site that drain into Beeler 
Canyon. 

Table 4.5-1 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT PEAK DISCHARGES - MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT SITE 

Basin Number Area (Ac.) 

100 262 

200 28 

300 23 

400 182 

500 30 

600 145 
1. Q 100 (cfs) = cubic feet per second at a 100-year storm flow rate. 
Source: Nolte & Associates; January, 2000 

QlOO (cfs)l Discharge Location 

492.6 Beeler Canyon 

63.2 Beeler Canyon 

51.2 Beeler Canyon 

356.7 Beeler Canyon 

63.8 Beeler Canyon 

269.8 Beeler Canyon 
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Table 4.5-2 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT PEAK DISCHARGES - SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT SITE 

Watershed Number Area (Ac.) 

100 215 

200 12 

300 84 

400 38 

500 35 

600 16 

700 41 

800 208 

900 230 
l. Q100 (cfs) = cubic feet per second at a 100-year storm flow rate. 
Source: RBF & Associates, March 16, 2000 

0 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN 

QIOO (cfs)l Discharge Location 

221 Beeler Canyon 

17 Beeler Canyon 

107 Beeler Canyon 

45 Beeler Canyon 

42 Beeler Canyon 

20 Beeler Canyon 

50 Beeler Canyon 

209 Beeler Canyon 

238 Beeler Canyon 

No portions of the proposed Precise Plan area are located within a 100-year floodplain as mapped by • 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). However, 
portions of the off-site gravity sewer alignment in the City of Poway are located in the mapped 100-
year floodplain of Beeler Canyon Creek. 

0 WATER QUALITY AND SENSITIVE WATER BODIES 

• Assessments of regional water quality for the project site vicinity range from "good" to "intermediate" 
for upper and lower Los Pefiasquitos Creek, respectively, and "unknown" for Sycamore Canyon Creek 
(RWQCB, 1991). Known water quality data in the immediate site vicinity area are associated with 
historical (1985) measurements from Beeler Creek at Pomerado Road (USGS, 1989). These data 
documented historically good water quality in Beeler Creek, with total dissolved solids (TDS) levels of 
420 milligrams per liter (mg/I). No known current data are available for the project site and vicinity, 
although surface water quality is expected to be somewhat lower than that recorded in 1985 due to 
urban development since that time. Specifically, undeveloped areas typically contribute lower 
quantities of contaminates such as bacteria, pesticides, nutrients, solids, and metals than urban or 
agricultural zones (Wigington, 1983). 

Groundwater quality in the Poway and San Diego River Valley basins is classified as "intermediate" by 
the RWQCB (1991). Known groundwater quality in the site vicinity area are associated with 1984-5 
measurements from Beeler and Sycamore Canyon Creeks, with these data reflecting intermediate water 
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quality. Specifically, TDS levels of 1,100 mg/1 were recorded at one sample point along Sycamore 
Creek approximately ½-mile northeast of the project site, and TDS levels ranging between 830 and 990 
mg/1 were noted from two sample points located along Beeler Creek approximately ¼ to 1/2-mile west 
of the site (USGS, 1989). No current groundwater quality data are available for the project site and 
vicinity, although groundwater quality may be somewhat lower than that recorded in 1985 due to 
increased urban development in the area. 

Runoff from the project site flows from Beeler Canyon to Penasquitos Canyon, into Los Peiiasquitos 
Lagoon, eventually draining into the Pacific Ocean. Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon is located approximately 
12 miles west of the project site and covers about 385 acres. It is recognized as an important coastal 
resource because of its unique flora and fauna. The lagoon is owned by the State of California and is 
designated as a natural preserve with the Torrey Pines State Reserve. As urban development occurs 
within the watershed, viability of the lagoon's flora and fauna can be adversely affected. The sensitive 
ecosystem of the lagoon is affected by urban runoff which often carries pollutants that can upset the 
delicate balance of th~ lagoon. Analysis of sediment cores has led scientists to conclude that sediment 
rates of 0.014 - 0.032 inches per year that had been occurring prior to European settlement had 
increased to 0.154- 0.179 inches per year by 1980. According to the State Coastal Conservancy, 
sedimentation has a strong influence on keeping the mouth of the Lagoon closed, restricting tidal 
flushing that would benefit wildlife habitat. The sensitive ecosystem of the lagoon is also affected by 
increased dry-season fresh water runoff from irrigation of landscaped areas. This will alter the balance 
of salt to fresh water in the estuary, encouraging the growth of fresh and brackish water plants at the 
expense of coastal salt marsh. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has 
designated the lagoon as a 303D impaired water body. That status means that the lagoon's water 
_quality has been impaired due to heavy sedimentation and siltation. The RWQCB does not have a plan 
in place to prevent further impairment to the lagoon. The lagoon has been designated, also by the 
RWQCB, as a medium priority for creating an Implementation Plan that would establish maximum 
load requirements for projects proposed within the lagoon's watershed. 

0 STORMWATER 

Construction of any pr.oject in the City of San Diego is subject to the requirements of erosion control in 
the City's Grading Ordinance. Construction of any project in the City of Poway (as it applies to the 
proposed gravity sewer design option of the proposed Project) is subject to the requirements of erosion 
control in the City of Poway Municipal Code, Title 16, Division ID. Projects also are required to 
comply with the Clean Water Act. Conformance with the Clean Water Act is established through 
compliance with the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board' s (SWRCB) National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000002. For this permit, 
the SWRCB issued Order No. 92-08-DWQ, "Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Stormwater Runoff Associated with Construction Activity." To comply with the permit, the applicant 
for a construction permit must file a complete and accurate Notice of Intent with the SWRCB. 
Compliance requires conformance with applicable best management practices (BMPs) and 
development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring program plan. 
When construction is completed, the applicant must file a Notice of Termination with the SWRCB. 
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For the management of stormwater, municipalities in the San Diego region, including the City of San 
Diego, must comply with the RWQCB's NPDES Permit No. CA0108758, that consists of wastewater 
discharge requirements for storm water and urban runoff. When the Notice of Termination for 
construction is filed, implementation of stormwater discharge BMPs, including maintenance and 
monitoring, is required by the owner/permittee or homeowners association pursuant to the City of San 
Diego's Permit No. CA0108758. 

BMPs appropriate to the characteristics of the project would be employed to reduce pollutants 
available for transport or to reduce the amount of pollutants in runoff prior to discharge to a surface 
water body. BMPs typically employed where the increase in impervious surfaces substantially 
increases runoff rates and volumes include detention ba&ins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches 
vegetative controls, grassed swales, and similar methods. In addition, BMPs also can include 
nonstructural methods, such as controlling litter and waste disposal practices. 

4.5.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: What effect would the proposed project have on existing drainage patterns, 
absorption rates, or the amount and rate of surface runoff? 

Significance Criteria • 

Significant impacts to the circulation and drainage of surface waters would occur if any of the 
following conditions would result from Project implementation: 

a. increased flooding on- or off-site; 

b. placement of development within an existing 100-year floodplain as mapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); 

c. increased or uncontroUed runoff, such that it would result in erosion and subsequent 
sedimentation of downstream water bodies; 

d. modifications to existing drainage patterns, such that it would result in degradation in 
the function and value of existing biological habitat or if it would affect the habitat 
type; substantial changes to stream-flow velocities(> 5 cfs) or quantities; or 

e. extraction of water from an aquifer. 

Impact Analysis 

With development of the proposed Project, drainage would continue to be directed into Beeler Canyon 
Creek. The Montecito VTM proposes a balanced grading operation on-site, with 3.6 million cubic 
yards of cut and fill occurring over an approximate 153-acre disturbance area. The Sycamore Estates 
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VTM also proposes a balanced grading operation, with 14.9 million cubic yards of cut and fill 
occurring over an approximate 590-acre disturbance area. Existing on-site drainage patterns in areas 
proposed for grading would be modified from the existing sheet flow condition to planned discharge 
locations. Utility improvements, including the off-site sewer line improvements necessary under the 
gravity sewer design option, would be located underground and the ground surface would be returned 
to its existing condition after construction; thus, no increased runoff would occur and hydrology would 
not be affected. 

The development of natural areas often causes an increase in the amount of runoff as a direct result of 
creating impervious surfaces. Impervious surfaces include paved streets, patios, driveways, and 
foundations for structures and vary based on types of uses and allowable maximum coverages. The 
proposed Project would contain a total of approximately 33 .6 acres of major roadways of various 
right-of-way widths. Each right-of-way width would have a percentage of its total surface comprised 
of impervious pavement and walkways and porous landscaped parkways. Utilizing proposed Rancho 
Encantada Parkway as a typical roadway (80' right-of-way with 16.5' of parkway landscaping), results 
in approximately 80% of the right-of-way being constructed of impervious materials. 80% of the total 
33.6 acres of major roadways yields approximately 26.9 acres of impervious surfaces. 

Similarly, impervious surface ratios can be determined for the proposed combination of residential, 
school and existing industrial uses. Based on City of San Diego Municipal Code requirements and the 
proposed Montecito and Sycamore Estates PRDs, the residential areas of the proposed Project could 
permit up to a maximum building coverage of 50 to 60 % of the lot area. Additionally, impervious 
paving and hardscape can account for nQ more than 70% of the required yard. Applying a conservative 
impervious lot coverage ratio of 70% to the proposed Montecito sub-project site's total developed area 
(106.6 acres), yields a total of approximately 74.6 acres of impervious surfaces. Applying this same 
percentage to Sycamore Estates' total developed area, (399.3 acres), yields approximately 279.5 acres 
of impervious surfaces. At buildout, it is estimated that a maximum of approximately 381 acres (14 
percent) of the project site would be impervious surfaces, including development areas and roadways. 
The remaining 2,277 acres of the Rancho Encantada project site would be open space or porous 
landscaped areas. 

Storm runoff generated within the proposed development areas would be conveyed off proposed lots 
into streets. The streets would convey the runoff to curb inlets that drain into a proposed underground 
storm drain system within the streets (see Figure 3-6, Conceptual Drainage Plan, in Chapter 3.0, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION). To minimize impacts, the proposed storm drains are planned to discharge into 
natural drainage courses under controlled discharge conditions. Storm flow velocities would be ) 
reduced to non-erosive velocities by dissipating the energy in the flow using impact dissipaters and/or 
rock streambed protection and vegetative filter strips. Provided below is an analysis of drainage 
pattern modifications that would occur as a result of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects. 

0 Montecito Sub-Proiect 

The Montecito sub-project's hydrology/drainage analysis prepared by NOLTE & AssocIA TES 

calculates storm flow rates for a 100-year storm frequency. These storm flows were used 
during the analysis to investigate the impact of the proposed Montecito sub-project on six 
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existing watersheds. The following table (Table 4.5-3, Pre-Development and Post­
Development Watershed Area and Flow Rate Comparison-Montecito) illustrates the net effect 
to each watershed. The net effect of the proposed Montecito development would be a total 
peak discharge decrease of 81.1 cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 100-year storm event. The 
peak discharge rate would be decreased due to the construction of on-site detention basins, 
which would slow storm water discharge. During a 100-year storm event, impacts would not 
be considered significant because peak runoff rates would not be increased. On an average 
annual basis, the volume of fresh water leaving the sub-project site is calculated by the project 
engineer to be 21.7 acre-feet per year (af/y), compared to 15 af/y which would occur under 
existing conditions. 

If detention basins were not proposed as part of the Montecito sub-project, runoff rates would 
be increased over existing conditions due to the introduction of impervious surface area on the 
site, which causes water to runoff faster than under natural conditions. Without the proposed 
detention basins, significant impacts due to increased runoff rates would occur. Thus, the 
incorporation of detention basins into the project design would avoid significant impacts. 

Table 4.5-3 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND POST-DEVELOPMENT WATERSHED AREA AND FLOW RA TE COMPARISON 

MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT (WITH PROPOSED DETENTION BASINS) 

Watershed Pre-Developed Post-DeveJoped Pre-Developed Post-Developed Difference 
Number Area Area Q100 QlOO QlOO 

100 262 264 492.6 483.4 -9.2 

200 28 26 63.2 57.7 -5.5 

300 23 20 51.2 42.3 -8.9 

400 182 218 356.7 361 4.3 

500 30 16 63.8 36.7 -27.1 

600 145 126 269.8 235.1 -34.7 

TOTALS 670 670 1297.3 1216.2 -81.1 
Source: Nolte & Associates; January 2000 

The proposed Montecito sub-project site consists of four valleys which would be crossed by the 
proposed development. The watercourses would remain primarily natural watercourses 
upstream and downstream of the proposed development fill. As shown on Figure 4.5-3 
Proposed On/Off-Site Hydrology Map - Montecito Sub-Project, three culverts are proposed to 
convey the flows under the areas of deep fill . These culverts would convey upstream drainage 
from the areas to the south, northerly beneath the proposed development to the watercourse 
north of the proposed development fill. The hydrology study proposes to include three 
detention basins, one in Basin 100 and two in Basin 400. These proposed detention basins 
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would detain increased flows within the individual basins and could improve water quality by 
providing an -opportunity for reduced velocities and settling out of sediments. 

The westerly drainage includes three basins, in the existing Scripps Eastview Development, 
which flow under Pomerado Road into the proposed Montecito sub-project. The most southerly 
of three culverts would be rerouted to flow under proposed Rancho Encantada Parkway. The 
remaining two existing culverts would not be modified since they carry flow northerly into 
Beeler Canyon away from the proposed development area. Storm runoff generated within the 
proposed sub-project would be conveyed off proposed residential lots into streets. The streets 
would convey the runoff to curb inlets that drain into a proposed underground storm drain 
system. To minimize impacts, the proposed storm drains are planned to discharge into natural 
watercourses in the vicinity of the outlets of the deep fill culverts, sharing rip-rap blankets to 

1 dissipate erosive velocities. 

The proposed Montecito sub-project would substantially change stream flow velocities, but 

1 with the construction of proposed detention basins, water velocities (i.e., rates) leaving the site 

0 

would be the same or less than would occur under existing conditions. The sub-project also 
would not alter existing drainage patterns, and would not generat~ uncontrolled runoff, 
therefore, impacts would not be significant. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project's hydrology/drainage analysis prepared by RBF & 
ASSOCIATES calculates storm flow rates for a 100-year storm frequency. These storm flows 
were used during the analysis to investigate the impact of the proposed sub-project on the 
existing watersheds that drain into Beeler Canyon Creek. Table 4.5-4 (Pre-Development and 
Post-Development Watershed Area and Flow Rate Comparison-Sycamore Estates) illustrates 
the net effect to each watershed. The eight post-development basins generally correspond to 
the nine pre-development basins, with Basin 800 corresponding to pre-development Basins 800 
and goo combined. The net effect of the proposed Sycamore Estates development would be a 
total peak discharge increase of O cfs. The post-development peak discharge rate would equal 
the pre-development peak rate. This is achieved through the on-site detention facilities that 
slow storm water drainage. During a 100-year storm event, impacts would not be considered 
significant because peak runoff rates would not be increased. On an annual average basis, the 
volume of fresh water leaving the sub-project si_te is calculated by the project engineers to be 32 
acre-feet per year (af/y), compared to 23 af/y which would occur under existing conditions. 

If detention basins were not proposed as part of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, runoff rates 
would be increased over existing conditions due to the introduction of impervious surface area 
on the site, which causes water to runoff faster than under natural conditions. Without the 
proposed detention basins, significant impacts due to increased runoff rates would occur. Thus, 
the incorporation of detention basins into the project design would avoid significant impacts. 

An intentional drainage area diversion has been designed for water quality and sensitive 
biological resource purposes. The diversion is designed to prevent urban runoff, particularly 
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urban irrigation runoff in the summer season, from reaching the southerly draining canyons that 
lead off-site. As discussed in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICALREsOURCES, these canyons lead to 
populations of willowy monardella located southerly and off-site. The area diversion amounts 
to approximately 14% of the total existing watershed for the populations. The resulting 
modifications to the existing watersheds for the willowy monardella would not result in 
degradation in the function and value of existing biological habitats and would not affect 
existing habitat types. Introducing summertime urban runoff into the canyons would be 
expected to result in such degradation and loss of value, and has been avoided through this 
design feat~e. 

The area diversion totals 62 acres. Urban flows from this area would be directed away from the 
southerly canyons and into Beeler Canyon. This diversion does not result in an increase in 
peak discharge because the on-site detention facilities have been designed to attenuate any 
additional flow from the area diversion. 

Table 4.5-4 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND POST-DEVELOPMENT WATERSHED AREA AND FLOW RATE COMPARISON 

SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

Watershed Pre-Developed Post- Developed Pre-Developed Post-Developed Difference 
Number Area Area QIOO Q100 QIOO 

100 215 202 221 213 -8 

200 12 7 17 9 -8 

300 84 177 107 246 +139 

400 38 12 45 17 -28 

500 35 11 42 16 -26 

600 16 46 20 69 +49 

700 41 45 50 26 -24 

800 208 441 209 499 +290 

900 230 0 238 0 -238 
Source: RBF & Associates; March 16, 2000 

According to the RBF Hydrology Study, all developed site run-off would be conveyed into 
Beeler Canyon Creek where it combines with offsite runoff from the northeast (see Figure 4.5-4 
Proposed On/Off-Site Hydrology Map - Sycamore Estates Sub-Project. The combined runoff 
would flow southwesterly through Beeler Canyon and ultimately to three 11 'xlO' box culverts 
which comprise the main storm system at Pomerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway 
approximately one mile from the sub-project site. 
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The proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project would substantially change stream flow velocities, 
but with the construction of proposed detention basins, water velocities (i.e., rates) leaving the 
site would be the same as that which would occur under.existing conditions. The sub-project 
also would not alter existing drainage patterns to the extent that they significantly affect 
existing sensitive biological resources, and would not generate uncontrolled runoff, therefore, 
impacts would not be significant. 

0 Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line is proposed as shown on Figure 
3-5A, Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option. Gravity sewer improvements would occur within 
the City of Poway, and po.rtions of the improvements would be located in a 100-year 
floodplain. The construction of the proposed underground improvements would conform to the 
National Flood Insurance requirements and local ordinance. The improvements would not 
increase flood levels or impair the ability of the floodway to carry and discharge the waters 
resulting from the one-hundred-year flood; thus, impacts would not be significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

The net effect of the proposed Montecito development would be a peak discharge decrease of 81.1 
cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 100-year storm event due to the use of on-site detention basins to 
slow peak flows. Thus, the sub-project would not result in significant direct adverse impacts to 
existing drainage patterns. (Erosion control measures are addressed in Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/SOII..S.) 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

The net effect of the Sycamore Estates sub-project would be a O cfs net change with the use of on-site 
detention basins to reduce post-development peak flows to pre-development levels. A 62-acre drainage 
area diversion would occur on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site to prevent urban runoff from 
reaching the southerly trending canyons. This drainage area diversion is not considered a significant 
impact because it would not result in significant impacts to existing sensitive biological resources. 
Uncontrolled runoff also would not occur. Thus, the proposed sub-project would not result in 
significant direct adverse impacts to existing drainage patterns. (Erosion control measures are 
addressed in Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/SOILS.) 

Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impacts would not be significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Issue 2: Would the proposed project affect surface or ground water quality? 

Significance Criteria 

Significant impacts to the quality of surface or ground water quality would occur if any of the 
following conditions would result from Project implementation: 

a. result in water pollution and/or contamination that would significantly impact human 
health and safety, and biological communities; 

b. result in erosion and subsequent sedimentation of water bodies (this would potentially 
occur if a project proposes to grade more than 1 acre of land, especially in 25% slopes); 

c. result in groundwater contamination that exceeds the thresholds of significance 
established by the County/Federal standards set by County Hazardous Materials 
Management Division; 

d. create 20 or more parking spaces. 

Impact Analysis 

0 Proposed Project 

Development of a portion of the project site with residential uses, a school/park site, two institutional 
sites, roadways, and associated infrastructure and landscaping would result in an increase in the 
amounts of urban pollutants over existing conditions. Short-term water quality impacts to the drainage 
basin would be expected during the grading and construction phases of the proposed Project when 
cleared and graded areas would be exposed to rain and surface runoff. Improperly controlled runoff 
would result in erosion and transport of the sediment to the basin. An analysis of erosion and 
sedimentation is contained in Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/SOILS, of this EIR. 

The long-term water quality impact potential would be related to contaminated urban runoff caused by 
the introduction of urban uses and impervious surface areas to the site. From the time construction 
begins on the site, through the lifetime of the development, runoff flowing across the site can pick up 
contaminants from landscaping, such as pesticides and fertilizers, and areas used by motor vehicles, 
such ~s parking lots, driveways, and streets. Pollutants from such areas can include oils, fuel residues, 
heavy metals (associated with gasoline), fertilizers, and pesticides. The runoff from future streets, 
rooftops and parking areas would carry quantities of harmful materials such as oil, rubber, metals 
(including lead), pathogens, trash and other solid wastes. These pollutants would adversely affect the 
water quality in Beeler Canyon Creek and would increase the amount and concentration of urban 
pollutants entering the drainage basin. 
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Potentially significant water quality impacts to Sycamore Canyon Creek or other waters located south 
of the project site would occur. A potentially significant water quality impact also would occur at the 
affordable housing site and at the school/park site proposed by the Precise Plan and the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project because more than 20 parking spaces would be required in these two areas. 

A drainage area diversion is proposed to prevent urban runoff from flowing into the southerly trending 
canyons that cross into MCAS Miramar. As proposed by the Sycamore Estates VTM, all urban runoff 
would be diverted into Beeler Canyon Creek. Thus, no urban runoff would drain into the southerly 
draining canyons. 

Existing developed properties located north of the proposed Project site along Beeler Canyon Road use 
water wells. Rancho Encantada's domestic and irrigation water would be supplied by the City of San 
Diego water system: thus, potential impacts to well water draw drown would be precluded. The most 
common sources of contamination of wells in areas like Beeler Canyon are septic systems located near 
the wells and pesticide and herbicide use by residents with wells on their own properties. Well water 
contamination from sources farther away is less likely to be significant It is estimated that 
groundwater in Beeler Canyon currently has low (part per billion range) organic contamination of a 
man-made origin. Additional contribution by the Rancho Encantada project is not likely to result in 
the exceeding of a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) as established by the Oean Water Act. The 
Rancho Encantada project would incorporate permanent water quality measures that address potential 
negative impacts to ground water quality and reduce the potential for water well contamination to a 
less than significant level. 

In addition to urban pollutants reaching Beeler Canyon Creek, sedimentation would occur in 
downstream water courses; however, paved areas generate less sediment than unpaved areas. No 
significant long-term sedimentation and siltation are anticipated to occur during the long-term 
operation of the project. The potential for sedimentation and siltation effects on downstream water 
resources from project construction and grading activities is considered a significant short-term impact. 
Siltation and erosion control facilities would be provided during construction of the project. 

All permanent drainage facilities would be designed and built in accordance with the City of San Diego 
Drainage Design Manual and would incorporate the most current BMPs as defined in the NPDES 
guidelines and detailed in the "California Storm Water BMP Handbook." 

As required under the NPDES Permit, dischargers are required to develop and implement BMPs to 
control the discharge of pollutants. BMPs appropriate to the characteristics of the Project would be 
employed to reduce pollutants available for transport or to reduce the amount of pollutants in runoff 
prior to discharge to a surface water body. The following is a list of Project Design BMPs. Structural 
and non-structura1/housekeeping BMPs are included as mitigation measures below. The sub-project 
owners/permittees would be required to secure the necessary NPDES permits and implement the 
appropriate BMPs for construction activities and structural improvements. (See Figure 4.5-5, Proposed 
Structural BMP). 
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Project Design BMPs 

Stormwa:ter quality considerations have been incorporated into the Project concept and design. 
These design features constitute design BMPs that will result in improved stormwater quality 
compared to the Project without these design BMPs. 

1. Minimizing the size of disturbed area and reducing the percentage of impervious area. 
The proposed development would leave approximately 75% of the property in its 
undeveloped condition. Clustering the development on 25% of the site reduces the 
percentage of the property made impervious and the percentage of the property 
disturbed. Compared to a typical non-clustered design which would develop 
approximately 50% of the site, impervious surface area has been reduced by half. 

2. Disconnecting impervious areas. The impervious areas would not be connected 
directly to the receiving waters but would be set back significantly. This permits 
treatment of the stormwater by structural and non-structural methods well in advance of 
the storm water entering the receiving waters. 

3. Revegetating cleared and graded areas and existing firebreaks. Cleared and graded 
areas, including manufactured slopes and existing industrial building pads, are 
proposed to be revegetated using native and low water requirement vegetation as part of 
a comprehensive erosion control program. Existing fire breaks on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site not being used as trails would also be revegetated. 
Revegetation is often cited as the single most effective method of mitigating erosion. 

Under developed conditions, storm events of low intensity or short duration would normally produce 
slightly increased amounts of runoff due to the increase in impervious surfaces (referred to as the first 
flush conditions). Without filtering, the short-term increase in runoff associated with first flush, some 
pollutant loads of organic wastes, nitrogen, phosphorous, hydrocarbons, heavy metals and pesticides 
would increase over existing conditions, which is regarded as a potentially significant impact to surface 
water quality. 

0 Off-Site Gravitv Sewer Design Option 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line is proposed in the City of Poway. The 
line would be located underground and the ground surface would be restored to its existing condition. 
As such, no increase in the amounts of urban pollutants would occur over existing conditions. Short­
term water quality impacts to the drainage basin would be expected during the construction phase when 
the excavated trench would be exposed to rain and surface runoff. Improperly controlled runoff would 
result in erosion and transport of the sediment to Beeler Canyon and Beeler Canyon Creek. An 
analysis of erosion and sedimentation is contained in Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/Son,s, of this EIR. The 
potential for sedimentation and siltation effects on downstream water resources during construction of 
the sewer line is considered a significant short-term impact. Siltation and erosion control facilities 
would be provided during construction as required by the City of Poway. 

RANCHO ENCANTAD'A EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.5-18 

• 



Environmental Analysis- Hydrology/Water Quality 

Significance of Impacts 

0 Proposed Project 

Both the Sycamore Estates and Montecito sub-projects would have significant direct and cumulative 
short- and long-term water quality impacts. 

0 Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option 

Construction of an off-site gravity sewer line in the City of Poway would have significant direct and 
cumulative short-term water quality impacts during construction. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

0 Proposed Project 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the direct short- and long-term 
water quality impacts of the Proposed Project to below a significant level. As discussed in Section 5.0, 
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, cumulative water quality impacts would remain significant because BMPs are 
not 100 percent effective. The following measures apply to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
sub-projects unless otherwise noted. 

4.5-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the owner/permittee shall provide evidence, in the 
form of an acknowledgment from the SWRCB assigning the project its WDID Number, of 
intent to be covered under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit No. CAS000002. The WDID Number shall be listed on the project grading 
plans. 

4.5-2: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the owner/permittee shall prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared in compliance with the NPDES General Permit 
requirements and the requirements of the Land Development Review (LDR) Division of the 
City of San Diego. The Environmental Review Manager (ERM) of the LDR Division shall 
approve the SWPPP prior to the issuance of the grading permits. The SWPPP shall include a 
permanent maintenance plan, prepared satisfactory to the ERM, that defines the party 
responsible for the permanent maintenance of each and all post-construction BMPs. The 
permanent maintenance plan shall define the method and schedule for maintenance of all 
permanent BMPs. 

The SWPPP shall contain construction-related (temporary) BMPs including, as a minimum, the 
following: 

a. Hydroseeding/hydromulching of all disturbed natural and manufactured slopes with 
seed mixes approved by the ERM. 
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b. A schedule for hydroseeding/hydromulching of completed slopes approved by the 
ERM. 

c. BMPs specifically designed to address construction-related impacts to sensitive plant 
species located in southerly trending drainages (Sycamore Estates sub-project only). 

d. Other temporary BMPs approved by the ERM. 

The SWPPP shall contain permanent post-construction BMPs to control the rate, volume and 
quality of runoff leaving the site and reduce the amount of pollutants and sediments discharged 
from the site including, as a minimum, the following: 

Structural BMPs 

e. Swales. Swales are channels with a relatively mild longitudinal slope and shallow 
sideslope that are typically grassed or vegetated. They are designed for slow velocities 
during small storms, allowing opportunity for infiltration along the swale bottom and 
for the trapping of sediment and organic biosolids in the vegetative cover. Swales are 
typically located along roadways and other impervious areas. Swales and other BMPs 
that promote infiltration are feasible in areas with permeable soils (Soil Types A and 
B). This type of BMP should not be located above fill slopes or in other areas where 
infiltration can create soil or structural problems. 

The best opportunity for swales is.in the Sycamore Estates sub-project adjacent to 
Rancho Encantada Parkway. In combination with filter strips, the swales can treat 
storm water before it enters the storm drainage system. The measures must be designed 
and implemented with proper pavement drainage and traffic safety requirements in 
mind. 

f. Filter Strips. Sometimes called buffer strips, filter strips perform in a manner similar to 
swales but are not channels. Receiving flow is characteristically sheet flow. Filter 
strips are mildly sloping vegetated surfaces that are located adjacent to an impervious 
surface area. They are designed to slow the velocity of the runoff from the impervious 
area, thereby increasing the opportunities for infiltration and the trapping of pollutants. 

• Filter strips and other BMPs that promote infiltration are feasible in areas with 
permeable soils (Soil Types A and B). Filter strips and other BMPs that trap pollutants 
in vegetative cover are feasible when they can be located away from heavily-traveled 
areas. This type of BMP should not be located above fill slopes or in other areas where 
infiltration can create soil or structural problems. 

The best opportunity for filter strips is within the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
adjacent to Rancho Encantada Parkway. In combination with drainage swales, the 
filter strips can treat storm water before it enters the storm drainage system. The design 
and implementation must be compatible with proper pavement drainage and traffic 
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safety requirements. In addition, filter strips can be installed at storm water drainage 
outfalls within canyons. 

g. Infiltration Basins and Percolation Trenches. These treatment controls capture runoff 
generated by small storms and provide good storm water treatment by transferring 
surface runoff to the groundwater regime. This filters out suspended pollutants and 
provides other treatment processes before water returns to the surface systems. 
Infiltration basins, percolation trenches and other BMPs that promote infiltration are 
feasible in areas with permeable soils (Soil Types A and B). This type of BMP should 
not be located above fill slopes or in other areas where infiltration can cause soil or 
structural problems 

In the Sycamore Estates sub-project the only feasible location for infiltration basins and 
percolation trenches is within canyons where the soils permit infiltration. The sub­
project proposes to use infiltration basins located in conjunction with detention basins 
as the primary stormwater collection and treatment BMPs. In the Montecito sub­
project, infiltration basins shall be provided in conjunction with the detention basin 
sites. 

h. Detention Controls. Detention controls include extended detention basins (dry) which 
drain out completely between storm events, and retention ponds (wet), which retain 
storm runoff from a given event within its permanent pool until the next storm occurs. 
Retention·ponds are not feasible for this project. Detention basins remove pollutants 
primarily through sedimentation of solids, but also through biochemical processes in 
the basin during the dry weather periods that follow storms. 

The Sycamore Estates VTM and the Montecito VTM include several detention basins primarily 
designed for flood-peak attenuation. These basins shall be constructed in conjunction with 
infiltration basins and vegetation basins. In conjunction with these other basins, but also on 
their own, the detention basins will provide a benefit in improving storm water quality. 

I. Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS) Units or Equivalent BMPs. Continuous 
deflective separation units or equivalent BMPs capture and retain floatables, trash, and 
debris larger than 0.05 inches in size found in storm water runoff, as well as fine sand 
and larger particles and the pollutants attached to those particles. The CDS unit or 
equivalent BMPs is a non-mechanical self-operating system and will function when 
there is flow in the storm drainage system. Material captured in the CDS unit or 
equivalent BMPs separation chamber and sump is retained even when the unit's design 
capacity is exceeded. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project shall utilize continuous deflective separation units or 
other appropriate BMP measures at major parking areas associated with the multi­
family residential development site, school site, institutional sites, and the park site. 
The Montecito sub-project is not required to use CDS units because no large parking 
areas are proposed. 
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j. Drainage Inlet Inserts. This category of structural BMPs includes pre-manufactured 
media filters in troughs and containers within inlets and catch basins configured to 
remove sediment, pollutants adsorbed to sediment, and oil and grease. The Sycamore 
Estates and Montecito sub-projects shall utilize drainage inlet inserts only where other 
structural BMPs cannot be used prior to the storm water being discharged into MHP A 
areas. (For the purpose of this mitigation measure, "MHP A" refers to the MHP A limits 
as defined at the time of Project application and shown as "Existing MHP A Line" on 
Exhibit A.) 

k. Other Measures. The specific locations and implementation strategies for construction 
site erosion and sediment control practices shall be outlined in the sub-project Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Typical construction site erosion and 
sediment control practices that can be applied during construction phases of the 
Sycamore Estates and Montecito sub-projects may include, but would not be limited to 
the following: 1) temporary sediment basins, 2) silt fences, 3) straw bale sediment traps, 
4) storm drain inlet protection, 5) subsurface drains, 6) temporary slope drains, 7) grade 
stabilization structures, 8) storm drain outlet protection, 9) structural streambank 
protection, 10) temporary/permanent seeding, and 11) sodding/mulching. 

Non-Structural/Housekeeping BMPs 

Non-structural and housekeeping BMPs prevent and reduce the generation of pollutants at their 
source, as opposed to structural measures that are implemented to control pollutants after they 
are generated. The recommended non-structural BMPs include, but are not limited to the 
following: 

1. CC&R Language. Language shall be included in the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
residential CC&Rs that encourages implementation of non-structural and housekeeping 
BMPs. 

m. Educational Materials. Educational matenals shall be developed by the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-project applicants owners/permittees to educate homebuyers, 
developers, and construction personnel. Educational materials may also be provided to 
administrators of the proposed school and institutional sites. The educational materials 
shall provide information and general guidance on water quality control including, but 
not limited to, the non-structural BMPs mentioned here. 

n. Catch Basin Stenciling. "No Dumping- Drains to Ocean" or another equally effective 
phrase shall be posted on storm water inlets in order to alert the public to the ultimate 
destination of substances discharged into the storm water drainage system. 

o. Other Methods. Other non-structural measures may include fertilizer management 
programs, integrated pest management, litter control and street sweeping programs, and 
construction site erosion and sediment control practices. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.5-22 
■ 



Environmental Analysis-·Hydrology/W ater uality 

p. Other permanent BMPs, including alternative available technologies, approved by the 
ERM. 

4.5-3: Prior to the issuance of grading permits and/or improvement permits for the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project, the following permanent post-construction structural BMPs shall be shown on the 
grading plans, improvement plans and/or erosion control landscaping plans, satisfactory to the 
ERM: • 

a. Swales 
b. Filter strips 
c. Infiltration Basins and Percolation Trenches 
d. Detention Controls 
e. Other permanent BMPs or alternate available technologies, approved by the ERM. 

4.5-4: Prior to the issuance of grading permits and/or improvement permits, the following notes, as a 
minimum, shall be included in the grading plans, improvement plans and/or erasion control 
landscaping plans, satisfactory to the ERM: 

a. The owner/permittee and/or contractor shall post the project SWPPP, with monitoring 
and maintenance updates after every storm event, on the job-site during all construction 
activities. 

b. No grading shall be perfqrmed during the rainy season (November 15 through March 
31) without the implementation of the special erosion control measures shown on this 
plan and approved by the ERM. 

4.5-5: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the owner/permittee shall submit evidence, in the 
form of the annual certification required by the SWRCB, that the project is in compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the General Permit. This certification contains certification that the 
project is in compliance with the project SWPPP. 

4.5-6: (Sycamore Estates Only) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the owner/permittee shall 
show the following permanent structural BMPs on the building plans to the satisfaction of the 
ERM: 

a. Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS) Units 
b. Drainage Inlet Inserts 
c. Other permanent BMPs or alternate available technologies approved by the ERM. 

4.5-7: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the owner/permittee shall include, within the project 
CC&Rs, requirements for the private homeowner or property owner to permanently maintain 
appropriate post-construction BMPs to the satisfaction of the ERM. 

4.5-8: The owner/permittee shall file a Notice of Termination with the SWRCB as required under the 
terms and conditions of the General Permit. A requirement for termination of coverage is the 
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submittal of a Post-Construction Storm Water Management Plan. The Plan roust contain the 
permanent post-construction BMPs, and the party responsible for the permanent maintenance 
of each post-construction BMP. An additional requirement for termination of coverage is 
certification that the project complies with all local agency storm water discharge ordinances. 
The owner/permittee shall submit the Notice of Termination and the Post-Construction Storm 
Water Management Plan to the ERM along with any notice of acceptance from the SWRCB as 
certification that the project has complied with the terms and conditions of the General Permit 
and that coverage under the General Permit has been terminated. 

4.5-9: Prior to issuance of building permits in Planning Area 1 of the Montecito sub-project site, a 
drainage interceptor separator shall be installed at the drainage outlet located adjacent to the 
MHPA. Installation and operation of the separator shall be verified by a City field inspector 
prior to the issuance of building permits in Planning Area 1. This separator system shall 
separate contaminated fine sediments, sands, petroleum products and other settleable/floatable 
contaminants. The system shall be maintained by the project's homeowners' association. 

□ Off-Site Gravity Sewer Design Option 

4.5-10: Construction shall adhere to NPDES Permit No. CA 0108758 and a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit shall be obtained from the State Water Quality 
Control Board pursuant to the City of Poway Municipal Code, Chapter 13.09. Prior to the 
issuance of a construction permit for the sewer line, the City of Poway shall have on file proof 
that the applicant has filed a Notj.ce of Intent (NOI) with the .State. 
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4.6 • TRANSPORTATION 

KlMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES (KHA) performed a traffic study of the Rancho Encantada project and 
presented its findings in a·report titled "Traffic Impact Analysis - Rancho Encantada," dated August 4, 
2000. The traffic study, included as Appendix E of this document, has been prepared to determine and 
evaluate the potential traffic impacts on the local circulation system attributable to the proposed 
Project. This section is based on the analysis and conclusions of the traffic study. 

The traffic study evaluates seven scenarios, including: 1) existing conditions; 2) opening day without 
project; 3) opening day with initial project (Montecito sub-project) only; 4) opening day with full 
project buildout; 5) year 2020 buildout without project; 6) year 2020 buildout with full project 
buildout; .and 7) year 2020 buildout with full project plus the addition of military multi-family housing 
on MCAS Miramar. The reader should refer to Appendix E of this EIR for a complete analysis of each 
of these seven scenarios, which evaluates potential impacts to 54 intersections for each scenario (see 
Figure 4.6-1, Intersection Identification Numbers, for reference). For purposes of simplicity and 
organization within the EIR, Section 4.6.1 describes the existing conditions on area roadways and at 
area intersections. Section 4.6.2 summarizes the analysis and the significant impacts of the Project for 
scenarios 2 through 6. Section 4.6.3 discusses the significance of the impacts, and Section 4.6.4 
describes the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

The study uses a traffic model to analyze the project traffic impacts by as.signing project trips on the 
area roadway network. SANDAG maintains the regional traffic model that is used by local 
jurisdictions to forecast future traffic conditions on the regional transportation network. The regional 

.. • model contains circulation element roadways, transit routes, and freeways for the entire region. In 
addition, the model includes General Plan land uses from each of the jurisdictions in the region. The 
model produces a Year 2020 .travel forecast. In response to community concerns, the City of San 
Diego undertook a major effort to calibrate refine .the SANDAG model to accurately represent the 
future transportation network and future land uses. In adqition, the City of Poway provided land use 
and network inputs to the City of San Diego in order to ensure that the model reflected the most up-to­
date information with respect to planned development in Poway. Year 2020 forecast volumes on state 
highways were supplied by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) . . 

4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS . 

0 EXISTING CIRCULATION SYSTEM 

Rancho Encantada is bordered on the north by the City of Poway and on the west by the City of San 
Diego communities of Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North. Undeveloped land that is 
part of the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve lies to the east and to the south is the 
United States Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. The project site is located approximately 
two miles east of Interstate 15 (I-15). There are mostly dirt roads that traverse the project site, except 
for a few paved roads that lead to the existing industrial use areas on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site and to the SDG&E easement located 01,1 the Montecito sub-project site. The following is a brief 
description of the existing roadway system in the project area that provides primary access to the site. 
Other nearby roads are identified in Appendix C of Technical Appendix E. 
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Interstate 15 (1-15) is an interstate fre·eway traversing San Diego County in a north/south 
direction. I-15 is located approximately two miles to the west of the project site. The Express 
Lanes on I-15 provide two additional lanes in the peak hour direction during commute hours. I 
Pomerado Road provides direct access to the project site and is generally a north/south 
oriented roadway abutting the west boundary of the project site. This roadway connects to I-
15 at Miramar Road and travels northeast to Spring Canyon Road as a two-lane collector street. 
The street turns to the right at Spring Canyon Road and is classified and built ·as a four-lane 
street for approximately 500-feet, to accommodate the large turning volumes at this 
intersection. It then continues as a two-lane street past the project site to the south of Creek 
Road. Existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on Pomerado Road in the vicinity of the 
project site range from approximately 9,400 to 29,500 ADT. The City of San Diego, at the ] 
recommendation of the Scripps Ranch Community Planning Group, reclassified Pomerado 
Road from a four-lane major road to its current two-lane configuration. This reclassification 
was approved with the understanding that the projected traffic volumes for the two-lane road 
would exceed the design capacity of the roadway, causing congestion at four intersections. 

Beeler Canyon Road is located adjacent to the northern boundary of the Precise Plan area and 
serves as a secondary entry to the Sycamore Estates sub.,project site. Beeler Canyon Road 
connects to Pomerado Road to the east of the project site. Beeler Canyon Road transitions into 
Creek Road near the southeastern project boundary. 

Scripps Poway Parkway is located to the north of the project-site and runs parallel with Beeler 
Canyon Ro.ad. 

0 LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARD 

Level of Service (LOS) is a professional industry standard by which to measure the operating 
conditions of a given roadway segment or intersection. Level of service is defined on a scale of A to F, 
where LOS A represents free flowing traffic conditions with no restrictions on maneuvering or 
operating speeds, low traffic volumes and high speeds; LOS B represents stable flow, more restrictions, 
operating speeds beginning to be affected by traffic volumes; LOS C represents stable flow, more 
restrictions, speed and maneuverability more closely controlled by higher traffic volumes; LOS D 
represents conditions approaching unstable flow, traffic volumes profoundly affect arterials; LOSE 
represents unstable flow, and some stoppages; and LOS F represents forced flow, many stoppages, and 
low operating speeds. According to the City of San Diego's significance criteria, "in most instances 
LOS D and better is considered to be an acceptable level of service. " 

Signalized intersections are further analyzed by determining the average delay per vehicle entering the 
intersection. • The delay is determined using a computer program which utilizes the methodology found 
in Chapter 9 of the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The delay values (seconds) are qualified 
by assigning a Level of Service or the corresponding delay values for the intersection as a whole. 
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0 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Figure 4.6-2, Existing Traffic Volumes, depicts the existing ADT volumes for roadway segme~~ 
morning and eveni:ng peak hottr tritffic •4oltrmes for roadwa,s and interseetious in the vicinity. of the 
project site. Table 4.6-1, Existing Daily Traffic Volumes, and Table 4.6-2, Existing Intersection 
Operation, present the existing roadway and intersection conditions in the vicinity of the project site. 
Thes~ tables present a summary of the most recent available daily traffic volumes (ADTs) from the 
City of San Diego count records and the results of manual AM/PM peak hour turning movement counts 
conducted by KHA on July 1999 and February-April 2000. The existing heavy peak hour traffic on 
.Pomerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway affect most of the streets and intersections in the project 
area. Intersection locations are shown on Figure 4.6-1. 

Fignre 4.6-1, presents existing ABT volttmes. The existing ADT's were compared to corresponding 
City of San Diego LOS thresholds for the appropriate roadway classifications. Table 4.6-1 presents the 
results of this comparison. As shown in this table, all study area street segments are characterized by 
acceptable LOS D or better conditions under the existing conditions, with the exception of six 
Pomerado Road segments which operate at LOS F: 

• 1-15 to Willow Creek Road 
• Willow Creek Road to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
• Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Chabad Court 
• Chabad Court to A venida Magnifica 
• A venida Magnifica to Fairbrook Road 
• Fairbrook Road to Semillon Boulevard 

0 EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATION 

While roadway levels of service based on daily traffic volumes are useful in describing traffic operating 
conditions, roadway performance is most often controlled by the performance of intersections, and 
more specifically, intersection performance during peak traffic periods. This is because traffic control 
at intersections interrupts traffic flow, which would otherwise be relatively unimpede~ (except for the 
influences of on-street parking, access to adjacent uses or other factors, which result in interaction 
among vehicles between controlled inte.rsections). Tal;>le 4.6-2, Existing Intersection Operation, shows 
the delay and LOS of the existing conditions at each intersection in the Rancho Encanti:ula project area. 

The following four intersections are operating at an unacceptable level of service at peak hours, under 
existing conditions: 

• Pomerado Road/Willow Creek Road (LOS F, AM and PM peak hours) 
• Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard (LOS F, AM and PM peak hours) 
• Scripps Ranch Boulevard/Mira Mesa Boulevard (LOSE, AM peak hour) 
• Carroll Canyon Road/1-15 SB Off Ramp (LOSE, AM peak hour) 
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Table 4.6-1 
EXISTING DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

STREET 

ST{IEET SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION 

SCRIPPS POWAY PARKWAY 1-15 TO SCRIPPS SUMMIT OR. 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

SCRIPPS SUMMIT OR. TO SPRING CANYON RO. 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

SPRING CANYON TO SCRIPPS CREEK DR. 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

SCRIPPS CREEK OR. TO CYPflESS CYN. RO. 4 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

CYPRESS CYN. RO. TO SUNSHINE PEAK 4 lN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

SUNSHINE PEAK TO SPRINGBROOK OR. 4 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

SPRING BROOK OR. TO POMERAOO RO. 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

POMERADO RO. TO KJRKHAM RO. 6 LN PRIMARY AATERIAL 

KIRKHMI RO. TO COIAI.IUNITY RO. 8 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAi. 

COw.ttHTY RO. TO STO'l,E OR. 6 LN PRIMARY AATERIAI. 

STO'NE DR. TO DANll:LSON ST. 81.f< PRIMARY ART£RIAL 

DANIELSON ST. TO SR 67 6 LN PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

POMEIWlO ROAD 1•15 TO WIUJOW CREEK RD. 2 LANE COU£CTOR 

'MUOWCRK. RO. TO SCRIPPS RANCH Bll/0. 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

SCRIPPS RANCll 8ll/O. TO CHABAll CT. 2 LANE COl.l.ECTOA 

CHABAO CT.TO AIIENIOI. MAGNIFICA 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

AVENIOA MAGNIACA TO FAll1SROOK RO. 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

FAIRBROOKRO. TO SEMIUONBLl/0. 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

SEMI.LOOI Bll/0. TO SPRINO CYN. RO. 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

SPRING CYN. RO. TO LEGACY PT. 21.ANE COLLECTOR 

LEGACY PT. TO TREADWEllJCREEK RO. 2 LANE COUECTOR 

T'REAOY.EllJCRK RD. TO SCRIPPS PWY Pl<Wi. ◄ lN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

SCRIPPS PWY P't<W{, TO STOWE DRIIIE ◄ LN MAJOR ARTERIAi. 

STO'NE OR. TO METATE lANE ◄ lN MAJOR ARTERIAi. 

METATE LANE TO PONAY RD. 4 LN IIAJOfl ARTERIAL 

PONAY RO. TO R081SON Bll/0. ◄ LN w.JOR ARTERIAi. 

ROBISON Bll/0. TO TEO WILLIAMS PKWf. 4 lN MAJOR ARTERIAi. 

lcOMMUHITY ROAD PaHA Y RO. TO CIVIC CEHTE/1 OR. 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAi. 

CMC CEHTER OR. TO l,IET,_TE LN<E 4 lN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

MET,_TE LANE TO STO'l,E OR. 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

STOY.E DR. TO SCRIPPS PONAY PKWY. 4 lN WJOR ARTERIAL 

SCRIPP6 POWAY P!<Wi. TO KIRKHAM WAY 4 LN COLI.ECTOR (1) 

MW. 11ESA IKXA.E\/Allll ~ 15 TO SCRIPPS RANCH 111.1/0. 1 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

SCRIPPS RANCH BOULEVARD SPRING CAHYON RO. TO ERMA RO. 4 LN MAJOR AATEIIIAL 

ERMA RD. TO MIR,\ loESA BLl/0. 4 lN MAJOR AATEJUAL 

MllA loESA Bll/0. TO &Cltl'PS Ul<E OR. 4 lN MAJOR ARTERIAi. 

SCRIPPS LAKE DR. TO CAIIROU. CANYON RO. 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

CAAROU CAH10H RO. TO ,_VWIV OR. 4 LN MAJOR ARTERIAL 

AwJff OR. TOPOlolERAOORD. 4 LN t.lAJOfl ARTERIAL 

"°"""'CANYOH ROAD SCRIPPS PON,_'f P'lf:,Nf, TO SCRIPPS CREEK RO. 4 LN COLLECTOR (1) 

5al!PPS CREEK RO. TO 6EMIUON Bll/0. ◄ LN C0U.ECTOR {1} 

. SEMIU.OH BLIID. TO POMERADO RO. 4 LN COUECTOR (I) 

"""""° CAHVON R0.'.D SCRIPPS IIAN()i 8Ll/ll. TO BUSINESS PARK /\\IE. 4 lN COLI.ECTOR (1) 

8USIHESS PARK ,_ve, TO ~15 4 lN COLLECTOR (1) 

Sl'fUtl08ROOKDRIIIE &AIIRI! 6PRJNGS f't(ON{. TO SCRIPPS PCNIAY P=. 2 LANE COLLECTOR 

CREEK Ra...D Wl:ST OF BEELER CANYON 2 LANE COUECTOR 

(1)\WI--WIU11-
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DAILY 

lRAFFIC 

\/OWi.iE 

25000 

25000 

23000 

22000 

22000 

24000 

2a900 

32900 

21400 

17100 

11200 

18500 

29500 

20400 

1!1500 

11600 

17600 

10G00 

12000 

10700 

8◄00 

13000 

12600 

11700 

17400 

23000 

23400 

22000 

20100 

17600 

16100 

IOOO 

35500 

12000 

12500 

1'600 

12000 

1700 

• 1500 

IOOO 

3200 

2500 

11900 

19700 

2900 

600 

1/0I.Ul,IETO 

CIJ'ACITY CAPACITY 

ATLOSE (VIC) 

60000 0,42 

60000 0.42 

,40000 0.58 

45000 0.49 

'-ISOOO 0A9 

45000 0.53 

fl0000 0 .48 

60000 0.65 , 

80000 0.47 

60000 0.29 

60000 0 .30 

60000 0.31 

15001) 1.97 

15001) 1.!MI 

15000 1.30 

15000 12◄ 

15000 1.17 

15000 1.11 

15000 0.10 

15000 0 .71 

15000 0.63 

40000 O.:ll 

,40000 0.32 - 0.32 

40000 0.4◄ 

,40000 o.so 

40000 0.59 

40000 0.65 

40000 0.60 

40000 D.44 

40000 0.40 

:IOOOO 0.27 

50000 0.71 

40000 0.30 

40000 0.JI 

40000 0.47 - 0.:,0 

40000 0.17 

40000 0.1~ 

:ioooo 0.20 

30000 0.11 

30000 O.Ol 

30000 0.40 

30000 o.aa 
15000 0.19 

1000 0.1)6 

DAIi. y 

SEGMEHl 

LOS 

A 

A 

C 

8 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

A 

A 

A 

f 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

0 

D 

C 

A 

A 

A 

B 

C 

C 

C 

B 

B 

B 

11 

C 

A 

A 

B 

A 

A 

A 

... 

... 
A 

C 

C 

" ... 
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Environmental Analysis -Transportation • --~~ 
Table 4.6-2 

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATION 

. 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

IWPEAKHOUR 
INTERSECTION DELAY (a) LOS!b) 

1. Poway Jloacl/Convnunltv Roa<I 13 .. ◄ B 

2. Civic Center D~v<IIC<>mmunlly Road 18.8 C 

3. Melata Lene/Comrnunitv Road 8.0 B 

4. Slowe Dl1VO/Communltv Road 12.8 B 
5, Scripps Poway P811cwavfCommunitvRoad 12.6 B 

7. ScriD01 Powav Pa'1cw11VI"'""""• Summit Road 5.◄ B 

8. SmnnI Poway Patt<way/Spring Canyon Road 16.2 C 

9. s...inn1 Poway Parl<.way,S<MD. Creek Drive 15.6 C 

10. S""""• Poway Pari<wav/Cvoteu canyon Roed 12.5 8 
11. Scripp1 Poway Pllttwav/Sunshlne Peak 7.7 B 

12. Smn,., P<JWav Pattwey/Sorfnobtool< Ori,re 18,8 C 

13. ScriPPI Powav Pari<wav/Pometado RDad 18.0 C 

1 ◄. SctlDDI PDWII'/ Parl<wayll<lrkham Road 18.0 C 
I 5. Scrioo1 Pow av Parl<Way/Slow• Ollve 10.0 B 

16. Scrioos Poway Partcwav/Oanlelaon Sk'eet 10.2 8 
17. Pomuado Road/\Mllow Ctaelt . F 

18. Pomerado R oad1Scrtoo1 Raoch Boulevaro . F 

19. Pomen,doRoad/ChabedCoott 8.7 8 
20, Pometado RoadfAv.nldia Magnilica 11 .◄ 8 

21. Pom«ado Roadn'alrt>rook Road 6.1 8 
22. Pomerado Road/SomUlon lloulovanl 9.4 8 

23. Sor!no Cenvon/P-ado Road 13,9 - 8 

24. P0m8<ado Road<\.-- POWll 7,5 8 

25. Pomerado Road/ Ctaak Road 17.5 C 

26. Sodnn c-Road/Blue C•-•• Dtlve 14.9 8 

l1. SortDos Randi Boul6v""""""n• Canvon Road 18.5 C 

28. Sc:rlooa Randt Boulevardlfanmn<vWe 19.7 B 

211. Scrioo• Randi Boulovar<I/Enn■ Road 18.7 C 

30 . SMl\na Raneh Bootevwd/M&ta Mesa Boulevard 56.4 E 

31 . Sctlpoa Roocll Boulevatdll-liben Road 12.8 B 

132. ""'-'1 Ranch BoutevMd/Scrioos l•• Dt1va 20.7 C 

33. Scriru>s Rand, Boulevard/Me"""' Drive 10.1 8 

'J◄• S"""na Ranch BouleYMd/Safo01 Ranch Court 18.7 C 

JS. Mn Meaa Boul-•15 NO OffRamo 14.1 8 

38. Mlt■ Mesa Boulevwdl\-15 SB OIi Ramo 2◄.2 C 

37. Cam>II Canvnn Ro&d/1-15 NB 011 Ramo 35.0 D 

ba. Cam>I Canyon Road/1-15 SB OffRamn 52.1 E 

13G. Pomerado Roed/1-15 NB OffR.,,D 10.-4 8 

40. Pome<odo RoadA-15 SB Off<>~ 28.3 D 

◄ 1. Sr.rinna Poway Pari<weyA-15 NB Off - 25.5 0 

◄2. S•"""• Powoy Pari<wav,1·15 SB Off Ramp 13.1 8 

43. CMOII Ganyon RG&d/llualnen Parle 14.7 B 

4-4. Poway Road/S.,,_ Snnnno Parl<WIY 17.2 C 

48. Pomwlldo Roadf51owe Dt1v1 8.2 8 

47 , POtne<Mo Road/Old POfM<edo Road 10.3 B 

46. p-~-lat• Lane 10.0 8 

ca. P-o Roa<I/Ou Krd Road 11.8 B 

50. P__,o Ro■d/Powav Road 15.4 C 

SI . Pom«ado Ro&dllllh 61tHI 12.A 8 

·"' p.,.__ Road/M-■d-roolc Lane 12.5 B 

S,, Pon-.. Road/Glen Oak Road 1.8 B 

154. Pon.ado Ro■dfl'ad Wllloms P-y 13.8 B 
a)A-• IIOpped dalay .... wN<le. n -

<bl Lewi ol ~ _,,Id ullng Hlilt--V C-i,adty Manual, Chopter II I. 10 procedur.1 

": Cl1Ucal VIC IXCAledl 1/PHF or 1.2; calculallon of dalay not ...... 
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PM PEAK HOUR ~ 

OElAY(a) LOS (b) 

18.8 C 

18.9 C 

9.2 B 
14.8 B 

18.9 C 

o.1· B 

17.8 C 

IJ.6 B 

11.0 B 

8.3 B 

17.6 C 

21.0 C 

6.0 B 

o.s B 

7.9 e 
F 

F 

7.4 B 

17.S C 

9.6 8 
11.4 B 

17.4 C 

11.◄ e 
11.2 B 

5.7 B 

8.4 B 

9,0 B 

11.7 B 

12.2 8 

21 .8 C 

18.6 C 

1-4.1 8 

15.4 C 

211.4 D 

13.8 8 

14.4 B 

37.9 D 

9.0 B 

10,0 e 
22.8 C 

19.3 C 

17.8 C 

21.4 C 

8.4 8 

10.1 B 

G.1 B 

12.6 8 

20.0 C 

7.1 B 

7.1 B 

8.9 8 

15.5 C 
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Environmental Analysis -Transportation 

0 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN OPERATIONS 

Implementation of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) in San Diego County requires 
enhanced capacity analysis for all facilities comprising the CMP and Regionally Significant Arterial 
(RSA) network which ·are impacted by large projects. A large project is defined as generating at least 
2,400 daily trips or 200 peak hour trips. CMP and RSA arterials are potentially impacted, and 
enhanced capacity analysis is triggered, when the project adds 50 directional peak hour trips to street 
segments and intersections and/or 150 directional peak hour trips to freeway mainlines. Trip 
generation of the Montecito sub-project, the Sycamore Estates sub-projects and the Rancho Encantada 
Precise Plan as a whole meet the CMP "large project" definition, and as such are subject to a CMP 
analysis. 

Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road are RSAs in the immediate project vicinity. The 
assignment of Project traffic from the select zone run of the City of San Diego's model (based on 
Poway land use inputs) would result in CMP-required arterial analysis on the Scripps Poway Parkway 
segment from 1-15 to Pomerado Road. On Pomerado Road, enhanced capacity analysis is required 
between 1-15 and Ted Williams Parkway. Included in this section, is the enhanced capacity analysis 
required by the CMP. For the purposes of this analysis, Pomerado Road was divided into two ~ections. 
The first section is from I-15 to Treadwell Road/Creek Road, located mostly in the City of San Diego 
and south of the project site, and the second section extends from Treadwell Road/Creek Road to Ted 
Williams Parkway in the City of Poway north of the project site. Table 4.6-3, Existing CMP Arterials, 
summarizes the results of the existing CMP analysis for these street segments. As shown, these 
segments are characterized by good LOS C or better conditions in both directions of travel. 

Table 4.6-3 
EXISTING CMP ARTERIALS 

AMPEAK 
HOUR 

STREET SEGMENT DIRECTION LOS 

Scri1ms Powal'. Pkwl'. 
I-15 to Pomerado Rd Eastbound A 

Westbound A 

Pomerado Road 
I-15 to Treadwell Rd Eastbound A 

Westbound B 

Treadwell Rd to Ted Williams Pkwy Northbound B 
Southbound B 

Source: Kimley-Hom and Associates, June 1, 2000 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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SPEED 

37.4 
37.5 

36.7 
32.3 

29.2 
27.8 

PMPEAKHotJR 

LOS SPEED 

A 35.5 
A 36.0 

C 24.1 
B 33.4 

B 28.0 
B 30.4 
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0 EXISTING RAMP METER ANALYSIS 

Ramp metering is a means of controlling the volume of traffic entering the freeway with the goal of 
improving the traffic operations and flow on the freeway. Ramp meter analysis estimates the peak hour 
queues and delays at freeway ramps by comparing existing volumes to the meter rate at a given 
location. The excess demand forms the basis for calculating the maximum queues and maximum 
delays anticipated at each location. Table 4.6-4, Existing Ramp Meter Analysis, summarizes the 
existing ramp meter conditions at freeway ramps near the project site assuming existing meter rates. 

The ramp meter analysis determined that the demand exceeds the flow rate three northbound ramps 
and four southbound ramps, shown with a numeric value in the "Excess Demand" column of Table 4.6-
4. 

Table 4.6-4 
EXISTJNG RAMP METER ANALYSIS 

ASSUMING CAL TRANS FLOW RATE 

DEMAND FLOW EXCESS 

LOCATION PEAK 0 F DEMANDE 

1-15 SCRIPPS POWAY PARKWAY /NB) AM "°"' ◄36 ◄68 

PM oM3 ◄36 7 

1-15 NB MIRA MESA BOULEVARD (EB) AM 782 396 386 

PM 1,t13 396 717 

1-15 NB MIRA MESA BOULEVARD IWB) AM 31& ◄20 0 

PM 800 ◄20 380 

1-15 NB CARROLL CANYON ROAD AM 296 910 0 

PM 693 910 0 

1-15 NB MIRAMAR ROAO/POMERADO ROAD AM 512 1,382 0 

PM 1.279 1,382 0 
1-15 SCRIPPS POWAY PARKWAY (SB) AM 1,079 80◄ 275 

PM 1,320 80◄ 516 

1- 15 SB MIRA MESA BOULEVARD (EBl AM 1,M1 977 564 
PM 960 977 0 

1-15 SB MIRA MESA BOULEVARD (WB) AM 757 ◄03 35◄ 

PM 587 ◄03 184 

1-15 SB CARROLL CANYON ROAD AM 1,268 1,180 88 
PM 1,107 1.180 0 

1-15 WB TO SB MIRAMAR ROAO/POMERADO ROAD AM 1,151 1,152 0 

PM 851 1,152 0 
1-15 EB TO SB MIRAMAR ROAO/POMERADO ROAD AM 599 60◄ 0 

PM 1.531 60◄ 927 

ASSUMING UNIFOllM IS.MINUTE MAXIMUM OELAYS 

RANCHOENCANTADAEIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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MAX OBSERVED MAX 

DELAY DELAY QUEUE 

(MIN) (a) O(ml 

6" ◄.212 

' 63 

58 3.◄H 

109 6.◄53 

0 0 

S◄ 3,◄20 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

21 14.1 2.◄75 

39 ◄.6,M 

35 S,076 

0 0 

53 9.6· 3.186 

27 1.656 .. 6,0 792 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1.7 0 

92 a.3◄3 
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0 FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

Freeway segments were analyzed in accordance with standard Cal trans methodologies. In order to 
estimate peak hour directional volumes based on daily numbers, peak hour percentages (k factors), 
directional splits (d factors), and truck percentages were assembled from Caltrans for the nearest 
available count station. The estimated peak hour volume was then compared to the peak hour capacity 
and the resulting volume-to-capacity ratio was reviewed against Caltrans thresholds. Table 4.6-5 
summarizes the findings of existing freeway segment analysis. The freeway segments include I-15 
from Miramar Way to State Route 56. As shown in this table, the 1-15 segments between Miramar 
Way and State Route 56 are characterized by congested LOS F conditions. It should be noted that 
Caltrans has indicated that the volumes they provided for this analysis do not incorporate the existing 
managed lanes on 1-15; volumes on these facilities are currently being prepared by San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and are not yet available. Because the provided volumes 
reflect a worst case scenario (i.e., all traffic is grouped into the general purpose lanes whether or not 
they would instead use the managed lanes), and in the absence of the SANDAG data, the analysis is 
based on the Caltrans supplied numbers. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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Table 4.6-5 
EXISTING FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

PEAK TRUCK 

HOUR DIRECTION TERRAIN 

ROUTE LIMITS # LANES CAPACITY ADT % SPLIT FACTOR 

lnterslale 15 SR-56 • Poway Road 4 ,.HOV 9,200 202,000 7.9% 55.0% 0.920 

Poway Road - Saioos Poway Pancway/Mercy Road 4 +HOV 9,200 223,000 7.9% 56.0% 0.920 

Scrioos Powav Perltwav/Mercy Road - Mira Mesa Boulevard 4 +HOV 9,200 243,200 7.9% 56.0% 0.920 

Mira Mesa Boulevard - Carron Canyon Road 4 +HOV 9,200 247,400 7.7% 57.0% 0.955 

Carroll Canvon Road • Pomerado Road 5 +HOV 11,500 255,900 7.4% 55.0% 0.955 

Pomerado Road lo Mramar Way 5 +HOV 11,500 273,400 7.8% 55.0% 0.955 

M~amarWay lo SR163 5 +HOV 11,500 276,600 7.8% 52.0% 0.985 

I# lanes - Number of lanes in one direction: HOV - High Occupancy Lanes 

!capacity - Capacity In one direction 

AOT -Average Daily Traffic 

Peak Hour%· Percentage of average daily traffic occuring during lhe peak hour 

Direction Split - Percentage of peak hour traffic travemng in peak direction 

Trude Factor - Truck/terrain factor to represent influence of heavy vehides and/or grades 

Peak Hour Volume• Peak hour traffic In peak direction of travel/ Forfacifilies wilh HOV lanes, ten percen! Is assumed lo use HOV lanes. 

VIC • Volume lo Capacity ratio 

LOS - Caltram District 11 procedure was used to estimate lhe freeway level of service. Designations vary from A to F, wilh four levels oflOS F from F(O) to F(3). 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR ( LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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i;;:....; 

P.EAK LEVEL 

HOUR OF 

VOLUME VIC SERVICE 

8.586 0.93 E 

9,651 1.05 F(O) 

10,525 1.14 F(0) 

10,233 1.11 F(0) 

9,815 0.85 D 

11,053 0.96 E 

10,251 0.89 D 
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4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: What direct and/or cumulative traffic impacts would the project have on the existing 
and planned community and regional circulation networks? 

~..-.-~•-,-_r-r"" T. -y; -~~ . • -

Significance Criteria 

The proposed Project would have significant traffic impact if its traffic generation would exceed the 
following thresholds: 

a. If any intersection or roadway segment- affected by a project would operate at LOS E or 
Funder either direct or cumulative conditions, the impact would be significant if the 
project exceeds the following allowable increases in delay or intersection capacity 
utilization (ICU) for affected intersection or volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio or speed 
for affected roadway segments: 

LEVEL OF ALLOW ABLE INCREASE DUE TO PROJECT IMPACTS1 

SERVICE 
WITH INTERSECTIONS ROADWAY SECTIONS 

PROJECT Delay (sec.) ICU (VIC) V/C Speed (mph) 

E 2 2 0.02 0.02 1 

p2 2 0.02 0.02 1 
1 If a proposed project's traffic impacts exceed the values shown m the table, then the impacts are deemed 
"significant." The project applicant shall identify ''feasible mitigations" to achieve LOS Dor better. 
2 The acceptable level of service (LOS) standard for roadways and intersections in San Diego is LOS D. 
However, for undeveloped locations, the goal is to achieve LOS C. 

b. If a project would add a substantial amount of traffic to a congested freeway segment, 
interchange, or ramp. 

c. If a project would increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians 
due to proposed non-standard design features (e.g., poor sight distance, proposed 
driveway onto an access-restricted roadway). 

J 

d. If a project would result in the construction of a roadway which is inconsistent with the 
General Plan, and if the proposed roadway would not properly align with other existing 
or planned roadways. 

e. If a project would result in a substantial restriction in access to publicly or privately 
owned land. 

Additional factors to consider when determining traffic impacts are the volume of traffic the project 
contributes to a transportation facility as compared to the City of San Diego's Traffic Impact Study 

RANCHOENCANTADAEIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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Manual ( 1998) table, shown below as Table 4.6-6, Significant Transportation Threshold Criteria. 

Table 4.6-6 
SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

LEVEL OF ALLOWABLE INCREASE DUE TO PROJECT IMPACTS 
SERVICE WITH 

PROJECT INTERSECTIONS ROADWAY SECTIONS 

Delay (Seconds)1 V/C2 Speed (MPH) 

A NIA 0.10 5 
B 6 0.06 3 
C 4 0.04 2 
DJ 2 0.02 1 
E 2 0.02 1 
F 2 0.02 1 

1. Delay=average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds. 
2. V/C= Volume to Capacity Ratio (Capacity at LOSE should be used) 
3. The acceptable Level of Service (LOS) standard for roadways and intersections in San Diego 

is LOS D. 

If the project impacts are within the Table 4.6-6 thresholds and the resulting LOS is A, B, C or D, then 
the impacts are not significant and mitigation is not required. 

If the project impacts are within the Tabl~ 4.6-6 thresholds but the resulting level of service is E or F, 
than the impacts are cumulatively significant. Mitigation is recommended, but not required. 

If the project impacts exceed the Table 4.6-6 thresholds and the resulting LOS is A, B, C, or D, then 
the impacts are cumulative, but not significant. Mitigation is not required. 

If the project impacts exceed the Table 4.6-6 thresholds and the addition of project traffic would 
decrease an existing level of service from LOS D or better to a resulting LOS of E or F, then the 
impacts are direct and cumulatively significant. Mitigation is required. 

If the project impacts exceed the Table 4.6-6 thresholds and the addition of project traffic would 
contribute to an existing LOS of E or F, then the impacts are direct and cumulatively significant. 
Mitigation is required. 

Impact Analysis 

0 PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 

The Project's access opportunities based on the existing street network are from the north via existing 
Beeler Canyon Road/Creek Road and from the west on Pomerado Road just north of Spring Canyon 
Road. Rancho Encantada Parkway, a proposed roadway, is proposed to be constructed to provide 
access to Pomerado Road from within the project site. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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Rancho Encantada Parkway would be built along the southern portion of the project site, forming a "T" 
intersection south of Legacy Point on Pomerado Road. Give~ the layout of the site and the 
local/regional orientation of Project traffic, it would be expected that the bulk of the project trips would 
load from the west via this new roadway. Accordingly, the majority of project traffic would be added 
to City of Sari Diego streets. This study assumes that the Beeler Canyon access to the north would 
remain with limited traffic contribution by the proposed Project, but that the primary Project access 
would be Rancho Encantada Parkway. Also, given the mixture of Project land uses, it is likely that 
there would be interaction between Project land uses (e.g., between residences and school and park, 
etc.). • 

The Rancho Encantada project proposes the construction of a predominantly residential project. The 
project would consist of an open space preserve, 837 single family dwelling units, 106 multiple family 
dwelling units, two institutional sites and a neighborhood park and school. Table 4.6-7, Project Trip 
Generation, shows the intensity and trip generation rates from implementation of the proposed Project. 
As shown by this table, the Project is expected to generate approximately 10,548 ADT. The single­
family residential uses in the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are expected to generate the 
highest trips with 2,760 and 5,660 ADTs, respectively. However, some of the uses within the Precise 
Plan area are support uses that will generate trips within the development, such as residential trips 
to/from the proposed school and park sites. The traffic model's select zone assignment process was 
used to determine the internal interaction. After considering the internal interaction among project 
land uses, the resulting external traffic is about 9,808 ADT, with about 826 trips generated in the 
morning peak hour and 953 trips generated in the afternoon peak hour (see Table 4.6-7). 

0 PROJECT TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION AND AsSIGNMENT 

The Project-generated traffic was distributed to the street system based on a Select Zone Assignment 
obtained from the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Series 9 Forecast. Once the 
traffic distribution was established, the Project-generated traffic was assigned to the adjacent street 
system. Figure 4.6-3, Project Traffic Distribution, shows the assignment of project trips on the area 
roadway netv.:-ork. (Figures showing the distribution of Montecito-only traffic and Sycamore Estates­
only traffic are included in traffic study attached as Appendix E-to this EIR.) 

To determine the Project's traffic distribution on the surrounding transportation network, a regional 
traffic model was developed to reflect this Project and its proposed access. SANDAG maintains the 
regional traffic model that is used by local jurisdictions to forecast future traffic conditions on the 
regional transportation network. The regional model contains circulation element roadways, transit 
routes, and freeways for the entire region. In addition, the model includes General Plan land uses from 
each of the jurisdictions in the region. The model produces a Year 2020 travel forecast In response to 
community concerns, the City of San Diego undertoolc a major effort to calibrate refine the SAND AG 
model to accurately represent the future transportation network and future land uses. In addition, the 
City of Poway provided land use and network inputs to the City of San Diego in order to ensure that the 
model reflected the most up-to-date information with respect to planned development in Poway. Year • 
2020 forecast volumes on state highways were supplied by Caltrans. • 

For the purposes of coding the traffic model, a 1,000 unit military housing project was assumed on the 
MCAS Miramar property. The US Navy is currently studying four sites and associated access options 
based on environmental analysis. However, in oi:der to provide a worst case evaluation, thisl,000 unit 
project was assumed to take its access via Pomerado Road. Rancho Encantada project traffic 
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Table 4.6-7 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

TRIP 

GENERATION DAILY 

LANl!lt:JSE INTENSITY' RATES TRIP.$ 

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNITS (URBANIZING), SYCAMORE ESTATES 566 10 5660 

MULTIFAMILY DWELLING UNITS (>20), SYCAMORE ESTATES 106 8 a.a 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, SYCAMORE ESTATES(ACRESl 12 60 720 

PARK, SYCAMORE ESTATES(ACRES) 4 50 200 

INSTmJTIONAL, HOUSE OF WORSHIP (ACRES) 12 30 360 

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNITS (URBANIZING), MONTECITO 276 10 2760 

TOTAL: 10548 

INTERNAL/INTERNAL INTERACTION 

SCHOOL/PARK TO RESIDENTIAL <•J. 280 

RESIDENTIAL TO SCHOOUPARK Clll 280 

HOUSE OF WORSHIP TO RESIDENTIAL <dJ 90 

RESIDENTIAL TO HOUSE OF WORSHIP (d) 90 

TOTAL EXTERNAL TRAFFIC GENERATION: 9808 

AM PEAK HOUR 

JOT& IN OUT 

453 91 362 

68 14 54 

187 112 75 

8 4 4 

14 12 3 

221 4-4 177 

951 276 675 

59 35 24 

59 24 35 

4 1 3 

4 3 1 

826 214 612 

(a) Select zone assignment from norHesldenlial to residential land uses (approximately 30 percent of schooVpark traffic generation) 

(b) Select zone aulgnmenl from residential lo noD-residential. Peak hour dlrec!ion reversed. 

'c) Intensity In dewelflng uni!a unless otherwise specffied. 

(d) Estimated 50 percent capture of house of worship trips from residences within Rancho Encantada 

RANCHO ENCANTADA E/R (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

- ~ ~ 

i>MPEAt<HOUR 

TOTAL IN OUT 

566 396 170 

76 53 23 

36 11 25 

16 8 8 

29 14 14 

276 193 83 

ggg 676 323 

16 6 10 

16 10 6 

7 4 4 

7 4 4 

g53 653 300 

Page 4.6-15 



Miro Mesa 
Blvd. 3¼ 

2¼ 

Corro\l Cyn. 
0.5¾ 

8% 

SOURCE: KJMLE>~HORN and ASSOCIATES 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR 

IJ) 

0. 6¼ _Q. 
L) 
(/) 

Rd. 

6 ¼ 

4¼ 

-0 ,;:,-..;;.._.,,, ~\• g 
a::: 

12¼ 

0 
-0 
0 ..... 
Q) 

E 
0 
a. 

-0 
0 
0 

a::: 

C 
::l 
E 
E 
0 

7¼ 

od 

2. -0 
0 0 
0. 0 

~ 0:: 

Rood 0 3% Gorden Rd. 

3¼ 

Montecito 
ADT-2,760 

Total Project: 10,548 
(9,808 External) 

Environmental Analysis - Transportation 

Proposed 
Rancho 
En con todo Pkwy. 

Sycamore Estates 
ADT-7,788 

Legend 

Project reloled 
traffic distribu lion 

Future r oodwoy 

X¼ 

Figure 4.6-3 
PROJECT TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION 

Page 4.6-16 

• 



Environmental Analysis -Trans ortation 

generation (based on the proposed land uses previously described) was also input into the regional 
traffic model. Two access routes were included in this model run: 

• 

• 

Rancho Encantada Parkway, an east/west collector road connecting the project to Pomerado 
Road. This route loads a majority of project traffic onto Pomerado Road, and then distributes it 
to three major routes (Pomerado Road northbound, Pomerado Road southbound, and Spring 
Canyon Road), thus serving as the project's primary access route. 

Creek Road via Beeler Canyon Road, a secondary project access route which had historically 
served the former General Dynamics use of the Sycamore Estates portion of the project. 

For more detailed information regarding the Model, please refer to Appendix C in Technical Appendix E. 
KHA conducted an additional analysis in the traffic study of the effects of eliminating the proposed Project's 
traffic connection to Beeler Canyon Road. The analysis is included as Appendix K of the traffic report which 
is included as Appendix E to this EJR. 

0 IMPACTS TO THE AFFECTED ROADWAY SYSTEM 

To assess potential impacts the proposed Project would cause to the surrounding roadway system, Project 
generated traffic impacts are assessed at two points of time: Opening Day and Year 2020. Under Opening 
Day, three conditions are assessed to provide a comparison ·of traffic conditions with and without the 
proposed Project, including: 

• Without Project (provides a baseline against which to measure Project impacts) 
• With the Montecito Sub-Project Only, also called the ''Initial Project" (indicates an interim 

condition at partial Project completion); and 
• Full Buildout (indicates impacts for implementation of the proposed Precise Plan, 

including both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects). 

OPENING DAY 

0 OPENING DAY W ITHOUT PROJECT 

Opening Day is considered the point in time that Project construction would commence. Because 
traffic conditions would slightly differ than the existing conditions described earlier in this section due 
to ongoing development in the area, the Opening Day Without Project conditions are disclosed in the 
project's Traffic Report (see Appendix E of this EIR) to provide a comparison of traffic conditions 
with and without implementation of the Project. Traffic volumes at opening day are shown in Figure 
4.6-4, Opening Day without Project Daily Traffic Volumes. 

0 OPENING DAY WITH INITIAL PROJECT (MONTECITO ONLY) 

Opening Day with Initial Proiect 'street Segment/Roadway Capacity Analysis 

Opening Day. with Initial Project analyzes only the Montecito sub-project (277 single-family detached 
residential units) being developed to represent an interim buildout condition. The Opening Day traffic 
conditions assume existing roadway configurations and intersection lane geometry. Impacts from the 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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Environmental Analysis - Transportation 

Montecito sub-project were added to the opening day volumes to determine the amount of impacts that 
the initial project would have, and resulting traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.6-5, Opening Day 
with Initial Project Daily Traffic Volumes. Table 4.6-8, Comparison of Opening Day and Opening 
Day with Initial Project Roadway Segment Analysis, summarizes the effects of adding Montecito 
traffic to opening day conditions. Based on the significance criteria previously outlined, the addition of 
Montecito sub-project traffie would have a significant cumulative impact on seven Pomerado Road 
segments that would operate at LOS F with or without the addition of initial project traffic, and a 
significant direct impact on one Pomerado Road segment that would worsen from LOS C to LOS F 
with the addition of Montecito traffic. The cumulative impact at the seven identified segments is due 
to the change in the volume to capacity ratio in excess of the established City threshold of 0.02 for an 
existing LOS F condition. Specifically, these Pomerado Road segments are: 

• I-15 to Willow Creek (0.051 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Willow Creek Road to Scripps Ranch Boulevard (0.055 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Chabad Court (0.059 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Chabad Court to Avenida Magnifica (0.059 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Avenida Magnifica to Fairbrook Road (0.059 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Fairbrook Road to Semillon Boulevard (0.059 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Semillon Boulevard to Spring Canyon Road (0.059 Change in V/C Ratio) 

The direct impact is due to the change in LOS from C to F at the following Pomerado Road segment: 

• Legacy Point to Treadwell Road/Creek Road (change from LOS C to LOS F) 

Opening; Day with Initial Project Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.6-9, Comparison of Opening Day and Opening Day with Initial Project Intersection Analysis 
depicts the findings of Opening Day with the Montecito sub-project only intersection capacity analysis. 
As shown in this table, five intersections would be cumulatively impacted. Of these intersections, only 
the contribution to the existing LOS F condition at Pomerado Road/Willow Creek Road and Pomerado 
Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard in the AM and PM peak hours would be regarded as cumulatively 
significant. Contribution of traffic to the other three intersections would be considered cumulative, but 
not significant, because these intersections would still operate at an acceptable level of service and 
mitigation would not be required for acceptable conditions. 

0 OPENING DAY WITH PROJECT Bun,nouT 

Opening Dav with Pro ject Buildout Street Segment/Roadway Capacity Analysis 

Table 4.6-10, Comparison of Opening Day and Opening Day with Project Buildout Roadway Segment 
Analysis, summarizes the effects of adding full buildout Project traffic to opening day conditions. 
Figure 4.6-6, Opening Day with Project Buildout Daily Traffic Volumes, shows buildout volumes in 
the study area. Based on the significance criteria previously outlined, the addition of project buildout 
traffic would have a significant cumulative impact on the same Pomerado Road segments that would 
occur with the addition of Montecito-only traffic and listed above. The cumulative impact at the seven 
identified segments is due to the change in the volume to capacity ratio in excess of the established 
City threshold of 0.02 for an existing LOS E or F condition. Specifically, these Pomerado Road 
segments are: 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH.No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 2 1, 2000; Final; June 28, 2001 
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Table 4.6-8 
COMPARISON OF OPENING DAY AND OPENING DAY WITH INITIAL PROJECT ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

STIU!Er SEGMENT 

SCfUPPS POYVA.Y PAAKVVAY ~ 1& T O SCRIPPS SUMMIT DR. 
SCRIPPS SUMMrT DA. TO SPRING CANYON RO_ 

SPRFNG CANYON TO SCRIPPS CREEK DR. 

SCRIPPS CREEK DR. 'T"O CYPRESS CVN. RD. 
CYPA.ESS CVN. RO. TO SUNSMINE PEAK 

SUNSHINE PEAK TO SPRINGBROOK OR. 
SPRING BROOK DR. TO POMERAOO RO, 
POMERAOO RO. TO KIRKHAM RD, 

KJRKHAM RO. TO COMMUNITY RD. 
COMMUNITY RD, TO STO-.vE DR. 
STO\"YE OR. TO DANIELSON ST. 

DA.NfELSON ST. TO SR ff'1 

POMERAOOROAO 1,.15 TO WLLOW CREEK RO. 

"""'1..LOW CRt<. Ft.D. TO SCRIPPS RANCH BLVD. 
SCRIPPS RANCH BLVD. TO CHA8AD CT. 
CHA.BAO CT.TOAVENIOAMAGNI.FlCA 
A\11:;NIOA MAGNIFICA TO FAIA8A:00t<. RO. 

F.AJRBROOK AD. TO $EMJLL0N 8L'VO. 

SE M ILLON BLVD. l"O $PRING CYN. RO. 
SPRING CYN. RD. TO LEGACY PT. 
LEGACY PT. TO TFtl!ADYVE.LUCAEe.K RD. 
TR~~RK RO. TO SCRIPPS P\NV PKMIY. 

SCRIPPS P'\NY PK'W'f. TO STOVVE ORfVE 
STCW\E OR. TO MET A TE LANE 
MET ATE uu,.llli TO POWAY AO. 

POIWAV RO. TO ROBISON Bl.VO. 

ROBISON BLVO. TO TEO \MLLlAMS PKWY. 
COMUUNfTY ROAD PO'VVAY RO. TO CMC CENTER OR. 

CMC CEHreR OR. TO METATE LANE 
MET ATE LANE TO ST()\,"VE: DR. 

STC>Y\E OR. TO SCRIPPS POWAY PKWf. 
SCRIPPS p<::Jvi,,/AY P'KV'N. TO KIRKHAM WAY 

M.IRA MESA DOUUiVARD ~1STO SCRIPPS RA.NCH BLVD. 

SCRIPPS RANCH 80lA.EVAAO SPRING CANYON RO. TO EAMA RD. 
ERMA AO. TO MIRA MESA BLVD. 
MIRA ME"SA BLVD. TO SCRIPPS LAKE OR. 
SCRIPPS LAKE DR. TO CARROLL. CANYON RD. 

CARROLL CANYON RO. TO AVIARY OR. 
AVlJlr,,R"'( OR. TO POMERA.00 AO. 

SPRING CANYON ROAD SCRIPPS POWAY P'1f:INY. TO SCRIPPS CREEK RD. 

SCRIPPS CREEK RC. TO SEMIUON BL\IO. 

SEt.lf'LLON BLVD. TO POLIE.RADO RO. 
CARROLL c.ANVON ROAD SCRIPPS R.AHCM l!tLVD. TO 8USlNESS PARK AVE. 

BUSINESS P~I< AVE. TO 1 .. 15 

SPAJNGBROOI< DRIVE SARRE SPRINGS PKWY'. TO SCRtPPS POWAY PK'WV. 
CREEK ROAD CA.EEt<AO. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

OPENJNG•0AY 

WITHOUT 

PROJECl" 
VIC 

0 .438 
0 _438 
o . .,,,. 
0 .51 :S 
0 .513 

0 ,580 

0 .506 

0 .570 

0 . 497 
0 .299 
0 .319 
0 .,2 .. 

z.ooe 
1-38'7 

1.320 

, . .zo, 
1.19'7 

1.12• 
o.a,e 
0 .721!1 

0 .0351 
0.332 
0 .321 

0 .32:4 

O . .f57 

0 .604 
0.61 4 

0 .578 

0 .528 
0.459 

0 .423 

0.2&0 

0.7...S 

0 ,31& 

0.32& 

0 . 488 

0.315 

0 .179 
0.191 

0 .210 

0.112 

0.088 
0 .140 

0 .175 
0.140 
0 .025 

OPENlNG D'AY 

YIATI➔OUT OPENING DAY"v.-rTH INmA.1..·PROJSCT ONLY 

PROJECT CHANGE IN SIGNIFICANT? 
LOS v,c· LOS VIC NIN) 

B 0 .438 B 0 .001 NO 
e 0 .430 B 0.002 NO 
C 0 .""" C 0.00!5 NO 
e 0 .518 B 0 .005 NO 
e 0.5115 e 0 .00:5 NO 
e 0.585 B o.oos NO 
B 0.512 B 0 .006 NO 
B 0 .591 B 0 .00.5 NO 
B 0.501 B O.OC>O NO 

"' 0.301 "' 0.002 NO 

"' 0 -320 A 0 .001 NO 
A 0 .325 A 0 .001 NO 
F 2.057 F 0 ,051 YES 
F 1.442 F 0 .0.55 YES 

" 1 .3 85 F 0 .0.59 Yl!S 
F 1.324 F 0 .059 YES 
F 1 ,2$6 F 0 .059 YES 

F 1.1110 F O .OS9 YES 
0 0 .075 e 0 .059 YES 
0 0.304 A 0 .000 NO 
C 0 .718 F 0 . 070 YES 
A 0 .381 A 0 . 030 NO 
A 0 .334 "' 0 .013 NO 
A 0.335 A 0 .011 NO 
B 0 ,.C68 e 0 .000 NO 
C 0.813 C 0.000 NO 
C 0.823 C o.ooe NO 
C 0 .682 C O.OC>O NO 
C 0 .532 C o.ocw NO 
a o ....... a 0.004 NO 
e o.•2.s e 0 .003 NO 
e 0.211 e 0.001 NO 
C D.7-48 C 0.003 NO 
A 0.323 A 0 .004 NO 

" 0 .338 . ,. 0 .008 NO 
e 0 . .,4D7 a 0 .005 NO 
A 0..319 A O.OC>O NO 
A 0 .1'T7 A 0 .001 NO 
A 0.1N A o.oo, NO 
A 0 .21G A O.OOG NO 
A 0 .133 "' 0 .021 NO 
A 0 .100 " 0.021 NO 
A o ., ... o A 0.000 NO 
A 0 .1'7$ "' 0 .000 NO 
A 0 .140 A 0.000 NO 
A 0 .0%5 " 0 .000 NO 
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OPENING OAV IAUHOUT Pf\OJECT 

AM AM PM PM 

!fGNAUZED IHTE!ft8fCT10NB DEJ.AY LOS OOU.Y LOS 

1. Poll'nR ROOd 13,9 e 17.B C 

2. CMcc«u, Ro,a 17.3 C 10.7 C 

3. MIKAW ~t'TKNtv Road 8.1 D 9.3 B 

4. SIOwt ~~ Rr:Md 12.9 B t5.1 C 
S. Q-~ Poi,..,. p-..-.. Corr,p.nty Road 13.0 • 17.fl C 

7, ~ ...... o.--per1cwa .. ~1SunvnltRoed S.8 B 10.8 e 
8, S.-.....1Powtr1Pwk'lrl!-~Can'll'M.Road 20.1 C 18.7 C 

•. ......,._,,,_ .. ,.,,.,.,Cnoel<O<M '1.7 C ,. 3 C 

10. ~Po#r,P C-Rotd 13.2 B 11.7 0 

11. 5--.. Powav Pllf'ltW'mvlS\lf\lli.no Put 0.0 e 1,3 a 
12, 5a1,.,. ... ..,p_ 00,. US,\ C 18.7 C 

13, --.. P--R .... 18.7 C 23.0 C 

t4. c- Poww Par11'Wn~RON 10.2 C 7.3 a 
1 S. Samoa PowJY PlrtWIYl'Stowt Orivt 10., 8 ., a 
18 . .__,.P_llf/OonlaltonSlt"' t0,4 B .., 8 

17. Pomait-adOAoad.Wlloriwo-..ll F F 

11. PmNnldo RotdlS..._, RWlth Boulovord F F 

1D. --R~C<ul 0 I 8 ... B 

20, PometldoRo.dt'A~M~· 22.8 C 18.1 C 
., ~R~illrt,c'OOfC.Road ... B 11.S 8 

22. PancndoR~9ot.tavtcd ... 8 12.4 B 

23. ...... ·- U .8 s 111.6 C 

"·-·--- ,. 8 13.1 e 
26 Pomlndo ROid' Creek Road 17.9 C 11.A a 
.26. 6--"'-Roedi'8futC-•a Orwe 18.0 C .. B 

11. ~Rln<t\ onR ... 20.2 C •• 8 

28. ~ ~~_,__u._ 11 I B .. , e 
29. Snlrn&Ranc:f'l~Road 1U C I t.SI B 

30. ~ Ranct. ~ Mee.a eoutovat\3 ,,.. F 12,8 e 
JI. SatootRln<tl-RoaO 13.8 e 2',1 C 

31. ........ R>nc,, ..... °""" 22.0 C 11,3 C 

J.3. ClWWWI Rlnth ~•---[)rtq 10.3 • ,. 6 a 
34, S_....,Rw-ch iR.-.d1Coun 11.e C 18.3 C 

3,S. Mn M.u~~-16NBOIIR-· 15.-3 C 39.-4 0 

36. Mn lMla~. tSSBOtfR·....,. 30.2 0 IU 0 

37. can-olC.wnn.R~•16N80TR- .... E ,,.o C 

38. c.no11r-Rood,l-15S8011R•- 08.◄ F ,10 E 

30. PomendoRodl-15N90ffR- 11.2 B ... B 

40, --•15S80IR- 32.-4 D ll.2 a 
l,1, Scr100t-ffP..,.avA•15!18D!IR- J U D 26A D 

142. -~ ~P~n-1sse Off A- 13.,4 8 2,0 C 

Lu c.m,or- R........,...P,.. 15.2 C 1e.e C 

i4.4, --..Aoaii'Slbf'9ec---.p---. .. 18.7 C 26.0 C 

1,5, ----E---•• 0.1 A 0.1 A 

i.e, P--D<M 8.5 8 0,1 B 

le, - Rood/Old - Road 11.6 B 11.4 8 

ks -Road/Molai.une 12.3 a •• B 

ko. - Road/Olj( Knol Ro«t 13.1 8 139 B 

:50. Pcwl'wlOO~•vRo.d 115.4 C 2,_e C 

151. -. .. R-Sne< 13..f 8 111 B 

1o2_-.--1.no 13.7 B 7,3 B 

~ - --R.-Oal<Ro«I 9,3 B ... B 

b◄. PomndoRoaCIITld_,P.,,..,_ ,,.., C 185 C 

SOURCE: Kh\!flEY-HORN 0111/ ASSOCIATES 
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OPENING DAY IMTli INITIAi. r-RO.11:CT OOVEUlF>MENT 

PM PM 

SJGNIFlCANT) DELAY LOS CHANGE la> SIGNIFICA.HT7 

NO HU C o, NO 

NO 20.• C 12 ti<) 

NO 11.2 8 I 9 NO 

NO IS.I C 0.7 NO 

NO 31.2 D 13,l m 
NO 10.lil • 0.0 NO 

NO 18.Q C 0,2 NO 

NO 15,8 C 0 3 NO 

NO 11.8 0 0.1 NO 

NO 0.5 a 0.2 NO 

NO ,a.a C 0.1 NO 

NO 23.5 C o .. NO 

NO 7.8 8 o., NO 

NO 0.1 B 00 NO 

NO 02 B 00 NO 

YES F 2.<Zll YES 

YES • ,.m, YES 

NO 10.!5 B 1.1 NO 

NO 11.B C 11 NO 

NO 11.7 B 0.2 NO 

NO 12.5 B 0.1 NO 

NO 21.5 C u NO 

NO 15.1 C 2.0 NO 

NO 18.2 C '-' l'li'S 

NO 6.7 B -0,1 NO 

NO 0.7 a 0.2 NO 

NO 0.1 0 00 NO 

NO 11.9 8 0.0 NO 

NO 12.8 s 0,0 NO 

NO 2$,6 0 0• NO 

NO 19 ... C 01 NO 

NO 14.6 0 0.1 NO 

NO 18.l C 00 NO 

NO 39.7 D 0.3 NO 

NO 14.3 e 0.1 NO 

NO t6.e C 0.0 NO 

NO ,1.1 E 0.5 NO 

NO 10.0 8 0.5 NO 

NO 12.3 B 0,1 NO 

NO 2.6.S D 0.1 NO 

NO 21.1 C 0,1 NO 

NO US.7 C 0.1 NO 

NO 22., C -2.G NO 
-a"-'-: ~ ~-". . ' u A 3.7 NO 

NO D.7 s o.e NO 

NO 11.5 B 0.1 NO 

NO 11.8 B 2.0 NO 

NO 14.0 a 0.2 NO 

NO 28,<4 D 0.8 NO 

NO 7,7 B 0.2 NO 

NO 1.• D DI NO 

NO ... B 0.1 NO 

NO 18.7 C 0.2 NO 

Table 4.6-9 
COMPARISON OF OPENING DAY AND 

OPENING DAY WITH INITIAL PROJECT INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 
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Table 4.6-10 

COMPARISON OF OPENING DAY AND OPENING DAY WITH PROJECT BUILDOUT ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

. 

STI>EE'T SEGMe:NT 

SCRIPPS POVVAY PARKWAY ~15 TO SCRtPPS SUMMrT DR. 
SCRlPPS SUMMrT' DR.. TO SPRtNG CANYON RD. 

$PRING ~YON TO SCRfPPS CREEK DR. 

SCRIPPS CREEK DR. TO CYPRSSS CVN. RD. 
CYPRESS CYN. RO. TO SUNSHINE PEAK 
SUNSHINE PEAK TO SPRINGBROOK OR. 

SPRING: BROOK OR. TO POMEAADO RO. 
POMERADO RD. TO KIRKHAM RO. 

KIRKHAM RO. TO COMMUNITY RC. 
COMMUNITY RD. TO STOVVE OR. 

STO\NE DR. TO DANIELSON ST. 
O,•,>•IIELSON ST. TO SR 87 

POMERAOO ROAD 1-15 TO V\JILLOW CREEK RD-
VU'lU..OW CRK. RO."TO SCFUPPS RANCH 8t..VO. 

SCRIPPS ,V,..NCH 9LVO. TO CHA8AO CT. 
CHABA.D CT. T0AvENt0AMAGN1FICA 
Avt:!NIDA MAGNIFICA TO FAJRBROOK RO. 

FAIRBAOOK RO. TO SEMIUON er..vo. 
SEMILLO,.,. BLVD. TO SPRINO CYN. RO. 

SPR!NG CYN. AO. TO LEGACY PT. 
LEGACY PT. TO TReADVIIE.LUCF\EEK RO. 
~EAO\NELLICRK RO. TO SCRIPPS PWY PKVVV. 

SC~PPS PW"f PK'INY. TO STOVVE DRIVE 
STO'V\IE. DR. TO MET ATE LAN@ 
MST ATE LANS TO POWAY RO. 
POWAY RD. TO ROBISON DLVD. 

ROBISON 81.VD. TO TEO 'WILLIAMS PKW"I"'. 

COMMUNrTY ROAD POVVAY RD. TO C1V1C CEHTl:R OR. 
CIVIC Cl!.NTER OR. TO MET.A.Te LANE 

METATE LANE TO STOV'IJE DR. 
ST~ OR. TO SCRIPPS POWAY PKWY. 

SCRIPPS POWAY PKW'I". TO toRKHAM WAY 
M•~ MESA BOULEVAA:D t-15 TO SCRfPPS 11\ANCH BL.VO. 
SCRIP9S RANCH 80UL.EVAl=l0 SP't=tlNG CANYOfr,,jl RO. TO ERMA RO. 

ERMA. R .O. TO MIRA MESA BLVD. 

MIRA MESA Bl.VD. TO SCRIPPS LAKE DR. 

SCRIPPS LAKE OR. TO CARROLL CJ/II.HYON RD. 
CARROI..L CANYON RO. TO AVIARY DR, 

AVIARY DR .. TO POMERAOO RO. 
&PRING CAHVON ROAD SCRtPP8 PCANAY Pt<",,/VV'. TO SCRlPPS CREEK RD. 

scruPPS CREEK RO. TO SEMIU.ON BLVC. 

S&.Mt.LL.ON BLV'D. TO POME.A>.00 RC. 
-:::~RO\..L. CA,NYON ROAD SCRIPPS ~CH 8LVC>. TO BUSINESS PARK AVE 

BUSINESS PARK AVE. TO '-15 
~PRINOBROOK ORIV'E SABRE BPRIN<;iS PKVVY. TO SCRIPPS POWA.V P't<WY. 
CREEK ROAD CRSEKRO. . . 
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OP&NING-DAY 

\NJTHOlJT 
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WC 

0.438 
0 .-438 

0 .004 
0 .513 

0 .513 
o.sao 
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0 ,$7G 

0.497 

0 .299 
0 .310 

0 .324 
2.00<1 

1 .397 
1.321S 
1.285 

1.107 

1 .125> 

o .a1e 

0 . 728 
o .e:>9 

0.332 
0.321 
0.324 

0 .'457 
0 . 804 

0.014 
0.578 

0 .529 
0.459 

0.42'3 
0.2.80 
0.7"'8 

0.3115 

0.328 
o .4aa 

0.315 

0 .178 

0.107 
0.210 

0.,12 

o.oaa 
0.140 
0 .175 

0 . 14'0 
0.025 

OP.ENING.D~Y 
\MTHOVT OPENING DA¥ VVLTH P.ROJECT 

PA.OJECT CHANGE IN SIGNlf"ICANT'? 

LOS VIC LOS VIC (VIN) 

a 0 ..... 1 B 0.003 NO 
a o ....... a 0 .007 NO 
C 0 .621 C 0 .0 ·17 NO 
a 0 .531 B 0.017 NO 
a 0.531 a 0.017 NO 
a 0 .577 a 0 .017 NO 
B 0 .527 a 0 ,021 NO 
B 0.504 C o .o , a NO 
B 0 . 510 B 0 ,013 NO 
A 0 ,308 A 0.007 NO 

" 0 .323 " 0.00,, NO 

" 0 ,:.,29 
" 

0.005 NO 
F 2 .18S F 0.180 YES 
F 1 .. 583 F 0 .1ff YES 
F 1 .53S F 0_209 YES 
F 1 .4741 ,. 0..209 YES 
F 1 .406 F 0.200 YES 
F 1 .33115 F 0..209 YES 
0 , .025 F 0 , 209 YES 
0 0 ,401 a 0 .000 NO 

C 0 .1'0e F 0 .267 YES 

" 
0 .437 e o.,os YES 

A 0.3811 " 0 .047 NO 

" 0 ,3'03 " 
0.0:,B NO 

a 0A78 " 0,020 NO 
C 0 .82:l C 0.020 NO 
C 0.833 C 0.01P NO 
C 0 .5G2 C 0 .015 NO 
C 0 .542 C 0.015 NO 

B 0.4'74 8 0 .015 NO 

" 0.432 a 0 .010 NO 
e o .. 2113 B 0.00:, NO 
C 0.75:S C 0 .010 NO 

" 0..,..... A 0 .029 NO 

" 0.3-57 " 0 .02.Q HO 
B o .s1a B 0 .02SI NO 

A 0.330 " 0.015 NO 
A 0 .181 " 0 .005 NO 
A 0.202 " 0.005 NO 

" 0 .24:l " 0.03.:l NO 

" 0.187 " 0 .07S NO 

" 0.193 
" 

0 .075 NO 

" 0 .140 " 0.000 NO 
A 0 .175 " 0 .000 NO 

" 0 . 1<40 " 0.000 NO 

" 0 .051 " 0 .028 NO 
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Environmental Analysis -Transportation 

• I-15 to Willow Creek (0.180 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• • Willow Creek Road to Scripps Ranch Boulevard (0.196 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Chabad Court (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Chabad Court to Avenida Magnifica (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Avenida Magnifica to Fairbrook Road (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Fairbrook Road to Semillon Boulevard (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Sernillon Boulevard to Spring Canyon Road (0.209 Change in VIC Ratio) 

In addition, a direct impact would occur at one segment due to the change in LOS from C to F at the 
following Pomerado Road segment: 

• Legacy Point to Treadwell Road/Creek Road (change from LOS C to LOS F) 

Opening Day with Project Buildout Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.6-11, Comparison of Opening Day and Opening Day with Project Buildout Intersection Analysis 
depicts the findings of Opening Day with full Project Buildout intersection capacity analysis. As shown 
in this table, four intersections would be cumulatively impacted under the Full Buildout scenario. Of these 
four intersections, three would be regarded as cumulatively significant. These include: 

• Scripps Poway Parkway/Pomerado Road 
• Pomerado Road/Willow Creek; and 
• Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard 

At these three intersections, the addition of Full Buildout project traffic would contribute to existing LOS 
F conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. The forth intersection, Pomerado Road/Rancho Encantada 
Parkway, would not be regarded as significant because it would still operate at an acceptable level of 
service and mitigation would not be required for acceptable conditions. A significant direct impact would 
occur at one intersection: 

• Pomerado Road/I-15 Northbound Off-Ramp (change from LOS D to LOSE, AM Peak Hour) 

□ OPENING DAY CMP OPERATIONS 

Opening Day with Initial Project CMP Analysis {Montecito Only) 

In conformance with the requirements of the CMP, peak hour arterial analysis was conducted for segments 
of Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road. As shown on Table 4.6-12, Significance of CMP 
Analysis, a significant cumulative impact would occur on Pomerado Road between I-15 and Treadwell 
Road eastbound in the PM peak hour and westbound in the AM peak hour. 

Opening Day with Project Buildout CMP Analysis 

As shown by Table 4.6-12, the significant cumulative impacts would occur along the same roadway 
segments as would occur under the Initial Project scenario. A significant cumulative impact would occur 
on Pomerado Road between I-15 and Treadwell Road eastbound in the PM peak hour and westbound in 
the AM peak hour. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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OPENIIJt':. DAY 1MTttOUT PROJECT 

AM AU PM PM AU AM 

·..:u:.NALIZED IHTERSGC~ S 0£lAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS 

1. PrNIIIV R R ... 13.9 6 17.9 C 15.8 C 

t, CMCCM'IW Aooc, 17,3 C 19.7 C 196 C 

'3. Mtut• ~Ol'm'M"litv RQid 8,1 8 93 e 83 8 

◄ St:iw• Driver,__,...._, Rold 12.11 0 15,I C ,. I C 

s_ s---1 Pow.., P1uk'#1v~1v Ro..o !_J.0 8 17,9 C 109 C 

Seti...,,,• Pow- P1mw- · ~ ............ S1JnW'l'li1 ROid 58 8 10.9 8 ... 8 

~- S""""" Pow., """"'ov,s.,;.,. ~-Road 20 I C 18,7 C 208 C 

19. '-!~•PowavPeltcw""'"°'~Oe'OtCr1\'t 17.7 C 15,3 C 19.0 C 

10. S~PIM'-P•A,,.,.-..r--sa"--Road 132 6 11.7 8 1)8 B 

11. Serf......_ Pow•" Pukw..,.JSUl'IIHne PMk 8.0 B ll3 0 82 8 

12. S-...,..P'owllVf>Wkw■'l'/S-.-..........Or'M 18 1 C 18.7 C HU C 

13. s~-PowovP•--Rood 18.7 C 23.0 C 22., C 

14 Sai1YH1. Pow1v P.,_,.111JI01alaf1 Rotd 19.2 C 7.3 8 2H C 

15, Scrilftil"I• Pow1v PetkwiwJS"""" ~ 10.2 8 0.7 8 10, A 

ta. Sal-, Pow-1't' Paroi,eylDl,,lelton SlrNI 104 6 02 B 10 .A B 

t7. ~RoedHlll<MCrMk F f F 

,e. PometlldoAo~-~8°"..,._,, F F • 
1Q, Pom.rado Roadili:~bldCou-1 .. , B ... 9 12.2 R 

:20. Poffi9C'ado RoedfAWNdtl M-- 22.0 C 16.1 C 2-4.e C 

21 Pom..-.mRoacWwbmokRoad u B t1.5 8 101 B 

22. Pomlll'1k1o Aoe.¥.;Wloo ~d 98 B 12.• 8 103 H 

23. L' ...... _ Road 1'.8 8 18.8 C 19. C 

24. Pon..clo A'n.....,. .,..,_. Paint 7.9 8 13.1 B 10,1 8 

1,o, -RodCrt .. Rood 17.9 C 11.◄ a 21.6 C 
20. ,. __ • __ "---·--Roadt'Blul "'--n Oflve 18,0 C $,8 9 11.a C 

27. ~ Rand'I BotJew,ni/S-""" ,._ Road ,o, C ... A ... C 

28 . ............ __ Rcn:t'I Bol.MMlinS/fMTN..,,.,,__" o \1.1 8 9,1 e 11.6 8 

29. c ............ RlilOCh 8<).CCMlfdlE.rma RO&O 18,-4 C 11.0 8 232 C 

30. c::,..(--... RlllldlBoJ1~ M•H Gou,e-qrd 7U ' 12.8 e F 

31 c ,.... ......... Ranctl Bcue~ ROild 13.8 8 u .. 7 C ,. ; B 

32. Scr{llltMI Rtncf'I ~lbl'II Like ~ 22.0 C 1D,3 C 22• C 

'.n, ~ ..... _.RenctlOOLNv«dl'Me·.....,Qtve 10.3 B ,,.s B IOS 0 

:'.U, c--1 Ranc:h Bou,_~,c,--. Hand\ Coun 17.1 C 18.3 C 18.6 C 

'-'.S. MnM.tNBou'..,.ltd.4•15N801'fR- 15.3 C 39 ... 0 1s.e C 

~ - Mira Mu• ao.Jevwrif\•16 SB 011' R--- 30,2 0 H .2 B 31.9 0 

37, c.m,ar-ROOdll•IONBo«R- ◄5:3 E IU C .ao E 

38. Cam:lllr--ROt4'1·16SUOtfR- 65 • F 47.0 E F 

tl.9 PatMradoROldil-15N90fJR-.. 11.2 8 9.5 8 1".6 e 
Lu:i. Pom..:b Ro•dlM5 SB Off R~ 32.• 0 12.2 B 33.2 0 

-41 . .,._,_ PowavPll10W':.wA.16N8 Off fle1r11 31,-4 D 26.4 0 32.6 0 

42 Seri,_ Pow- PWkw-A-15 SB Off R-- ,,. 0 21.0 C 13,4 8 

~ CamJlr--R~P.tnl 15.?, C 11!1.6 C 15 6 C 

U., Pow-Rood'Sabro s~, Pll1<w- 18.7 C 26.0 C 10,1 C 

~ - Pomw1ldO ROIClo'RlrlCho Encant:aoa PMkw'.., 0.1 A 0.1 A 11.5 B 

IL<. -Roed/S-Dltw 9.6 8 9.1 B 10,0 8 

~ 7. - R_,.,P.,,,_Road 11.5 " 11., B 11.7 B 

w. -.-ROICl'l.l,....uno 12.3 B •-• B 13.0 e 

••• - R.-)at Knc1 Rood 13.1 B 13.8 B 13,8 B 

50. PanwadoR~avAo.d 16 .• C 2◄.8 C 17.3 C 

51. POfMtldoRO.wthSlrMt ""' e 7.S B 13e 8 

152. P......-Ro.,..._ur-. 13.7 B 7.3 B 14,0 8 

W. -.OR•-Otl<ROOd 9.3 0 9.3 B 9.7 B 

15'. ~RodfedWIIM\1 Parbfav IS.I C IU C 182 C 

SOURCE: KJMLEY-HORN and ASSOCIATES 

RANCHO ENCANTADA E JR 

Environmental Analysis - Transportation 

0PEtflKi0.'.Y WTHPRO:Jf:C.T 

PM PM 

ow«;eto l SIGNlFICANT? 0£1.AY lOS CHANGE'•' SIGllfFICANT'I 

1,9 NO Ul.8 C 1.7 NO 

2.3 NO 21.1 C ... NO 

0,2 NO 12.e 8 3.3 NO 

2.2 NO 16.8 C u NO 

2.9 NO 33.8 D IS.Ii' YfS 

0,1 NO 11. , 8 0.2 NO 

0,5 NO 192 C 0,5 NO 

1.3 NO 16.7 C .... NO 

o.• NO 12.2 B o.s NO 

0.2 NO a.a e 0.3 NO 

1.0 NO 111.6 C 0.8 NO 

3.7 NO >.e ' -- -.1~ :" . 
.. -

25.G 0 
5.0 .• _- ., .1'£.S. 98 8 2.6 NO 

0.0 NO 9,7 B 0.0 NO 

0.0 NO 8.2 B 0.0 NO 

1.ea11 VI,$ F 7.Ql!I 'VE$ 

10.84% )JS F tU8V. \'ES, 

3,1 HO lt.3 8 1.0 NO 

1.90 NO 21.8 C 3.8 NO 

, .2 HO 12., B 08 NO 

0.6 NO 12.8 e o ... NO ... ·.-·-,%!f .. 
90 \'ES 28.2 0 

2.8 NO ,s.7 C 26 NO 

36 NO ..... C s.o -,~ 

1.8 NO 8,1 e 0,3 NO 

3.9 HO 9.2 e 0.7 NO 

O.S NO 9,2 B 0.1 NO 

3,8 NO 1.2.1 B 02 NO 

2.◄B'MI 
- ~ -

.,):2: • ~ , ~ . 13.1 e 0,3 NO 

0,8 NO 21l0 0 1.3 NO 

0.9 NO , ... C o.o NO 

0.2 NO , • . a B 03 NO 

0,8 NO 1U5 C 0,3 NO 

0,3 NO 40.5 E 11 NO 

1.70 NO 1◄.◄ B 0.2 NO 

i.e HO 1M C 00 NO 

0 ,60% NO '8,& E 1,6 NO 

3,3 NO 12.• B 2.9 NO 

o.e NO 1U 0 D,7 NO 

1.1 NO 2U 0 •• NO 

0,0 HO 21.2 C 0.2 NO 

0,3 NO 1a.e C 0.2 NO 

o .• HO 28.S 0 1,6 NO 

11,4 <: ,:rnn.·.:---:.\,. 14.2 8 14.1 ' :"rri:/ .;t~;~-
0.5 NO 10.2 8 I . I NO 

0.2 HO 12.8 B ,.. NO 

0.7 NO 12.1 8 3.1 NO 

0.7 NO 15.2 C , .. NO 

0,9 NO 28.2 0 1,6 NO 

0.1 HO 8.0 8 0.6 NO 

0.3 HO 1.7 B o .• NO 

o.• NO 1.7 9 o.• NO 

I.I HO 17 I C 0,6 HO 

Table 4.6-11 
COMPARISON OF OPENING DAY AND 

OPENING DAY WITH PROJECT BUILDOUT INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 
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Environmental Analysis -Transportation • 
-~~~ 

.. STREET-SEGMENT. 
!SCRIPPS PONAY PAAYINAY 

~IS TO POMERAOO RO-'ll 

POIIERAOO ROAD 
~15TOTREAOM:LLROAD 

TREA!l',\el ROAD TO TED IW.W.IIS PX!N'i. 

STREET SEGMENT 
SCRJPPS P<»IAY PARYINAY 
~15 TOPOMERAOO ROAD 

POIIERAOO ROAD 
f.1!TO TRE>D,\e.L ROAD 

TREAOM:IJ. ROAO TO TEO WIUIAIIS PX!N'i. 

-

Table 4.6-12 
SIGNIFICANCE OF CMP ANALYSIS 

.OPENIHO DAY v.mtOUT PROJECT 
DIRECTION All SPEED la\ I All LOS I Pll 6PEED1il I • PM LOS 

e .. -
38.9 I A I 35.3 1 A 

Wulbound 37.2 I A I 35.2 1 A 

e .. -
38.◄ I A I 213 I C 

Wt1lboolld 30.2 I 8 I 311 I 8 

Noilllbound 29.◄ r B I 27,0 I C - 27.4 I C I 30.1 l 8 

I 

' 

' 
OPENING O,.Y WITH IHITIAl:PROJECT ONL"I'. 

l)jRECTION 'All.SPEED lo\ I • All LOS I CHANGE ••• I • SK:NIFICANT7 PM SP.EEO /11 [ PM lOS I· CHAHGE [ 

Eulbollnd 38.1 I A I o.a I NO 34.3 r 8 r 1.0 1 w,.- 35.7 I A I 1.5 l NO 30 I A I 0.4 I 

Eulbound 38.◄ I A I 0.0 1 NO 20.3 I D I 3.0 I 
w..- 24.3 r C 1 u I YES 31.0 r a r ,., 1 

~ 29.J I 8 I 0.1 I NO 26.3 ' C l 0.1 1 
SOUllbound 27.2 I 8 r 0.1 I HO 29.1 I B I 0.3 I 

' ,. 
OPENING DAY \',ffll PROJECT 

SIONlflCAIIT? 

NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 

- ... - STREET SEGMENT, DIRECTIOII - AIISPEEDC1ll:AIILOS 1.- CHAHGE I SIGNIFICANT? PII.SPEED-11\ 1 PII LOS I CHAHGE I • BIGNIEICANT? 
SCIIIPPS PONAY PAAYINAY .. 
f-15 TO POMERADO ROl,D e.,lbculd 35.4 r A I 1.5 I NO 32.7 I B I 2.6 I 

Wulbound 35,0 I A I 2.2 I NO 34.3 I B ' o., l 
POIIERAOO ROAD 
~1STO~ROAO e.slboio>d 34.0 I B I 2.4 r HO 1U r D ' 3.8 T 

W11tbouftd 11.◄ I D 1 u I YES 32.2 I 8 ' 0.9 I 

TREAOY.al. ROAD TO TED IMU.lAIIS PX!N'i. No<1hbcM.wl 29.1 I B I 0.3 . r NO 211.1 T C l 0,9 I 
Soulllbocl,d 2U I C I 0.7 I HO 2U I 8 I 0,1 I 

, . .. •· -. ' . ' ·. .. ,, ... ·~· ' .. .. -.. ' 

STiiE'ET-.&EGMOO 04RECTJOH 
YEAR 2020 BUl\.00\IT v,mtoor PROJECT 
All SPEED 11\ I' All LOS I PM SPEED lal I PM LOS · 

SCRIPPS PON>. Y PAAYINAY 
1-15 TO 1'061ERAOO ROl,D Eulbound 18.3 I D I 20.2 r 0 

w,.- 18.i I D I 22J I C 
POMERAOOROAD 
1-15 TO TREAll'oal ROAD e.s- 21.1 I C 1 17.$ I 0 

W.,t,ound 1s.a I E I :!0.2 I 8 

TREAOY.al. ROAO TO TEO WIWAMS PYIN'f. - 23.6 I C I 14.! I E 
Soulhbcl<lnd 111.8 I 0 I 282 I C ., 

- .,,I -•• • • ~ _,_.~ ., .. 
: ' YEAR 2020 8U1loou'l,WTH PROJECT 

STREET SEGMENT~. ' ' DIR£CTIOH , All SPEED (11 I All LOS I . CHANGE, I -SIGNIFICANT?· 
SCRl'PS PONAY P~AY 
~15 TO POIIERAOO ROl,D wlbo<.nd 17.3 I 0 I ,., I YES 

Wutiouod 1U I D I u I YES 

POll£RAOO ROAD 
~15TOTRE'A171Y1:LLROAII e...- 20.1 I 0 I I.I I YES 

Wulbo<nd 13.1 I E I l.5 I YES 

TREADI\Rl ROl,D TO TED WIU.IAIIS W/N'/. H~ 22.6 I C I 1.0 I ~o 
Souflbouod 14.5 I E, I S.I I YES 

MITH PROPOSED IIIOOATIDN(b) 
TREAOY,EIJ. ROl,D TO Te0 WILLIAIIS PYIN'f. ~ 24.1 I C I ~ -5 I HO 

Soull\ba<r<I 18.2 I D I O,◄ I NO 
o)A-nlido 1pood,ln~ 

lohPomo<t~R-P-P.......,lnllrld>n. S"SdonVfordolalll. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21 , 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Plot SPEEO Ta\l PIILOS I CIWIOE I 

16.l I D r 3,5 I 
22.7 I C I 0.1 7 

ll.3 I F 7- 52 -1 

21.7 I B 1 1.4 I 

12.7 7 E r u r 
25.1 I C I I.I I 

13.a I E I 0.7 I 

28.6 I C 7 ~ .a I 

NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 

HO 
HO 
. ·~- ·• 

SlGIIIFICANT7 

YES 
HO 

YES 
HO 

YES 
HO 

NO 
HO 
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________ E_n_v_ir_o_nm_e_n_t_al_A_n_a_ly __ s_i_s,::_-_T_ra_n_s_p_o_r_ta_ti_o_n-----1. 

0 OPENING DAY 1-15 FREEWAY RAMP METER ANALYSIS 

Opening Day with Initial Project Ramp Meter Analysis (Montecito Only) 

Table 4.6-13, Significance of Ramp Meter Analysis, summarizes the findings of the ramp meter analysis 
with the addition of initial project traffic to opening day. Under the Montecito-only scenario, the 
contribution of project traffic would not cause the delay at I-15 ramps to increase by more than two 
seconds at the I-1_5/Pomerado Road westbound-to-southbound ramp during the morning peak hour; thus, 
impacts would not be significant. 

Opening Day with Project Buildout Ramp Meter Analysis 

As shown by Table 4.6-13, the contribution of project traffic would not cause the delay at the I-15 ramps 
to increase by more than two seconds: thus. impacts would not be significant in the Opening Day with 
Project condition. the addition of traffic &om Pt oject Bttildottt wottld 1es1:1lt in ·a significant ctnnttlati ve 
impact at the 1· 15 westbonnd to sotttl!bomtd Mirtttnru RoadlPonrerado Road in the PM peak hom a1td at 
the lal5 eastbottnd to so1:1thbottr1d Mirm11tt:1 RoadlPoinctado Roitd i1, the AM peak hottr. 

0 OPENING DAY 1-15 FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

Opening Day with Initial Project Freeway Segment Analysis (Montecito Only) 

Table 4.6-14, Significance of Freeway Segment Analysis, summarizes the findings of the freeway segment 
analysis with the addition of initial proje_ct traffic to opening day conditions. Under the Montecito-only 
scenario, the contribution of project traffic, significant impacts would not result on the analyzed segments. 
Table 4.6-14, summarizes the differences in freeway segment volume to capacity ratios. Six of seven 
segments between SR-163 and SR-56 will have LOSE or worse conditions under Opening Day conditions 
with or without the addition of Initial Project traffic. The Initial Project would result in volume to capacity 
ratio increases of between 0.000 and 0.003. The Traffic Impact Analysis has determined that the project 
would therefore not gene!ate any significant traffic impacts on freeways. 

Opening Day with Proiect Buildout Freeway Segment Analysis 

As shown in Table 4.6-14, six of seven segments between SR-163 and SR-56 will have LOSE or worse 
conditions under Opening Day conditions with or without the addition of Project Buildout traffic. The 
Project at Buildout would result in volume to capacity ratio increases of between 0.000 and 0.009. The 
Traffic Impact Analysis has determined that the project would therefore not generate any significant traffic 
impacts on freeways. 

RANCHOENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 
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Environmental Analysis -Transportation • -----~ 
Table 4.6-13 

SIGNIFICANCE OF RAMP METER ANALYSIS 

_.,..,.,o,l 
~11 &CRPP& ,OWAY PAAKWA'f 

.. ..,. LIRA.NESA.80UlFVAAO •--

CAAROU. CNIVOt,t R 

·11 ll CAAAOU. CANYON..,.... "' 

.... -,o,a 

""' 

OAD 

AS.SUMNQ CAI...TR.AkS AawAAn: 

AM .... 

... 
PM 

PM 
AM 
PM ... ... 
PM ... 
pu 
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Table 4.6-14 
SIGNIFICANCE OF FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 
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BUILDOUT YEAR 2020 

0 BUILDOUT 2020 WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC ROADWAY SEGMENT/ROADWAY CAPACITY 
ANALYSIS 

The ADT volumes for the buildout analysis were obtained from the SANDAG Series 9 model for the 
Year 2020. An analysis package developed by project's traffic engineer, KIMLEY-HORN AND 
ASSOCIATES, was used to calculate the future turning volumes based on the forecasted ADT, the 
existing ADT and the existing turning volumes. A full analysis of the Buildout Year 2020 conditions 
without the proposed Project is disclosed in the project's Traffic Report (see Appendix E of this EIR) 
Traffic volumes at opening day are shown in Figure 4.6-7, Buildout 2020 without Project Daily Traffic 
Volumes. Sixteen study area street segments and 16 study area intersections would operate at LOSE or 
Funder either the AM or PM peak hour (or both) under Buildout 2020 conditions, without the 
introduction of Project traffic. 

0 BUILDOUT 2020 WITH PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Buildout 2020 with Project Buildout Roadway Segment/Roadway Capacity Analysis 

Impacts from buildout of the proposed Project were added to the Buildout 2020 traffic volumes to 
determine the amount of impacts that the project would have at buildout. The resulting traffic volumes 
are shown in Figure 4.6-8, Buildout 2020 with Project Daily Traffic Volumes. Table 4.6-15, 
Comparison of Buildout 2020 without Project and with Project Roadway Segment Analysis, 
summarizes the effects of adding Project Buildout traffic tC> year 2020 condition. Based on the 
significance criteria previously outlined, the addition of Project Buildout traffic would have a 
significant cumulative impact on seven roadway segments that would operate at LOS E or F with or 
without the addition .of Project Buildout traffic. The significant cumulative impacts are a direct result 
of changes in the volume to capacity ratio in excess of the established City threshold of 0.02. 
Specifically, the changes in the volume to capacity ratio for the applicable roadway segments that will 
experience significant cumulative impacts from the addition of Project Buildout traffic are: 

• 1-15 to Willow Creek (0.180 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Willow Creek Road to Scripps Ranch Boulevard (0.196 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Chabad Court (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Chabad Court to Avenida Magnifica (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Avenida Magnifica to Fairbrook Road (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Fairbrook Road to Semillon Boulevard (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Semillon Boulevard to Spring Canyon Road (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Legacy Point to Treadwell Road/Creek Road (0.267 Change in V/C Ratio) 

In addition to the above segments, the addition of Project Buildout traffic to an existing LOS D 
condition at Scripps Poway Parkway between Spring Brook Drive and Pomerado Road would increase 
the V/C ratio by 0.02. The acceptable allowable increase is 0.02 seconds. The impact is viewed as 

RANCHOENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053)' 
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Environmental Analysis - Transportation aJJ­----------- -w-
Table 4.6-15 

COMPARISON OF BUILDOUT 2020 WITHOUT PROJECT AND WITH PROJECT ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

.ST"REET SEGMENT 

SCRIPPS POWAY P/14A.KVVAY t-15 TO SCRIPPS SUMM IT DR .. 
SCRIPPS SUMMIT DA:. TO SPAING CANYON AO. 

SPRIN G c,.,.,y-oN TO SCRIPPS CREEK DR. 
SCRIPPS CRE"EK DR. TO CYPRESS CYN, RO. 

CYPRESS C'YN. A:0. TO SUNSHINE Pl:J'I( 

SUNSHINE PEAK TO SPRINGBROOK DR. 
SPRING BROOK DR.' TO POMERADO R .0 . 

POMERADO RO. TO KIRKHAM RO. 

KIRKHAM RD. TO COMMUNITY RO. 

COM MUNITY RO. TO STO\-VE DR. 

STOWE OR. TO DANIE.LSON ST . 
0.--.NIELSON ST. "TO SR 87 

POMeRADO AOA.0 1.15 TO V'-JILLOW CRIEEK RQ_ 

\l'lillLLOWCRK. RD. TO SC~IPPS F\ANCH DLVO. 

SCRIPPS RANCH BLVD. TO CHA8AD CT. 
CHABAD CT.TO AVENIOA MAGNIFJCA 

A VEN:IOA MAGN IFICA TO F A IR DROOK RO. 

FAIRBAOOI< RO. TO SEMILLON DLVO. 
SEMIU..ON BLVD, TO SPRtNG CYN. RO. 

S~ING CYN . RO. TO LEGACY PT. 

LEGACY PT, TO TREAOVVEU.ICREEK RD. 
TREAO\oVELUCRK RO. T O SCRIPPS PVVY PKWr". 

META.TE LANE TO POWAY AO. 

POWAY RO. TO ROBISON BLVO. 

COMMUNITY AO"'° POWAY RO. TO CMC CENTER OR. 

CIVIC CEN"T"E'A DR. TO METATeLANE 

MET ATE LANE TO STOVVE OR. 

STOV¥E DR. TO SCRIPPS POW>.Y Pt<\N'f. 

SCAIPPS POVVAY PKVVY. YO KIRKHAM WAY 

MIRA Ml!!!:SA BOULEVARD 1 .. 15 TO SCRIPPS RANCH 8\.\l'O. 

SCRIPPS RANCH BOULEVARD S P RING CANYON R O. TO ERMA RO, 

ERMA RO. TO M IRA MESA BLVD. 
MIRA M ESA BLVD. TO SCRIPPS LAKE DR. 
SCRIPPS LAKE DR. TO CARROLi. CANYON RO. 

CARROLL CANYON RO. TO AVIARY OR:. 

A'Vf,Jl,.AY OR. TO POMER.A.00 RO. 

SPRING CANYON MOAD SCRIJ;l>PS ~AV PKtNY. TO SCRIPPS CREEK RD. 

SCRIPPS CREEK RD. TO SEMILI.ON BLVD. 
Sl9A.lU.ON aLVD. ,..0 POMERADO RD. 

CARROLL CANYON ROAD SCRIPPS RANCH BLVD. TO 8USINESS PARK A\/E.. 

ftUSINESS: PA.AK AVE. TO l~"t5 
SPRINGBROOK DRIVE SABRE SPRINGS PKVI/V. TO SCRIPPS POWAY PKVV"f'. 
CRE.E.KROAD CRE~lllt.D. 
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E 0.875 E 0 ,()1:7 NO 
D 0 .872 D 0 .021 YES 
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cumulative, but not significant, because an acceptable level of service would be maintained and as 
such, no mitigation is required for this segment. Similarly, the addition of project traffic to two 
additional segments (Pomerado Road, between Treadwell Creek Road and Scripps Poway Parkway and 
Spring Canyon Road, between Scripps Creek Drive and Sernillon Boulevard) would cause a 
cumulative increase in the V/C ratio, but because an acceptable LOS B would be maintained along J 
both segments, the impact is not regarded as significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Buildout 2020 with Proiect Buildout Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.6-16, Comparison of Year 2020 without Project and with Project Intersection Analysis depicts 
the findings of the Year 2020 with full Project Buildout intersection capacity analysis. As shown in 
this table, four intersections would be cumulatively impacted in Year 2020 with full Project Buildout. 
Of these four intersections, three would be regarded as cumulatively significant. These include: 

• Scripps Poway Parkway/Pomerado Road (AM and PM peak hours) 

• 
• 

Pomerado Road/Willow Creek; and (AM and PM peak hours) 

Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard (AM peak hour) 

At these three intersections, the addition of Full Buildout project traffic would contribute to existing 
LOS F conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. Impacts to the fourth intersection, Pomerado 
Road/Rancho Encantada Parkway, would not be regarded as significant because it would still operate 
at an acceptable level of service and mitigation would not be required for acceptable conditions. A 
significant direct impact would occur at two intersections: 

• Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard (change from LOS D to LOS F, PM Peak Hour) 

• Pornerado Road/I-15 Northbound Off-Ramp (change from LOS D to LOSE, AM Peak Hour) 

0 YEAR 2020 CMP ANALYSIS WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT BUILDOUT TRAFFIC 

In conformance with the requirements of the CMP, peak hour arterial analysis was conducted for 
segments of Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road. As shown previously on Table 4.6-12, 
Significance of CMP Analysis, Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road would be characterized by 
good LOS D or better conditions in both directions of travel in Year 2020 without the addition of 
Project Buildout traffic, with the exception of LOSE conditions on Pomerado Road from 1-15 to 
Treadwell Road westbound in the AM peak hour and on Pomerado Road from Treadwell Road to Ted 
Williams Parkway northbound in the PM peak hour. With the addition of Project Buildout traffic, 
significant cumulative impacts would occur to the following two Pomerado Road CMP segments: 

• Treadwell Road to Ted Williams Parkway (change from LOS D to LOSE, AM Peak Hour) 

• 1-15 to Treadwell Road (change from LOS D to LOS F, PM Peak Hour) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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0 YEAR 2020 RAMP METER ANALYSIS WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT BUILD0UT TRAFFIC 

Table 4.6-13, Significance of Ramp Meter Analysis, summarizes the findings of the ramp meter 
analysis. As shown by the Table, the addition of Project Buildout traffic to Year 2020 conditions 
would result in a significant cumulative impact at the 1-15 westbound to southbound Miramar 
Road/Pomerado Road in_ the PM peak hour and at the 1-15 eastbound to southbound Miramar 
Road/Pomerado Road in the AM peak hour. 

0 YEAR 2020 FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT BUILD0UTTRAFFIC 

Table 4.6-14, Significance of Freeway Segment Analysis, summarizes the findings of the freeway 
segment analysis with the addition of Project Buildout traffic to Year 2020 conditions. As shown in 
Table 4.6-14, all seven of the studies segments between SR-163 and SR-56 will have LOSE or worse 
conditions under Year 2020 conditions with or without the addition of Project Buildout traffic. The 
Project at Buildout would result in volume to capacity ratio increases of between 0.000 and 0.00996. 
The Traffic Impact Analysis has determined that the project would therefore not generate any 
significant traffic impacts on freeways. 

0 YEAR 2020 BUILD0UT ANALYSIS WITH STREET "B" AS EMERGENCY ONLY ACCESS 

The traffic impact analysis indicates that approximately 3 percent of the Project's externally-oriented 
traffic would proceed to Pomerado Road via Street "B" which is proposed to connect with Beeler 
Canyon Road/Creek Road. Without the Street "B" connection, t}:le traffic utilizing this access would 
have to be shifted to Rancho Encantada Parkway. Peak hour capacity analysis was conducted at the 
Pomerado Road intersections with Creek Road, Legacy Point, and Rancho Encantada Parkway._ The 
analysis is indicated in the following table. 

Table 4.6-1617 
YEAR 2020 BUILD0UT WITH AND WITHOUT STREET "B" 

BUILDOUT WITH PROJECT 

Intersection With Street "B" Without Street "B" 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Difference Delay LOS Difference 
in Delay in Delay 
With& With& 
Without Without 
Beeler Beeler 

Canyon Rd Canyon 
Rd 

Pomerado/Creek 18.2 C 14.0 B 18.4 C 0.2 14.7 B 0.7 

Pomerado/Creek 12.4 B 19.8 C 13. l B 0.7 20.7 C 0.9 

Pomerado/Rancho 17.0 C 13.3 B 17.4 C 0.4 13.5 B 0.2 
Encantada Pkwy. 

In comparing the two conditions shown in the table, there would be no signification increase in 
intersection delay and LOS under the Buildout with Project without Street "B"condition. 
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CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 

Temporary construction-related traffic would occur throughout the grading and construction phases of 
Project buildout. Haul trucks associated with the grading operation would not occur on the existing 
public street system, because cut and fill is anticipated to be balanced on the site. Construction traffic 
would consist of contractor employees and trucks hauling construction materials. Construction traffic 
would typically occur during off-peak hours. In addition, temporary construction-related traffic 
disruptions would be minimized through standard traffic controls: thus, impacts are not considered 
significant. The ADT volume associated with construction traffic would be substantially lower than 
the ADT volume of the proposed Project at buildout and would therefore have lesser impacts from a 
traffic perspective. 

4.6.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

The proposed Project would have significant direct and cumulative impacts on study area roadway 
segments, intersections, CMP segments and freeway ramps. 

4.6.4 MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

With implementation of the following mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to below a level 
of significance with the exception of direct and cumulative impacts to Pornerado Road, which would 
remain significant and unmitigated. 

The following measures are required of both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects: 

4.6-1: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of 
Pomerado Road from Spring Canyon Road to north of Legacy Road as a modified four-lane 
major street with appropriate transitions, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4.6-2: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shal1 assure the construction of a . 
traffic signal at the intersection of Rancho Encantada Parkway and Pomerado Road, 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4:6-3: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of a 
northbound right-turn lane and a southbound left-tum lane at the intersection of Rancho 
Encantada Parkway and Pomerado Road, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4.6-4: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of a 
traffic signal at the intersection of Pornerado Road and Stonemill Drive, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

4.6-5: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of 
an additional northbound left-tum lane and an additional westbound left-tum lane at the 
intersection of Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4.6-6: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of 
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an additional lane for the northbound off-ramp at I-15 and Pomerado Road, satisfactory to the 
City Engineer. 

4.6-7: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure by permit and bond 
the construction of an additional lane along Pomerado Road between the U.S. Navy/Marine 
driveway and the USID secondary driveway to improve the eastbound merging for the I-15 
northbound off-ramp, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4.6-8: Prior to recordation of the first final map, and as an alternative to the o~ner/pennittee slu.tl:1 
assureing the construction of a High Occupancy Vehicle Lane (HOV) at I-15 and Pomerado 
Road westbound to southbound on-ramp, satisfaeton to tl,e City Eu:!Zi11ee1. the owner/permittee 
shall contribute an equivalent cost (estimated as $500,000.00) of the proposed on-ramp 
widening to the improvement program proposed by Caltrans, specifically the southbound 
auxiliary lane on I-15 from Mira Mesa Blvd. to Miramar Way. 

4.6-9: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure by permit and bond 
the construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Spring Canyon Road with Spruce Run 
Drive, Semillon Boulevard and Scripps Creek Drive, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

4.6-10: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure by permit and bond 
the constructjon of median improvements at the intersection ~f Spring Canyon Road with 
Semillon Boulevard, Sunset Ridge Drive, Scripps Creek Drive, Spruce Run Drive, Blue 
Cypress, and other locations along Spring Canyo_n Road needed to reduce cut-thru traffic on 
local collector streets in the Scripps Miramar Ranch community, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

4.6-11: Prior to recordation of the first final map, the owner/permittee shall assure the construction of a 
traffic signal interconnect system on Spring Canyon Road between Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
and Pomerado Road, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
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4.7 NOISE 

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium, such as air. 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. A noise study was conducted for the proposed Project by Giroux 
& Associates, titled Noise Impact Analysis, Rancho Encantada (dated September 26, 2000). The 
complete report is included as Appendix F to this EIR. The discussion below summarizes the results of 
the noise study. 

4.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 NOISE CRITERIA 

The unit of sound pressure ratioed to the pressure created by the faintest sound detectable to a young 
person with keen auditory acuity is called a decibel (dB). Because sound or noise can vary in intensity 
by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic ratio is used to keep sound 
pressure level values at a convenient and manageable.level. Because the human ear is not equally 
sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, noise levels at maximum human 
sensitivity are factored more heavily into sound descriptions in a process called "A-weighting" written 
as dB(A). Any further reference to decibels written as "dB" should be understood to be A-weighted. 

Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level equal 
to the energy content of the time varying period (called Leq), or alternately, as a statistical description 
of the sound level that is exceeded over some fraction of a given observation period. Because 
community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, 
state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dB increment be added to quiet time noise 
levels in a 24-hour noise descriptor called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). 

The City of San Diego requires that community noise levels be presented in terms of CNEL as set forth 
in the Transportation Element of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan (see Table 
4.7-1, City of San Diego Noise La.nd Use Compatibility Chart). Those guidelines require an exterior 
CNEL of 65 dB for residential uses, schools and parks. 

An interior CNEL of 45 dB is mandated for multiple family dwellings, and is considered a desirable 
interior noise exposure for single family dwelling units as well. Structural attenuation of noise from 
the exterior to interior is found in standard construction practice to be 15 dB. An exterior noise 
exposure of 60 dB CNEL or less thus usually allows the 45 dB CNEL interior standard to be met with 
no additional effort. 

When exterior noise levels exceed 60 dB CNEL, a study is normally required to determine what 
additional noise attenuation measures, if any, are needed to insure a sub-45 dB CNEL interior level. 
Such a study is mandatory for multiple occupancy dwellings (State Building Code, Chapter 2-35). The 
City of San Diego, as a matter of policy, also requires documentation that the 45 dB CNEL interior 
standard will be met for all single-family developments. In practice, a noise reduction of 15 dB can be 
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Table 4.7-1 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO NOISE LAND USE COMPATIBILITY CHART 

Annual Community Noise 
Land Use Equivalent Level in Decibels 

45 so 55 60 65 70 75 
1. Outdoor Amphitheaters (may not be suitable for certain 

types of music) 

2. Schools, Libraries 
I 

3. Nature Preserves, Wildlife Preserves 
I 

4. Residential-Single Family, Multiple Family, Mobile 
Homes, Transient Housing 

5. Retirement Home, Intermediate Care FaciHties, Con-
valescent Homes 

6. Hospitals 

7. Parks, Playgrounds 

8. Office Buildings, :S?siness and Professional 

9. Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Indoor Arenas, Churches 

10. Riding Stables, Water Recreation FaciHties 

11. Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses 

12. Livestock Farming, Animal Breeding . 
13. Commercial-Retail, Shopping Centers, Restaurants, 

Movie Theaters 
14. Commercial-Wholesale, Industrial Manufacturing, 

Utilities 
15. Agriculture (except Livestock), Extractive Industry, 

Farming ,, 

16. Cemeteries 

LJ Compatible - The average noise level is such that indoor and outdoor activities associated with the land use 
may be carried out with essentially no interference from noise. 

□ Incompatible - The average noise level is so severe that construction costs to make the indoor environment 
acceptable for performance of activities would probably be prohibitive. The outdoor 
environment would be intolerable for outdoor activities associated with the land use. 

Source: Progress Guide and General Plan (Transportation Element) 
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Environmental Analysis -Noise • ------
achieved with little additional structural noise reduction design. Exterior levels of up to 60 dB CNEL 
can therefore be accommodated in meeting the interior standard. A noise level of 65 dB CNEL is the 
threshold where noise interferes noticeably with an ability to carry on a quiet conversation. 

0 EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Existing noise levels in the Rancho Encantada project area are very low due to the semi-rural land 
development pattern in the project vicinity. Traffic noise, except along the western property boundary 
of the Montecito sub-project site, very close to Pomerado Road, is not perceptible, particularly because 
variable terrain shields the site interior from exterior noise sources. In part due to the semi-rural 
development pattern and the proximity of the project site to the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Miramar, aircraft noise is audible . Although some take-offs are made eastward, passing south of 
Rancho Encantada, most air traffic closest to the project site is in the landing pattern with lower 
engine power settings. There are no formally "adopted" aircraft noise contours for the base conversion 
to USMC aviation, but the current contours have not changed appreciably from U.S. Navy aviation 
activities early in the previous decade. Figure 4.7-1 shows the predicted noise contours contained in 
the DEIR/DEIS for the Miramar base conversion. The contour shape/location closest to Rancho 
Encantada are almost identical to historical Navy flight activities' contours. The 60 dB CNEL 
contour, a noise level that would trigger a noise mitigation analysis requirement under City of San 
Diego guidelines, is well within the base property, and is not within the Rancho Encantada project 
boundaries. 

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Three noise concerns are typically identified with land use development such as that proposed for the 
project area: 1) construction activities, especially heavy equipment, which could create short-term 
noise increases near the project site; 2) the increase in project-related traffic which could cause an 
incremental increase in area-wide noise levels; and 3) elevated future ambient levels from adjacent 
arterial roadways that could place possible constraints on siting noise-sensitive uses on the project site. 
One additional impact, aircraft noise, is also considered for the Rancho Encantada project. 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project expose people to short-term construction-related noise 
levels which exceed the City's standards? 

Significance Criteria 

Short-term construction-related noise impacts would be regarded as significant if noise levels would 
impact existing land uses above the noise levels specified in the City of San Diego Noise Land Use 
Compatibility Chart (see Table 4.7-1 ). Impacts also would be considered significant if construction 
noise violated the City of San Diego's Noise Ordinance for construction or grading (Section 59.5.0404 
of the City of San Diego's Municipal Code). Construction noise impacts for the off-site gravity sewer 
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design option would be considered significant if construction noise violated the City of Poway's Noise 
Ordinance (Chapter 8.06 of the City of Poway's Municipal Code). 

Impact Analysis 

Temporary construction noise impacts would occur from project implementation. Short-term 
construction noise impacts tend to occur in discrete phases dominated initially by site clearing and 
grading, then by foundation construction, and finally for finish construction. The earth-moving 
(grading) activities are the greatest source of noise during construction with equipment noise ranging 
from 75 to 90 dB(A) at 50 feet from the source. Short-term construction noise impacts also would 
occur off-site along a proposed sewer line alignment, if the gravity sewer design option is 
implemented. 

Spherically radiating point sources of noise emissions are atmospherically attenuated by a factor of 6 
dB per doubling of distance. The quieter construction noise sources would, therefore, drop below 60 
dB by about 300 feet from the source while the loudest sources could still be detectable above the local 
background beyond 1,000 feet from the construction area. With hilly topography in the project 
vicinity, the terrain shielding effects would limit the noise envelope around the construction site to 
considerably less than its theoretical maximum. 

Construction noise sources are not strictly relatable to a noise standard because they occur only during 
selected times and the source strength varies sharply with time. The penalty associated with noise 
disturbance during quiet hours and the nuisance factor accompanying such disturbance usually leads to 
time limits on grading activities imposed as conditions on grading permits. The weekday (including 
Saturday) hours from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. are the times allowed in the City of San Diego's and the City of 
Poway's Noise Ordinances for construction or grading. Section 59.5.0404 of the City of San Diego's 
Municipal Code and Chapter 8.08.100 of the City of Poway's Municipal Code also contain 
performance standards that limit the allowable noise from construction at the property line of any 
adjacent residential uses. The City of San Diego Municipal Code states that the allowable average 
noise exposure during the permissible 12-hour construction "window" is 75 dB. The City of Poway 
Municipal Code states that no construction equipment shall be operated so as to cause noise at a level 
in excess of 75dB for more than eight hours during any twenty-four-hour period when measured at or 
within residential property lines. Measurements have shown that this standard is not normally 
exceeded off-site from a construction project. 

Although City of San Diego and City of Poway noise standards would likely not be exceeded at the 
nearest residences, heavy equipment operations and construction activities may create a temporary 
nuisance when the distance buffer between the source and the receiver is small. This would occur 
mostly at the interface between the first tier of already completed homes and those under construction, 
or in areas where the off-site sewer line would be installed near existing residential homes. Because 
such activities are constrained to hours of least sensitivity, last only a limited amount of time, and must 
comply with the noise performance standard in the City of San Diego or City of Poway Municipal 
Code, such temporary nuisance effects.are considered adverse, but not significant. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR ( LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.7-4 

• 



LEGEND 

MCAS Miramar Boundary 

Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) Contours and Values 

Sol,i,co: NAVFACE.NGCOM 1995b 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR 

Environmental Analysis - Noise • 

* PROJECT SI'l'E * 

··-··-··-··-··r-··-·· 
I 

l 
j 

1(00() 

Figure 4.7-1 
MCAS MIRAMAR 

AIRCRAFT NOISE CONTOURS 

Page 4.7-5 

• 



Environmental Analysis -Noise • -----------
Significance oflmpacts 

Construction noise impacts would be temporary in nature and less than significant. The Project would 
be required to comply with the City of San Diego's Noise Ordinance which states that all construction 
and general maintenance activities, except in an emergency, shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 
p.m. Monday through Saturday. Construction of the off-site gravity sewer line would be required to 
comply with the City of Poway's Noise Ordinance. These standard City requirements would be 
included as conditions of all grading and construction permits. 

Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Short-term construction related noise impacts would not be significant; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 

Issue 2: Would the proposed project expose people and biologi,cal resources to future traffic 
related noise levels that exceed City standards? 

Significance Criteria 

Development-related noise impacts would be regarded as significant if any of the following would 
occur as a result of project implementation: 

a. If Project-generated traffic would increase existing vehicular noise levels along public 
or private roadways by 3dB CNEL or greater. 

b. If noise levels at any usable outdoor space exceed 65 dB CNEL (for residential, school 
and park uses as specified in the City of San Diego Noise Land Use Compatibility 
Chart; see Table 4.7-1 ); or if interior residential noise levels exceed 45 dB CNEL. 

Impact Analysis 

0 DEVELOPMENT-RELATED VEIDCULAR NOISE IMPACTS 

This analysis focuses on increases in off-site traffic-related noise that would result from 
implementation of the Project as described in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION. Long term noise 
concerns from the increased urbanization of the project area center primarily on mobile source 
emissions surrounding the project site. These concerns were addressed using the federal highway . 
noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108). Traffic noise levels for existing conditions and for five 
additional traffic scenarios, are shown in Table 4.7-2, Rancho Encantada Traffic Noise Levels. 
Maximum Project-related impacts would be 2 dB along any roadway segment analyzed. These 
increases would occur along roadways closest to the project site (Pomerado or Spring Canyon Roads). 
Farther from the site, as Project traffic becomes progressively diluted, noise increases are 0-1 dB. 
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None.of the Project-related noise increases equal or exceed the +3 dB CNEL increase considered an 
individually potentially significant noise impact. 

Table 4.7-2 
RANCHO ENCANTADA TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

(CNEL ind.BA@ 100 feet to Centerline) 

ROADWAY/SEGMENT EXISTING OPENING OPENING 
CONDITION DAY l)AY 

No INITIAL 
' PROJECT. PROJECT 

Scripps Poway Parkway: 
1-15 - Scripps Summit Dr. 67 68 68 
Scripps Summit Dr. - Spring Cyn. Rd 67 68 68 
Spring Canyon - Scripps Creek Dr. 67 67 67 
Scripps Creek Dr. - Cypress Cyn. Rd. 67 67 67 
Cypress Cyn. Rd. - Sunshine Pk 67 67 67 
Sunshine Peak - Springbrook Dr 67 67 67 
Springbrook Dr - Pomerado Rd 68 68 68 
Pomerado Road - Kirkham Rd . 69 69 69 
Kirkham Road - Community Rd 68 68 68 
Community Road - Stowe Drive 66 66 66 
Stowe Drive - Danielson Street 66 66 66 
Danielson Street - SR-67 66 66 66 

Pomerado Road 
I-15 to Willow Creek Rd 68 68 68 
Willow Crk Rd to Scripps Ranch Blvd 66 67 67 
Scripps Ranch Blvd to Chabad Court 66 66 67 
Chabad Court to A venida Magnifica 66 66 66 
Avenida Magnifica to Fairbrook Rd 66 66 66 
Faribrook Rd to Semillon Blvd 66 66 66 
Semillon Blvd to Spring Canyon Rd 64 64 64 
Spring Canyon Rd t~ Legacy Point 64 64 64 
Legacy Point to Treadwell/Crk Rd 63 63 64 
Treadwell/Crk Rd to Scripps Pwy Pkwy 64 65 65 
Metate Ln to Poway Rd 66 66 66 
Poway Rd to Robison Blvd 67 67 67 

Community Road 
Poway Rd to Civic Center Dr 67 67 67 
Civic Center Dr to Metate Lane 66 67 67 
Metate Lane to Stowe Drive 66 66 66 
Stowe Drive to Scripps Poway Pkwy 65 66 66 
Scripps Poway Pkwy to Kirkham Wy 62 63 63 
Mira Mesa Blvd 
1-15 to Scrinns Ranch Blvd 69 69 69 
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OPENING 
DAY 

WITH 
PROJECT 

68 
68 
67 
67 
67 
67 
68 
69 

• 68 
66 
66 
66 

68 
67 
67 
67 
67 
66 
65 
65 
65 
66 
66 
67 

67 
67 
66 
66 
63 

69 

Bun..noUT BUILDOUT 

No WITB 
PROJECT PROJECT 

71 71 
71 71 
70 70 
70 70 
70 70 
70 70 
70 71 
71 71 
70 70 
69 69 
68 68 
67 67 

68 69 
67 67 
66 67 
66 67 
66 67 
66 66 
64 65 
66 67 
65 66 
65 66 
67 67 
·68 68 

69 69 
69 69 
69 69 
67 67 
65 65 

70 70 
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• ROADWAY/SEGMENT EXISTING OPENING OPENING OPENING Bun.DOUT BUILDOUT 
CONDITION DAY DAY DAY 

No INITIAL WITH No WITH 
PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT1 

Scripps Ranch Blvd 
Spring Cyn Rd to Erma Rd 64 64 64 65 65 65 
Erma Rd to Mira Mesa Blvd 64 65 65 65 65 65 
Mira Mesa Blvd to Scripps Lake Dr 66 66 66 67 67 67 
Scripps Lake Dr to Carroll Canyon Rd 64 64 64 65 65 65 
Carroll Canyon Rd to Aviary Dr 62 62 62 62 62 62 
A viarv Dr to Pomerado Rd 62 62 62 62 63 63 
Spring Canyon Road 
Scripps Poway Pkwy to Scripps Creek Rd 61 61 62 62 64 64 
Scripps Creek Rd to Semillon ~lvd 58 59 59 61 61 63 
Semillon Blvd to Pomerado Rd 57 · 58 58 60 59 61 
Carroll Canyon Road 
Scripps Ranch Blvd to Business Park Ave - - - - 66 66 
Business Park Ave to 1-15 

- - - - 68 68 
Springbrook Drive 
Sabre Sprin~s Pkwy to Scripps Pwv Pkwy 58 58 58 59 59 59 
Creek Road 
West of Beeler Canyon Road 50 51 51 51 58 58 
Rancho Encantada Parkway 
(note: PA = Planning Area) 
Pomerado Road to PA 1/la ·33 33 58 63 33 63 
PA 1/la to PA 2/2a 33 33 55 63 33 63 
PA 2/2a to PA 3/3a 33 33 50 63 33 63 
PA 3/3a to PA 9 33 33 33 62 33 62 
PA9toPA8 33 33 33 62 33 62 
PA 8 to PA 7a 33 33 33 61 33 61 
PA 7atoPA 10 33 33 33 61 33 61 
PA 1 to PA 11 access 33 33 33 59 33 59 
East of PA 11 access. 33 33 33 33 33 33 

Source: Giroux & Associates, September 26, 2000 
1 If proposed Street "B" was available for emergency-only traffic, an additional three percent of Project traffic would be 
directed to Rancho Encantada Parkway, incrementally increasing noise levels, but not beyond the values indicated by this table. 

0 ON-SITE NOISE IMPACTS· MONTECIT0 SUB-PROJECT 

The yards of the first tier of homes backing up to Pomerado Road on the Montecito-sub-project site are 
not within the 100-foot to centerline, 65 dB CNEL contour distance at area buildout shown in Table 
4.7-2. Because the first set of homes closest to the roadway would shield and protect any interior units, 
in1paet~ to homes other than those closest to the roadway would not be significantly impacted. At one 
hundred feet from the Pomerado Road centerline, the buildout noise level is calculated to be 67 dB 
CNEL. The yards of the first tier of homes backing up to Pomerado Road are not proposed to be any 
less than 200 feet from the Pomerado Road centerline. At 200 feet, the exterior noise exposure would 
be 62 dB CNEL which does not require exterior noise mitigation. The westernmost tier of residential 
lots in Planning Areas 1 and lA would be required to meet interior noise standards of 45 dB. With 
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Environmental Analysis -Noise • ---------
standard construction having an interior noise reduction value of 15 dB, interior noise-for homes located 
at 200 "feet from the Pomerado Road centerline would therefore exceed City standards, resulting in a 
significant impact. The first set of homes closest to the roadway would protect any interior units such 
that any interior noise mitigation would apply only to the first tier of homes near the roadway. 

Traffic noise within the Montecito sub-project from vehicles traveling on Rancho Encantada Parkway 
would be approximately 63 dB at 100 feet from the centerline. If located closer than 80 feet from the 
Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline, exterior noise levels have the potential to increase to 65 dB to 
68 CNEL (at 50 feet from the centerline). For any residential lot proposed by the Montecito PRD that 
would be located closer than 80 feet from the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline, potentially 
significant exterior and interior noise impacts would occur. As Rancho Encantada Parkway traverses 
the site to the east, the noise level would progressively decrease as the traffic levels decline. 

0 ON-SITE NOISE IMPACTS - SYCAMORE EsTATES SUB-PROJECT 

Traffic noise within the Sycamore Estates sub-project from vehicles traveling on the western segment of 
Rancho Encantada Parkway would be approximately 63 dB at 100 feet from the centerline. If located 
closer than 80 feet from the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline, exterior noise levels have the 
potential to increase to from 65 dB to 68 CNEL (at 50 feet from the centerline). For any residential lot 
proposed by the Sycamore Estates PRD in Planning Areas 9, 7 A, and 7 (west of the school/park site) 
that would be located closer than 80 feet from the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline, potentially 
significant exterior and interior noise impacts would occur. As Rancho Encantada Parkway traverses 
the site to the east, the noise level would progressively decrease as the traffic levels decline. At 
buildout, Rancho Encantada Parkway noise levels along the majority of Sycamore Estates development 
would be 59-61 dB CNEL at 100 feet from the centerline. At 50 feet, the levels will be around 65 dB 
CNEL. Such levels would marginally meet City of San Diego exterior noise standards, but would 
require interior noise mitigation analysis to reduce interior noise levels to 45 dB. 

0 OFF-SITE NOISE IMPACTS 

As shown above in Table 4.7-2, implementation of the proposed Project at buildout would increase 
vehicular noise levels along Scripps Poway Parkway, Pomerado Road, and Spring Canyon Road by 0 -
2 dB at 100 feet from centerline. Along Scripps Poway Parkway vehicular noise would increase by 1 
dB from Springbrook Drive. to Pomerado Road, and along Spring Canyon Road, vehicular noise would 
increase from 1 - 2 dB between Pomerado Road and Spring Creek Road. Existing uses located along 
these roadway segments are sufficiently set back and buffered from the roadway such that an increase 
of 1 - 2 dB would not be significant. Along Pomerado Road, the noise level along several segments 
would increase by 1 dB, with maximum exterior noise levels reaching at 100 feet from the centerline 
increasing froin 70 to 71 dB. An existing block wall is located along the west side of Pomerado Road, 
between the roadway edge and existing residential homes which likely adequately reduces vehicular 
noise impacts on existing residential homes to below a level of significance. 
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0 SEWERPu'MPSTATIONIMPACTS 

A sewer lift station is proposed as a design option of the proposed Project and would be located in the 
northwestern portion of the Montecito sub-project site on one acre. The lift station would be enclosed 
for security, equipment protection, and odor control. The proposed lift station would consist of a 
masonry structure, approximately ten feet by twenty feet in size. Common use of masonry block for 
such enclosure reduces the audible noise levels by 40 - 50 dB. With electric-power pumps producing 
typical noise levels of 70 dB at 50 feet from the pump, the use of a masonry enclosure would reduce 
exterior noise to 20 - 30 dB. Such noise is undetectable under ambient conditions, and impacts would 
not be significant. 

0 AmcRAFrNOIBEIMPACTS 

As noted above under "Existing Conditions," the project site located outside of the 60 dB CNEL 
contour for MCAS Miramar. Although average aircraft noise is well within acceptable levels, the 
normally quiet background levels within the project site may make single event noise clearly audible 
even if there is little impact to the weighted 24-hour average. Notification of new residents that the 
project area is outside the MCAS Miramar aircraft noise impact area, but still subject to occasional 
single-event impacts, would reduce the possible contention by future residents that they were unaware 
of being on the fringe of a noise impact zone. Because single event aircraft noise levels are generally 
not loud enough to measurably affect baseline conditions and because single events would not cause 
noise/land use compatibility standards to be exceeded, single event aircraft noise is not regarded as 
significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

Montecito Sub-Project 

Significant interior noise impacts would potentially occur to residential homes proposed within 200 feet 
of the Pomerado Road centerline. Significant int~rior and exterior noise impacts would potentially occur 
to residential lots proposed within 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

Significant interior and exterior noise impacts would potentially occur to residential lots in Planning Areas 
9, 7 A, and 7 ( west of the school/park site) proposed within 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway 
centerline. 

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The measures listed below would reduce noise impacts to below a level of significance: 
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Montecito Sub-Proiect 

4.7-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits for single-family residential units loca~d within 200 
feet of the Pomerado Road centerline or 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada centerline, a 
subsequent acoustical analysis shall be prepared by a _qualified acoustician to verify 
incorporation of identify all necessary noise control requirements on building and site plans 
necessary to meet the City of San Diego interior standard of 45 dB CNEL and exterior standard ) 
of 65 CNEL. The consulting qualified acoustical analyst acoustician shall provide verification 
in writing ·that these requirements are met. Written verification shall be submitted to the Noise 
Abatement Officer of the City's Planning and Development Review Department City's 
Environmental Review Manager (ERM). Building permits for the first tier of homes adjacent to 
Pomerado Road or homes within 200 feet of the Pomerado Road centerline or within 80 feet of 
the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline shall not be issued until the subsequent noise report 
acoustical analysis is approvei:l by the City's Acoustical Plan Check Section ERM. 

If architectural features are needed to achieve the interior noise standard, such features shall be 
noted on the building plans. The primary feature of an interior .sound attenuation package is the 
use of dual-pane windows in the upstairs windows with a minimum sound transmission class of 
26 to 28. Supplemental ventilation is required in these hoip.es to allow for window closure. Air 
conditioning as a standard feature would meet the ventilation requirement. All noise level 
reduction architectural components shall be shown on the architectural building plans and shall 
be approved by the City's Planning and Development Review Department prior to the issuance 
of building permits. 

4.7-2: A noise attenuation wall shall be constructed along Rancho Encantada Parkway in the locations 
shown on the Montecito Exhibit A VTM and PRO and specified in the acoustical analysis 
report. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

4.7-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits for single-family residential units in Planning Areas 9, 
7 A and 7 (west of the school/park site) and within 80 feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway 
centerline, a subsequent acoustical analysis shall be prepared by a qualified acoustician to verify 
incorporation of identify all necessary noise control requirements on building and site plans 
necessary to meet the City of San Diego interior standard of 45 dB CNEL and exterior standard 
of 65 CNEL. The consulting qualified acoustical analyst acoustician shall provide verification 
in writing that these requirements are met. Written verification shall be submitted to the Noise 
Abatement Officer of the City's Planning and Development Review Department City's ERM. 
Building permits for the first tier of homes adjacent to Pomerado Road or within 80 feet of the 
Rancho Encantada Parkway in Planning Areas 9, 7 A and 7 ( west of the school/park site) shall 
not be issued until the subsequent noise rep<;>rt is approved by the City's Acoustical Plan Check 
Section ERM. 

If architectural features are needed to achieve the interior noise standard, such features shall be 
noted on the building plans. The primary feature of an interior sound attenuation package is the 
use of dual-pane windows in the upstairs windows with a minimum sound transmission class of 
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26 to 28. Supplemental ventilation is required in these homes to allow for windo_w closure. Air 
• conditioning as a standard feature would meet the ventilation requirement. All noise level 
reduction architectural components shall be shown on the architectural building plans and shall 
be approved by the City's Planning and Development Review Department prior to the issuance 
of building pennits. 

4.7-4: A noise attenuation wall shall be constructed along Rancho Encantada Parkway in the locations 
shown on the Sycamore Estates Exhibit A VTM and PRD and as specified in the acoustical 
analysis report. • 
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4.8 AIR QUALITY 

An air quality analysis has been conducted for the Rancho Encantada project by Giroux & Associates. 
The report entitled "Air Quality Impact Analysis---Rancho Encantada, City of San Diego, California" 
(May 26, 2000) is included in Appendix G to this BIR. The analysis assesses existing air quality 
baseline conditions in the project vicinity and identifies projected future conditions with 
implementation of the proposed project. 

4.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 CLIMATIC CONDITIONS 

The climate of the Rancho Encantada area is characterized by a repetitive pattern of frequent early 
morning cloudiness, hazy afternoon sunshine, clean daytime onshore breezes and little temperature 
change throughout the year. Limited rainfall occurs in winter while summers are often completely dry. 
An average of 10 inches of rain falls each year from November to early April. 

The atmospheric conditions limit the ability of the atmosphere to disperse the air pollution generated 
by the large population. The onshore winds diminish quickly when they reach the foothill 
communities east of San Diego, and the sinking air within the offshore high pressure system forms a 
massive temperature inversion that traps all air pollutants near the ground. The resulting horizontal 
and vertical stagnation, in conjunction with ample sunshine, cause a number of reactive pollutants to 
undergo photochemical reactions and form smog that degrades visibility and irritates tear ducts and 
nasal membranes. 

High smog levels in coastal communities occasionally occur when polluted air from the South Coast 
(Los Angeles) Air Basin drifts seaward and southward at night and then blows onshore the next day. 
Such interbasin transport would cause occasionally unhealthy air over much of San Diego County 
despite the best air pollution control efforts. 

□ METEOROLOGICAL SETTING 

Local meteorological .conditions in the Rancho Encantada project area conform well to the regional 
pattern of strong onshore winds by day, especially in summer, and weak offs~ore winds at night, 
especially in winter. These local wind patterns are driven by the temperature difference between the 
normally cool ocean and the warm interior. In summer, moderate breezes of 8 to 12 mph blow onshore 
by day and may continue all night as a light onshore breeze, because the land remains warmer than the 
ocean. In winter, the onshore flow is weaker, and reverses in the evening as the land becomes cooler 
than the ocean. 

While winds affect the horizontal extent of pollution dispersion, the onshore flow by day and the 
nocturnal land breeze are both accompanied by characteristic temperature inversions that control the 
vertical depth through which pollutants can be mixed. The strong onshore flow undercuts a deep layer 
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of warm sinking air within the Pacific high pressure cell. The interface between the cool layer near the 
ground and the warm layer aloft is a boundary where the normal decrease of temperature height is 
reversed (an inversion) and functions as a giant lid over the coastal airshed where pollutants are 
continually added from below, but without any vertical dilution because of the impermeability of the 
inversion boundary. As the polluted layer moves inland where the surface topography rises, the 
inversion remains at about the same height. The same amount of pollution can be thought of as being 
squeezed into a progressively shallow layer with correspondingly higher and higher concentrations. 
This vertical stagnation, combined with the fact that it takes several hours of transport time to convert 
reactive pollutants into ozone, creates high photochemical smog levels in foothill communities east of 
the San Diego urban complex. 

In winter at night, the air near the ground cools by contact with the radiating ground surfac•e while the 
air aloft remains warm. The radiation inversions thus formed are very shallow ~d o~cur in 
conjunction with nearly calm winds. The shallow vertical barrier and light horizontal transport lead to 
a marked stagnation of emissions from localized sources such as freeways, large parking lots, and 
major intersections. Such microscale "hot spots" associated with these cool-season radiation inversions 
are, however, less pervasive, less severe, and more amenable to mitigation than the regional 
photochemical air pollution that occurs in conjunction with the regional, warm-season marine/ 
subsidence inversions. As automobiles have become progressively cleaner within the last two decades, 
any localized violations of clean air standards associated with adjacent traffic sources have 
correspondingly decreased. 

0 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) were established in 1971 for six pollution species. 
States have the option to add other pollutants, require more stringent compliance, or to include 
different exposure periods. Because California had established more stringent State AAQS before the 
federal action and because of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion 
meteorology, there is a difference between state and national clean air standards. Those standards 
currently in effect in California are shown in Table 4.8-1, State of California Air Resources Board, 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

In order to gauge the significance of potential air quality impacts of the proposed Rancho Encantada 
project, existing background air quality levels must be compared with the applicable ambient air 
quality standards. These standards are the levels of air quality considered safe, with an adequate 
margin of safety, to protect those people most susceptible to further respiratory distress such as 
asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and 
persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, called "sensitive receptors." Recent research suggests, 
however, that long-term exposure to levels of air pollution at or above standards may cause chronic 
adverse health effects. Just meeting standards may not provide a sufficient health protection cushion 
for sensitive receptor populations. 
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Planning and enforcement of the new federal standards for PM-2.5 and for ozone (8-hour) was put on 
hold through a decision by the U.S. Court of Appeals. Data collection for these standards is on-going, 
but no additional attainment action can be taken until legal issues are resolved. 

Table 4.8-1 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Ozone 

Carbon Monoxide 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Suspended Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Sulfates 

Lead 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles 

l Hour 

8 Hours 

1 Hour 

Annual Avera e 

1 Hour 

Annual Avera e 

24 Hours 

1 Hour 

Annual 
Geometric Mean 

24 Hours 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

24 Hours 

30 da Avera e 

Calendar 
uarter 

8 Hours 
(10 a.m. to 
6 p.m., PST) 

0 BASELINE AIR QUALITY 

0.09 m 

9 m 

20 m 

0.25 m 

0.04 m 

0.25 m 

30µg/m3 

50µ m3 

In sufficient amount to 
reduce the visual range to 

less than 10 miles at 
relative humidity less than 

70 percent. 

0.12 m 

9 m 

35 m 

0.053 m 

0.03 m 

0.14 m 

150 µ m3 

50 µglm3 

1.5 µglm3 

Project area air quality can be best characterized from ambient measurements made by the San Diego 
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), the agency responsible for air quality planning, 
monitoring and enforcement in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The pollution monitoring station 
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located at the County Operations Center on Overland Avenue in Kearny Mesa is _the closest station to 
the project area that monitors the full spectrum of air quality. While there is likely some air quality 
difference between the project area and Kearny Mesa, the differences are not expected to be 
substantial. Table 4.8-2, Rancho Encantada Air Quality Monitoring Summary, summarizes the last 
seven years of the most recent available monitoring data from the Kearny Mesa station. At these 
locations, healthful air quality is seen in almost every pollution category. The only national standard 
that was exceeded within the seven-year monitoring period ( one violation per year is allowed under 
federal guidelines) was an occasional violation of the national ozone standard. The more stringent 
State standard for ozone and the State Standard for responsible particulates (PM-10) were also 
exceeded. 

Continued encouraging progress is seen in peak ozone and particulate levels. The federal ozone 
standard has been met on Kearny Mesa from 1994-1998, and the State PM-10 standard was met in 
1996-98. The more stringent one-hour State PM-10 standard was the only pollutant that violated clean 
air standards in the last five years of published data. The federal ozone standard was exceeded once in 
1998, but federal standards allow for one violation per year averaged over three years and still be 
considered to be in "attainment." Although violations of clean air standards are relatively infrequent in 
the project vicinity, there is no sign that complete attainment will occur in the near future. 

□ SOURCES OF POLLUTION 

Nitrogen oxides (NOJ and reactive organic gases (ROG) are the two precursors to photochemical 
smog formation. In San Diego County, 68 percent of the 310 tons per day of ROG emitted come from 
mobile (cars, ships, planes, heavy equipment, etc.) sources. For NOx, 88 percent of the 24_0 ton·s 
emitted daily are from mobile sources. Computer modeling of smog formation has shown that a 
reduction of around 25 percent each of NOx and ROG would allow the SDAB to meet the federal ozone 
standard on days when there is no substantial transport of pollution from the South Coast Air Basin 
(SCAB) or other airshed. 

□ AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

The continued violations of national AAQS in the SDAB, particularly those for ozone in inland foothill 
areas, requires that a plan be developed outlining the pollution controls that will be undertaken to 
improve air quality. In San Diego County, this attainment planning process is embodied in the 
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) developed jointly by the Air Pollution Control District 
(APCD) and the San Diego Association of Governments (SAND AG). 

A plan to meet the federal standard for ozone was developed in 1994 during the process of updating the 
1991 state-mandated plan. This local plan was combined with those from all other California non­
attainment areas with serious ozone problems to create the California State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
The SIP was adopted by the Air Resources Board (ARB) after public hearings on November 9-10, 
1994, and forwarded to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for their approval. After 
considerable analysis and debate, particularly regarding airsheds with the worst smog problems, EPA 
approved the SIP in mid-1996. 
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Table 4.8-2 
RANCHO ENCANTADA AIR QUALITY MONITORING SUMMARY 

(Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maxima for Period Indicated) 

POLLUTANT/STANDARD 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

Ozone fl)el Mat). 
1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (a) 15 15 2 8 7 7 
1-Hour > 0.12 ppm (b) 6 3 0 0 0 0 
1-Hour > 0.20 ppm (c) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 1-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.13 0.16 0.15 0.10 0.12 0.12 

Carbon Monoxide: 
1-Hour > 20. ppm (a) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8-Hour> 9.-ppm(a, b) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 1-Hour Cone. (ppm) 6. 6. 5. 5. 5. 5. 
Maximum 8-Hour Cone. (ppm) 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.8 3.5 3.4 

Nitrogen Dioxide: 
1-Hour > 0.25 ppm (a) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 1-Hour Cone. (ppm) 0.08 0.14 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.12 

Respirable Particulates (PM-10):1 

24-Hour > 50 µg/m3 (a) 0/56 -- 3/16 1/57 • 6/55 0/55 
24-Hour > 150 µglm3 (b) 0/56 - 0/16 0/57 0155 0/55 
Maximum 24-Hour Cone. (µg/m3) 36. -- 79. 60. 82. 50. 

• 1) The ambient air quality standard is for the 10-micron diameter or less fraction of total 
suspended particulates (TSP) called PM-10. PM-10 data acquisition was begun in 1993. 
(a) = State AAQS (b) = National AAQS (c) = State first-stage smog alert level 
-- = No data available 
1999 Ozone Data - 3 violations State Standard, 0 violations State standard 
Maximum 1 hour = 0.10 nnm 

Source: San Diego Air Pollution Control D1stnct, and San Diego-Overland Momtonng Stal:lOns. 

1998 

4 
1 
0 

0.12 

0 
0 
6. 

3.4 

0 
0.11 

0/59 
0/59 

47. 

During the planning process and smog formation modeling, it was discovered that the SDAB can meet 
the federal ozone standard by the year 1999 without the creation of any new control programs not 
already in progress. Airsheds demonstrating an ability to meet standards by 1999 (in the absence of 
transport from one basin to another) are classified as having a "serious" ozone problem instead of being 
classified as "severe." The SDAPCD requested that EPA reclassify the air basin from severe to 
serious. This request was subsequently approved. 

The proposed Rancho Encantada development project relates to the SIP and/or RAQS through the land 
use and growth assumptions that are incorporated into the air quality planning document. If a proposed 
project is consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan or is a part of an adopted community or 
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subarea plan that was included in the transportation and associated air pollution emissions forecasts, 
then the project presumably has been anticipated within the regional air quality planning process. Such 
consistency, in conjunction with inclusion of all possible trip reduction measures as required by the 
City of San Diego Transportation Demand Management Program, insures that the project would not 
have an adverse regional air quality impact. If the relocation or change in vehicular emissions patterns 
from the proposed project further does not create any unacceptable microscale impacts immediately 
adjacent to the proposed project site, then the project would have a less than significant individual air 
quality impact. 

4.8.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project deteriorate air quality by created dust or motorized 
air emissions? 

Significance Criteria 

A potentially significant air quality impact is defined as one that either: a) creates violations of clean 
air standards; b) contributes measurably to an existing violation; or c) exposes people to contaminants 
for which there are no presumed safe exposures. • 

For projects such as Rancho Encantada that create mainly automobile traffic whose emissions require 
complex photochemical reactions to reach their most harmful state, there is no way to measure the 
impact to establish a "measurable contribution." Various air pollution control/ management agencies 
have developed guidelines using total project emissions as a surrogate for determining regional impact 
potential. Thus, •the following air pollution emissions criteria are used in this BIR to differentiate 
between microscale and/or regional significance, as follows: 

Carbon Monoxide (CO): 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG): 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): 
Sulfur Dioxide (SOx): 
Suspended Particulate Matter (PM-10): 

Impact Analysis 

0 CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS 

550 lb/day 
100 lb/day 
250 lb/day 
250 lb/day 
100 lb/day 

Buildout of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, including the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects would entail construction activity in clearing and grading the site and building new structures 
and facilities. Construction activity also would occur off-site along a proposed sewer line alignment, if 
the gravity sewer design option is implemented. Construction activities create a temporary addition of 
pollutants to the local airshed. These emissions are quite variable in time and space and differ 
considerably among various construction projects. Such emission levels can, therefore, only be 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCI-I No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.8-6 
■ 



Environmental Analysis -Air Quality • ___ ...._______~ 

approximately estimated with a _corresponding uncertainty in precise ambient air quality impacts. 
Because of their temporary nature, construction activity impacts have often been co:nsidered as having 
a less than significant air quality impact. However, the cumulative impact from all simultaneous 
construction in· the San Diego Air Basin is a major contributor to the overall pollution burden -
especially for particulate matter (PM-10). A number of current APCD strategies thus focus on dust 
control and on using cleaner off-road equipment to reduce the role of construction in the degradation of 
air quality of the region. 

Three types of dust emissions are typically associated with construction. Large particulates are 
generated that settle out again rapidly in close proximity to the source. A fraction of the material is 
small enough to remain suspended in the air semi-indefinitely. The size cut-off for these total 
suspended particulates (TSP) is around 30 microns in diameter. The size cut-off for particulate matter 
that is deeply respirable is 10 microns or less and is called PM-10. The PM-10 fraction of TSP is 
assumed to be around 50 percent and the PM-10 emission factor for project-related soil disturbance is 
around 55 pounds per day per acre disturbed in the absence of any dust control. 

The Rancho Encantada project site is r,568-2.658 acres, approximately 743 acres of which would be 
disturbed by grading and improvements. Approximately 153 acres of the Montecito sub-project site is 
proposed to be graded and approximately 590 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is 
proposed to be graded. For purposes of a worst-case analysis, five percent of the entire i651~ acre 
Precise Plan area, or 133 acres,. was assumed to be disturbed on a maximum grading activity day. 

In the absence of any dust control, simultaneous disturbance of the 133 acres would generate daily total 
PM-10 emissions of approximately 7,300 pounds if no mitigation measures are implemented. 
Implementation of vigorous dust control measures would reduce PM-10 associated with grading by 50-
75 percent or in the range of 1,800-3,600 pounds per day. There are no standards of significance for 
daily construction activity dust emissions. However, the non-attainment status of the air basin for PM-
10 requires that all reasonably feasible dust control measures be utilized. However, even if an 
aggressive dust control program is implemented during construction, the -substantial daily PM-10 
emissions may potentially create violations of PM-10 standards both near the project site, as well as·on 
a regional scale which is regarded as a potentially significant short-term cumulative impact. 

Relative to any assessment of fugitive dust impact significance, recent research has demonstrated that 
PM-10 is not a good indicator of human health effects from particulate inhalation. It has been clearly 
demonstrated that the health risk lies in much smaller particulate matter with diameters of 2.5 microns 
or less, called "PM-2.5." New federal standards for PM-2.5 were promulgated in 1997. Research has 
shown that mechanical abrasion processes such as clearing or grading of soil contribute little to the 
area PM-2.5 burden. Since grading is not a major PM-2.5 contributor, and since inert silicates 
comprising soil dust are further not particularly unhealthful, -impacts relative to the new PM-2.5 
standards are less than significant. 

Potential air quality impacts are therefore dominated by heavier particles that settle out on parked cars, 
outdoor furniture, landscaping, etc. Large particle emissions thus comprises more of a soiling nuisance 
rather than any potentially unhealthful air quality impact. With prevailing daytime west to east winds, 
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dust soiling potential is likely greatest directly east of the project site. There are no dust-sensitive 
receptors east of the project"site in sufficiently close proximity as to create observable dust deposition. 
Good control of fine particulates also results in substantial reduction in nuisance potential from larger 
particulate matter. While dust deposition can be minimized, it often cannot be completely eliminated. 
While temporary soiling nuisance is considered adverse, it does not constitute a significant air quality 
impact. 

0 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS 

Construction equipment entails the use of internal diesel-powered combustion engines which are not 
regulated in terms of allowable emission levels. Equipment exhaust as well will be released during 
project construction activities from mobile sources during site preparation. On-site, diesel-powered 
construction equipment will create gaseous and particulate tailpipe emissions that are not regulated by 
smog control rules such as for· on-road sources. Recent new rules for off-road equipment have been 
adopted, but they apply to future ne·w equipment purchases and not to the historical off-road equipment 
fleet likely to be used during site grading. Typical site grading activity for the Precise Plan area was 
assumed to entail twenty (20) scrapers operating at an average power load of 60 percent of full throttle, 
assisted by four dozers and four graders operating at a 40 percent power level each. Daily equipment 
exhaust emissions are shown in.Table 4.8-3, Typical Daily Mass Grading EqZfipment Exhaust 
Emissions. None of the emissions from on-site equipment operations exceed the daily emissions 
activity significance threshold. 

Because daily NOx emissions could approach 400 pounds per day, and because NOx is a component of 
photochemical smog formation, a potentially significant short-term air quality impact would occur, and 
all reasonably available NOx reduction measures should be implemented. Mitigation would consist of 
periodic low-NOx tune-ups for such equipment to maintain NOx emissions at feasiblely minimum 
levels. Although the daily NOx emissions are substantial, the mobile nature of the construction 
equipment will prevent any localized violation of the NOx standard. Emissions will also be spread out 
over a wide area and over an extended buildout schedule. There m;:iy be localized instances when the 
characteristic diesel exhaust odor might be noticeable from passing trucks or nearby heavy equipment, 
but such transitory exposure is a brief nuisance and will not threaten air quality standards. 

Construction activities are most noticeable in the immediate vicinity of the construction site. There is, 
however, some potential for "spill-over" into the surrounding community. Spillage may be physical 
such as dirt tracked onto public streets or dropped from trucks. Spill-over may also be through 
congestion effects where detours, lane closures, or construction vehicle competition with non-project 
peak hour traffic slows traffic beyond the immediate construction site to less pollution-efficient travel 
speeds. Such off-site effects are controllable through good housekeeping and proper construction 
management/scheduling. Management techniques are suggested in the mitigation discussion to reduce 
potential spill-over impacts. 

All emissions increases would be below the identified regional significance threshold, with the 
exception of NOx. As stated above, mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce daily NOx 
emissions. Any impact significance, as with fugitive dust, would occur in very close proximity to the 
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project site itself. The exposure of.any individual person to mobile construction equipment emissions 
would be transitory and not at levels considered unhealthful. 

Table 4.8-3 
TYPICAL DAILY MASS GRADING EQUIPMENT EXHAUST EMISSIONS 

(lb/day) 

. ·-
Emissions Factors (pounds/hour@ 100% load) 

Equipment co ROG NOx S02 

Tracked Dozer 0.20 0.12 1.26 0.14 

Motor Grader 0.15 0.04 0.71 0.09 

Scraper 1.25 0.27 3.84 0.46 

Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 

Tracked Dozer 2.6 1.5 16.1 1.8 

Motor Grader 1.9 0.5 9.1 1.2 

Scraper 120.0 25.9 368.6 44.2 

Total 124.5 27.9 393.8 47.2 

Significance Criteria 550. 100. -- ---

Significant? No No No No 
Source: USEPA Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42 (1995 rev.) 

0 MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS IMPACTS 

- ·-- --

PM-10 

0.11 

0.06 

0.41 

1.4 

0.8 

39.4 

41.6 

--

No 

The primary Project-related air quality concern stems from the generation of vehicle trips. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION, development of the proposed Project would 
generatel0,548 ADT, with 2,760 ADT attributable to the Montecito sub-project and 7,788 ADT 
attributable to the Sycamore Estates sub-project. 

The California ARB URB7G computer model was run to calculate the regional exhaust pollution 
burden associated with project implementation. The URB7G model was run for a Year 2020 buildout. 
The results are summarized in Table 4.8-4, Project-Related Mobile Source Emissions. Table 4.8-4 
shows identified significance thresholds will not be exceeded for either ROG or CO for both vehicle 
mix assumptions. The project magnitude is sufficiently limited in scope for project-related mobile 
source emissions to not exceed regional significan9e thre~holds for a 2020 analysis year. 

While the increase in the proposed project's regional mobile source emissions would not have a 
significant impact on local San Diego air quality, the addition of project-related traffic in the area may 
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change microscale air quality distributions. A microscale impact analysis is required by the City of San 
Diego CEQA Guidelines if project-related CO emissions exceed 550 pounds per day of CO, and if any 
intersections are forecast to operate at an LOS D or worse during the morning rush hour when 
dispersion is poorest. The project's increase in CO emissions would total 949.8 pounds per day. 

Actual project buildout may occur well before 2020. The margin of safety between the ROG 
significance threshold and the project related emissions is sufficient to preclude any significant impacts 
even if buildout occurs well before 2020. The CO threshold may be exceeded for an earlier buildout 
than 2020. However, the project microscale air quality analysis demonstrates a similarly large margin 
of safety between localized CO levels and the applicable standarq. An earlier buildout than 2020 
would thus not adversely affect regional (ROG threshold not exceeded) or local (CO threshold 
exceeded, but no "hot spots") air quality. Operational activity would have a less than significant air 
quality impact relative to adopted emissions-based significance thresholds except for intersections that 
experience a level of service E or F. 

Table 4.8-4 
PROJECT-RELATED MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS (2020) 

(lb/day) 

Land Use ROG NOx co PM-10 

"Default" Truck Mix 54.6 165.3 542.4 89.6 

Typical Residential Mix 35.1 65.0 406.4 86.0 

Total 89.7 230.3 949.8 176.6 

Signif. Threshold 100.* - 550.** -
Significant? No -- Yes -

• = in free-flow traffic; .,. = if LOS E or F near project site 

Source: Giroux & Associates, 2000 based on URB7G Air Quality Model; output in appendix 

0 SEWER LIFr STATION IMPACTS 

A sewer lift station is proposed as a design option of the proposed Project and would be located in the 
northwestern portion of the Montecito sub-project site on one acre. The lift station would be enclosed 
for security, equipment protection, and odor control. Potential odors from the lift station could be 
caused by inorganic or organic molecules. The two most common inorganic molecules are hydrogen 
sulfide (H2S) and ammonia (NH;). While these chemicals are present in relatively low concentration, 
they have a very low concentration detection threshold. Some of these materials are detectable in only 
parts per billion of odorant in an air sample. Their evolution from wastewater depends upon the age of 
the sewage, the temperature of the wastewater, and the ratio of readily decayable organic solids to total 
material. Any odor potential from the proposed lift station would thus depend upon sewage 
"freshness" and odorant emission rate. Control_ of such odor would depend upon keeping the sewage 
moving and capturing any gaseous emissions associated with the system as effectively as po~sible. 
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Independent of wind direction and turbulence, the amount of natural turbulent dilution, even under 
worst-case conditions, would reduce odor strengths to undetectable levels at the nearest existing 
homes. The odor strength is generally expressed in a factor called the "Dilution to Threshold," or D/T. 
When odors require five dilutions (5 D/T) with clean air to beGome undetectable, people become 
clearly aware of the odor. At 10 D/T, people begin to complain if the odor is unpleasant. Maintaining 
odor levels at less than 5 DIT is the goal of any odor control program. A 10 D/T level would be 
considered a significant air quality impact. 

A dispersion model was used to estimate the odor level (in units of D/T) for a vent release of fresh 
versus stale sewage gas. An odor concentration of 30 D/T was assumed for fresh sewage, and 2000 
D/T for stagnant material. The downwind concentration is shown in Table 4.8-5, Odor Concentration. 

Table 4.8-5 
ODOR CONCENTRATION (D/f) 

' 
DISTANCE FREsH SEWAGE STALE SEWAGE 

3' 30 2000 

6' 10 700 

13' 3 200 

26' 1 70 

52' 0.3 20 

105' 0.1 7 

210' 0.03 2 
Source: Turner, D.B. Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion, 1994._ 

As stated in Table 4.8-5, a potentially significant 10 D/T level extends to 6 feet from the lift station for 
fresh material in the system, and to around 100 feet for sewer gas from an anaerobic system. Neither 
case would affect any existing homes. Any existing or future homes are located at least 100 feet away 
from the lift station. Even if the contents of the wet well in the pump station were to inadvertently 
become anaerobic, odor would still not be detectable at any existing or possible future residential uses. 
Odor detectability would thus be confined to the immediate vicinity of the lift station. Any potentially 
adverse impacts would be confined only to workers servicing the lift station; thus, direct impacts would 
not be considered significant. 
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0 SECONDARY PROJECT IMPACTS 

Rancho Encantada would contribute a variety of additional pollution sources that are small on a total 
Project basis, but which may become significant when considered cumulatively. These may include 
one or more of the following that would be considered a non-negligible portion of the total basin air 
pollution burden. 

• Surface coatings (paints, thinners, solvents, cleaning compounds) used in construction 
and maintenance 

• Project-related energy consumption (electricity and gas) 

• Building material preparation (sand, gravel, concrete, stucco) 

• Pesticide and herbicides for landscape maintenance and weed control 

• Landscape utility equipment operation (mowers, edgers, blowers) 

Even when considered over the entire Project area, the total emission levels from these secondary 
sources are •small and would not be considered significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during construction and NOx emissions generated 
from diesel powered construction equipment would be regarded as significant. The project's 
contribution to the San Diego region's current inability to meet air quality standards would be 
considered a direct and cumulatively significant impact. The proposed Project would not result in 
significant direct impacts to· air quality associated with vehicular trips or stationary sources, including 
the proposed· sewer lift station. 

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The following mitigation measures are required for both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects. Direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance. Cumulative impacts 
would remain significant and unmitigated. 

4.8-1: Prior to approval of grading permits, the owner/permittee shall submit an accelerated 
construction dust abatement management program to the City of San Diego Planning and 
Development Review Department, Environmental Review Manager (ERM) for approval. Dust 
abatement shall consist of, but not be limited _to, soil stabilizers, truck wash stations, use of 
tarpaulins or covers on haul trucks, and site watering to the satisfaction of the Planning and 
Development Review Department. Site watering shall increase if wind speeds exceed 15 mph. 
Uncovered soils being stockpiled shall be bound or covered when deposits are not being made. 
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The dust abatement program shall achieve a minimum of 60 percent dust abatement. The dust 
abatement program shall be made a condition of the grading permit and shall be monitored by 
the City of San Diego through periodic inspection during grading. If the City of San Diego's 
Inspection Services field inspector finds that the accelerated construction dust abatement 
program is not being complied with, a "stop work" order shall be issued until compliance is 
obtained. 

4.8-2: Prior to the commencement of construction, Low NOx tune-ups shall be required of all diesel 
powered construction equipment. Documentation of the tune-up shall be provided to the City 
of San Diego's Environmental Review Manager prior to the commencement of construction. 
Additional Low NOx tune-ups may be required periodically over the course of Project 
construction, as reguired by the City of San Diego's Environmental Review Manager. 

4.8-3: Prior to approval of a construction permit for the off-site gravity sewer line in the City of 
Poway, the permittee shall submit a dust abatement management program to the City of Poway 
for approval. The dust abatement program shall be made a condition of the construction permit 
and shall be monitored by the City of Poway through periodic inspection during grading. If the 
City of Poway's field inspector finds that the dust abatement program is not being complied 
with, a "stop work" order shall be issued until compliance is obtained. 

Issue 2: Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Significance Criteria 

Local microscale impacts would be regarded as significant if CO emissions were generated and there 
were any congested (LOS=E or F) intersections in the project vicinity. A significant impact also 
would occur if the project would contribute to exceeding the one-hour California CO standard of 20 
ppm. 

Impact Analysis 

While regional mobile source emissions associated with the proposed Project would not have a 
significant long-term impact on local San Diego air quality, the addition of Project rel;ited traffic in the 
area may change microscale air quality distributions. To determine whether future traffic changes 
would create an adverse air quality impact, a microscale air quality analysis was performed for the 
traffic analysis grid near the project site. A California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) 
screening procedure based on the California line source roadway dispersion model CALINE4 was run 
for existing and future traffic scenarios to evaluate any changes due to the Project. 

CO emission levels have been calculated as a part of the project-specific air quality study to be below 
the 550 pounds per day threshold for a year 2020 buildout condition .. However, a somewhat earlier 
buildout with a less "clean" vehicle fleet could cause the 550 pound threshold to be exceeded. Because 
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this would be regarded as a potentially significant impact, additional analysis was conducted as part of 
the study. There are several intersections that do now, or will in the future, operate at worse than an 
LOS= D. The model procedure that was followed for the additional analysis combined the results of 
the Project's traffic analysis (see Appendix G of this EIR) with minimum dispersion conditions in order 
to generate a worst case impact assessment. Hourly CO concentrations in ppm were calculated based 
on a.m. peak hour traffic and minimum meteorological dispersion conditions. The a.m. hour was used 
because air temperatures are colder, winds are lighter, and nocturnal inversions have normally n9t yet 
burned off early in the morning in winter. 

Project-related microscale impacts at the intersections analyzed are shown in Table 4.8-6, Microscale ] 
Impact Analysis. The maximum reported one-hour background CO level at the SDAPCD Kearny Mesa 
station from 1996-98 was 6 ppm. If the worst-case background level were to· coincide with the 
maximum local microscale exposure, it would require a 14 ppm local contribution to exceed the one-
hour California CO standard of 20 ppm. 

Table 4.8-6 ] 
MICROSCALE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

(Hourly CO Concentrations in ppm above non-local 
Background at 25 feet from the Roadway) 

INTERSECTION ExlSTING OPENING OPENING 
D AY DAY 

(NO (MONTECITO 
PROJECT) ONLY) 

Poway Rd/ Community Rd --- --- ---

Stowe Dr/ Co~unity Rd --- --- ---

Scripps·Pwy Pkwy/ Community Rd - --- ---
Scripps Pwy Pkwy/ Spring Cyn Rd -·-- --- ---

Scripps Pwy Pkwy/ -- -·-·- -·--
Springbrook Dr 

Scripps Pwy Pomerado Rd --- --- --

Scripps Pwy Pkwy/Kirkham Way --- -- ---
Pomerado Rd/Willow Crk 6.7 6.3 6.5 

Pomerado Rd/Scripps Ranch Blvd 6.8 5.5 5.8 

Pomerado Rd/Chabad Ct --- - -

Pomerado Rd/ A venida Magnifica --- --- ---

Scripps Ranch Blvd/Mira Mesa Blvd --- 9.2 9.3 
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DAY 
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7.0 

6.4 

-
---

9.5 

BUILDOUI' BUILDOur 
2020 . (WITII 
.. (No PROJECT)1 

PROJECT) 

--- 2.0 

1.6 1.6 

3.7 4.2 

2.4 2.4 

-·-- ---

3.4 4.7 

3.4 3.6 

2.5 2.9 

2.2 2.5 

- 1.9 

1.1 ---
3.8 3.9 
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Scripps Ranch Blvd/ Scripps Lake Dr --- --- --- -- 1.9 1.9 

INTERSECTION EXISTING OPENING OPENING OPENING Bun,oour BUILDOUT 
DAY DAY DAY 2020 (WITH 
(NO (MONTECITO (PROJECT (No .PROJECT) 

PROJECT) ONLY) Bun,DOUT) PROJECT) 

Mira Mesa Blvd/ 1-15 NB Ramps --- --- --- --- 3.1 3.1 

Mira Mesa Blvd/ 1-15 SB Ramps --- 7.1 8.6 11.0 5.3 5.3 

Carroll Cyn Rd/ 1-15 NB Ramps 4.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 3.4 3.4 

Carroll Cyn Rd/I-15 SB Ramps 7.6 9.5 9.5 9.6 3.9 4.0 

Pomerado Rd/ 1-15 NB Ramps -- --- --- --- 2.4 2.5 

Pomerado Rd/ I-15 SB Ramps 7.7 7.1 7.2 7.5 5.7 5.9 

Scripps Poway Rd/I-15 NB Ramps 6.4 5.9 5.9 6.0 3.1 3.1 

Sabre Springs/ Poway Rd --- --·- --- --·- 2.1 2.1 

Pomerado Rd/9th Street --- --- --- -·-·- 1.1 1.2 

Pomerado Rd/ Meadowbrook - --- - - 2.7 2.7 

Pomerado Rd/fed Williams Pkwy -·-- --- :---- --- 1.9 2.0 

Scripps Cyn Rd/ Scripps Ranch Blvd -·-- --- --- --- --- 1.2 

- - - = LOS C or better 

Source: Giroux & Associates, September 26, 2000, using Caltrans Screening Procedure (AQT AN, 1988) 
1. If proposed Street "B" was available for emergency-only traffic, an additional three percent of Project traffic would be directed to 
Rancho Encantada Parkway. Microscale impacts would not differ from that shown by this table. The affected peak hour volumes 
would be very small, increased delays would not change any levels of service, and the average delay increase would be less than one 
second per vehicle. 

Because localized CO levels in Table 4.8-6 do not exceed 14 ppm at any of the studied intersections. . . 
As shown, maximum potential CO increases associated with project implementation and cumulative 
growth are 3.9 ppm, or less than 20 percent of the most stringent one-hour standard of 20 ppm. 
Microscale air quality impacts ("hot spots") are therefore considered less than significant. 

Significance of Impacts 

Localized CO levels would not exceed 14 ppm at any of the studied intersections; thus, impacts are 
regarded as not significant. 

Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impacts are less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.9 CULTURAL REsOURCES 

Four cultural resources surveys have been conducted within the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area. 
A cultural resources survey for approximately 237 acres of the 278-acres of the Montecito sub-project 
site was conducted by BRIAN F. SMITH AND ASSOCIATES (BFSA) in January and August 1999, and the 
resulting report, dated September 7, 1999, is included as Appendix Hl to this BIR. The initial 

• reconnaissance was conducted by BFSA archeologists on January 27 & 28, 1999, which was followed 
by an enhanced survey completed on August 23 through 26, 1999. An addendum to BFSA' s report 
was conducted for the additional 41 acres of the sub-project site by KYLE CONSULTING in January 
2000. This addendum report is included as Appendix H2 to this BIR. A cultural resources survey for 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and the 248-acre City of San Diego parcel was conducted by 
KYLE CONSULTING from May 3 through 21, 1999, and is included as Appendix H3 to this BIR. 
Significance testing of identified sites on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site was conducted by KYLE 

CONSULTING, in May and June 2000, with the results documented in a report dated September 2000, 
and included as Appendix H5 to this BIR. A letter report, also prepared by KYLE and contained as 
Appendix H4, documents the results of a cultural resources survey along an off-site gravity sewer 
alignment proposed as a design option in the City of Poway. The information contained in these four 
reports form the information base for analysis in this section. 

4.9.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following is a general summary of the cultural resources background applying to the proposed 
project site and the cultural resources found within the Precise Plan area as a result of site-specific 
cultural resource surveys and record searches. The record searches from the Museum of Man and the 
South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State University were used to identify any previously 
recorded resources within the proposed Precise Plan area. This summary is followed by a specific 
discussion of the cultural resources on the three individual properties that comprise the Rancho 
Encantada Precise Plan. 

For purposes of this BIR, and as specified by Section 15064.5 (a) 6f the 1999 CEQA Guidelines, the 
criteria for a "historical resource" is defined as: 

( 1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.l(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.l(g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies 
must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or ·culturally significant. 
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• ( 3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a 
lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, 
provided the lead agency's determination is supported by substantial evidence in light 
of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be 
"historically significant" if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California 
Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 
4852) including the following: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative 
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

( D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

( 4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of 
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.l(k) of the Public Resources Code), or 
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.l(g) of 
the Public Resources Code) does not preclu4e a lead agency from determining that the 
resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 
5020.l(j) or 5024.1. 

0 REGIONAL HlsTORY 

Based on archaeological record searches conducted for the Precise Plan area and recent studies 
completed for a non-related project in the City of Poway, the Beeler Creek area and the adjacent Poway 
Valley appears to have been densely populated in prehistoric times. Excavations completed for SDI-
4608 at the east end of Beeler Canyon as part of the Scripps. Poway Parkway Mitigation program 
revealed a long period of occupation, spanning nearly 5,000 years and represents both the late 
Prehistoric and Archaic cultures. Archaeological sites in the area include a variety of prehistoric and 
historic sites, reflecting the preference for prominent drainages. 

A large number of acres in the region of the study area were devoted to grazing of mission herds 
shortly after the arrival of Spanish missionaries and soldiers in San Diego. Settlement in this region 
did not occur until the 1860's when land became available through purchase of homesteading. Widely 
scattered farmsteads were found throughout the region where dirt roads connected the farms. 
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Environmental Analysis- Cultural Resources 

According to Stein (1975), Beeler Canyon was named after Julius Buehler, a German immigrant who 
acquired 500 acres through homesteading before 1900. Early map research shows that few farms were 
established in the Beeler Canyon area until the early 1900's. 

0 EXISTING CONDITIONS - MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

The Montecito sub-project site consists of 278 acres of unimproved land, with the exception of one 
occupied single family residence located in the northern portion of the property. The site primarily lies 
on the north-facing slopes of Beeler Canyon that is an east-west oriented drainage system that empties 
into Poway Creek. Beeler Canyon is characterized by steep slopes and gullies cut into the non-marine 
sedimentary deposits of the Poway Conglomerate. 

Based on the Montecito records research, there were two recorded isolated flakes (SDI-l-788 and SDI-
1-789), but they were not relocated during the survey conducted by BFSA. As part of the site-specific 
cultural resources survey, 20 shovel tests were placed in areas considered to have the potential for 
resources. As a result of the 20 shovel tests, one artifact was recovered, without the presence of any 
other cultural or ecofactural materials. Based on the negative results of the surveys, it is concluded that 
no cultural resources are located within the boundaries of the Montecito property. 

0 EXISTING CONDITIONS - SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site consists of approximately 2,132 acres of land, portions of which 
have been developed with defense-related manufacturing uses. The Sycamore Estates area includes 
similar topography as the Montecito site such as ridgelines, knolls ·and associated drainages and 
canyons. 

Six sites and three islolates were identified by previous studies in the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
area, and two additional sites and eleven isolates were identified during the cultural resources survey 
conducted by KYLE CONSULTING (see Appendix H3). These eight identified sites are described below. 
As noted· below, the sites primarily contain large habitation sites, prehistoric campsites, prehistoric 
lithic scatter/quarry locations, bedrock milling sites and historic structures and trash scatters. A 
description of the identified isolates can be found in Appendices H3 and HS to this Em. 

Site CA-SDI-13829H: This site was originally recorded as two sheds and a surface trash 
deposit that contains purple glass fragments that indicate historic age, recent material, farm 
equipment and two metate fragments. The site was re-examined by KYLE CONSULTING in 
1999, which documented that the eastern shed appears to be in its original location, as 
evidenced by a small concrete slab at the entrance of the doorway. Along with the farm 
equipment, additional miscellaneous metal fragments and windowpane glass were noted. The 
metates were not relocated. Significance testing determined that the site is not significant. 

Site CA-SDI-13834: This site is a small low density lithic scatter composed of two pieces of 
debitage and one test cobble. This site is located on the surface of the cobbley loam soil which 
has little or no subsurface soil deposition. CA-SDI-13834 is identified as not significant, based 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.9-3 

• 



______ E_n_v rr_· _o_nm_e_ntal __ A_n_al __ y __ s_i_s -=-_C_u_l_tur_al_R_e_so_ ur_ c_es __ _ 

on the presence of only three artifacts, the improbability that subsurface deposit would be 
present and the lack of potential to address regional research questions. No additional work is 
recommended for this site and the site is not regarded as significant. 

Site CA-SDI-14027R: This site is an historic structure with an associated trash deposit and is 
identified as potentially significant. The site appears to have a potential for providing 
information relevant to the development of rural life in the county of San Diego in terms of 
regional research questions. The research potential is based on the probability that the site can 
provide information relative to rural economic and social status that could be revealed through 
the study of material culture. 

Site CA-SDI-14028: This site is sparse lithic scatter composed of approximately 20 pieces of 
debitage and one scraper. These artifacts are scattered across a ridge in an area approximately 
4 meters by 50 meters in size. The ridge has been cut on the north side for construction of a 
paved road and is heavily graded on the south side. The artifacts are located on the surface of 
the native cobbley loam soil and there is little potential for a subsurface deposit. Based on the 
disturbance, lack of soil deposition, the sparseness of the lithic scatter, and the lack of potential 
to address regional research questions, this site is identified as not significant and no additional 
work is recommended for this site. 

Site CA-SDI-14029: This site is sparse lithic scatter consisting of four pieces of volcanic 
debitage, four pieces of quartzite debitage, one quartzite core, one quartzite flake tool, one 
volcanic scraper fragment, and one volcanic retouched flake. The artifacts are located on the 
top of a large·ridgeline in a 400 square meter area. A cut bank is present on the north side of an 
access road that extends along the length of the ridge. Large areas north and south of the road 
have been graded. The artifacts are located on the surface of the native cobbley loam soil and 
there is little potential for a subsurface deposit. Based on disturbance, lack of soil deposition, 
the sparseness of the lithic scatter, and the lack of potential to address regional research 
questions of this site is identified as not significant and no additional work is recommended for 
this site. 

Site CA-SDI-14037: This site is an historic structure with an associated trash deposit and is 
identified as n9t significant. The site appeared to have a potential for providing information 
relevant to the development of rural life in the county of San Diego in terms· of regional 
research questions. The research potential is based on the probability that the site can provide 
information relative to rural economic and social status that could be revealed through the 
study of material culture. 

Site CA-SDI-15158: This site is a prehistoric lithic scatter/quarry consisting of approximately 
150 pieces of debitage as well as worked and tested cobbles of several colors and grades of 
quartzite located in an area approximately 35 meter east/west and 30 meter north/south in size. 
In addition, approximately 10 volcanic debitage pieces were also noted in the cultural resources 
survey report (see Appendix H3). Testing determined that the site does not meet the criteria for 
significance because it does not have the potential to address regional research questions 
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Environmental Analysis-Cultural Resources 

regarding lithic tool produ~tion. Testing and analysis revealed the majority of the cultural 
material has been removed from the site. CA-SDI-15158 is therefore identified as not 
significant and no additional work is recommended for this resource. 

Site CA-SDI-15159H: This site consists of several hundred pieces of metal fragments. The 
majority of metal fragments are riveted aluminum with some heavier iron pieces and scores of 
munitions. The munitions consist of .50 caliber whole and fragmented shells, all of which 
appear to have been drilled to prevent firing. Preliminary research indicates that this may be 
the site of a WWII era training airplane crash. The small fragments at the site have been 
studied and cannot pr9vide enough information to answer significant research questions. No 
additional work or excavation is recommended for this site, as it is considered not significant. 

Isolates: Eleven isolates (SDM-W-5698, P-37-014118, P-37-014121, P-37-017181, P-37-
017182, P-37-017183, P-37-017184, P-37-017185, P-37-017186, P-37-017187, P-37-017188) 
have been identified within the study area during previous work and the current study. Isolates 
are identified under the City of San Diego and CEQA guidelines as not significant and no 
additional work is recommended for these resources. 

0 EXISTING CONDITIONS - OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER ALIGNMENT (DESIGN OPTION) 

If the off-site gravity sewer option is selected for implementation, an off-site gravity sewer line would 
be constructed from the project site's northwestern boundary to the intersection of Pomerado Road and 
Oak Knoll Road. The entire length of the off-site gravity sewer would be approximately 9,880 feet, 
along which a 20-foot-wide total disturbance area is assumed for the evaluation impacts. The gravity 
sewer lines would be located in either existing roadway rights-of-way, or would be placed in 
easements. No cultural resources were identified by the record search or field study conducted by Kyle 
Consulting within the study area affected by the off-site gravity sewer option. No additional cultural 
resource-work is recommended. 

4.9.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project adversely affect a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological site or religious or sacred uses? 

Significance Criteria 

The significance criteria listed in Section 15064.5 of the 1999 CEQA Guidelines was used in 
determining the significance of the Project's and sub-projects' impacts to archeological and historical 
resources. According to Section 15064.5(c)(l ) of the CEQA Guidelines: "if a project will impact an 
archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the site is an historical resource, as 
defined in subsection (a)." Section 15064.5 (c)(4) states: "if an archaeological resource is neither a 
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unique archaeological nor an historical resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall 
not be considered. a significant effect on the environment." 

Impact Analysis 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

As discussed above under Existing Conditions, no cultural resource sites are located on the Montecito 
sub-project site. Therefore, development of the site as proposed by the Precise Plan and the proposed 
Montecito PRD and VTM would not impact important cultural resources. No impacts would occur. 

0 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

Testing conducted within the Sycamore Estates sub-project resulted in the conclusions that eight 
cultural resources exist, seven of which are not significant and one of which (Site CA-SDI-14027H) is 
potentially significant but could not be fully studied due to its inaccessibility. 

0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER ALIGNMENT (DESIGN OPTION) 

No cultural resources exist within the alignment; therefore, impacts would not occur. 

Siilnificance of Impacts 

0 MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

Because no cultural resources are located on the Montecito sub-project site, impacts would not occur. 

0 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

CA-SDl-14027H located within the project area is identified as potentially significant, but could not be 
accessed. 

0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER ALIGNMENT {DESIGN OPTION) 

~ecause no cultural resources are located along the alignment, impacts would not occur. 

Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

0 MONTECIT0 SUB-PROJECT 

Cultural resources impacts would not occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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0 SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

The following mitigation measures shall be incorporated to mitigate potentially significant direct 
impacts to Site CA-SDI-14027H to below a level of significance. 

4.9-1: Prior to the recordation of the first final map and/or issuance of the first grading permit, the 
applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the Environmental Review Manager. of Land 
Development Review (LDR) stating that a qualified archaeologist and/or archaeological 
monitor, as defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines, have been 
retained to implement the monitoring program. The requirement for archaeological monitoring 
shall be noted on the grading plans. All persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of 
the project, shall be approved by LDR prior to the start of monitoring. The applicant shall 
notify LDR of the start and end of construction. 

4.9-2: The qualified archaeologist shall attend any preconstruction meetings to make comments 
and/or suggestions concerning the archaeological monitoring program with the construction 
manager. 

4.9-3: The qualified archaeologist or archaeological monitor shall be present on site full-time during 
grading of n~tive soils in and around CA-SDI-14027H. 

4.9-4: When requested by the archaeologist, the Project Engineer shall divert, direct or temporarily 
halt ground disturbance activities in the area of discovery to allow evaluation of potentially 
significant cultural resources. The archaeologist shall immediately notify LDR staff of such 
finding at the time of discovery. The significance of the discovered resources shall be 
determined by the archaeologist, in consultation with LDR and the Native American 
community. LDR must concur with the evaluation before grading activities in the area of 
discovery will be allowed to resume. Any human bones of Native American origin shall be 
turned over to the appropriate Native Ameri~an group for reburial. 

4.9-5: All cultural materials collected shall be cleaned, catalogued, and permanently curated with an 
appropriate institution. All artifacts shall be analyzed to identify function and chronology as 
they relate to the history of the area. Faunal material shall be identified as to species and 
specialty studies shall be completed, as appropriate. 

4.9-6: Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring results report and/or evaluation report, if 
appropriate, which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the archaeological 
monitoring program (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Environmental Review Manager of LDR. For significant cultural resources, a Research Design 
and Data Recovery Program shall be included as part of the evaluation report. A mitigation 
report for significant cultural resources, if required, shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Environmental Review Manager of LDR prior to the release of the grading bond. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page4.9-7 
■ 



Environmental Analysis-Cultural Resources 

0 OFF-SITE GRAVITY SEWER ALIGNMENT {DESIGN OPTION) 

Cultural resources impacts would not occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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4.10 P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.10.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Section 4.4, GEOLOGY/SOILS, of this EIR describes the geologic units and geologic condition of the 
project site. Three geologic formations were mapped by GEOCON in the Precise Plan area, including 
Eocene-aged Stadium Conglomerate, Pomerado Conglomerate and Cretaceous-age igneous granitic 
rock of the Southern California Batholith. The Montecito sub-project site is entirely underlain by 
Stadium Conglomerate, and all three geologic formations underlie the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site. 

The Stadium Conglomerate formation consists of very dense partially to well-cemented cobble 
conglomerate. According to the document Paleontological Resources: .County of San Diego published 
by the San Diego Natural History Museum, Department of Paleontology (1994), the Stadium 
Conglomerate Formation (Cypress Canyon Member) has produced diverse and well-preserved remains 
of terrestrial vertebrates and is assigned a high paleontological resource sensitivity. The P~merado 
Conglomerate formation exceeds 150 feet in thickness on the site and primarily occurs above 
approximately 900 feet AMSL in elevation. It is a massive cobble conglomerate lithologically similar 
with the Stadium Conglomerate, and also has a high paleontological resource sensitivity. 

Deeply weathered granitic rocks underlie limited areas within the east-central portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. The granitic rock is primarily composed of granodiorite and aplite. As 
observed in exposed rock outcrops, the granodiorite is highly altered resulting in development of a 
sandy matrix which incorporates large boulders of fresh rock. Granitic rock has zero paleontological 
resource sensitivity. 

4.10.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project adversely impact paleontological resources? 

Significance Criteria 

According to the City of San Diego's Paleontological Guidelines, impacts to paleontological resources 
resulting from grading and construction are considered potentially significant if the project proposes 

• grading in an area having a moderate to high paleontological resource sensitivity as defined by 
Paleontological Resources: County of San Diego and meets the following conditions: 

a. The resource potential of the geologic formation underlying the site is moderate and the 
grading quantity exceeds 2,000 cubic yards and 10 feet in depth. 
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b. The resource potential is high and the grading quantity exceeds 1,000 cubic yards and 
10 feet in depth. 

Impact Analysis 

□ Montecito Sub-Project 

As stated above, the Montecito sub-project site is underlain by the Stadium Conglomerate Formation, 
which exhibits a high resource sensitivity. Implementation of the proposed Precise Plan and the 
Montecito PRD and VTM would impact potentially important paleontological resources in the Stadium 
Conglomerate Formation. As discussed in Se.ction 4.2, LANDFORM & VISUAL QUALITY:, grading 
quantities on the Montecito sub-project site would exceed 2,000 cubic yards and would result in 

. disturbance greater than 10 feet in depth. Thus, impacts to paleontological resources that could be 
present in the on-site Stadium Conglomerate Fonnation would be potentially significant and mitigation 
is required.-

CD Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is underlain by the Stadium Conglomerate and Pomerado 
Conglomerate Formations, which have a high resource sensitivity and by igneous granitic rock, which 
has a zero resource sensitivity. Implementation of the proposed Precise Plan and the Sycamore Estates 
P:RD and VTM would impact potentially important paleontological resources in the Stadium 
Conglomerate and Pomerado Congfomerate Formations. As discussed in Section 4.2, LANDFORM & 
VISUAL QUALITY, grading quantities on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would exceed 2,000 
cubic yards and would result in distu1bance greater than 10 feet in depth. Thus, impacts to 
p;aleontological resources that could be present in the on-site Stadium Conglomerate and Pomerado 
Conglomerate Formations would be potentially significant and mitigation is required. If the gravity 
sewer design option is implemente~ off-site paleontological impacts could occur during trenching 
operations, which would be regarded as a potentially significant impact and mitigation is required. 

D Off-Site Gravity Sewer Alignment (Design Option) 

As a design option of the proposed Project, a gravity sewer line is proposed through the City of Poway, 
from the project site's northwestern boundary to the intersection of Pomerado Road and Old Knoll 
Road. According to the City cif Poway' s General Plan Geologic Fonnations exhibit, the off-site gravity 
sewer alignment is underlain by Pomerado Conglomerate and alluvium. The Pomerado Conglomerate 
formation has a high paleontologica] resource sensitivity. 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the Rancho Encanrada Precise Plan, the Montecito PRD and VTM and the 
S.ycamore Estates PRD and VTM woulld have the potential for significant impacts to paleontological 
resources in areas proposed for grading and off-site sewer improvements. 
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Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The following measures would be implemented to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources. 
These measures are required for all areas of the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites and 
off-site areas in which grading is proposed in areas underlain by either the Stadium Conglomerate or 
Pomerado Conglomerate formation. 

4.10-1: Prior to the 1eeoidat:i:on of the fnst final map a11dfor issuance of the first grading permit, the 
applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the Environmental Review Manager of Land 
Development Review (I.DR) stating that a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontologist 
monitor, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines, have been retained to 
implement the monitoring program. The requirement for paleontological monitoring shall be 
no~ed on the grading plans. All persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of this 
project shall be approved by LDR prior to the start of monitoring. The applicant shall notify 
LDR of the start and end of construction. 

4.10-2: The qualified paleontologist shall attend any preconstruction meetings to make comments 
and/or suggestions concerning the paleontological monitoring program with the construction 
manager. 

4.10-3: The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on site full-time during the initial 
cutting of previously undisturbed areas. Monitoring 1!1-ay be increased or decreased at the 
discretion of the qualified paleontologist, in consultation with LDR, and will depend on the 
rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the abundance of fossils. 

4.10-4: When requested by the paleontologist, the Project Engineer shall divert, direct, or temporarily 
halt construction activities in the area of discovery to allow recovery of fossil remains. The 
paleontologist shall immediately notify LDR staff of such finding at the time of discovery. 
LDR shall approve salvaging procedures to be performed before construction activities are 
allowed to resume. 

4.10-5: The paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of ide1ltificat:i:on 
curation ·as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines and submittal of a 
letter of acceptance from a local qualified curation facility. Any discovered fossil sites shall 
be recorded by the paleontologist at the San Diego Natural History Museum. 

4.10-6: Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring results report, with appropriate graphics, 
summarizing the results, analysis, and conclusions of the paleontological monitoring program 
shall be submitted to and approved by the Environmental Review Manager of LDR. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce direct paleontological resource 
impacts to below a level of significance; however, cumulative impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigable. 
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4.11 PuBLIC SERVICES 

Public services are those functions which serve residents on a community-wide basis. These services 
include schools, library, law enforcement, fire protection, water, sewer, solid waste, and utilities. 
Future residents of and visitors to the proposed Rancho Encantada project would require use of these 
services and facilities. This section focuses on the potential impacts the project may have upon these 
various public services. 

4.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 FIRE PROTECTION 

The Rancho Encantada project area is located within the service area of the City of San Diego's Fire 
Department. The City's Progress Guide and General Plan states that fire stations should be sited to 
provide rapid response time within urbanized areas. To provide adequate fire protection to the 
community, the Fire Department strives to provide a six-minute response time to areas in need of 
service and a 10-minute response time for paramedic ambulances throughout the City. 

There are five fire stations located in the vicinity of the project site. Fire Station No. 51 is located at 
13050 Community Road in the City of Poway, and is currently the primary fire station serving the 
project area with a 5.4 minute response time to the western boundary of the project site via Pomerado 
Road. Other responding stations that pr~vide service to the site are: 1) Engine Company 42, located at 
12110 World Trade Drive, with a 9.2 minute response time to the western portion of the site; 2) TfUck 
Company 40, located at 13393 Salmon River Road, with al 7 .4 minute response time to the western 
portion of the site; and 3) Battalion 40, located at 13393 Salmon River Road with a 17 .4 minute 
response time to the western portion of the site. Existing response times are slightly longer to reach the 
Sycamore Estates portion of Rancho Encantada, as the sub-project site's access is Beeler Canyon Road 
rather than Pomerado Road. 

Engine Company 37 is temporarily located at 10750 Scripps Lake Drive and has a 6.3 minute response 
time to the project site. Engine Company 37 will be accommodated by a new permanent fire station, 
Fire Station 37, located at Spring Canyon Road and Blue Cypress Drive, which is tentatively scheduled 
to be in service QY November 2000, and prior to development of the proposed Project. Fire Station 37 
will serve as the primary fire station for the Rancho Encantada project site. Response time from new 
Fire Station 37 to the western boundary of the project site is expected to be under two minutes. 

0 POLICE PROTECTION 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan identifies the Police Facilities Plan as the resource 
document for Police Department standards. The Police Facilities Plan establishes a seven-minute 
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average response time as a Department goal. The Progress Guide and General Plan recommends that 
stations be located near the geographic centers of areas to be served and that the stations have access to 
major streets and freeways. The City of San Diego presently maintains a city-wide ratio of 1.65 sworn 
personnel per 1,000 residents. 

The San Diego Police Department's Northeastern Command Area located in the Rancho Penasquitos 
community at 13396 Salmon River Road, provides police protection for the project vicinity. The City 
of San Diego is divided into "service areas" for patrol purposes, and the project site is located within 
Beat 241 of the Scripps Mesa Service Area. In addition to the Northeastern Command, storefronts that 
service the project area are Carmel Mountain Ranch located at 12125 Alta Carmel Court #350, Mira 
Mesa located at 9225 Mira Mesa Boulevard #103, Rancho Bernardo Center Drive located at 17110 
Bernardo Center Drive and Diamond Gateway located at 10175 Rancho Carmel. 

The Service Area employs 108 sworn officers of all ranks, not including non-sworn administrative 
personnel or volunteers or Retired Senior Volunteer Patrol (RSVP). The average response time to the 
western project boundary via Pomerado Road for an emergency call in Beat 241 is 9 .2 minutes. 
Response time to the eastern portion of the project site via Beeler Canyon Road would be slightly 
longer. The average response time for an emergency call from the overall Northeastern Command area 
is 9.4 minutes. In Beat 241, the average response time for non-emergency calls is 45.15 minutes. The 
average response time within·the larger Northeastern Command area is 40.1 minutes for the four stages 
of priority calls that are based on the level of importance. • 

0 LIBRARY FACILITIES 

The City of San Diego library system is comprised of a central library located in downtown San Diego 
and a series of branch libraries throughout the City. Planning for new branch libraries is based on a 
standard of serving 18,000-20,000 residents at the time of construction and 30,000 residents within 20 
years after the branch opens. The Rancho Encantada project would be served by the Scripps Ranch 
Library that is located at 10301 Scripps Lake Drive in the City of San Diego. This library operates 
Monday and Wednesday 12:00- 8:00 p.m. and Tuesday, Thursday, Friday and Saturday 9:30 a.m-5:30 
p.m. The Scripps Ranch Library was built in 1993 and is 21,700 square feet. The staffing level is 8.8 
full-time employees. The library holds approximately 85,000 bar-coded items that includes books and 
other media. 

The San Diego library system uses the National Standard, which is two books or items per capita for 
assessing the adequacy of library f~cilities. This National Standard allows the existing book stock to 
meet the needs of the City of San Diego's population. 

Other libraries that could service the project site include the Carmel Mountain Ranch Library located at 
12095 World Trade Drive that is northwest of the project site and the City of Poway Community 
Library that is to the north. The Poway Community Library is a branch of the San Diego County 
library system and is located at 13137 Poway Road, approximately 2.5 miles north of the project site. 
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LEGEND 

FIRE STATIONS 
A FIRE STATION NO. 51 
B ENGINE CO. 37 
C ENGINE CO. 42 
D TRUCK CO. 40 
E BATTALION 40 
F FIRE STATION NO. 37 - UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

POLICE STATIONS 
G S.D.D.D. NORTHEASTERN COMMAND AREA 
H CARMEL MOUNTAIN RANCH 
I MIRA MESA 
J RANCHO BERNARDO CENTER DRIVE 
K DIAMOND GATEWAY 

LIBRARIES 
L SCRIPPS RANCH 
M CARMEL MOUNTAIN RANCH LIBRARY 
N POWAY COMMUNITY LIBRARY 

SCHOOLS 
0 VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
P MEADOWBROOK MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Q POWAY HIGH SCHOOL 
R RANCHO BERNARDO HIGH SCHOOL 

PARKS 
S CYPRESS CANYON PARK 
T JERABEK PARK 
U LAKE VIEW PARK 
V POWAY SPORTS PARK 
W POWAY COMMUNITY PARK 

SOURCE: THE THOMAS GUIDE, 1996 
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Environmental Analysis - Public Services-

Also, the Mira Mesa and Rancho Penasquitos Branch Libraries are located in the general area, on the 
western side of Interstate 15. 

0 SCHOOLS 

The Rancho Encantada project site is located within the Jurisdiction of the Poway Unified School 
District (PUSD). Capacity and enrollment information for existing school facilities that service the 
project area are summarized in Table 4.11-1, Enrollments & Enrollment Capacities for Schools in the 
PUSD Serving the Project Area. Based on 1999/00 enrollment, Valley Elementary School is currently 
fourteen percent over capacity, Meadowbrook Middle School is four percent under capacity, and 
Poway High School is 77 percent over capacity and Rancho Bernardo High School is 51 percent over 
capacity. 

Table 4.11-1 
CURRENT ENROLLMENTS & ENROLLMENT CAPACITIES FOR SCHOOLS IN THE 

POWAY SCHOOL DISTRICT SERVING THE PROJECT AREA 

TOTAL 
PERMANENT 

SCHOOL CAPACITY 

Elementary School (K-5) 

Valley Elementary 721 

Middle School (6-8) , 

Meadowbrook 1,420 

High School (9-12) 

Poway High 1,873 

Rancho Bernardo High 2,100 

Source: Poway Unified School District, January 20, 2000 

1. Indicates enrollment as of Fall 2000. 

0 PUBLIC PARKS 

ENROLLMENT % OVER/UNDER 
(FALL 1999) CAPACITY 

824 14% 

1,360 -4% 

3,316 77% 

3,1731 51% 

Development of recreational opportunities in the project area are regulated by the City of San Diego 
Progress Guide and General Plan. The Progress Guide and General Plan provides flexible guidelines 
and standards for population-based parks and facilities. The guidelines and standards are designed to 
adapt to changing community needs and/or desires. Specifically identified in the Progress Guide and 
General Plan are guidelines for neighborhood parks, community parks and resource-based parks. As 
stated in the Plan, neighborhood park design should be determined by neighborhood characteristics and 
generally provide for multipurpose courts, play areas and picnic areas. They should serve a resident 
population of 3,500 to 5,000 within a radius of 0.5 miles and typically encompass ten acres. A 
neighborhood park may be reduced by five useable acres when sited adjacent to a school. Community 
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park design should provide for a wide range of activities such as those accommodated by athletic fields 
and recreation buildings, and serve a population of 18,000 to 25,000 within a 1.5-mile radius. 
Community parks should ideally consist of no less than 20 acres. Resource-based parks should be 
located and sized based on distinctive scenic views, natural features and/or cultural features. 
Development of and uses associated with resource-based parks are dependent upon the specific 
resources involved. 

The nearest existing neighborhood and community park facilities in the City of San Diego are located 
west of the project site within the communities of Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North. 
Public parks also are located·north of the project site in the City of Poway. The Scripps Miramar 
Ranch Community Plan identifies a minimum of 51 public park acres in the community and the 
Miramar Ranch North Community Plan calls for 41 acres of public parks. The nearest public park is 
Cypress Canyon Park located in the community of Scripps Miramar Ranch, just west of Pomerado 
Road, southwest of the project site. Other public parks in the vicinity of the project site include 
Jerabek Park and Lake View Park in Scripps Miramar Ranch and Poway Sportspark and Poway 
Community Park in the City of Poway. 

0 SEWER 

The Metropolitan Sewer System (METRO) which is owned by the City of San Diego, provides sanitary 
sewer service to the project vicinity. As part of the tributary to this system, there is an existing 8-inch 
sewer line in Pomerado Road, west of the Precise Plan area. Further north in the vicinity of Scripps 
Poway Parkway this 8-inch main connects to an existing 15-inch main, which changes to 18-inches and 
continues north in Pomerado Road. These three sections of main (Scripps Miramar Sewer Mains) are 
within the City of Poway. Ultimately this system turns westward and continues along Poway Road. 
On February 2, 1981, the City of San Diego and the City of Poway entered into an agreement known as 
the "Pomerado ReliefT,:unk Sewer Agreement of 1980 between the City of San Diego and the 
Pomerado County Water District" regarding the Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer line. In 1989, a second 
amendment to that agreement was approved which addresses sewage originating in the City of San 
Diego discharging through sewer mains in the City of Poway and traveling back into the City of San 
Diego to the METRO system. Under Section 6 of this agreement, it was acknowledged that the 
"Beeler Canyon" area would be developed in the future and that its sewer would be incorporated into 
the Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer. In this agreement, sewage would originate in the City of San 
Diego, discharge through sewer mains in the City of Poway and then back into the City of San Diego. 
The Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer mains, described initially above, connect to trunk sewers 
downstream in Old Knoll Road and Poway Road in the City of Poway, before returning to the City of 
San Diego. • 

The Metropolitan Wastewater Department (MWD) treats approximately 190 million gallons of 
wastewater and more than 135 tons of dewatered biosolids a day. Process units at the Point Loma 
wastewater treatment plant include grit removal tanks, sedimentation tanks, digesters, and a sludge 
pumping station which is a link to the recently constructed Metro Biosolids Center. The Metro 
Biosolids Center was constructed in 1998 as a result of a California Coastal Commission requirement. 
The facility is located between State Route 52 and MCAS Miramar, adjacent to the Miramar Landfill. 
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The Metro Biosolids Center processes raw and digested solids to produce a substance known as 
biosolids. Construction of the Center required construction of two pipelines to feed the MBC facility: 
a 17-mile Miramar Pipeline from the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant and a five-mile pipeline 
from the North City Water Reclamation Plant. 

0 WATER 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) has supplied San Diego County, 
through the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), with a source of potable water for the past 
45 years. Depending on local weather conditions, typically 75 to 90 percent of San Diego County's 
water is imported. All SDCW A imported water is currently obtained from MWD, but a historic water 
transfer agreement with the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) is expected to begin in 2002. MWD's 
sources of imported water are the Colorado River and from sources in Northern California via the State 
Water Project. Colorado River water is imported by MWD via the 242-mile long Colorado River 
Aqueduct. Water from Northern California rivers is imported to MWD via the State Water Project's 
444-mile California Aqueduct. The SDCW A takes delivery of water from MWD approximately six 
miles south of the Riverside-San Diego County line and transports it through five large-diameter 
pipelines to its member agencies. These agencies in tum deliver water directly to homes, businesses 
and other users. Local water sources account for five to 25 percent of the water supply and include 
surface water, wells, and reclamation. 

The project vicinity is supplied with water by the City of San Diego. The Precise Plan area is located 
adjacent to the City of San Diego's Scripps-Miramar Ranch Water Service Area. The majority of the 
development in the Scripps-Miramar Ranch area lies within the 1020 pressure zone. Two reservoirs 
are located within the 1020 service system - the 4.5 million gallon (MG) Miramar Ranch North 
Reservoir and the 3.2-MG Scripps Ranch Reservoir. Pressure zones above the 1020 zone are served by 
closed system pumping stations. Pressure zones below the 1020 zone are served through pressure 
reducing stations. Several water mains are located near the project site that can convey potable water 
to the Precise Plan area, including a 12-inch pipeline near the intersection of Spring Canyon Road and 
Pomerado Road. This supply pipeline is part of the City's 1020 Zone service system. 

Two water reservoirs are located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site to serve the five on-site 
exis~ng industrial use areas. Water to these reservoirs and to the five industrial use areas is supplied by 
the City of San Diego through water easements located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site that 
connect to MCAS Miramar. 

0 SOLID WASTE 

The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD) is responsible for solid waste 
disposal in the project area. The ESD also ensures that all federal, state, and local mandates relating to 
waste management are met. The State of California has mandated (AB 939, 1989) that all cities reduce 
waste disposed of in landfills by 50% by the year 2000. The ESD collects and disposes of 1.3 million 
tons of waste annually in the City of San Diego; 55% of that amount comes from San Diego businesses 
and 25% from construction and demolition activities. To achieve the State's mandated waste 
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reduction, the ESD has implemented comprehensive recycling, hazardous materials management, code 
enforcement, and support programs. 

The West Miramar Landfill, which is located on U.S. government property leased and operated by the 
City of San Diego, accepts non-hazardous solid wastes generated in the City of San Diego and 
surrounding areas. The landfill is located at 5180 Convoy Street. West Miramar Landfill encompasses 
801.45 acres, of which 476.34 acres are permitted for disposaL Various projects have been initiated to 
increase the landfill capacity and thus extend the life of the landfill. Taldng these projects into account, 
as of January 31, 1999, the total remaining capacity is projected to be 28.3 million cubic yards. The 
estimated remaining life of the landfill is approximately 11 years (Calendar Year 2011). This total 
capacity also reflects the assumption that the City will meet certain recycling and diversion. goals. 
Additionally, the City is investigating potential landfill sites (Upper Sycamore, Oak, and Spring 
Canyons) to meet the City's future disposal needs after the closure of the Miramar Landfill. The 
current disposal needs of the city is 1,400,000 tons per year. The current average daily tonnage 
received is 3,622 tons per day, 361 days per year. 

4.11.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project impact school, library and park facilities? 

0 SCHOOLS 

Significance Criteria - Schools 

Impacts to -public educational facilities are considered significant if the project would contribute 
students to a public school that is operating above capacity, or if the addition of project-generated 
students to a public school would cause the school's capacity to be exceeded, 

Impact Analysis - Schools 

A school-age population would be generated by development in Rancho Encantada, creating a demand 
for public education services and facilities. A generation factor is used to estimate the number of 
additional students a development would add to a school. This factor is defined as a number of 
students per dwelling unit. Table 4.11-2, Estimated Student Generation, summarizes the student 
generation projected for the Project. As shown, 831 school students are estimated to be generated by 
the proposed Project, with 255 students generated by the Montecito sub-project and 576 students 
generated by the Sycamore Esta~es sub-project. 
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GENERATION 
GRADE RATEFOR 

Table 4.11-2 
ESTIMATED STUDENT GENERATION 

NO.OF GENERATION 

PROPOSED RATEFOR 
SINGLE FAMILY SINGLE FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY 

UNITS UNITS(SF) UNITS 

MONTEC/TO SUB-PROJECT 

Elementary (K-5) 0.48 278 0.36 

Middle (6-8) 0.18 278 0.12 

High (9-12) 0.26 278 0.11 

SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

Elementary (K-5) 0.48 557 0.36 

Middle (6-8) 0.18 557 0.12 

High (9-12) 0.26 557 0.11 

Total 
Generation rates provided by the Poway Unified School District, January 20, 2000 

NO.OF 

PROPOSED 
MULTI-FAMILY 

UNITS(MF) 

0 

0 

0 

106 

106 

106 

4.11 

NO.OF 

STUDENTS 
GENERATED 

(MF&SF) 

133 

50 

72 

306 

113 

157 

831 

Absent an adopted development plan for the Rancho Encantada property, the school district assumes 
buildout of the property in accordance with its underlying zone designation for long-range school 
facility planning purposes. Because the Montecito sub-project site would not require rezoning, 
implementation of the Montecito sub-project would not generate students in excess of that assumed for 
the property by the school district. The Sycamore Estates sub-project, however, does require rezoning 
and as a result would generate an estimated 576 students, including 306 elementary school students, 
113 middle school students, and 157 high school students, which is more than the approximately 80 
students presently expected by the School District based on existing zoning. 

Valley ~lementary School Poway High School, and Rancho Bernardo High School which serve the 
project area, are operating above capacity. The total addition of 439 elementary school students to the 
Valley Elementary School and the addition of 229 students to either Poway High School or Rancho 
Bernardo High School would add to the overcrowding of existing school facilities. The addition of 
elementary and high school students to existing overcrowded conditions would result in a significant 
cumulative impact. The addition of 163 students to the Meadowbrook Middle School would result in 
an enrollment over the school's recommended capacity, which also is regarded as a significant 
cumulative impact (also refer to Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). 

As part of the proposed Precise Plan and the proposed Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM, an elementary 
school site is proposed on approximately 10 - 12 net acres in the west-central portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. The 10 - 12 net acre site would be conveyed to the Poway Unified School 
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District for the construction of an elementary school. Once constructed, this on-site elementary school 
would provide capacity for approximately 500 - 800 students and would accommodate the 439 
elementary school students generated by Rancho Encantada as well as students from portions of 
adjacent neighborhoods. The conveyance of this site to the Poway Unified School District would 
reduce the Project's cumulative impact on elementary school capacity to below a level of significance. 
If the Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed or is not developed prior to development of the 
Montecito sub-project, cumulative impacts generated by the Montecito sub-project would be regarded 
as significant and mitigation would be required. 

CEQA Guideline§ 15130 addresses the discussion of cumulative impacts from implementation of a 
project and the mitigation required. Under this guideline, a project' s contribution is less than 
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. In November of 1998, California 
voters approved Proposition lA (1998, Senate Bill 50) which provides funding for school construction 
and removes the requirement that local jurisdictions provide for mitigation of school impacts. The 
State of California, through the State School Building Lease-Purchase Program, has provided much of 
the money for school districts to buy land and to construct, reconstruct, or modernize school buildings 
in the K-12 system. In order to receive money u·nder Proposition lA, school districts must meet certain 
requirements. Districts receive a higher priority for state funding of a project if they provide 50 percent 
of the project cost with local funds. Local school districts raise funds for school buildings in three 
main ways: 1) Local General Obligation Bonds; 2) Special Local Bonds (Known as "Mello-Roos" 
Bonds); and 3) Developer Fees. State law authorizes school districts to impose developer fees on new 
construction. These fees may be used only for construction and reconstruction of school buildings. 
This fee would apply to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects. Payment of the 
mitigation fee would supplement the funding provided by Proposition lA and would constitute full 
mitigation by the Project of its share of impacts, thereby reducing the Project's cumulative impact on 
the Poway Unified School District. • 

The Poway Unified School District is currently instituting proceedings for the establishment of a school 
facilities improvement district (SFID) pursuant to Title 1, Part 10, Chapter 2 of the California 
Education Code. Should a SFID be estab_lisbed, the Project would be subject to an annual special tax 
for the purpose of modernization of existing schools that service the project area instead of paying the 
Proposition 1-A statutory mitigation fee. This also would reduce the Project's cumulative school 
impact to below a level of significance. 

Significance of Impacts - Schools 

Montecito Sub-Project 

The addition of 72 students to either Poway High School or Rancho Bernardo High School, 50 students 
to Meadowbrook Middle School, and 133 students to Valley Elementary School would result in a 
significant cumulative impact due to overcrowding. The conveyance of an elementary school site by 
the adjacent Sycamore Estates sub-project to the Poway Unified School District would reduce 
Montecito's cumulative impact to elementary school capacity to below a level of significance. If the 
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Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed, cumulative impacts to elementary school capacity 
would remain significant. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The addition of 157 students to either Poway High School or Rancho Bernardo High School, 113 
students to Meadowbrook Middle School, and 306 students to Valley Elementary School would result 
in a significant cumulative impact due to overcrowding. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Schools 

The following mitigation measure would reduce cumulative impacts of the Project and each sub­
project on middle school and high school capacity to below a level of significance. This measure also 
would reduce cumulative impacts on elementary school capacity of the Montecito sub-project if the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed. 

The following measure applies to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects: 

4.11-1: Prior to the issuance of each residential building permit(s), the sub-project owner/permittee 
shall be required to pay statutory Senate Bill 50 fees in place for the requested building 
pennit(s). 

0 LIBRARIES 

Significance Criteria - Libraries 

Impacts to library facilities are considered significant if the project would increase the population of a 
community planning area and/or neighborhood that would result in exceeding the Progress Guide and 
General Plan standards for libraries. The City's Progress Guide and General Plan states libraries 
should be accessible, serving a maximum area of a two-mile radius. 

Impact Analysis - Libraries 

Development of the Montecito sub-project with 277 single-family homes and development of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project with 557 single-family homes and 106 multi-family units would 
incrementally increase the demand for library services. The nearest branch library in Scripps Ranch is 
located west of the project site, and is within the General Plan's two-mile radius standard. The_ Scripps 
Ranch branch library would have enough books and staff to meet the new residential development 
proposed in Rancho Encantada. In addition, there also are several other libraries located in close 
proximity to the project site that would provide service to the project residents. These include the City 
of Poway Community Library and the Mira Mesa, Cannel Mountain Ranch and Rancho Penasquitos 
Branch Libraries. 
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Significance of Impacts - Libraries 

Because existing branch libraries are adequate to service the proposed Project's and sub-projects' 
residents, impacts to library service would not be regarded as a significant direct or cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Libraries 

Impacts would not be significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 

0 PUBLIC PARKS 

Significance Criteria - Public Parks 

Impacts to public parks are considered significant if 1) the project would increase the population within 
a community plan or neighborhood that exceeds that established by the City's Progress Guide and 
General Plan; or 2) if a resident population is l.ocated more than ½-mile from a neighborhood park or 
1.5 miles from a community park. 

Impact Analysis - Public Parks 

For park planning purposes, the San Diego Municipal Code establishes a 3.7 persons per household 
(density) for single-family units and a 2.5 persons per household for multi-family units. Applying these 
density factors to the proposed Project, the Montecito PRD would generate 1,028 persons (278 x 3.7) 
and the Sycamore Estates PRD would generate 2,326 persons (557 x 3.7 + 106 x 2.5). In total, the 
Rancho Encantada Precise Plan would generate approximately 3,354 persons for park planning 
purposes. Applying the City's standard to provide 2:4 acres of active parks per 1,000 population; the 
proposed Precise Plan would generate the need for 8.05 acres of active park land, with 2.46 acres 
attributable to the Montecito sub-project and 5.59 acres attributable to the Sycamore Estates sub­
project. 

As part of the proposed Precise Plan and Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM, an approximate 4.0 net­
acre public park site and a 10.0 - 12.0-acre elementary school site would be provided on-site. When 
parks are placed adjacent to public school sites, acreage reductions of the park are requested by the 
City. The provision of an approximate 4.0 net-acre public park site adjacent to an elem_entary school 
site would satisfy the public park requirement of both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects, and impacts would not be significant. The on-site park and school site is planned central to 
the Precise Plan area, and would be accessible to all project residents via the proposed street, bicycle 
lane and sidewalk/trail network. 

Alone, the Montecito sub-project would generate the n~ed for 2.46 acres of park land. If the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, containing the school/park site, is not developed, the Montecito sub-project would 
result in significant impacts to public parks. The Montecito sub-project owner/permittee would be 
required to pay into the City's park fee program to reduce public park impacts g(?nerated by the 
Montecito sub-project to below a level of significance. 
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Significance of Impacts - Public Parks 

The proposed Precise Plan would generate the need for 8.05 acres of active park land, with 2.46 acres 
attributable to the Montecito sub-project and 5.59 acres attributable to the Sycamore Estates sub­
project. If the park is located next to the school, a 4.0-acre park would be needed for both sub-projects 
combined. This is regarded as a significant direct impact. 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program - Public Parks 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

4.11-2: The Sycamore Estates sub-project owner/permittee shalJ conv~y.an approximate 4.0 net-acre 
public park site next to a proposed school site, as shown in the Sycamore Estates PRD and 
VTM, a 8.05 net-acre public park site if the park is not adjacent to a school site, to the City of 
San Diego, prior to issuance of the 500th residential occupancy permit within the Sycamore 
Estates PRD. 

Montecito Sub-Project 

4.11-3: If development of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is not assured through the recordation 
of a Final Map prior to the issuance of building permits for the Montecito sub-project, the 
Montecito sub-project owner/perrnittee shall pay into the Rancho Encantada Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP) prior to the issuance of building permits to cover its 2.46-acre park 
requirement. 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, impacts to public parks would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 

Issue 2: Are adequate fire and police services available to serve the development? 

0 FIRE PROTECTION 

Significance Criteria - Fire Protection 

A significant impact to fire protection services would occur if: 1) the project would be located in an 
area outside of the City Fire Department's existing or planned six-minute service area, 2) if proposed 
roadways or parking lots would not accommodate turning radius standards for emergency vehicles, or 
3) if the project would not comply with th~ City of San Diego's brush management guidelines. 
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Impact Analysis - Fire Protection 

The Poway Fire Department Engine Company 51, located at 13050 Community Road in the City of 
Poway has a response time of 5.4 minutes to the main entrance of the project site at Pomerado Road. 
In addition, Fire Station 37 is under construction at Spring Canyon Road and Blue Cypress Drive, 
which is tentatively scheduled to be in service by November 1, 2000 and prior to development of the 
proposed Project. Fire Station 37 will serve as the primary fire station for the Rancho Encantada 
project site, with a response time to the western boundary of the prqiect site of under two minutes; thµs , 
impacts to the Montecito sub-project would not be significant provided that Frre Station 37 is in 
operation. Response times to the easternmost portions of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site may 
exceed the Fire Department's six minute response time goal, resulting in a potentially significant fire 
protection impact. 

Proposed Rancho Encantada Parkway via Pomerado Road would be the primary access route within 
the project site. A secondary route also is proposed through the Sycamore Estates sub-project to 
connect proposed Rancho Encantada Parkway to Beeler Canyon Road. In both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates VTMs, emergency access routes are proposed to connect with Beeler Canyon Road. 
The Montecito VTM proposes an emergency access road from the north of Planning Area 3, through 
the open space area, to connect with Beeler Canyon Road. The Sycamore Estates VTM proposes an 
emergency access road from the north of Planning area 11, which also would connect to Beeler 
Canyon Road. These emergency access roads would be available to emergency personnel and 
equipment and also would serve as emergency ingress/egress routes for project residents. 

The proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan allows for private, gated roadways within the project 
and within certain limits of the site. These private streets would be designed in accordance with City 
standards for roadway design, including turning radius standards for emergency vehicles. Upon 
reaching the site, emergency vehicles would be able to navigate the internal roadway system without 
difficulty. 

A Brush Management Program is required by Section 6 of the City of San Diego Landscape Technical 
Manual and Appendix IIA of the Uniform Fire Code to reduce the risk of wildfire. Brush management 
is required along all development boundaries where structures would be located adjacent to natural 
open space. Both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects' proposed PRDs include brush 
management plans, as previously shown in Figure 3-10, Montecito PRD Brush Management Program, 
and Figure 3-16, Sycamore Estates PRD Brush Management Program, in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION. As shown, a combination of two brush management zones are proposed in compliance 
with the City's Landscape Technical Manual. Zone 1 would consist of hardscape or permanently . 
irrigated vegetation and would be accommodated on the development pads and outside of the MHP A. 
Zone 2 would consist of the selective thinning and pruning of the native plants. Vegetation clearing 
would be conducted consistent with City standards and regardless of ownership, maintenance of brush 
management in Zone 2 would be the responsibility of a property owners association or another private 
party. With implementation of the proposed brush management plans, fire protection impacts 
associated with wildfire hazard would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.11-13 
• 



Environmental Analysis - Public Services 4.11 

Significance of Impacts - Fire Protection 

Montecito Sub-Project 

Because the Montecito sub-project site is located within the six minute response time goal from 
existing and planned fire stations, turning radius standards for emergency vehicles would be 
accommodated, and brush management standards would be met, fire protection impacts would not be 
significant. If Fire Station 37 is not in operation at the time building permits are issued, .potentially 
significant impacts would occur to those structures outside of the six minute response area of Fire 
Station No. 51 in the City of Poway. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

Because portions of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site may be outside of the six minute response 
time goal from existing and planned fire stations, fire protection impacts would be considered 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Fire Protection 

Montecito Sttb-Pr oject 

Fi:1 e pxotection impacts wottld not be signi-:f-i:ca11t, thtts, mitigation is not reqttited. 

S:yca1no1 e Estates Snb-P1 oject 

4.11-4: Prior to the issuance of each-building permits for each development phase, a fire response time 
analysis shall be submitted to the City's Environmental Review Manager for the building 
permit in question. The analysis shall take the presence of gated entries into consideration. If 
the structure is located outside of a six-minute response time from an existing 01 plam1ed fire 
station, a fire sprinkler system shall be installed in the structure satisfactory to the 
Environmental Review Manager and the City Fire Marshall. 

0 POLICE PROTECTION 

Significance Criteria - Police Protection 

A significant impact to police protection would occur if development of the project would cause the 
average response time of the Northeastern Command area to increase over existing conditions. The 
current average response time for an emergency call from the overall Northeastern Command area is 
9.4 minutes. 
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Impact Analysis - Police Protection 

Development of the Rancho Encantada project would result in an increased demand for police service 
that may require an increase in officers, equipment, and support personnel. Funding for police services. 
is provided by the General Fund of the City of San Diego. Police protection is ordinarily extended to 
newly developed areas and funded as a function of the increased tax base. The proposed Project would 
create the need for additional police personnel, but would not create a need for new facilities. 

The Police Facilities Plan for the City of San Diego establishes a seven-minute average response time 
as a Department goal. The average response time, however, for an emergency call from the overall 
Northeastern Command area which services the project area is 9.4 minutes. According to the Police 
Department (Pomeranz; August 1999), the proposed Rancho Encantada project site and nearby 
properties are currently reached by emergency personnel in approximately 9.2 minutes, which is 2.2 
minutes over the response time goal, but under the average response time for the Northeastern 
Command. Land development inevitably results in a higher demand being placed on police services 
due to an increase in calls for service. Due to many complicated factors ranging from neighborhood 
crime rates, location in relation to surrounding land uses, demographic characteristics of new residents, 
etc., it is not until the new development is in place and begins to generate calls for police service is it 
possible to more accurately predict the level of demand that will be placed on the Police Department. 
The allocation of police officers by Command Area is based on the numbers of calls received (i.e., the 
Command Area experiencing the greatest number of calls is allocated the greatest number of officers). 
The adequacy of police service is a factor of community-wide importance that cannot be resolved on a 
project-specific basis. The proposed Project would impact the Police Department by increased demand 
for service, but impacts would not be regarded as significant. 

Significance of Impacts - Police Protection 

Because development of the proposed Project would not cause the existing response times for police 
services to increase, and because additional police officers and equipment are funded through the 
City's General Fund, impacts would not be regarded as significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Police Protection 

Impacts to police protection services would not be significant; thus, mitigation is not required. 

Issue 3: Is adequate water and sewer service available to serve the development? 

0 WATER 

Significance Criteria - Water 

Impacts would be regarded as significant if the proposed project could not be supplied with adequate 
water service by existing and proposed facilities. 
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Impact Analysis - Water 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) supplies San Diego County, through 
the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), with a source of potable water. Table 4.11-3, 
Estimated Water Usage, presents a summary of the projected water usage for the proposed Project. 
The City of San Diego Water Utilities Department requires projects to submit a comprehensive water 
facilities study. All required on- and off-site water facilities, as determined by the approved 
comprehensive water study, must be completed and accepted by the city prior to the occupancy of any 
buildings. A water study for the Montecito sub-project has been prepared by NOLTE & AsSOClATES, 
INC., and is included in Appendix Ilof this EIR. A water study for the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
has been prepared by ROBERT BEIN, WILLIAM FROST & Assoc. (RBF), and is included as Appendix I2 
of this EIR. According to those studies, the proposed water systems have been designed to the City of 
San Diego Water and Sewer Design Guidelines dated September 8, 1994. Based on City guidelines, 
the water demand was computed using a population per dwelling unit (DU) of 3.5 and a residential 
flow of 150 gallons per capita day (GPCD). 

0 Water Demand - Montecito Sub-Project 

The analysis conducted by NOLTE for the Montecito sub-project states that 834 gallons per 
minute during a peak hour would be demanded by Montecito, and that the sub-project would 
have an average annual demand of 52.9 million gallons per year, or 145,500 gallons per day. 
Table 4.11-3, Estimated Water Usage for the Montecito Sub-Project, calculates the estimated 
water usage. 

TABLE4.ll-3 
ESTIMATED WATER USAGE FOR THE MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

LAND MAX#OF DEMAND GALLONS 

USE UNITS FACTOR PER D AY 

SF Residential 277 525 gpd/du1 145,500 
1 Residential based on 3.5 people per dwelling unit and 150 gallons per capita per day. 
Source: Nolte; January 2000 

As noted above under Existing Conditions, a majority of existing development in the Scripps 
Miramar Ranch area is served by the 1020 pressure zone. The analysis conducted by NOLTE 
for the Montecito sub-project considered two options for water supply. Option I considers 
development of the Montecito sub-project and the adjacent Sycamore Estates sub-project, 
while Option 2 considers development of the Montecito sub-project without development of 
Sycamore Estates. Under Option I, the Montecito sub-project proposes one connection to the 
890 pressure zone at Legacy Road and three connection points to the 1020 Pressure Zone, one 
at Pomerado Road north of Legacy, one at Legacy Road, and one to the storage tank proposed 
as part of the Sycamore Estates sub-project. Under Option 2, two connections to the 1020 
zone would be made, one at Pomerado Road north of Legacy Road, and one at Legacy Road. 
An illustration of the proposed water distribution system is shown in Figure 3-4, Precise Plan 
Conceptual Water Plan, in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 
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Because the Montecito sub-project site is not proposed to be rezoned, the development 
intensity proposed on the site (278 residential units) was anticipated in planning efforts for the 
Scripps Miramar Ranch water system, as documented in the "Miramar Ranch North Phasing 
Study" completed in 1990, including three addenda completed between 1990 and 1994. 
Because water supply was anticipated for the site, and because adequate water is available from 
the existing Scripps Miramar Ranch water system, water supply impacts would not occur. 

0 Water Demand - Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The analysis conducted by RBF for the Sycamore Estates sub-project calculates an average 
daily demand of 462,731 and an average annual demand of approximately 422 million gallons. 
Table 4.11-4, Estimated Water Usage for the Sycamore Estates Sub-Project, calculates the 
estimated water usage. 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project would establish four pressure zones (zones 890, 1020, 1150, 
and 1250). Water supply to the sub-project is proposed through a connection with the Scripps 
Miramar Ranch 1020 pressure zone. This zone has 7 .7 million gallons of storage and has the 
existing capacity to serve the project. In addition, an on-site Zone 1150 water storage reservoir 
is proposed to meet fire flow demands. The on-site water system is proposed to consist of a 
network of pipelines, connecting pumping stations, pressure reducing stations, and a water 
storage reservoir. The pumping stations would boost flow to the different water service 
pressure zones located within the Sycamore Estates sub~project site. An illustration of the 
proposed water distribution system is shown in Figure 3-4, Precise Plan Conceptual Water 
Plan, in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION. Because adequate water is available from the 
existing Scripps Miramar Ranch water system and the proposed on-site reservoir, water supply 
impacts would not occur. 

Table 4.11-4 
ESTIMATED WATER USAGE FOR THE SYCAMORE ESTA TES SUB-PROJECT 

LAND DEVELOPMENT DEMAND GALLONS 

USE UNIT FACTOR PER DAY 

SF Residential 557 units 525 gpd/du1 292,425 

SF Residential 106 units 525 gpd/du1 55,650 

School 85 edu 525 gpd/edu2 44,928 

Landscaped Park 3.0 net acres 4,000 gal/ac 12,800 

Institutional Uses 11.4 net acres 5,000 gal/ac 57,100 

Total 462,903 
l Residential based on 3.5 people per dwelling unit and 150 gallons per capita per day. 
2 School based on 85 equivalent dwelling units and 3.5 people per unit. 
Source: Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates, October 2000. 
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Significance of Impacts - Water 

Although the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects would contribute to an incremental burden 
on domestic water services, with construction of proposed on- and off-site improvements to the water 
supply infrastructure, adequate service would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not 
regarded as significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Water 

Impacts to water service would not be significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 

0 SEWER 

Significance Criteria - Sewer 

Impacts would be regarded as significant if the proposed project could not be supplied with adequate 
sewer service by existing and proposed facilities. 

Impact Analysis - Sewer 

Wastewater transportation, treatment and disposal would be provided by the Metropolitan Sewer 
System (METRO) which is owned by the City of San Diego. Sewage also would flow through the City 
of Poway under the terms of the approved agreement between the City of San Diego and the City of 
Poway known as the "Pomerado Relief Trunk Sewer Agreement of 1980 between the City of San 
Diego and the Pomerado County Water District." Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer located in Pomerado 
Road would connect the Rancho Encantada project site to the METRO sewer system. The proposed 
Montecito project design precludes gravity flow into the Scripps Miramar Ranch sewer until some 
distance north of the intersection of Pomerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway. Pomerado Road, 
built in 1989, was constructed relatively high in elevation above Beeler Canyon and the existing sewer 
in Creek Road. The 1989 amendment to the City of San Diego/City of Poway agreement mentioned 
above recognized this .fact and anticipated that a sewer pump station may be required to serve 
development in Beeler Canyon, including the project site. 

Table 4.11-5, Estimated Wastewater Generation for the Montecito Sub-Project, presents a summary of 
the projected wastewater generation for the Montecito sub-project. An analysis by NOLTE AND 

AssocIA TES (see Appendix J1 of this BIR) states that the 278 single family lots proposed on the 
Montecito sub-project would generate 77,840 gallons per day, or approximately 28.3 million gallons 
annually, of sewage flow. 
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TABLE 4.11-5 
ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

LAND MAx#OF GENERATION GALWNS 
USE UNITS FACTOR PER DAY 

SF Residential 278 280 gpd/du 77,840 
1 Residential based on 3.5 people per dwelling unit and 80 gallons per capita per day. 
Source: Nolte; January 2000. 

Table 4.11-6, Estimated Wastewater Generation for the Sycamore Estates Sub-Project, presents a 
summary of the projected wastewater generation for the Sycamore Estates portion of the project. An 
analysis by RBF (see Appendix J2 of this EIR) states that the 557 single family lots, 106 multi-family 
units, a 19.7 gross-acre school/park site and 11.4 acres of institutional uses proposed on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project would generate 245,220 gallons per day, or approximately 89 million gallons 
annually, of sewage flow. 

As part of NOLTE's study and RBF's study, a capacity analysis was conducted for the Scripps Miramar 
Ranch sewer. Flows from existing properties plus the proposed Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
projects were estimated, with the conclusion that the existing sewer can accommodate the anticipated 
project flows without remediation. 

Within the Precise Plan area, most on-site sewer lines would be located in local residential streets, as 
shown on Figure 3-5, Precise Plan Conceptual Sewer Plan, in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 
The collection of on-site sewers would largely be achieved by an additional gravity sewer main 
proposed in Beeler Canyon Road, in the City of San Diego. At the westerly end of Beeler Canyon 
Road, two design options exist for the conveyance of wastewater: a lift station option and a gravity 
sewer option. Under the lift station option, wastewater would be pumped by a proposed sewer lift 
station located on the Montecito sub-project site up to Pomerado Road. Construction of the lift station 
would be the responsibility of the Sycamore Estates sub-project owner/permittee. The existing 8-inch 
sewer main in Pomerado Road would need to be extended southward approximately 1,200 feet to 
intercept the lifted flow. It is also likely that the existing 8-inch main would need to be upsized to 
handle the increased flow from the Precise Plan area. Sewage generated by the Rancho Encantada 
Precise Plan areas would flow through the existing and proposed lines to lift stations, and would 
eventually reach the Point Loma Sewage Treatment Plant. Because the existing sewer infrastructure 
and proposed improvements under the lift station option would adequately accommodate the transport 
of wastewater, significant impacts would not occur. 

As a design option of the Sycamore Estates project, an off-site gravity sewer system is proposed. 
Under this scenario, the on-site sewer lift station would not occur and off-site improvements would be 
necessary starting at the intersection of Beeler Canyon Road and Creek Road. A detailed description 
of the off-site improvements required under this design option are provided in Section 3.2.8. The 
entire length of the off-site gravity sewer alternative would be approximately 9,880 feet from the start 
at Beeler Canyon Road to the final connection with the existing Poway sewer system at Oak Knoll 
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Road. Because the existing sewer infrastructure and proposed gravity sewer improvements would 
adequately accommodate the transport of wastewater, significant impacts would not occur. 

TABLE4.11-6 
ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

LAND MA.X#OF GENERATION GALLONS 

USE UNITS FACTOR PER DAV 

SF ResidentiaJl 557 280 gpd/du 155,960 

SF Residential 1 106 280 gpd/du 29,680 

SchooF 107 edu 280 gpd/edu 29,960 

Park3 4edu 280 gpd/edu 1,120 

Institutional 11.4 net acres 2,500 gpd/ac 28,500 

Total 245,220 
l Residential based on 3.5 people per dwelling unit and 80 gallons per capita per day. 
2 School based on 107 ~quivalent dwelling units and 3.5 people per unit. 
3. Park based on 4 equivalent dweUing units. 
Source: Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates; June 2000. 

Significance of Impacts - Sewer 

Although the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects would contribute to an incremental burden 
on sewer services, with construction of proposed on- and off-site improvements to the sewer system 
infrastructure, adequate service would be available to the project site; thus, impacts are not regarded as 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program - Sewer 

Impacts to sewer services "Yould not be significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 

Issue 4: Is adequate solul waste disposal available to serve the proposed project? 

Significance Criteria - Solul Waste 

A significant impact on solid waste disposal would occur if the landfill servicing the project site does 
not have sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. 
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Impact Analysis - Solid Waste 

The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD) considers a 30-unit or greater 
residential development that generates approximately 60 tons of waste per year as a significant impact 
on landfill capacity. Besides wastes generated from operational activities, construction activities also 
generate wastes. The ESD considers construction of 30 or more residential units a "large" project, 
which may have a direct impact on landfill capacity. The Rancho Encantada project proposes 941 
residential dwelling units, with 278 units on the Montecito sub-project site and ~63 units on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Thus, both sub-projects would be considered "large" by ESD 
standards. 

Projected waste streams from both the construction and operation of the proposed Rancho Encantada 
project were calculated to determine the potential impacts on landfill capacity and ESD services. 
There are no established waste generation rates published or utilized by the ESD or the California 
Integrated Waste Management District (CIWMD) to calculate the amount of wastes that would be 
generated from project construction. Thus, there is no method to determine the quantity of wastes that 
should be recycled and reused during construction-related activities. In absence of that specific 
information, the ESD may require the project proponent to provide the following prior to issuing 
builcijng permits: 1) a waste management plan; 2) the identification ·of businesses that would accept 
products made with post-consumer materials; 3) set-aside areas on construction sites for collection and 
separation of reusable and/or recyclable materials; and 4) demonstration of a good faith effort to 
purchase recycled materials. That plan would include specific plans to reduce and recycle wastes by 
50 percent and would be written with partial input from the contractor(s) to ensure its effectiveness. 

The ESD estimates the average amount of solid waste that is generated by residential development to 
be 2.0 tons/year per unit for single. family residential uses and 1.2 tons/year for multi-family residential 
uses. Buildout of the Montecito sub-project with 278 single-family homes, and buildout of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project with 557 single-family homes, 106 multi-family units, a school/park site 
and two institutional sites would generate approximately 2,225 tons of waste per year, as summarized 
by 4.11-7, Projected Solid Waste Generation. The density to which trash can be compacted at the 
landfill is between 400 to 1,500 pounds per cubic yard (ppcy). A minimum acceptable figure is 800 
ppcy, with 1,000 ppcy being a typical estimate (Lindberg, 1986 Civil Engineering Reference Manual). 
If 1,000 ppcy is used to estimate the compacting of 2,225 tons of solid waste per year, the resulting 
volume of generated solid waste would be about 4,450 cubic yards per year, or 12.1 cubic yards per 
day. The remaining landfill capacity of the Miramar Landfill as of January 1999, is approximately 
28,300,000 cubic yards. Therefore, the Project's solid waste generation per year would occupy 0.01 
percent of the total remaining landfill capacity. Accordingly, the Project's small incremental impact on 
the Miramar Landfill would not be regarded as significant. 

The proposed Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects would, however, result in the net 
production of solid waste and contribute to the cumulative impacts on the ESD's landfill capacity and 
waste management services (see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). This cumulative contribution 
would be regarded as a significant cumulative impact of both sub-projects and the proposed Rancho 
Encantada Precise Plan as a whole. The sub-projects would be subject to Municipal Code Section 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.11-21 

• 

] 

] 

] 

J 



Environmental Analysis - Public Services 4.11 

101.2001, which requires participation in the City's recycling program. The City of San Diego's 
recycling program is consistent with the California Integrated Waste Management Act (1989), which 
requires a 50 percent reduction by December 2000. The residential uses would be required to 
incorporate those recycling and waste reduction measures provided in the City's Source Reduction and 
Recycling Element. 

Table 4.11-7 
ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

LA.ND USE DEVELOPMENT 

UNIT 

MONTECITO SUB-PROJECT 

Single Family Res. 278 units 

SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECT 

Single Family Res. 557 units 

Multi Family 106 units 

School Site 10.0 net acres• 

Park Site 3.0 net acres 

Institutional 11.4 net acres2 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Subtotal 

Precise Plan Total 
l Based on 700 students/employees. 
2 Based on 30 employees. 

Significance of Impacts - Solid Waste 

SouDWASTE 

GENERATION RA TE 

(TONS PER YEAR) 

2.0 

2.0 

1.2 

.054/student, employee 

nominal 

1.68/employee 

AVG.SOLID AVG.SOLID 

WASTE WASTE 

GENERATION GENERATION 

PER YEAR PERDAY 

556 tons 1.52 tons 

1,114 tons 3.04 tons 

127 tons 0.35 ton 

378 tons 1.03 tons 

nominal nominal 

50.4 tons 0.13 ton 

1,669 tons 4.55 tons 

2,225 tons 6.07 tons 

Incremental impacts to landfill capacity are not considered significant on a project-specific level. 
Cumulative impacts on landfill capacity and waste management services would be regarded as 
significant (see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). 

Mitigation Measures. Monitoring and Reporting Program - Solid Waste 

The following measures shall apply to both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects: 

4.11-5: Destination of Materials: 

a. The owner/permittee and construction contractors of each sub-project shall contact and 
use businesses (including self) that accept post-consumer materials for manufacture. 
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(A list of construction and demolition recyclers and materials accepted by these 
facilities is available from the City of San Diego Environmental Services Department.) 

b . Construction contractors shall identify the method of transporting materials to either a 
landfill or reprocessing centers. 

4.11-6: Buy Recycled: 

a. The owner/permittee of each sub-project shall identify products to be used in the 
construction activities that may be made of post-consumer content. 

b. A good-faith effort shall be made to identify and use readily available products made 
with post consumer materials. Recycled products shall be comprised of at least 50 
percent recycled materials. 

4.11-7: Education: 

a. The owner/permittee of each sub-project shall provide a plan to educate and inform 
contractors of the waste management plan's goals of waste reduction and procedures 
for implementing them. Where possible, goals shall be included in contractor 
specifications. The sub-project's owner/ permittee shall ensure that contractors achieve 
the performance levels specified. 
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4.12 PuBLIC SAFETY 

4.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 Electromagnetic Fields 

The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) maintains a 200-foot wide electrical transmission 
line easement on the project site. This easement comprises approximately 44.4 acres of the Precise 
Plan area, including 33 .3 acres on the Montecito sub-project site and 11.1 acres on ·the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. The easement accommodates one circuit of 138 kV and one circuit of 230 kV 
overhead transmission lines and four steel lattice towers. The towers are located in the Montecito sub­
project area with two located in the north-central portion and two located in the eastern portion. There 
is a minimum vertical ground clearance for all wires of 45 feet at any given point. Various other 
smaller easements cross the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, including two parallel 12-foot and 25-
foot wide easements running in a north/south alignment through the western portion of Sycamore 
Estates that connects to an SDG&E substation located south of the Project site on the MCAS Miramar 
property. 

There has recently been concern about electromagnetic fields (EMF) and the relationship to increased 
incidence of rare forms of cancer. Studies from the late 1970s have suggested a possible relatioriship 
between cancer, specifically childhood leukemia, and exposure to electric and magnetic fields or 
proximity to overhead transmission lines. The available scientific data do not support a conclusion that 
electric and/or magnetic fields cause health effects. However, due to increasing concern regarding 
electromagnetic (EMF) fields and health effects and the proximity of the power lines to potential 
development areas, this issue is addressed in this EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 states, "[i]f, 
after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for 
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact." The 
following discussion summarizes information gathered to date on EMF effects and their possible 
ramifications. 

High-power transmission lines (such as those located within the SDG&E easement) generate 
electromagnetic fields, which consist of invisible lines of force that surround anything conducting 
electricity. An electrical field is created when voltage is established on a wire (i.e., when an item is 
"plugged in"), while magnetic fields are created with the flow of current (i.e., if there is no current, 
there is no electrically induced magnetic field). These created electric and magnetic fields are 
widespread in modern America and are generated by all electrical items, including many common 
household appliances. A small sample of common EMF sources includes refrigerators, televisfons, 
stereos, coffee makers, broilers, electric blankets, fax machines, computers, and light bulbs. 
Electromagnetic fields are created by charged particles. The electric component of the field pushes or 
pulls charged particles, such as ions, in the direction of the field. The magnetic component acts on 
moving charged particles and pushes them perpendicular to their direction of motion. 

Commonly, distributed electric power is alternating current. This is in contrast to the direct current 
produced by batteries. An alternating current does not flow steadily in one direction, but alternates 
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back and forth. The power used in North America alternates at 60 cycles per second (the current 
changes direction 120 times per second), which is known as 60 hertz (Hz). Consequently, the electric 
and magnetic fields produced by the electric power also oscillate at 60 Hz. Europe and some other 
parts of the world use a 50 Hz frequency. • 

The electromagnetic fields produced by 60 Hz power lines have a much lower frequency and, 
therefore, lower energy than microwaves or X-rays, although they are all forms of electromagnetic 
energy. For comparison, radio waves operate at approximately 106 Hz (1,000,000 cycles per second); a 
television screen operates at approximately 108 Hz; visible light occurs slightly below 1015 Hz; 
ultraviolet light ranges from about 1015 to 1017 Hz; and X-rays range from 1016 to 1020 Hz. The 
spectrum of electromagnetic wavelengths is shown in Figure 4.12-1, Approximate Spectrum of 
Electromagnetic Fields. 

Because X-rays have enough kinetic energy to break apart the molecules that contain genes, excessive 
X-ray exposure can lead to mutations and cancer. When microwave energy passes through materials 
containing water, the energy is absorbed by the materials and converted to heat. This is how a 
microwave oven works. The electromagnetic fields produced by 60 Hz transmission lines do not have 
enough energy to break apart molecules, and although they can cause heating in substances, this heat is 
barely detectable. Normally occurring temperature changes (i.e., temperature changes due to normal 
biological processes) in human cells are greater than the temperature changes that these 
electromagnetic fields can produce (Culver Company 1994). Therefore, electromagnetic fields from 60 
Hz power transmission lines do not have the same effects on the human body as microwaves or X-rays. 

Electric fields are measured in volts per meter (V/m) and magnetic fields are measured in teslas or 
gauss, which equals one ten-thousandth of a tesla. Typical electric field levels within the home or 
workplace are 1 to 10 V/m; fields within one foot of small appliances reach 20 to 200 V/m; and the 
field strength directly next to an electric blanket can reach 10,000 V/m. Ten thousand volts per meter 
is approximately the maximum level directly beneath a 765 kilovolt (kV) transmission line. Electric 
fields weaken rapidly with increased distance from the source. An electric field with a 10,000 V /m 
strength at the source will decrease to less than 500 V /m at a distance of 60 meters. Electric fields are 
also easily blocked by vegetation and buildings. Table 4.12-1, Typical Values of Created Power 
Frequency Electric Fields, shows some common electric field values. Figure 4.12-2, Lateral Profiles 
of Electric Field Intensities of Typical Power Lines, shows a lateral profile of an electric field at ground 
level for typical transmission lines. These profiles assume a flat ground with no intervening obstacles, 
such as vegetation or walls. The highest-voltage line in the easements in or near the project site is 230 
kV. 

The maximum magnetic field value beneath a power distribution line is approximately 50 milligauss 
(mG), and that directly beneath a 765 kV transmission line is approximately 250 mG. The level 
directly below a 220 kV line is about 65 mG, which decreases to about 15 mG at a distance of 30 
meters. Typical home levels are between 0.1 and 50 mG and the values within several inches of 
appliances can be 10 to 20 times higher. Unlike electric fields, magnetic fields are not substantially 
affected by vegetation and buildings. Figure 4.12-3, Lateral Profiles of Magnetic Flux of Typical 
Power Lines, shows a lateral profile. of a magnetic field at ground level for typical transmission lines. 
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Table 4.12-2, Magnetic Fields Measured at 11.8 lnchesfrom Various Household Appliances, shows 
some common magnetic field values. 

Reports from the Soviet Union of various health complaints among utility workers in high-voltage 
switchyards in the early 1970s generated worldwide concern regarding the possibility of adverse health 
effects from exposures to electric fields. Subsequent research on electrical utility workers in Europe 
and North America failed to confimi the presence of such complaints, and subsequently, Soviet 
investigators indicated that their earlier concerns had been "overstated" (Bailey Research Associates, 
Inc. 1992). 

TABLE4.12-l 
TYPICAL VALUES OF CREA TED POWER FREQUENCY 

ELECTRIC FIELDS 

ELECTRIC FIELD (VIM) AT 
SOURCE 11.8 INCHES FROM SOURCE 

Electric Cooking 4 

Toaster 40 

Electric blanket 250 

Iron 60 

Broiler 130 

Hair dryer 40 

Vaporizer 40 

Refrigerator 60 

Color TV 30 

Stereo sound equipment 90 

Coffee pot 30 

Vacuum cleaner 16 

Hand mixer 50 

Incandescent light bulb 2 
SOURCE: International Electricity Research Exchange 1988. 
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TABLE4.12-2 ] 

MAGNETIC FIELDS MEASURED AT 11.8 INCHES 
FROM VARIOUS HOUSEHOLD APPLIANCES 

RANGE OF MEASURED 
APPLIANCES FIELDS(MG) 

Ranges 3 -
Ovens 1 -

Microwaves 40 -

Disposals . 8 -

Dishwashers 7 -

Refrigerators <0.1 -

Washers 2 -
Dryers 0.7 -
Coffee makers 0.7 -

Irons 1 -

Can openers 30 -

Mixers 6 -

Blenders 5 -
Vacuum cleaners 20 -

Portable heaters 1.5 -
Fans 0.2 -

Hair dryers <1 -

Shavers 1 -

Televisions 0.3 -
Fluorescent fixtures 20 -

Desk lamps 5 -

Saws 10 -
Drills 25 -

SOURCE: International Electricity Research Exchange 1988. 
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In the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s, interest shifted prirriarily to magnetic fields because of a 
reported association between the apparent current-carrying capacity of power lines and childhood 
cancer (Wertheimer and Leeper 1979) and because electric fields from outside sources cannot penetrate 
building materials and enter homes. The apparent association to date arises from epidemiological 
studies, which are based on a statistical association between a pattern of disease (such as cancer) and a 
factor (such as overhead power lines). This is in contrast to laboratory studies, which develop a cause­
and-effect relationship from experimental evidence and are reproducible. Over 20 epidemiological 
studies have been conducted on this subject with conflicting results, but much of the debate is based on 
two studies in the Denver area. The first was published in 1979 by Nancy Wertheimer and Ed Leeper. 
It compared the home environments of childhood cancer victims and a control population to attempt to 

'" identify whether any factor related to home environment was statistically associated with the 
occurrence of cancer. Overhead power lines were identified as a possible factor. 

Power delivery systems have high-tension wires which operate at high voltages (up to several hundred 
kilovolts) to allow power to be transported at relatively low currents. These wires deliver power to 
distribution substations. where the voltage is stepped down, resulting in proportionately higher current 
in the medium-voltage primary lines. These lines carry power to a local transformer, where the voltage 
is stepped down again to produce the 240 volts delivered to individual residences. The current flow is 
greatest in the wires directly issuing from a substation or local transformer. At these points the voltage 
has been stepped down and "transformed" into current (Wertheimer and Leeper 1979). It was homes 
particularly close to these transforming points that were over-represented among cancer cases in the 
Wertheimer and Leeper study. 

The magnetic fields produced by the currents in the power distribution lines can be canceled by 
balancing the supply and return currents (the magnetic field is zero between two lines with currents that 
are equal in magnitude but opposite in direction). This cancellation is not complete because the wires 
are often separated in space and because some of the return current does not flow through the wires. 
Some of the return current may instead go through the ground or, in many cases, through the plumbing 
system to which most urban electrical systems are grounded at each house. This results in a locally 
imbalanced current, both in the distribution wires and in the plumbing. 

The Wertheimer and Leeper study states that the ground current flows not only in the street plumbing 
but also through the pipes in the house. Current which enters the plumbing at one house can flow 
through several homes before it returns to the distribution wires because the plumbing provides a 
continuous low-resistance path between houses. The ground current produces a magnetic field which 
Wertheimer and Leeper state "appears to be roughly related to the types of wiring configurations 
nearby. This relationship between wires and plumbing is to be expected because, other things f?eing 
equal, the greatest unbalanced current tends to occur where the total current in the wires is greatest, and 
the unbalanced portion of the current must detour through ground paths, such as the nearby earth and 
plumbing." 

The Wertheimer and Leeper researchers classified the houses in the study based on the proximity to 
high-current configuration (HCC) and low-current configuration (LCC) wires. The HCC category was 
further divided into three subcategories: (1) home less than 40 meters from large-gauge primaries or an 
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array of six or more thin primaries; (2) homes less than 20 meters from an array of three to five thin 
primaries or from high-tension (50-230 kV) wires; and (3) homes less than 15 meters from first span 
secondary (240-volt) wires. First span secondaries were redefined as those secondaries which issued 
directly from the transformer and had not yet lost any current through a service drop occurring beyond 
the transformer pole. 

However, no attempt was made to measure the actual magnetic field levels present. In other words, 
children with cancer were reported to be more likely to have power-line wiring outside the home 
apparently capable of generating higher magnetic fields than were healthy children, although actual 
exposures were not determined. Additionally, the studies by Wertheimer and Leeper were criticized 
for not elimin_ating confounding factors, such as maternal smoking, use of X rays, air pollution, traffic, 
noise, exposure to hazardous chemicals, and housing density, which might have contributed to the 
cancer but are unrelated to power-line fields. The classification of the wires was also considered 
biased because the researchers knew whether the case person of the house had contracted cancer or not. 
The classification itself was considered arbitrary based on visual inspection. 

A second study in Denver was completed which expanded on Wertheimer and Leeper's work and 
improved some of the weaknesses in the previous methodology (Savitz et al. 1988). A modest 
statistical correlation between children with cancer and the proximity of their homes to HCC power 
lines was found. But the correlation between cancer and the actual measured magnetic fields in the 
homes was weak enough to be included in a statistical margin of error. 

Another study that made field measurements of magnetic fields in the homes to estimate exposure 
(rather than using the crude estimations based on the type of utility wiring outside the home and the 
distance of the lines from the home) did not report a statistically significant association between 
childhood cancer and measured fields (London et al. 1991). Several other epidemiological studies 
conducted in communi ty settings have not detected any association between proximity to power-line 
sources of magnetic fields and cancer. (Fulton et al. 1980; McDowall 196; Coleman et al. 1989; Myers 
et al. 1990). 

Results of occupational epidemiological studies are also contradictory. Some of these studies indicate 
a statistical association between some types of cancer and electrical occupations while others do not 
(California Department of Health Services 1992; Bailey Research Associates 1992). As with the 
residential studies, the major limitation of the studies completed to date is the lack of data regarding 
actual exposure, since they use job classification/job titles to estimate exposure (Office of Technology 
Assessment 1989). 

Most recently, a study was completed involving cancer mortality among workers at Southern California 
Edison Company. No consistent association was found between either work in electrical occupations 
or magnetic fields measured in the work environment and all cancers combined. A similar study 
completed in 1992 among Swedish electric utility workers provided results consistent with the 
Southern California Edison study (Sahl, Kelsh, and Greenland 1993). 

RANCHOENCANTADA ElR (LDRNo. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) . 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.12-9 
■ 

I 



Environmental Analysis -Public Safety -

There are still relatively little data that give experimental support for a mechanism of cancer 
development from magnetic fields, but there is growing recognition that these fields may have 
biological effects based on the fact that every cell in the body has charged particles of various kinds on 
the two sides of the outer membrane. Thus, cell membranes are much like miniature storage batteries, 
maintaining a separation of charge across themselves. It is speculated that 60 Hz fields may alter the 
behavior of charged particles located in or attached to cell membranes. Most investigators agree that 
the findings are suggestive enough to deserve further inquiry. However, the following conclusion has 
been reached with regard to the laboratory evidence regarding the association between magnetic fields 
and cancer. 

Extensive laboratory studies of human and animal cells exposed in vitro to 60 Hz. electromagnetic 
fields (EMFs) over a wide range of intensities show no indication of damage to DNA, the capacity to 
repair DNA damage, micronuclei formation or increased chromosomal aberrations. Therefore, the 
consensus among members of the scientific community is that 60 Hz EMFs are not cancer initiators 
(Bailey Research Associates 1992). 

The epidemiological and laboratory studies conducted to date, as a whole, do not support the 
conclusion that exposure to magnetic fields is a cause of cancer (California Department of Health 
Services 1992; Bailey Research Associates 1992; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1992). At 
present, the scientific community does not support the implementation of standards since science has 
not identified exposure to EMFs as a health hazard nor has it provided any meaningful dose-response 
data on which to base standards (California Department of Health Services 1992; Bailey Research 
Associates 1992). 

A study conducted in Finland in 1996 concluded that magnetic fields created by high-voltage power 
lines are unlikely to significantly increase the risk of cancer (Press-Enterprise, 1996). In that 
nationwide study of 383,700 people, almost no difference in the incidence of cancer was found among 
adults living within 500 yards of overhead power lines when compared to the population as a whole. 
The researchers said the results, published in the British Medical Journal, suggest strongly that typical 
magnetic fields generated by high-voltage power lines in residential areas are not related to cancer in 
adults. 

At the local level, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), after investigating the EMF 
issue, found that available scientific research does not support a conclusion that exposure to low­
frequency fields is a health risk. However, the CPUC, SDG&E, and other utilities in California 
recognize that some public concern and scientific uncertainty exist regarding a potential health risk 
associated with EMF. As a result, the CPUC issued Decision 93-11-013 on November 2, 1993. In this 
order, the commission directed California's utilities to standardize guidelines with other utilities where 
possible. 

At the national level, the National Research Council committee released a congressionally-requested 
report titled "Possible Health Effects of Exposure to Residential Electric and Magnetic Fields" in 1996. 
The Research Council committee examined 500 studies spanning 17 years of research and concluded 
that no clear, convincing evidence exits to show that residential exposures to electric and magnetic 
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fields are a threat to human health. The report also states that results of studies aggregate regarding 
links between leukemia and EMF have been inconsistent and contradictory and do not constitute 
reliable evidence of an association (National Research Council Commission on Life Sciences, 1996). 

The bottom line is that there is no established cause and effect relationship between EMF exposure and 
cancer or other disease. For this reason, the Environmental Protection Agency cannot define a 
hazardous level of EMF exposure (EPA 1992). 

Because the possible link between electromagnetic fields from power lines and deleterious health 
effects has not been established, no land use setback distances from power lines or easements has been 
recommended except for the California State Department of Education, which requires a 150-foot 
setback from 230 kV transmission lines for adjacent school sites. 

□ Hazardous Materials 

An environmental assessment, entitled Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Beeler Canyon 
Property, San Diego, Califomia was conducted by GEOCON in September 1998 for the Montecito sub­
project site · and is included as Appendix Kl to this EIR. An environmental site assessment was 
conducted for the Sycamore Estates sub-project site by P&D ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, entitled 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment General Dynamics Sycamore Canyon Site and is included as 
Appendix K2 to this BIR. These assessments were conducted to observe if any facilities or structures 
located on the properties are operated by entities that potentially use, store, generate or dispose of 
hazardous materials and/or wastes. The .following is a description of what was found on the two sites. 

Regulatory Setting 

The management of hazardous chemicals is regulated by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act (OSHA), the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975, the National Fire Code, 
Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code, California Code of Regulations Title 22, and the 
Hazardous Materials Management Division of the County of San Diego. Hazard identification 
and threshold planning is regulated by the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know 
Act of 1986 (California Code of Regulations Title 19). Worker safety regulations are contained 
in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations. Any storage of hazardous materials, such as 
waste hydraulic fluids, vacuum oils, paint wastes, adhesive wastes, kerosene, and gasoline 
would require the user to obtain a permit from the County and a hazardous waste generator 
identification number from the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

Montecito Sub-Project Site 

An empty 55-gallon drum and an above-ground storage tank were found on the northwest 
portion of the Montecito sub-project site. Labels were not observed on the drum or the tank 
and staining of the surrounding ground surfaces was not observed. A wooden shed on top of an 
apparent concrete foundation was also observed on the northwestern portion of the subject 
property. An above-ground electrical line connects the shed to the power poles. The inside of 
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the shed was not observed. The San Diego Water Utilities Department indicated that there are 
no drinking water wells in the site area and that there have not been drinking water 
contamination problems reported in the vicinity. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project Site 

The Phase I site assessment conducted by P&D ENVIRONMENTAL indicated that the Sycamore 
sub-project site contains five operational sites (labeled as Sites A, B, D, J and Kon Figure 
4.12-4, Existing Use Areas - Sycamore Estates Sub-Project). Sites A, B, D and J primarily 
consist of assembly, testing, and storage facilities. Site A is currently under lease to Raytheon 
and Site Bis currently leased to Lockheed Martin. Sites D, J and Kare occupied by the 
property owner, General Dynamics. Provided below is a brief description of the existing 
condition of each site. According to the Phase 1 Site Assessments, no significant site 
contamination was found on the sub-project site and no contamination beyond that which was 
reported in the federal and local lists was discovered during field reconnaissance. In addition, 
review of the regulatory agency information and area reconnaissance did not indicate off-site 
hazardous material sources of environmental concern to the project site. 

Site A: Site A is occupied by Raytheon and is used as a radar test site. Site A was once 
occupied by General Dynamics' Convair Division, who also used the site as a radar 
cross section testing range. Small. containers of gasoline cutting oils, paint resins and 
propane cylinders exist at this location, and no containers were observed to be leaking. 
Due to the small amount-of hazardous materials at Site A, this site is not considered a 
significant source of hazardous materials. 

Site B: Site B was once occupied by General Dynamics' Space Systems Division and 
was used to preform temperature testing on rocket bodies with liquid hydrogen and 
liquid nitrogen. A leach field was observed at this location which has not been tested. 
Site B is now occupied by Lockheed-Martin as a radar cross-section (RCS) range and 
cryogenic and structural test facility for missiles. Small quantities of hazardous wastes 
are reportedly generated by Lockheed-Martin, including hydraulic fluids and vacuum 
oils, paint wastes, and adhesive wastes and small amounts of kerosene and gasoline. 
The waste materials are stored in 0.25- to 5-gallon drums and on pallets in a concrete 
lined, bermed hazardous materials storage area and in a hazardous waste storage locker 
located on the western side of Site B. In addition, large volumes of liquid nitrogen and 
oxygen are used at Site B during cryogenic testing. According to the lessee, these 
hazardous materials are removed by Greenfield Environmental every month. Site B 
appears on the County of San Diego HEl 7 Database. The current user of the site, is 
listed as having a hazardous materials inventory, including gases, gasoline, kerosene, 
alcohol, oils and Stoddard solvent (up to 15 gallons annually). County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health records identified a small spill of mercury (less 
than two ounces) within Building 21 at Site B. However, no indications ofresidual 
mercury contamination at this location were noted in the County file. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.12-12 
■ 



Al/RAMA RD 

S(C.75 

SOURCE: P & D ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EJR 

:r. - ~~ T- - -+--
I I 
I /01 I 1 I HW ,;, I 
L __ 
I 

SOC[ 
SUBSTATION 

Environmental Analysis - Public Safety • 

T 

I 

' ,\ 

1 

-·, -

i 

---:;:"'=-: - l\- [ -
"---. 

T -1- + 
I 

\ 
'-,. 

snr J l = !ff RAmKON 
~-!!.: '"~"'l snm,s 

I 

I l'·,,, 

7~ ACR;td -t '·,,~,.; .... -~: ~ I ,+ 
RAL DYNAMICS I - _J 

AP x. 2420 AcrJ;s / I I 
, ' 

~ ! +l_- -~ 
\_ 

- L 
GOVERNMENT PROPc.'?TY 

- -· 

\ - -

I 
I 

Ir-

T -1- 1 

I _L - - -,~ 
l 

' _ _j__ 
s&r'D"'»· PMJJ.,o" 

0 
\!J 
'J..I 
:i 
~ 
-.; 
(JJ 

~ 
).. 
>-.,. 
.j 
0 
(.) 

Figure 4.12-4 
EXISTING USE AREAS­

SYCAMORE ESTATES SUB-PROJECTS 

Page 4.12-13 

• 



Enviro~ental Analysis -Public Safety • 

Site D: Site D was occupied by General Dynamics' Space System Division and was 
used to test the structural load of rocket bodies. Two 55-gallon drums, one for Freon 
and one for Gensolve, were observed on the site. Site Dis now unoccupied and used 

. informally by the property owner for car repair and boat storage. A 500-gallon diesel 
tank was previously located on Site D, but was removed on December 11 , 1998 in 
accordance with procedures required by the County of San Diego Heart Department's 
Site Assessment and Mitigation Manual. 

Site J: Site J was occupied jointly by General Dynamics' Convair and Air Defense 
Systems Division to assembly, testing, and storage. Site J is currently being utilized by 
Raytheon for assembly, testing and storage. According to Law (1997) hazardous 
wastes generated at Site J included JPl0 and paint wastes. Hazardous waste is stored in 
5-gallon and 55-gallon containers and is reportedly stored outside Building 107 and in a 
storage area across from building 103, which have restricted access. Hazardous waste 
was reported to be removed from the Property by Laidlaw Environmental every two 
weeks. Two underground storage tanks are located at this site. A 1,000-gallon gasoline 
tarik was previously located on Site J, but was removed on December 11, 1998 in 
accordance with procedures required by the County of San Diego Heart Department's 
Site Assessment and Mitigation Manual. 

Site K: Site K is currently inactive, but was once occupied by General Dynamics' 
Convair Division and was previously used as a functioning testing site for the 
Tomahawk missile. The testing involved securing the booster engines to foundations 
and then igniting the boosters which contained a solid propellant that included 
ammonium perchlorate and carboxyl-terminated polybutadiene. 

Electrical Transformers: Electrical transformers are a potential source of environmental 
concern due to the possible presence of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing 
cooling oils used in some units. Several utility-owned concrete pad-mounted electrical 
transformers and several small, pad-mounted, privately-owned electrical transformers 
are located on Sites A, B, and D. None of these units were labeled as to PCB content, 
and none appeared to be leaking into the ground surface. It is expected that most of the 
smaller units were "dry-type" transformers. However, one pad-mounted electrical • 
transformer was observed at Site B, and is suspected of containing PCB's. 

Leach Fields: Currently, sewage disposal for Sites A, B, and Dis through septic 
systems and on-site leach fields. Subsurface soils samples were collected from the five 
leach fields at Site J and the one field at Site A, and analyzed for volatile and semi­
volatile organic compounds. None were detected in these samples taken in 1992. 

Casings: Lastly, and as disclosed in Section 4.9, CULTURAL RESOURCES, the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site contains a location (Cultural Resource Site CA-SDI-15159H) 
that consists of several hundred pieces of metal fragments. Preliminary cultural 
resource research indicated that this may be the site of a WWil era training airplane 
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crash. The site was re-visited by P&D ENVIRONMENTAL on May 22, 2000, to detennine 
the existence of any hazardous material. Only a few scattered .50 caliber casings were 
observed by P&D, and only one casing that still had a projectile was observed. All 
casings observed were within 30 yards of the assumed crash impact point. All observed 
casings had been drilled, indicating that they were dummy ammunition and all were 
significantly crushed. In addition, and according to armory personnel at MCAS 
Miramar, dummy ammunition would never have been mixed with live ammunition 
because there would be no reason to do so, and because a mixed load would quickly 
foul the weapon. However, there is a remote possibility that some casings may still 
have functional primers on the property. 

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project be adversely affected by emissions from overhead 
transmission lines located within the SDG&E easement? 

•~r,,.r.,-~ , . 

1 Significance Criteria 

Significant impacts to public safety would occur if adverse, documented public health effects resulted 
from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) associated with electric power lines or 
communication facilities. 

Impact Analysis 

As discussed in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the Project proposes 941 residential homes on the 
project site. The nearest residential lot to the existing northwest/southeast trending SDG&E easement 
would be five feet on the Montecito sub-project site (VTM Lot 268). With standard building setbacks 
at 30 feet to accommodate City brush management zone 1 requirements, the closest residential 
structure would be located approximately 35 feet from the edge of the easement. The nearest 
residential lot to the existing north/south trending SDG&E easement on the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site would be approximately ten feet. 

Future residents of the proposed Project could be exposed to EMF from the existing power lines 
located within the SDG&E easement. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, the known 
information about electromagnetic fields is summarized above under EXISTING CONDITIONS and no 
conclusion of significance is reached; the existing scientific data are inconclusive and potential impacts 
are speculative in nature. 

Significance ofimpacts 

Future residents of the proposed Project would be exposed to EMF from power lines within existing 
SDG&E easements. Due to the inconclusive nature of scientific data regarding the hazards of EMF, 
potential impacts are speculative in nature and are not regarded as significant. 
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Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Because existing scientific data are inconclusive and potential impacts are speculative in nature, no 
mitigation is required for EMF exposure. 

Issue 2: Would development of the proposed project expose people to potential health 
hazards from hazardous materials? 

Significance Criteria 

Hazardous materials impacts are considered potentially significant if a project's Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment identifies: a) demolition of old commercial, industrial and/or residential structures that 
may contain asbestos and other hazardous materials; b) sites with existing or previously removed 
underground storage tanks; and/or c) hazardous materials associated with manufacturing, mining and 
research/development uses. If the project's Phase I Environmental Site Assessment recommends 
remediation, impacts would be regarded as potentially significant. In addition, potentially significant 
hazardous material impacts could occur if the project proposes a use that would transport, store, utilize 
or dispose of hazardous materials that would be subject to the regulations and requirements of the San 
Diego County Health Department, Hazardous Materials Management Division (HMMD). 

Impact Analysis 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

No hazardous materials were identified on the Montecito sub-project site. The Montecito sub-project 
proposes single family residential homes, and associated landscaping and infrastructure. These uses 
would not involve the transport, storage, utilization or disposal of hazardous materials subject to the 
HMMD. Therefore, impacts would not occur. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

Five existing industrial use areas are located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, the uses on 
which would be terminated with implementation of the Project. As part of the proposed Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, Sites A and D would be converted to residential use, Site B would be converted to 
institutional uses, and portions of Site J and the remainder of Site K would be vacated and converted to 
open space. Some buildings will remain as ancillary uses to open space. With conversion of Sites A 
and D to residential use, and site B to institutional uses, all existing hazardous materials would be 
removed and no impacts would occur. Removal of existing uses would be conducted in accordance 
with County Health Department guidelines. Reclamation at Site J is proposed to consist of three 
components: the removal of an underground storage tank (UST), the demolition of most of the existing 
buildings and sampling of soils in areas of existing septic systems, as described below. 
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Underground Storage Tanlc Removal: A 4,000-gallon diesel fuel tank is located on Site J. This 
UST was upgraded on December 11, 1998, to meet the applicable performance standards for 
USTs. This tanlc is currently being used by the tenant and would be removed after the tenant 
vacates the site. Presence of the tank is regarded as a significant impact, and mitigation is 
required. 

Building Demolition: Six buildings are located on Site J that would be demolished upon 
vacation of the site by the current tenant. The presence of these buildings, containing 
hazardous materials, is regarded as a significant impact, and mitigation is required. 

Septic System Soil Testing: Four septic systems are located on Site J. The presence of untested 
leach fields is regarded as a significant impact, and mitigation is required. 

As stated previously, casings were observed within 30 yards of the assumed crash impact point. All 
observed casings found on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site had been drilled, indicating that they 
were dummy ammunition and all were significantly crushed. Some casings may still have functional 
primers, due to the casing being crnshed, and the existence of this material on the property is regarded 
as a significant impact. 

Significance of Impacts 

Montecito Sub-Project 

No hazardous materials impacts would occur on the Montecito sub-project site. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

Even though the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment indicated that the existing septic systems, 
diesel fuel tank and the six existing buildings located on site J are not hazardous, the mere existence of 
these features· represents a significant hazard potential. Significant hazard potential also exists at 
Cultural Resource Site CA-SDI-15159H, the site of a WWII era training airplane crash, where there is a 
remote possibility that some casings may still have functional primers. 

Mitigation Measures, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

No hazardous materials impacts would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

4.12-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits for the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, the 
owner/permittee shall remove the existing 4,000-gallon above ground diesel fuel tank at Site J 
as identified in the project's Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. The tank shall be 
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removed in accordance with the County of San Diego Health Department's Site Assessment 
and Mitigation Manual. The property owner shall perform all activities necessary to obtain 
closure from the County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health, within six months 
of vacation by the lessee. 

4.12-2: Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, the 
owner/permittee shall demolish buildings 99, 103, 104, 107, 114, and 115 (see Appendix K2 of 
this EIR for building location) and properly dispose of all demolition debris. Following 
demolition of the building foundations, the soil shall be field screened for the most likely 
constituents of concern in areas where painting, cleaning, or solvent use was identified and 
where hazardous chemicals were known to have been used or stored. The soil samples shall be 
collected using ASTM and EPA protocol and sampling methodologies. If contamination is 
discovered above regulatory levels, the property owner shall take remedial action as 
appropriate. A written report shall be prepared and submitted to the City of San Diego that 
includes a synopsis of the work, documentation of laboratory analyses, verification of 
submittals to regulatory agencies and documentation of disposition of wastes. 

4.12-3: Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, soil samples 
shall be taken from septic systems, storm water run-off areas, and container storage areas. Soil 
samples shall be collected from the leach fields in various locations below the depth of existing 
drain lines. The soil shall be sampled and analyzed for the most likely constituents of concern 
based on uses and activity at those locations using ASTM and EPA protocol and sampling 
methodologies. The following screening levels shall be utilized: 

Constituent Screening Level 

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 50PPM 

Metals 1000 x TTLC 

Volatile Organic Compounds in Soil 1000 x MCL for Drinking Water 

TTLC- Total Threshold Limit Concentration 
MCL- Maximum Contaminant Level 

Additional assessments shall be made if the laboratory results exceed the above levels. If 
contamination is discovered above regulatory levels, the property owner shall take remedial action 
as appropriate. A written report shall be prepared and submitted to the City of San Diego that 
includes a synopsis of the work, documentation of laboratory ~alyses, and verification of 
submittals to regulatory agencies. 

4.12-4: A Phase II site assessment shall be conducted and implemented prior to the issuance of grading 
permits on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The assessment shall identify detailed 
remediation efforts for sites A, B, D and J. 
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4.12-5: Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Sycamore Estates sub-project, 100 yards around J 
Cultural Resource Site CA-SDI-15159H shall be marked in the field by the construction supervisor 
and the project's hazardous materials consultant. These limits shall be identified on the grading 
plan. The project's construction supervisor shall submit a letterreport to the City's ESD, verifying 
that these limits have been flagged in the field. During grading operations, unauthorized ground 
personnel shall not be allowed within the flagged area. The top one foot of soil removed from 
within the 100-yard area shall be stockpiled separately and examined by the project's hazardous 
materials consultant for the presence of ammunition. The examination results shall be 
documented and submitted to the City's ESD. If ammunition is found, MCAS Miramar and/or 
the San Diego bomb disposal squad shall be notified by the construction supervisor, and either of 
these parties would be responsible for its disposal. 

4.12-6: During ·construction. if any soil contamination is suspected. e.g .. by odor or visual means. 
construction shall temporarily cease at that location and the San Diego County Department of 
Environmental Health. Hazardous Materials Management Division (HMMD) shall be contacted. 
A workplan shall be prepared as required by the HMMD. the soil sball be sampled and the results 
shall be evaluated to determine if any further action will be necessary. If further action is 
necessary. measures shall be approved by the San Diego County HMMD to ensure appropriate 
remediation. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

Page 4.12-19 

• 

] 

) 

I 

) 



Environmental Analysis. -Water Conservation -J.J:-J 

4.13 WATER CONSERVATION 

4.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) has supplied San Diego County, 
through the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCW A), with a source of potable water for the past 
45 years. Depending on local weather conditions, typically 75 to 90 percent of San Diego County's 
water is imported. All SDCW A imported water is currently obtained from MWD, but a historic water 
transfer agreement with the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) is expected to begin in 2002. MWD's 
sources of imported water are the Colorado River and from sources in Northern California via the State 
Water Project. Colorado River water is imported by MWD via the 242-mile long Colorado River 
Aqueduct. Water from Northern California rivers is imported to MWD via the State Water Project's 
444-mile MWD Aqueduct. The SDCW A takes delivery of water from MWD approximately six miles 
south of the Riverside-San Diego ·county line and transports it through five large-diameter pipelines to 
its member agencies. These agencies in tum deliver water directly to homes, businesses and other 
users. Local water sources account for five to 25 percent of the water supply and include surface water, 
wells, and reclamation. 

The MWD, the CW A, and local jurisdictions are actively pursuing alternatives to supplement existing 
water systems and supplies in response to future water shortages. Alternatives being pursued to.deal 
with potential problems associated with earthquakes, drought and continued population growth in 
major urb~ areas include resolution of problems associated with the California Aqueduct, transfer of 
water provided from federal projects and agricultural operations, construction of local emergency 
water storage reservoirs, water conservation and reclamation programs and desalination plants. 

The CW A operates a number of effective long-term water conservation programs. A total water 
savings of over 25,000 acre-feet was realized during fiscal year 1998-99 because of these efforts. The 
CW A also continues to meet implementation standards for the Best Management Practices (BMP) for 
water conservation. The CW A reports that the residential Ultra-Low-Flush Toilet (ULFf) Incentive 
Program is the most prominent of the BMPs in operation during the year. 

Ongoin·g planning for water reclamation plants within the City of San Diego will eventually provide 
for recycling of water entering the sewage system. This will help relieve the region's reliance on 
imported water. The City' s Water Reclamation Ordinance requires that reclaimed water be used 
within the City wherever its use is justified and feasible. As part of the ordinance, the City adopted a 
Water Reclamation Master Plan to define, encourage, and develop use of reclaimed water within its 
boundaries. Benefits derived from the use of reclaimed water are numerous, including: • 

• Relief for the City's wastewater capacity limitations 
• Use of an otherwise wasted resource 
• Reduction of demand on the City's domestic water system 
• Support for the Greater San Diego Clean Water Program's water reclamation 

implementation 
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For the past several years, the City of San Diego has been conditioning qualifying development 
projects within the city to install facilities for the use of reclaimed water to offset the demands of 
potable water of new planned uses. In 1992, the City completed a reclaimed water distribution plan 
for the City's northern service area. In September 1994 the MWD implemented an "optimized" 
reclaimed water distribution system for reclaimed water use in the City's northern service area, which 
is primarily served by the North City Water Reclamation Plant, located at Miramar Road and Eastgate 
Mall. This reclamation plant began to treat wastewater in April 1997. The North City Water 
Reclamation Plant is designed to treat up to 30 million gallons of wastewater per day. Reclaimed 
water is pumped through an approximately 45-mile long distribution system extending from Torrey 
Pines in the west to Scripps Ranch in the east. The proposed Rancho Encantada project area is located 
outside of the optimized system service area. 

Issue I: Would the project's development result in direct and cumulative impacts to water 
supplies in the San Diego region? 

Significance Criteria 

Impacts to water conservation would be considered potentially significant if: 

a. 

b. 

The project utilized an excessive use of water or did not incorporate water-conserving 
measures into the project design. 

The project is a moderate to large scale urban-level project in the Future Urbanizing 
Area. 

Impact Analysis 

The Project proposes 835 single-family lots, two institutional sites, 106 multi-family units, an 
elementary school site and a park site clustered into 12 planning areas. Because the site is located in 
the City's Future Urbanizing Area and is considered a large-scale project, it would result in a 
potentially significant water conservation impact pursuant to significance criterion "b." Although 75 
percent of the site would be retained as natural open space, and although the development intensity of 
the Montecito sub-project would be consistent with its existing R-1-8 zone and the Rural Cluster 
Development Regulations of Council Policy 600-29, and although the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
would be rezoned to AR-1-1, allowing a much lower development intensity than permitted under its 
ex\sting AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and IH-2-lzoning, the Project's would be considered an urban-level 
development. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would increase water demand within the project site by 
approximately 0.6 million gallons per day (MGD). Of this amount, the Montecito sub-project would 
use approximately 145,500 gallons of water per day, and the Sycamore Estates sub-project would use 
approximately 462,731 gallons of water per day. Water usage calculations are included in Section 
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4.11, PUBLIC FACILITIES, of this EIR. Additionally, short-term water consumption would occur during 
the construction phases of Project development. It is not anticipated that excessive amounts of water 
consumption would result from implementation of the proposed Project. Through adherence to the 
guidelines contained in the City of San Diego Water Utilities Development Planning and Design Guide 
and the City's Landscape Technical Manual, potential adverse impacts to·the City's water supply 
would not be regarded as individually significant. Cumulative impacts associated with water use 
wouJd be regarded as potentially significant, and could be partially mitigated by the measures listed 
below under "Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program." 

Significance of Impact 

Impacts would not be regarded as a significant direct and cumulative. Direct impacts would be 
mitigable. The increase in water usage that would occur with implementation of the proposed Project 
would, however, contribute to cumulative and unmitigable water conservation impacts in the City of 
San Diego (see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). 

Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Montecito and Sycamore Estates Sub-Projects 

Implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise Plan's Design Guidelines would reduce, 
but not fully mitigate, significant cumulative water conservation impacts. Direct impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 

4.13-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the incorporation oflow water ·use plant species shall 
be verified by the City of San Diego Landscape Division as shown on the landscape 
construction drawings. Use of drought tolerant, low water or no water (native) species on all 
artificial slopes (where appropriate in consideration of brush management requirements and 
MHPA Adjacency Guidelines) shall be provided. 

4.13-2: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the reqttitement for ttse of soil rnoistuie o ~enide 
systems shall be verified by the City of San Diego Landscape Division as being shown 011 the 
lmrdscape co11strnetio11 d1awi11gs. Soi-I 1uoisttt1e ovenide systel"l'ls shaU be p1ovided irt all 
cornn1011 i-r r i~ation areas to avoid over water in~. shall verify that all common irrigation areas 
shall be operated by a computerized irrigation system which includes a weather station/ET gage 
capable of reading current weather data and making automatic adjustments to independent 
program run times for each irrigation valve based on changes in temperature. solar radiation, 
relative humidity. rain and wind. In addition, the computerized irrigation system shall be 
equipped with flow sensing capabilities, thus automatically shutting down the irrigation system 
in the event of a mainline break or broken head. These features will assist in conserving water, 
eliminating the potential of slope failures due to mainline breaks and eliminating over watering 
and flooding due to pipe and/or head breaks. 
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4.13-3: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, appropriate plant groupings shall be verified by the 
City of San Diego Landscape Division as shown on the landscape construction drawings. Plants 
with similar water usage requirements shall be grouped together. 

4.13-4: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the use of low flush toilets and low-flow faucets shall 
be noted on the architecture construction drawings and verified by the City of San Diego 
Building Division. 
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4.14 NATURAL RESOURCES 

4.14.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

0 AGGREGATE RESOURCES 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan's Conservation Element addresses the 
importance of sand and gravel mineral resources. The Conservation Element identifies the project site 
as containing Poway Conglomerate which is described as a local source of sand, gravel, road base 
material and aggregate for asphaltic concrete. Sand, gravel, and crushed rock are included among 
mineral commodities referred to as "construction materials." These commodities, collectively called 
"aggregate" provide bulk and strength to Portland cement concrete, asphaltic concrete, plaster and 
stucco. Aggregate is also used as road base, subbase and fill. The emphasis in western San Diego 
County is placed on portland cement concrete aggregate because the material specifications for this 
material are restrictive and deposits that are acceptable for Portland cement concrete are scarce. 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) requires the California State 
Geologist to classify areas identified by the Office of Planning and Research into Mineral Resource 
Zones. These classifications are based on geologic factors without regard for existing land use and 
ownership. SMARA also requires that the State Geologist classify lands with potential significant 
mineral deposits located in certain areas of the state subject to urban expansion or land use 
incompatibilities with mining. The primary objective of mineral land classification is to assure that 
mineral potential and its significance is recognized and considered before land use decisions that could 
preclude mining are made. The availability of mineral resources is recognized as being vital to our 
society; yet for most types of minerals, economic deposits are rare. Because of land use competition, 
access to terrain for purposes of mineral exploration and mine development has become increasingly 
difficult. As a consequence, local planning agencies are often confronted with increasingly difficult 
land use decisions. If the mineral industry is to continue supplying mineral raw materials for California, 
it is essential that areas containing significant mineral resources be identified so that this information 
can be incorporated into land use planning decisions. • 

The California Division of Mines and Geology has prepared guidelines for local jurisdictions to follow 
in formulating and implementing its mineral resource policies. As defined by Special Report No. 153, 
the project site is located in the Western San Diego County Production Consumption (P-C) Region 
which covers the entire metropolitan area of San Diego County. The region is divided into Mineral 
Resource Zones (MRZs) based on guidelines adopted by the California State Mining and Geology 
Board. Aggregate materials are classified as either "reserves" or "resources." Reserves are defined 
by the California Division of Mines and Geology as "aggregate materials that a sand and gravel 
company owns or controls, and for which it has a valid mining permit." Resources are "the total 
amount of available aggregate within an area, including any reserves." 
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Mineral Resource Zones are described as follows: 

MRZl: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are 
present, or where there is little likelihood for their presence. 

MRZ2: 

MRZ3: 

MRZ4: 

Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present, or where there is high likelihood for their presence. 

Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated 
from available data. 

Areas where available info1mation is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ. 

As shown on Figure 4.14-1, Mineral Land Classification Map, 94 percent of the project site is 
designated as a Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) and six percent of the project site is classified as 
mineral Resource Zone 3 (MRZ-3). Based on the preliminary geologic analysis and known mining 
activity within the study area, the entire site could potentially be suitable for mining, containing in­
place aggregate capable of meeting all grade specifications. Depth of the deposits and variations of 
material grade or the presence of strata or groundwater has not been determined. 

SMARA requires maintenance of a SO-year reserve supply of aggregate materials to serve the estimated 
needs of the County. To assist in the identification of a 50-yeat supply, CDMG Special Report 153 
projected the aggregate need over a 50-year period to be approximately 760 million tons. According to 
the report, total aggregate reserves for the Western San Diego Production-Consumption (P-C) Region 
amount to 430 million tons, resulting in a deficit of 330 million tons over 50 years. It should be noted 
that these projections were based on field observations, analyses of water well records, available 
company information, and a broad understanding of local geology. No extensive drilling or rock 
quality laboratory analysis was conducted. 

0 AGRICULTURE 

The project site is not currently in agricultural use nor has it ever been used for agricultural purposes in 
the past. The California Land Conservation Act (CLCA) of 1965, also known as .the Williamson Act, 
allows owners of agricultural land to have their properties assessed for tax purposes on the basis of 
agricultural production rather than current market value. Participation in this program is voluntary, and 
requires 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land under one or more ownerships to file an application 
for agricultural preserve status. The project site is not under such contract, nor is any property under 
contract that abuts the project site boundaries. 

The Soil Survey for the San Diego Area, published by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, places soil 
units in grades that categorize their suitability for agricultural use. According to the United States 
Department of Agriculture Soil Survey, one soil type covers the Montecito sub-project site: Redding 
Cobbly Loam (15 to 50% slopes). For the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, eight different soil types 
cover this area: Redding Cobbly Loam (15-50% slopes), Olivenhain Cobbly Loam (9 to 30% slopes), 
Visalia Gravelly Sandy Loam (2 to 5%), Huerhuero Loam (2 to 9% slopes), Cieneba-Fallbrook Rocky 
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Sandy Loams (9 to 30% slopes), Ramona Sandy Loam (5 to 9% slopes), Friant Rocky Fine Sandy 
Loam (30 to 70% slopes), and Placentia Sandy Loam (2 to 9% slopes). 

The Soil Survey for the San Diego Area evaluates soils for farming suitability and agricultural use. 
Table 4.14-1, Soil Grades and Agriculture Suitability, summarizes farming suitability for soil units on 
the Rancho Encantada site. The suitability rating is called the Storie Index and is based on soil 
characteristics obtained by an evaluation of soil depth, texture of the surface soil, density of subsoil, 
drainage, salts and alkali content, and topographic relief. Factors such as availability of water for 
irrigation, climate and distance from the market place, which might also determine the ability to farm 
in a given locality, are not considered in the evaluation. Therefore, the Storie Index gives a general idea 
of.the quality of soils for agricultural use. Soils are placed in grades according to their suitability for 
general intensive farming as shown by their Storie Index ratings. Soils of Grade 1 are excellent and are 
well suited to general intensive farming. Grade 2 soils are good and are also well suited to farming, but 
they are less desirable than Grade I soils. Grade 3 soils are only fairly well suited, Grade 4 soils are 
poorly suited and Grade 5 are very poorly suited. Grade 6 consists of soils and land types that are not 
suitable for farming. Based upon the Storie Index rating for soils on the project site, no on-site soils are 
well suited for farming and three soil types are fairly suited for farming (i.e., soils which are classified 
as Grade 3). 

Soil with a rating of Grade 5 (not suited for cultivated crops) encompasses 100 percent of the 
Montecito sub-project site, 100 percent of the City of San Diego parcel and 79 percent of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. The remaining 17 percent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site is 
comprised of six percent with soils rated Grade 4 (severely limited for crops), and 11 percent Grade 3 
rated soils which are suitable only to a few crops or special crops and require special attention. 

Table 4.14-1 
SOIL GRADES AND AGRICULTURE SUITABILITY 

SUB· MAP %OF Son., 
PROJECT SYMBOL SITE GRADE SUIT ABILITY FOR FARMING 

MONTECITO RFF 100% 5 Not suitable to cultivated crops but can be used for pasture and 
range. 

SYCAMORE RFF 79% 5 Not suitable to cultivated crops but can be used for pasture and 
EsTATES range. 

OHE 6% 4 Severely limited for crops. 

VBB 5% 3 Suitable to a few crops or to special crops and require special 
management. 

HRc 3% 3 Suitable to a few crops or to special crops and require special 
management. 

CNB2 2% 5 Not suitable to cultivated crops but can be used for pasture and 
range. 
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RAC 1% 3 Suitable to a few crops or to special crops and require special 
management. 

FXG 2% 6 Generally not suited for farming. FXa has no value for 
farming. 

PEc 2% 3 Suitable to a few crops or to special crops and require special 
management. 

CITY OF SAN RFF 100% 5 Not suitable to cultivated crops but can be used for pasture and 
DIEGO range. 

RFF REDDING CO BBL Y LOAM, 15 TO 50% SLOPES 
Ql{E OUVENHAIN COBBL Y LOAM, 9 TO 30% SLOPES 
VBB VISALIA GRAVELLY SANDY LOAM, 2 TO 5% SLOPES 
HRC HUERHUERO LOAM, 2 TO 9% SLOPES 

CNE2 CJENEBA-FAI.LBROOK ROCKY SANDY LOAMS, 9 TO 30% SLOPES, ERODED 

RAC RAMONA SANDY LOAM, 5 TO 9% SLOPES 

FxG FRJANT ROCKY FINE SANDY LoAM, 30 TO 70% SLOPES 
PEc PLACENTIA SANDY LOAM , 2 TO 9% SLOPES 

Source: U.S. Depanrnent of Agriculture Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California, December 1973 

4.14.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project prevent the future extraction of natural resources, 
such as sand and gravel? 

Sig,iificance Criteria 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in significant impacts to aggregate resources if 
the project substantially reduced the potential to attain the 50-year aggregate supply in the Western San 
Diego County P-C Region. 

Impact Analysis 

Approximately 89 .5 acres of the 278-acre Montecito sub-project site, approximately 1,106 acres of the 
2,132-acre Sycamore Estates sub-project site and the entire 248-acre City of San Diego-owned parcel 
are located in the City's MHP A, and as such these areas are already precluded from mining. 
Implementation of the proposed Project would result in eliminating the potential for future mining on 
the remainder of the project site. The total aggregate resources contained in western San Diego County 
amount to approximately 11,000 million tons (California Department of Conservation Division of 
Mines and Geology, 1982). The mapping of aggregate resources by the California Department of 
Conservation did not take into consideration land use policy constraints of local jurisdictions such as 
the City of San Diego's MHPA. Thus, the actual total of available resources is likely less than 11,000 
million tons. The Rancho Encantada Precise Plan area represents approximately two percent of 
Western San Diego County P-C Region's mapped 11,000 million tons of aggregate resources. Taking 
into consideration local government constraints, however, the sub-projects would represent a larger 
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percentage of the actual available resources. Because of the small amount of area which would be 
removed from potential mining of aggregate material, this impact would not be considered a significant 
direct impact. Even though the amount of resource underling the project site represents only a very 
small percentage of total aggregate·production in San Diego County, preclusion of mining on the site 
would be regarded as a cumulatively significant impact to the County's total available aggregate supply 
(see Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS). 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Project would eliminate the future potential to conduct resource 
extraction on the project site. This impact is not regarded as a significant direct impact because of the 
small amount of area which would be removed from potential mining of aggregate material. 

Mitigation. Monitoring. and Reporting Program 

There would be no significant direct mineral resource impacts by implementation of either the 
Montecito or Sycamore Estates sub-projects; therefore, no mitigation is required. Cumulative impacts 
would remain significant and unmitigable. Cumulative natural resource impacts would be eliminated 
by selection of the Resource Extraction Alternative (see Section 9.0). 

Issue 2: Would implementation of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan convert 
agricultural land to non-agricultural use, impair existing agricultural activity, or 
prevent the future use of prime agricultural land? 

Significance Criteria 

Agricultural resource impacts would be considered significant if the project would irreversibly convert 
prime agricultural soils to non-agricultural use, or if the project would impair existing agricultural 
activity. 

Impact Analysis 

The Rancho Encantada project site is not currently being used for agricultural uses, nor has it been 
previously farmed in the past. The steeply sloping natural topography of the site also is not conducive 
for the planting of agricultural field crops. Implementation of the proposed Project would therefore not 
impair or convert existing agricultural land to non-agricultural use. Using .the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Soil Survey, it was determined the vast majority of soils on the project site are not highly 
suitable for agriculture. Because prime agricultural soils are not located on the project site, impacts to 
agricultural resources would not occur. 
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Environmental Analysis-Natural Resources 

Significance of Impacts 

The Rancho Encantada project site contains soils that are not welJ suited for agricultural use. Because 
no agricultural uses exist on neither the Montecito nor Sycamore Estates sub-project sites, and because 
the site's soils are not highly suited for agricultural use, the preclusion of farming opportunities on this 
land would not represent a significant impact. 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Impacts to agricultural lands would not be significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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5.0 Cumulative Effects 
Per Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines, "cumulative impacts" refers to two or more 
individual projects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 
other environmental impacts. These individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project 
or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 

5.1 PROJECTS EVALUATED FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

This section examines cumulative impacts on a regional or local basis depending upon the nature of the 
impact. For the purposes of this cumulative impact analysis, several scenarios (or "universes" as often 
described) of potential cumulative effects were considered. First, buildout of the City of San Diego as 
envisioned by the City's Progress Guide and General Plan, and more specifically, buildout of the 
Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North Communities, as well as buildout of the City of 
Poway as envisioned by the City of Poway General Plan, were evaluated for consideration in each 
cumulative effects analysis. Additionally, specific development projects which would not have been 
considered in community plan or general plan evaluations have also been considered. Cumulative air 
quality impacts evaluated buildout of the San Diego Air Basin as projected by the San Diego 
Association of Governments' (SANDAG's) Regional Growth Management Plan. Cumulative impacts 
to schools, water quality, and visual quality evaluated impacts associated with land development in the 
region and the local area. 

The specific projects evaluated in this cumulative effects analysis are identified in Figure 5-1, Projects 
Evaluated for Cumulative Effects Analysis. Provided below is a brief summary of the general plans 
and community plans used in this analysis of cumulative effects as well as the development projects 
which have been individually evaluated for their contribution to cumulative effects. 

5.1.1 LONG-RANGE PLANS CONSIDERED IN CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

□ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The Rancho Encantada Precise ~Ian area is located within the City of San Diego. The City's Progress 
Guide and General Plan was last updated in June 1989. San Diego comprises 206,989 acres (323.4 
square miles) and at present, approximately 30 percent of this land remains vacant. The City has an 
estimated population of 1.25 million and is expected to reach nearly 1.7 million by the year 2020 
(SANDAG, 1999). Future population growth will force the City toward more urbanization. 
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Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan 

The Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan area contains approximately 4,365 acres in the 
north-central part of the City of San Diego, north of the Rancho Encantada project site. The 
Scripps Ranch Community Plan was originally adopted August 1978. Very low density, low 
density, low-medium density, medium density and high-medium density residential uses are 
planned for the area, for a total of 1,575.5 acres. In addition, 355 acres are planned for an 
industrial park, approximately 858 acres for a school site, and 51 acres for a park site. 

Miramar Ranch North Community Plan 

The Miramar Ranch North Community Plan area contains approximately 1,835 acres and is 
located in the north-central part of the City of San Diego, predominantly within the 
northeastern limits of the City of San Diego, and is northeast of the Rancho Encantada project 
site. The Miramar Ranch North Community Plan was 01iginally adopted March 1980. A total 
of 4,589 dwelling units are proposed, along with an 18-acre park, a 5-acre school and 33-acres 
dedicated to industrial uses. 

Citv of Poway General Plan 

The City of Poway is located north of the project site and encompasses 39.2 square miles with a 
population of approximately 49,500. Population of the City is expected to reach 53,338 in year 2020 
(SAND AG, 1999). Immediately north of the Rancho Encantada project boundary is the South Poway 
Business Park, a 700-acre complex, encompassing the City's main commercial area. As part of the 
South Poway Planned Community, the Business Park includes light industrial and manufacturing, 
warehousing and distribution, and research and development businesses. Currently (December 1999), 
over 215 businesses with 8,200 employees are located in the Business Park. There is a total of 
4,532,342 square feet of buildings, with 1,400,000 square feet under construction. 

0 County of San Diego General Plan 

Unincorporated San Diego County comprises approximately 3,572 square miles with a population of 
approximately 500,000. By year 2020, the unincorporated portions of San Diego County are expected 
to support a population of approximately 666,500 (SANDAG, 1999). 

Lakeside Community Plan 

Immediately east of the Rancho Encantada property is the County's Lakeside Community 
Planning Area. Goals of the Lakeside Community Plan are to maintain a rural atmosphere 
while providing for gradual growth. Areas located east of the Project are designated as Imp~ct 
Sensitive Area or Multiple Rural Use (1 du for every 4, 8, or 20 acres) and are either included 
as part of the Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve or are sparsely developed with 
rural residential home and ranches. 
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Cumulative Effects • ------

0 M CAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

A Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar was adopted by the San Diego 
Association of Governments for the air flight activities taking place at the base in 1990, and amended 
in 1992. The base was converted from naval to marine use in 1999, and the Marine Corps is currently 
in the process of preparing a new master plan for its use. Current development proposals at Marine 
Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar include four options for the construction of up to 1,600 military 
housing units. A Draft Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (DINRMP) for MCAS 
Miramar is currently under review by the federal government. The DINRMP will govern MCAS 
Miramar' s natural resource management program and the military operational requirements of the air 
station for the next five years. 

5.1.3 DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS CONSIDERED IN CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

The following discretionary actions were approved subsequent to the last amendment to their 
respective Community Plan. 

• Scripps Ranch Business Park MND (LDR No. 99-0819). The proposed 100-acre, 15-lot 
Scripps Ranch Business Park Phase ID is located east of Scripps Ranch Boulevard and south of 
Scripps Lake Drive. The project proposes a Rezone of four lots from M-IP to R-1500, a PRD 
Permit for three lots consisting of 378 multi-family apartment units; a PRD Permit for 305 age­
restricted multi-family residential units, and a Conditional Use Permit for 165 assisted care 
units. An MND is under preparation for the project that evaluates impacts to biological 
resources, noise, transportation, schools, and parks. The MND has not yet been released for 
public review. 

• USIU Intramural Sports Center MND (LDR No. 96-0122). The United States International 
University (USilJ) Intramural Sports Center is identified in the Scripps Miramar Ranch 
Community Plan area and is located southwest of the Rancho Encantada project site. The 
project proposed a Conditional Use Permit to construct a 56,873 square foot indoor sports 
center and a 200-stall parking lot. The project's MND analyzed potentially significant impacts 
associated with transportation, biology, and paleontological resources. All impacts were 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 

• Scripps Ranch North MND (LDR No. 94-0089). The Scripps Ranch North project is located 
in the Miramar Ranch North Community Plan, northwest of the Rancho Encantada; project site 
and proposed development of 227 single family and 266 multi-~amily residential units and three 
commercial projects. A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared for the project 
which identified significant impacts associated with noise. Noise impacts were mitigated to 
below a level of significance through construction of a noise attenuation wall and use of 
upgraded construction materials. • 

• Scripps Ranch North Unit 4, Lot 119 SEIR (LDR No. 92-0496). Scripps Ranch North Unit 4 
Lot 119 located in the Miramar Ranch North Community Plan area. The project proposed 
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development of 146 multi-family residences, three open space lots, streets and landscaping on 
23 acres. A Supplemental EIR was prepared for the project which identified no new significant 
impacts beyond those previously disclosed by the Miramar Ranch North Community Plan EIR 
(EQD No. 85-0100). Significant and unmitigated impacts under the categories of landform 
alteration, visual quality and noise were identified in the Community Plan EIR and would 
remain with implementation of the subject project. 

• Scripps Gateway EIR (LDR No. 92-0466). The Scripps Gateway project is 242 acres in size 
and located within the Miramar Ranch North Community Plan area. The project consists of 
309 single family residential units, 135 multi-family residential units and 14.5 acres of 
commercial use. An EIR was prepared for the project and concluded that significant and 
unmitigated impacts would result in the areas of land use (direct and cumulative), landform 
alteration/visual quality (direct and cumulative), biology (cumulative), hydrology (cumulative), 
traffic circulation (cumulative), and air quality (cumulative). hnpacts that were mitigated to 
below a level of significance included direct biology, noise, archaeological resources, 
hydrology/water quality and traffic and direct and cumulative impacts to public services and 
paleontological resources. 

• Pomerado Road Reclassification EIR (LDR No. 91-0784). The Pomerado Road 
Reclassification project considered the reclassification of Pomerado Road from a four-lane 
major street to a two-lane collector street from I-15 east to Spring Canyon Road in the Scripps 
Miramar Ranch Community. An EIR was prepared for this project which identified potentially 
significant direct and cumulative impacts associated with traffic and air quality. These impacts 
would be created by traffic congestion, vehicle delay and vehicle emissions along the project 
segment of Pomerado Road. 

• Scripps Ranch North Phase III SEIR (LDR No. 90-0898). The Scripps Ranch North Phase III 
project proposed to subdivide a 423-acre site, construct 822 residential units and a six-acre park 
adjacent to Miramar Lake. A Supplemental EIR was prepared which identified that 
development of the project would result in significant unmitigated impacts to landform 
alteration/visual quality and biological resources. Noise impacts also were identified, but were 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 

• Scripps Mesa Phase 4 ND (LDR No. 90-0290). Scripps Mesa Phase 4 is located southwest of 
the Rancho Encantada project site and proposed a Manufacturing Industrial Park (MIP) Permit 
for the development of a three-story office building totaling 47,405 square feet on a 2.25-acre 
site, 189 parking spaces and landscaping. The Scripps Mesa Phase 4 Negative Declaration 
(ND) identified no significant environmental impacts. 
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Cumulative Effects • ------~ 
5.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

Implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada project has the potential to result in cumulative 
effects associated with landform alteration/visual quality, transportation, hydrology/water quality, air 
quality, landfill capacity, schools and water conservation. 

5.2.1 LANDFORM ALTERATIONNISUAL QUALITY 

Implementation of the Rancho Encantada project, along with existing and planned development in the 
vicinity, would result in a significant change in the landform and visual character of the area. The 
relatively undisturbed character of Rancho Encantada, which is predominately dominated by a series 
of canyons and ridges, would be replaced by residential development areas, similar in character to 
existing development in Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar Ranch North to the west. Development 
of the Project would replace the relatively undisturbed character of areas proposed for development 
with residential neighborhoods, roadways, two institutional sites, a public park and an elementary 
school site. 

Development of the Montecito sub-project is consistent with the sub-project site's R-1-8 zone 
(formerly the Rl-40,000 zone under the pre-2000 City Municipal Code) and development of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project represents a rezoning of the property from AR-1-1, Il.,-3-1 and IH-2-1 to 
AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10 under the pre-2000 City Municipal Code). Thus, the development intensity 
of the site would not exceed that anticipated for the property by the existing zoning. 

There are no measures available to mitigate the area's transition from undeveloped land to suburban 
level development. Cumulatively significant landform alteration and visual quality impacts would be 
significant and unmitigated for the proposed Project, including both the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-projects . . Landform alteration impacts would be reduced, but not to below a level of 
significance through the contouring of exterior manufactured slopes as specified in Section 4.2. The 
Project proposes general design concepts as part of the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan, including 
architectural standards and landscape themes that are complementary to surrounding land uses. 
Implementation of the design guidelines and development standards contained in the Precise Plan 
would reduce visual quality impacts, but not to below a level of significance. 

5.2.2 BIOLOGY (NON-NATIVE GRASSLANDS) 

The loss of non-native grasslands due to the development of the Project would result in cumulatively 
significant impacts to the white-tailed kite, Cooper's hawk, northern harrier and the black-tailed 
jackrabbit that forage on the site. Non-native grassland has been identified on the western border and 
in the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project site and a small patch in the north-central portion 
of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. The Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites would 
both contribute to the cumulatively significant and unmitigated loss of non-native grassland. 
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5.2.3 TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

For the purposes of this cumulative effects analysis, traffic circulation assumes area buildout to be year 
2020. As discussed in Section 4.6, TRANSPORTATION, the Project-generated traffic was distributed on 
the surrounding transportation network, and a regional traffic model was developed to reflect this 
Project and its proposed access. The regional model contains circulation element roadways, transit 
routes, and freeways for the entire region. The model also shows future transportation network and 
land uses. The City of Poway provided land use and network inputs to the City of San Diego in order 
to ensure that the model reflected the most up-to-date information in relation to planned development 
in Poway. 

Roadway Segments 

Based on the significance criteria previously outlined in Section 4 .6, the addition of Project traffic to 
buildout year 2020 conditions would result in a significant cumulative impact on seven Pomerado Road 
roadway segments that would operate at LOS E or F with or without the addition of Project traffic at 
buildout. The significant cumulative impacts are a direct result of changes in the volume to capacity 
ratio in excess of the established City threshold of 0.02. Specifically, the changes in the volume to 
capacity ratio for the Pomerado Road roadway segments that would experience significant cumulative 
impacts from the addition of Project traffic at buildout include the following: 

• 1-15 to Willow Creek (0.180 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Willow Creek Road to Scripps Ranch Boulevard (0.196 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Chabad Court (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Chabad Court to A venida Magnifica (0.209 Change in V /C Ratio) 

• Avenida Magnifica to Fairbrook Road (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Fairbrook Road to Semillon Boulevard (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 

• Semillon Boulevard to Spring Canyon Road (0.209 Change in V/C Ratio) 
• Legacy Point to Treadwell Road/Creek Road (0.267 Change in V/C Ratio) 

Intersections 

The addition of Project traffic to the year 2020 roadway conditions would result in a significant 
cumulative impact to three intersections. These include: 

• Scripps Poway Parkway/Pomerado Road (AM and PM peak hours) 
• Pomerado Road/Willow Creek; and (AM and PM peak hours) 
• Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard (AM peak hour) 

At these three intersections, the addition of Full Buildout project traffic would contribute to existing 
LOS F conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Congestion Management Plan Roadway Segments 

In conformance with the requirements of the Congestion Management Plan (CMP), peak hour arterial 
analysis was conducted for segments of Scripps Poway Parkway and Pomerado Road. With the 
addition of Project Buildout traffic, significant cumulative impacts would occur to the following two 
Pomerado Road CMP segments: 

• Treadwell Road to Ted Williams Parkway (change from LOS D to LOS E, AM Peak Hour) 
• I-15 to Treadwell Road (change from LOS D to LOS F, PM Peak Hour) 

1-15 Freeway Ramp Meters 

The addition of project traffic to year 2020 conditions would result in a significant cumulative-impact 
at the I-15 westbound to southbound Miramar Road/Pomerado Road freeway ramp in the PM peak 
hour and at the I-15 eastbound to southbound Miramar Road/Pomerado Road freeway ramp in the AM 
peak hour. 

1-15 Freeway Segments 

All of the I-15 freeway segments studied for the proposed Project (between SR-163 and SR-56) will 
have LOS E or worse conditions under Year 2020 conditions with or without the addition of Project 
traffic at buildout. The Project would contribute traffic to the I-15 freeway, but would only result in 
volume to capacity ratio iricreases of between 0.000 and 0.00996. Due to this small increase, the 
Project would therefore not generate any significant traffic impacts on freeways. 

Mitigation measures are included in Section 4.6 that would reduce transportation impacts to below a 
level of significance, with the exception of direct and cumulative impacts on Pomerado Road which 
would remain significant and unmitigated. 

• The westbound to southbound on-ramp at Pomerado Road/I-15 is expected to have additional 
traffic delays and queues due in part to the impacts of the proposed project and to future growth 
in the area. 

• The merging distance on the Pomerado Road to the east of the I-15·northbound off-ramp is 
expected to be inadequate for the expected demand. The off-ramp also is expected to lack 
queue storage. 

• The Pomerado Road/I-15 northbound off-ramp is expected to provide inadequate off-ramp 
storage. 

• The Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway Intersection is expected to operate at LOS F due 
in part to the impacts of the proposed project and to future growth in the area. 
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• Mitigation measures proposed for the segment of Spring Canyon Road between Scripps Ranch 
Boulevard and Pomerado Road propose the installation of traffic signals at four intersections 
along this roadway section. They include Spring Canyon Road, Spruce Run Drive, Sunset 
Ridge Drive and Semillon Boulevard. 

5.2.4 HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Except for a small portion along the southeastern project boundary, the project site is located in the 
Penasquitos Watershed, which drains to Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, located approximately 12 miles west 
of the project site. Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon covers about 385 acres and is recognized as an important 
coastal resource because of its unique flora and fauna. As urban development occurs within the 
watershed, viability of the Lagoon's flora and fauna can be adversely affected. The sensitive 
ecosystem of the Lagoon is affected by urban runoff which often carries pollutants that can upset the 
delicate balance of the Lagoon. Sedimentation is also an ongoing problem in the Lagoon and has been 
increasing with development of the surrounding area. According to the State Coastal Conservancy, 
sedim~ntation has a strong influence on keeping the mouth of the Lagoon closed, restricting tidal 
flushing that would benefit wildlife habitat. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) has designated the lagoon as a 303D impaired water body. That status means that the 
lagoon's water quality has been impaired due to heavy sedimentation and siltation. The RWQCB does 
not have a plan in place to prevent further impairment to the lagoon. 

Under existing conditions, runoff from the project vicinity, including the Rancho Encantada Precise 
Plan area and surrounding areas, collects in natural drainage courses storm drains and eventually 
discharges to the Lagoon via existing storm drains. Fresh water enters the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon 
estuary through Carmel Valley Creek, Los Pefiasquitos Creek and Soledad Canyon Creek (Carroll 
Canyon). Freshwater effects the lagoon by decreasing its salinity. The Project's civil engineers have 
estimated that on an annual average basis, the volume of fresh water leaving the Montecito sub-project 
site would increase from approximately 15 acre-feet per year (afly) to 21.7 af/yr and the volume of 
fresh water leaving the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would increase from approximately 23 af/y to 
32 af/yr. Fresh water leaving the site must travel more than 12 miles to reach Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 
Due.to this distance, a majority of the fresh water leaving the site either evaporates, is used by plants in 
photosynthesis, or percolates into the groundwater table. 

Implementation of the proposed Rancho Encantada project, when considered in conjunction with other 
proposed developments and existing urban development within the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed, 
could exacerbate the environmental impacts associated with drainage and watershed preservation and 
could further affect the hydrologic, hydraulic, and water quality of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 
Development of the natural areas on the property and the creation of impervious surfaces would cause 
an increase not only in the quantity of runoff, but also a decrease in the quality. Runoff flowing across 
these impervious surfaces and landscaping would contain pollutants such as oils, fuel residues, heavy 
metals (associated with gasoline), fertilizers, and pesticides which are typically associated with urban 
development. The pollutants could have diminishing effects on the water quality in streams and 
lagoons. This impact is considered significant on a cumulative level. 
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No measures are currently available to fully mitigate cumulative impacts of the project on the water 
quality of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. Municipalities in the San Diego Region, including the City of San 
Diego, must comply with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) NPDES 
Permit No. CA 0108758, which consists of wastewater discharge requirements for storm water and 
urban runoff. In compliance with Permit No. CA 0108757, a Best Management Practices (BMP) 
Program for Storm water Pollution Control has been created by the City. The BMP details water 
quality control measures to be implemented on a City-wide basis. Projects shall i~plement BMP 
measures acceptable to the City Engineer which include, but are not limited to the following: 

0 Swales. Swales are channels with a relatively mild longitudinal slope and shallow sideslope 
that are typically grassed or vegetated. Swales are typically located along roadways and other 
impervious areas. 

0 Filter Strips. Sometimes called buffer strips, filter strips perform in a manner similar to swales • 
but are not channels. Filter strips are mildly sloping vegetated surfaces that are located 
adjacent to an impervious surface area. They are designed to slow the velocity of the runoff 
from the impervious area, thereby increasing the opportuniti~s for infiltration and the trapping 
of pollutants. 

□ Infiltration Bqsins and Percolation Trenches. These treatment controls capture runoff 
generated by small storms and provide good storm water treatment by transferring surface 
runoff to the groundwater regime. This filters out suspended pollutants and provides other 
treatment processes before water returns to the surface systems. 

□ Detention Controls. Detention controls include extended detention basins (dry) which drain 
out completely between storm events, and retention ponds (wet), which retain storm runoff 
from a given event within its pennanent pool until the next storm occurs. Detention basins 
remove pollutants primarily through sedimentation of solids, but also through biochemical 
processes in the basin during the dry weather periods that follow storms. 

□ Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS) Units or Equivalent BMPs. Continuous deflective 
separation units or equivalent BMPs capture and retain floatables, trash, and debris larger than 
0.05 inches in size found in storm water runoff, as well as fine sand and larger particles and the 
pollutants attached to those particles. 

□ Drainage Inlet Inserts. This category of structural BMPs includes pre-manufactured media 
filters in troughs and containers within inlets and catch basins configured to remove sediment, 
pollutants adsorbed to sediment, and oil and grease. 

□ Other Measures. The specific locations and implementation strategies for construction site 
erosion and sediment control practices shall be outlined in the sub-project Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Typical construction site erosion and sediment control 
practices that can be applied during construction phases of the Sycamore Estates and Montecito 
sub-projects may include, but not limited to the following: 1) temporary sediment basins, 2) silt 
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fences, 3) straw bale sediment traps, 4) storm drain inlet protection, 5) subsurface drains, 6) 
temporary slope drains, 7) grade stabilization structures, 8) storm drain outlet protection, 9) 
structural stream bank protection, 10) temporary/permanent seeding, and 11) sodding/mulching. 

Cumulative water quality impacts would remain significant and unmitigable because BMPs, although 
highly effective, are not 100 percent effective. This is due to potential mechanical failures of structural 
BMPs, human error in the implementation of non-structural BMPs, and because it is inevitable that a 
small percentage of urban runoff and sediment would not be effectively directed to a structural BMP. 

5.2.5 AIR QUALITY 

For the purposes of this cumulative effects analysis, the cumulative impact area for air quality is 
considered to be the entire San Diego Air Basin. Project-generated emissions, when considered with 
emissions from existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would cumulatively contribute to 
projected exceedances of ambient air quality standards in the San Diego Air Basin. Because the San 
Diego Air Basin is not in compliance with State air quality standards, the cumulative impacts to air 
quality at the regional level must also be considered significantly adverse. 

5.2.6 SCHOOLS 

A school-age population would be generated by development in Rancho Encantada, creating a demand 
for public education services and facilities. In total, 831 school students are estimated to be generated 
by the proposed Project, with 255 students generated by the Montecito sub-project and 576 students 
generated by the Sycamore Estates sub-project. Because the Montecito sub-project site would not 
require rezoning, implementation of the Montecito sub-project would not generate students in excess of 
that assumed for the property by the school district. The Sycamore Estates sub-project, however, does 
require rezoning and as a result would generate an estimated 576 students, which is more than 
presently expected by the School District. 

Valley Elementary School, Poway High School and Rancho Bernardo High School, which serve the 
project area, are operating above capacity. The total addition of 439 elementary school students to the 
Valley Elementary School and the addition of 229 students to either Poway High School or Rancho 
Bernardo High School, would add to the overcrowding of existing school facilities. The addition of 
elementary and high school students to. existing overcrowded conditions would result in a significant 
cumulative impact. The addition of 163 students to the Meadowbrook Middle School would result in 
an enrollment over the school's recominended capacity, which also is regarded as a significant 
cumulative impact. 

As part of the proposed Precise Plan and the proposed Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM, an elementary 
school site is proposed on approximately 10 - 12 acres in the west-central portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. The 10 - 12~acre site would be conveyed to the Poway Unified School 
District for the construction of an elementary school. Once constructed, this on-site elementary school 
_would provide capacity for approximately 500 - 800 students and would accommodate the 439 
elementary school students generated by Rancho Encantada as well as students from portions of 
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adjacent neighborhoods. The conveyance of this site to the Poway Unified School District would 
reduce the Project's cumulative impact on elementary school capacity to below a level of significance. 
If the Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed or is not developed prior to development of the 
Montecito sub-project, cumulative impacts generated by the Montecito sub-project would be regarded 
as significant and mitigation would be required. 

The Montecito sub-project applicant shall be required to pay statutory SB-50 fees in place at the time 
of building permit issuance. Payment of SB-50 fees would reduce cumulative impacts on elementary 
school capacity of the Montecito sub-project if the Sycamore Estates sub-project is not developed 

In November of 1998, California voters approved Proposition IA which provides funding for school 
construction a:nd removes the requirement that local jurisdictions provide for mitigation of school 
impacts. Developers must pay a statutory mitigation fee. Payment of the mitigation fee would 
supplement the funding provided by Proposition IA and would constitute full mitigation by the Project 
of its share of impacts, thereby reducing the Project's cumulative impact on the Poway Unified School 
District. 

5.2.7 PALEONTOLIGICAL RESOURCES 

Large portions of the project site are underlain by Stadium Conglomerate and Pomerado Conglomerate 
which have a high paleontological resource sensitivity. Implementation of the proposed Project would 
include grading in these areas, resulting in significant direct and cumulative paleontological resource 
impacts. A paleontological monitoring program is required during grading to reduce significant direct 
impacts to below a level of significance. Combined with other development projects underlain with 
geologic formations having high paleontological sensitivity, the cumulative impact to these resources 
would remain significant and unmitigable. 

5.2.8 SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL CAPACITY) 

Solid waste would be generated from both the construction and operation of the proposed Rancho . 
Encantada project. It is estimated that the Project would generate approximately 4,346 cubic yards of 
waste per year. The remaining landfill capacity of the Miramar Landfill as of January 1999, is 
approximately 28,300,000 cubic yards. Therefore, the Project's solid waste generation per year would 
occupy 0.01 percent of the total remaining landfill capacity. Accordingly, the project's small 
incremental impact on the Miramar Landfill would not be regarded as significant on a Project level. 
However, when considered in conjunction with existing and planned development, cumulative impacts 
on landfill capacity would be regarded as significant. 

Municipal Code Section 101.2001 requires participation in the City's recycling program. The City of 
San Diego's recycling program is consistent with the California Integrated Waste Management Act 
(1989), which requires a 50 percent reduction by December 2000. With adherence to the 
requirements of the Integrated Waste Management Act and with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures presented in Section 4.11, PuBLICFACD.JTIES, cumulative impacts would be partially 
mitigated. 
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5.2.9 WATER CONSERVATION 

Implementation of the proposed Project would increase water demand within the project site by 
approximately 0.58 million gallons per day (MGD), which is not regarded as significant on a project 
level. However, when combined with water demand of other surrounding existing and planned 
projects, water conservation impacts would be potentially significant on a cumulative basis. 
Cumulative impacts associated with water use would be partially mitigated through observance of the 
proposed Precise Plan's design guidelines, which state that 

• Lifts of low clay content soil shall be provided in landscaped areas to improve water 
infiltration. 

• Soil moisture override systems shall be provided in all common irrigation areas to avoid over 
watering. 

• Plants with similar water usage requirements shall be grouped together. 

• Low flush toilets and low-flow faucets shall be incorporated into the project design. 

5.2.10 AGGREGATE RESOURCES 

As stated in Section 4.14, NATURAL RESOURCES, the Rancho Encantada site is a potential mining site. 
Based on the preliminary geologic analysis and know mining activity within the study are, the entire 
site could potentially be suitable for mining, containing in-place aggregate capable of meeting all grade 
specifications. Implementation of the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts to 
aggregate resources because the project would incrementally reduce the potential to attain the 50-year 
aggregate supply in the Western San Diego County P-C Region. 
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7 .0 CEQA Summary Sections 

7.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The significant environmental effects of the proposed project are discussed in detail in Section 4.0, 
E NVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, of this BIR. In summary, the project would have significant 
environmental effects on the following areas of the environment: 

a) land use (direct); 
b) landform alteration/visual quality (direct and cumulative); 
c) biological resources (direct; cumulative due to loss of non-native grasslands); 
d) .geology/soils (direct); 
e) hydrology/water quality (direct and cumulative); 
f) transportation (direct and cumulative); 
g) noise (direct); 
h) air quality (direct and cumulativ~); . 
i) cultural resources (direct); 
j) paleontological resources (direct and cumulative); 
k) public services of schools (cumulative), parks (direct), fire protection service (direct), 

and landfill capacity (cumulative); 
1) public safety (direct); 
m) water conservation (direcf and cumulative); and 
n) natural (aggregate) resources (cumulative). 

The Project's potentially significant direct impacts associated with impacts to biology, geology/soils, 
hydrology/water quality, noise, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, public 
services, water conservation and public safety would be mitigated by the adherence to mitigation 
measures identified in this BIR. Direct land use impacts due to inconsistency with the Industrial 
Element of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan would remain significant and unmitigated. 
Direct and cumulative impacts associated with landform alteration/visual quality and transportation 
due to contribution of traffic to Pomerado Road, and cumulative impacts associated with biology (loss 
of non-native grassland habitat), hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, water 
conservation and natural (aggregate) resources would remain significant and unmitigated. 

7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WIDCH WOULD BE 

INvOL VED IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

Development proposed on the project site would result in the permanent loss of upland vegetation and 
wetland habitat. The loss of upland habitat would also result in the loss of habitat for the potentially­
occurring California gnatcatcher, however, mitigation as proposed in Section 4.3, BIOLOGICAL 

REsOURCES, would avoid direct impacts to the species. The Project would mitigate the irreversible 
effect to wetlands through the on-site creation of wetlands. Paleontological resources which could be 
disturbed, would be salvaged, as necessary, and data recovered. Impacts to paleontological resources 
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would result in a significant irreversible change to a non-renewable resource. Significant direct 
impacts associated with paleontological resources would be mitigated to below a level of significance 
as described in Section 4.10, PALEONTOLOGICALREsOURCES. 

As discussed in Section 5.0, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, the proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative landform alteration/visual quality, transportation, hydrology/water quality, biology (non­
native grassland), landfill capacity, schools, paleontological resources, water conservation, and natural 
(aggregate) resource impacts. Air and water quality conditions would degrade over the long term. A 
reversal of the cumulative degradation of air and water quality may occur over time with aggressive 
implementation of the Regional Air Quality Strategies and the NPDES program. Implementation of 
the proposed Project would result in cumulative impacts to natural (aggregate) resources, resulting in 
an irreversible change in the 50-year supply of aggregate resources available to Western San Diego 
County. Energy would be required both to construct the Project and to serve the project over the long­
term. The primary energy source would be fossil fuels representing an irreversible commitment of this 
resource. 
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8.0 Growth-Inducing Effects 
The project site is located in the City of San Diego's Future Urbanizing Area (FUA). As such, City 
Council Policy 600-29 is applicable to development of the project site. Council Policy 600-29, 
"Maintenance of the Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban Reserve," was enacted to avoid premature 
urbanization, to conserve open space and natural environmental features and to protect the fiscal 
resources of the City by precluding costly sprawl and/or leapfrog urban development. The proposed 
Project is consistent with the purpose and intent of Council Policy 600-29 by clustering development 
on select portions of the project site, thereby preserving a majority of the property (approximately 75 
percent) as natural open space. 

The Rancho Encantada project site is bordered on the south by Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Miramar. A Draft Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (DINRMP) is currently under 
review by the Federal Government, which calls for preservation of the area south of the project site as 
open space. The Federal Government is considering four military housing options as part of the 
DINRMP, one of which places single-family residential units to the south of the project site. The 
proposed Project has been required by the City of San Diego to design its sewer system pipeline sizes 
to accommodate future residential development on MCAS Miramar and to provide a sewer easement to 
the Project's south property boundary. In this manner, the Project would have the potential to induce 
military housing development on MCAS Miramar. 

Lying between the northerly edge of the site and Beeler Canyon Road is a tier of single-family 
residential lots of one acre to over four acres in size, which are accessed via Beeler Canyon Road. The 
construction of a sewer line in Beeler Canyon Road may induce some growth in this residential area; 
however, future development would be restricted by underling R-1-8 and AR-1-1 zoning in the City of 
San Diego and OS/lDU zoning in the City of Poway. 

West of the site is Pomerado Road and the communities of Scripps Miramar Ranch and Miramar 
Ranch North. These communities are predominantly built out with residential uses in the vicinity of 
the project site and are designed for urban levels of development by their respective community plans. 
East of the site is undeveloped land owned by the County of San Diego that is part of Sycamore 
Canyon County Open Space Preserve. Because_ this land is a dedicated preserve, it will be preserved as 
open space in perpetuity, restricting the opportunity for growth. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would potentially induce growth along the Beeler Canyon 
Road because additional sewer line capacity would be available. The Project also would potentially 
induce the development of military housing south of the site on MCAS Miramar by providing a sewer 
easement to the Project site's south property boundary and by sizing on-site sewer lines to 
accommodate this potential development. Other than the limited area along Beeler C~yon Road and 
military housing on MCAS Miramar south of the site, growth would not be induced by the Project. 
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9.0 Alternatives 
In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall describe "a range 
of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasiblely attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project" as well as an evaluation of the "the comparative merits of the alternatives. An 
EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to the project. Rather, it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making . ... " 

This Section provides potential alternatives to the proposed Project and evaluates them as required by 
CEQA. Each major issue area included in the detailed impact analysis of this EIR (see Chapter 4.0) is 
included in the analysis of alternatives. In accordance with CEQA Section 15126.6(d), "the EIR shall 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project. " CEQA also requires EIR.s to identify the environmentally 
superior alternative froin among the alternatives. The Reduced Project Alternative, described in 
Section 9.4,· would be the most environmentally sensitive alternative that attains most of the objectives 
of the proposed Project. Section 9.7 and Table 9-1 summarize the "major characteristics and 
significant environmental effects of each alternative" (CEQA Section 15126.6(d)). 

The goals and objectives of the proposed Project are listed in Section 3.1, PROJECT GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES. A summary of the significant impacts which would result from the proposed Project is 
included in Chapter 7 .0, CEQA SUMMARY SECTIONS. 

The proposed Project was filed and has been analyzed under the provisions of the City of San Diego 
Municipal Code and Resource Protection Ordinance, which existed prior to January 1, 2000. It is 
assumed that if one of the alternatives provided below was selected by the decision maker, it would be 
approved under the auspices of the original application. Therefore, the alternatives, when appropriate, 
have been analyzed under the same provisions as the proposed Project. If a new application were to be 
filed in order to implement one of the alternatives, the provisions of the Land Development Code and 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) ordinance would apply, and additional environmental review 
may be required. 

9 .1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

9.1.1 PHASESHIFr ALTERNATIVE 

The project site is located in the City's Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) and as such is subject to the 
City's Managed Growth Initiative and Council Policy 600-29. The proposed Project, as described in 
Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, proposes development under Council Policy 600-29, which 
permits four development options on property located in the FUA which is zoned agricultural. The 
Project is proposing development in accordance with the Policy's "Rural Cluster Development 
Regulations" which allows development at the density permitted in the applicable zone, but clustered 
in order to promote more efficient land utilization and land conservation. As such, the proposed 
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Project is not required to undertake a phase shift via a citywide vote per the Managed Growth 
Initiative. 

Except for development as permitted under Council Policy 600-29, Proposition A, the "Managed 
Growth Initiative," specifies that the existing non-urban land use pattern and character of the Future 
Urbanizing Area should be retained until such time as the City Council and the electorate approve a 
phase shift reclassifying the land from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing and a land use plan is 
adopted. Under the Phase Shift Alternative, a land use plan would be proposed for the project site, 
specifying a land use pattern containing a mix of uses including single-family and multi-family 
residential, commercial, business office, recreational, and institutional, as well as parks and open 
space. The land use plan would designate more intense use of the land than that proposed by the 
Project, resulting in greater environmental impacts in almost all of the environmental issue areas 
discussed in Section 4.0 of this EIR. More intense use of the land would increase impacts in traffic, 
noise, air quality, water quality/urban pollutants, water conservation and public services. It is also 
likely that more land area would be disturbed under the Phase Shift Alternative as compared to the 
proposed Project and that the MHP A would not be expanded on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
as proposed by the Project. Additional land disturbance would increase impacts to landform alteration, 
visual quality, biology, geology/soils, and paleontological resources. 

The land use plan would have to be approved by the San Diego City Council, prior to placement of the 
Phase Shift proposal on the ballot for consideration by a vote of the people to shift the project site from 
the Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing Tier. This Alternative was rejected because 
environmental impacts would be substantially increased as compared to the proposed Project. 

9.1.2 No PRECISE PLAN/ALTERNATIVE PROJECT ACCESS ALTERNATIVE 

As discussed in Section 1.2, PROJECT BACKGROUND, the applicants for the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-projects submitted individual Planned Residential Development Permit (PRD) applications 
and Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) applications to the City in 1999. Under this Alternative, it is 
assumed that the original Montecito and Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM applications would be 
pn:>cessed as originally submitted to the City. The Montecito PRD and VTM applications were deemed 
complete on March 30, 1999, and the Sycamore Estates PRD and VTM applications were deemed 
complete on September 13, 1999. Similar to the proposed PRDs and VTMs described in Section 3.0, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the Montecito application proposed single-family residential development, and 
the Sycamore Estates application proposed single-family and multi-family residential development, as 
well as a park site. No institutional uses were proposed; however, the initial Sycamore Estates 
application considered the retention of a six-acre industrial area on the site. The two sun-projects were 
not related, and a Precise Plan was not proposed (see Section 1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND). A roadway 
connection (e.g., Rancho Encantada Parkway) was not proposed between the two sub-project sites, and 
the primary access for Sycamore Estates was to the north through the City of Poway. 

Although the PRDs and VTMs proposed for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects are still 
being processed by the City independently from one another, and are evaluated by this EIR as 
independent implementing actions, they are both subject to the proposed Rancho Encantada Precise 
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Plan and have been revised to coordinate roadway grades at the common property boundary. The 
Sycamore Estates VTM now proposes the construction of Rancho Encantada Parkway through the 
Montecito sub-project site as an off-site improvement so that Sycamore Estates' primary access is 
Pomerado Road via Rancho Encantada Parkway. 

Under this Alternative, the northerly roadway connection crosses Beeler Canyon on a fill section of 
over 30 feet of fill. The fill and roadway would impact wetlands and the major east/west wildlife 
corridor in the canyon. The traffic impacts would not differ significantly from the traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed Project, with the exception of impacts to Beeler Canyon Road. More 
project traffic would be expected to use Beeler Canyon Road under this Alternative than under the 
proposed Project. A Precise Plan would not be approved, and no long-range plan would be considered 
for the area. This Alternative was rejected in favor of the proposed Project because the Precise Plan 
would ensure better coordination of the two adjacent sub-projects with regard to general guidelines and 
standards for grading, erosion control, architecture, landscaping, brush management, wall and fence 
design, lighting, and conservation. In addition, with selection of this Alternative, land use, traffic and 
noise impacts would be increased along Kirkham Way and off-site impacts along this roadway segment 
would occur due to its necessary widening and improvement. In addition, impacts to Beeler Canyon, 
including wetlands impacts and impacts to the east/west wildlife corridor would increase. 

9.1.3 ALTERNATIVE SITES 

CEQA does not require that analysis of alternative sites always be included in an EIR. However, if all 
the surrounding circumstances make it reasonable to consider an alternative site then this alternative 
should be considered and analyzed in the EIR. In making the decision to include or exclude analysis of 
an alternative site, the "key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects 
of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. 
Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need 
to be considered for inclusion in the EIR" (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2). 

To begin the process of selecting a potential alternative location for the purposes of environmental 
review, a cursory review of road maps and aerial photographs of property within the general Project 
vicinity were examined in an attempt to identify sites that were approximately 2,600 acres in size (or 
greater), and were potentially undeveloped and available for private development. Potential sites were 
evaluated according to six primary criteria: 1) existing land use and available urban infrastructure; 2) 
land use designation and zoning; 3) environmental constraints; 4) availability for private development; 
5) accessibility; and 6) ownership. Sites within the City of San Diego evaluated include: San Pasqual 
Valley, Otay Mesa, and North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA). 

No alternative sites were considered reasonable alternatives under the provisions of CEQA. In 
addition, the project proponents do not own any other parcels of land in the proximity of the project 
site suitable for development of the Rancho Encantada project. In light of this review and 
consideration of all surrounding circumstances, it has been concluded that there are no feasible 
alternative sites for the proposed Project. 
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9.2 NO PROJECT - EXISTING ZONING ALTERNATIVE 

As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(c), an EIR shall "analyze the impq,cts of 
the no project alternative by projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services." If the proposed Rancho Encantada project is not approved by 
the City of San Diego, the site could be developed in accordance with its underlying zoning, taking into 
consideration existing utility easements and the City's MHPA and Council Policy 600-29. Figure 2-8, 
Existing Zoning, in Chapter 2.0, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, provides an illustration of the project 
site's existing zoning. 

Necessary discretionary actions would include Planned Development Permits (PDPs) for each of the 
sub-projects, as well as VTMs and individual Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) permits. A 
Precise Plan or other long-range plan would not be considered under this Alternative. 

9.2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE NO PROJECT- EXISTING ZONING ALTERNATIVE 

Figure 9-1, No Project -Existing Zoning Alternative, depicts a conceptual land use plan for this 
Alternative. In total, a maximum of 452 residential units would be developed, with 278 units occurring 
on the Montecito sub-project site and 174 units occurring on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 
Approximately 222 net acres would be developed with manufacturing/industrial uses on Sycamore 
Estates, including the retention of existing industrial uses on the property. Approximately 621 acres of 
the site would be graded or disturbed. Compared to the proposed Project, this Alternative represents a 
reduction of 489 residential units, the introduction of manufacturing/industrial use areas to the site, and 
a decrease of approximately 122 acres of graded area. The proposed land use configuration would 
comply with the provisions. of RPO by avoiding impacts to wetlands and limiting encroachments into 
steep slopes and sensitive biological resources to below that permitted by RPO. A description of the 
land uses that would occur under the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative by sub-project site is 
described below. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

The Montecito sub-project site is zoned R-1-8 (formerly Rl-40,000 under the City's pre-2000 
Municipal Code), a residential zone that requires a minimum of 40,000 square feet per each residential 
unit. North of the existing SDG&E easement, the site would be retained as open space, with the 
exception of one single-family residence that would be retained near the northern site boundary. The 
existing SDG&E easement also would be retained in its existing location. Based on the site's existing 
R-1-8 zoning and pursuant to Council Policy 600-29's Rural Cluster Development regulations, 277 
units would be developed in the southern portion of the site as a Planned Residential Development 
(PRD). Rancho Encantada Parkway would traverse the southern portion of the property, similar to the 
alignment proposed by the proposed Project, and would account for approximately 9.1 acres. An 8.4-
acre MHP A boundary adjustment would occur on-site, and approximately 186 acres of the site would 
be preserved as natural open space. Detention facilities and other infrastructure such as water and 
sewer lines would be necessary within the open space, similar to that proposed by the Project. 
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Compared to the proposed Montecito sub-project described in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the 
same number of residential units would be developed under this Alternative; however, lot sizes would 
be reduced and limited to a graded area of 92 acres. This represents a reduction of graded area by 61 
acres as compared to the proposed Project. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site is zoned AR-1-1, IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 (formerly A-1-5, M-IA and 
M-2A, respectively under the City's pre-2000 Municipal Code). The eastern portion of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site is included in the MHP A and would be retained as open space under this 
Alternative. The AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-5) zone is an agricultural classification that allows residential 
development at a minimum density of one unit per five acres. Approximately 870 acres of the 
Sycamore Estates site are zoned AR-1-1, thus, a maximum of 174 residential units could be developed 
on the site in accordance with existing zoning. Per Council Policy 600-29, residential development on 
the site can be clustered to conserve open space and natural environmental features. Thus, under this 
Alternative, up to 174 units could be clustered within the western and northern portions of the sub­
project site, on approximately 39 acres zonedAR-1-1 (average density: 4.6 du/ac). 

IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 are industrial classifications that cover approximately 1,262 acres of the sub-project 
site. The IL-3-1 and IH-2-1 zones allow for such uses as vehicle sales, wholesale, distribution, storage, 
and light manufacturing. The IL-3-1 zone also allows retail sales, commercial services and offices, and 
the IH-2-1 zone allows heavy manufacturing. Five existing industrial use areas also would be retained 
on the property under this Alternative and would either retain their existing uses or would be developed 
with uses compatible with surrounding uses, including the MHP A. Taking environmental constraints, 
including the MHP A, and other factors such as grading balance into consideration, approximately 238 
222 acres of the sub-project site would be developed with manufacturing/industrial uses. Industrial 
areas would be graoed to include large, flat pads necessary to accommodate large buildings and 
parking areas. 

Rancho Encantada Parkway would connect westward to the Montecito sub-project site, and would be 
bridged in one location to avoid wetland impacts. The bridge would span approximately 450 feet in 
length. Street B would connect to Beeler Canyon Road. Beeler Canyon Road would be improved to 
an Industrial Collector along its length to accommodate traffic increases, including additional truck 
traffic. Including all necessary manufactured slopes necessary to create development pads, 
approximately 529 acres of the sub-project site would be graded or disturbed. 

Compared to the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project described in Section 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION, the number of residential units would be reduced from 663 to 174, a reduction of 489 
units. The Alternative assumes that monetary contributions would be made in lieu of the construction 
of a school and park site and that the two institutional sites would not be developed. The total amount 
of graded area would be decreased as compared to the proposed Project, with this Alternative 
representing a 61-acre disturbance area reduction. 
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9.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE No P ROJECT- EXISTING ZONING ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use: This Alternative would eliminate the significant land use impact of the proposed 
Project associated with the Industrial Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan which 
recommends that industrial and manufacturing lands be protected from encroachment by non­
manufacturing uses. 

The No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would result in land use conflicts with Council 
Policy 600-29/Proposition A associated with the development of manufacturing uses on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Except for residential development as permitted under 
Council Policy 600-29, Proposition A, the "Managed Growth Initiative," specifies that the 
existing non-urban land use pattern and character of the Future Urbanizing Area should be 
retained until such time as the City Council and the electorate approve a phase shift 
reclassifying the land from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing and a land use plan is 
adopted. 

This Alternative would be consistent with the Resource Protection Ordinance by avoiding 
impacts to wetlands and by limiting disturbance of steep hillsides and sensitive biological 
resources to below that permitted by RPO. Each sub-project would be required to obtain an 
individual RPO permit under this Alternative. 

Conflicts with the land use adjacency guidelines of the City's MSCP could occur due to 
lighting, noise and urban runoff typically· associated with industrial uses and large impervious 
surfaces such as parking lots, but would be mitigable. Internal land use conflicts also could 
occur due to the placement of industrial uses immediately adjacent to proposed residential 
areas. This land use impact could be mitigated by an elevation difference, the construction of a 
wall to separate the uses, landscaping, or other buffering method. Noise, odor, lighting, public 
safety, and other nuisance impacts are common at industrial/residential land use edges. In 
addition, heavy truck traffic and associated vehicular noise and air quality impacts typically 
associated with industrial uses could potentially circulate through on-site residential areas and 
on Beeler Canyon Road, which provides access to an existing rural residential area. The 
circulation of heavy truck traffic through existing and proposed residential areas would be 
regarded as a significant land use compatibility impact. This potential significant land use 
impact to on-site residential uses could be mitigated through a project design that segregated 
truck traffic and buffered residential uses. 

Visual Ouality/Landform Alteration: Approximately 622 acres would be graded or 
disturbed, including 92 acres of the Montecito sub-project site and 529 acres of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. Less land area would be graded under this Alternative (a 122-acre 
decrease) as compared to the proposed Project. The per-acre grading quantity would be 
significantly increased due to the need to create large flat pads for manufacturing/industrial 
uses on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. On the Montecito sub-project site, several 
gently sloping residential pads would be created south of the existing SDG&E easement and 
portions of two canyons would be filled that would be preserved under the-proposed Project. 
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Landform alteration impacts would be significant and unrnitigable due to grading quantities 
exceeding the significance threshold of 2,000 cubic yards per graded acre and the creation of 
manufactured slopes at heights well over 10 feet. This impact could be reduced through 
implementation of partial mitigation measures for contour grading similar to those that would 
be applied by the proposed Project. 

Implementation of the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would change the visual 
appearance of the project site from an undeveloped property to that of residential and industrial 
uses surrounded by open space. Development of the site under this Alternative would not 
block public views. Industrial uses would occur interior to the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site and although they may be visible from higher elevations in the City of Poway, would not 
block views to any scenic vista. Similar to the conclusion reached for the proposed Project, 
because implementation of this Alternative would result in a transformation of the site from a 
largely natural view to a view of development and because view would appear monotonous 
from a distance, visual quality impacts would be regarded as direct and cumulatively 
significant. Because industrial uses typically involve the construction oflarge buildings and 
parking areas, the bulk and scale of structures on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would 
be greater than the residential uses proposed by the Project. In this regard, visual quality 
impacts would be increased as compared to the proposed Project. Significant and unrnitigable 
direct and cumulative visual quality impacts would occur, similar to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources: 

Implementation of this Alternative would result in fewer impacts to biological resources as 
compared to the proposed Project. Implementation of this Alternative would reduce impacts to 
biological resources over that which would occur with implementation of the proposed Project, 
because the disturbance area would be reduced by approximately 122 acres. The following 
impacts to vegetation communities would occur: 

Montecito -Sycamore Estates 
Vegetation Community Sub-Project Site Sub-Project Site 

Oak Woodland -- 2.9 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (& disturbed) 24.7 118.5 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (& disturbed) 29.8 184.2· 

Chamise Chaparral (& disturbed) 33.7 136.2 

Non-Native Grassland 3.3 8.5 

Developed/Disturbed Habitat 0.5 78.7 

Totals 92.0 529.0 

No impacts to wetlands would occur on the project site under this Alternative. Industrial 
development would occur in a portion of the watershed for the off-site willowy monardella, but 
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this impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance through the diversion of urban 
runoff away from the population and from the incorporation of Best Management Practices to 
·minimize sedimentation impacts. Impacts to long-term conservation of biological resources 
would not occur under this Alternative, because no encroachment into the MHP A would occur 
on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, and because an 8.4-acre MHPA boundary adjustment 
would occur on the Montecito sub-project site that would be functionally equivalent. The 
development of industrial u~es· adjacent to the MHP A may result in inconsistencies with the 
MSCP's land use adjacency guidelines with regard to noise, lighting and urban runoff. Such 
inconsistencies could be mitigated through minor design modifications and/or other mitigation 
measures, such as sound attenuation, directed lighting techniques and Best Management 
Practices to control urban runoff. 

Geology and Soils: Overall, grading would be decreased on the project site by approximately 
122 acres as compared to the proposed Project, including a reduction of 61 acres on the 
Montecito sub-project site and a reduction of 61 acres on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 
Erosional impacts associated with grading and construction would be slightly reduced on the 
site as compared to the proposed Project. Development in accordance with required 
geotechnical report recommendations would reduce potential geologic hazard impacts. 
Overall, the effects to Geology and Soils would be significant and mitigable. 

Hydrology/Water Quality: Cumulative water quality impacts associated with urban pollutants 
would be decreased on the Montecito sub-project site due to a reduction in impervious surface 
area, and would be increased on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site because more 
impervious surface area would be developed for the industrial uses. Manufacturing/industrial 
areas are oftentimes used for storage of cars, trucks, heavy equipment, and materials, some of 
which are considered hazardous under State and Federal regulations. The potential quantity 
and toxicity of vehicle and industrial pollutants entering sensitive surface water bodies and 
groundwater would be substantially increased under the No Project - Existing Zoning 
Alternative for the Sycamore Estates sub-project. As with the proposed Project, this 
Alternative's potential direct impacts to water quality would be significant and mitigable 
through implementation of NPDES standards along with other potential regulations governing 
chemical use on site. Also, Best Management Practices would be employed, similar to the 
proposed Project, but additional measures may be required as compared to the proposed 
Project. This Alternative's cumulative water quality impacts would be significant and 
unmitigated. 

Transportation: Approximately 2,770 ADT would be generated by the Montecito sub-project 
under either the proposed Project or this Alternative, because the number of dwelling units 
would be unchanged. Because Montecito's primary access would be from Pomerado Road, trip 
distribution under this Alternative also would be the same as the proposed Project for the 
Montecito sub-project. 

Implementation of the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would result in increased 
traffic generation as compared to the proposed Project on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
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site. Using conservative trip generation rates of 200 ADT/acre for manufacturing/industrial 
uses and 10 ADT/residential unit, approximately 46,140 ADT would be generated by the 

. Sycamore Estates sub-project site under this Altemative, which is an increase of 38,352 ADT 
as compared to the proposed Project. Sycamore Estates traffic could be distributed in two 
manners, using either Beeler Canyon Road or Rancho Encantada Parkway as the primary 
access road. If Beeler Canyon Road is used, it would be upgraded to a Collector Road and a 
significant direct impact would be created at the intersection of Creek Road/Pomerado Road. If 
Rancho Encantada Parkway is used, a significant direct impact would occur at Rancho 
Encantada Parkway/Pomerado Road. In either case, cumulative traffic impacts would be 
increased under this Alternative. Also, because manufacturing/industrial truck traffic would 
potentially circulate through the residential portions of Sycamore Estates and/or off-site 
residential areas adjacent to Beeler Canyon Road, vehicle conflicts with pedestrians and 
bicyclists would increase with this Alternative. 

Noise: Similar to the proposed Project, vehicular noise impacts on-Rancho Encantada Parkway 
would require the construction of a noise wall between the roadway and adjacent homes where 
homes would be located closer than 80 feet to the roadway centerline. If industrial truck traffic 
uses Rancho Encantada Parkway, this distance would be increased from 80 feet to 200 _feet. 
Due to the development of industrial uses on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, traffic 
generation would be increased, and vehicular noise impacts would occur along the length of 
Beeler Canyon Road, potentially requiring the construction of noise attenuation walls where the 
roadway abuts residential uses. Detached residential homes proposed adjacent to Rancho 
Encantada Parkway and other impacted roadways would be required to be constructed with 
architectural components that attain of a 45 dB CNEL interior noise level. Off-site vehicular 
noise levels also would be increased, creating a significant cumulative noise impact along 
segments of Pomerado Road and Spring Canyon Road. 

Another important issue would be the interface of the industrial and residential land uses. The 
industrial uses,. including truck loading and manufacturing uses would create potentially 
significant noise levels at nearby residential uses. This would be an additional significant issue 
for this Alternative when compared with the proposed Project. These increased noise levels 
could be mitigated through minor design modifications and/or other mitigation measures, such 
as sound attenuation and buffering. 

Air Quality: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during construction would 
be regarded as significant and would be decreased as compared to the proposed Project because 
less land area would be disturbed (a 122-acre decrease). The contribution to the San Diego 
region's current inability to meet air quality standards would be considered a cumulatively 
significant impact, similar to that of the proposed Project. Depending on the ultimate uses that 
could occur within the industrial areas of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, direct air 
quality impacts associated with stationary sources could be regarded as potentially significant 
and would be analyzed during site-specific environmental review. 
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Cultural Resources: No important culturaJ resources are located on the Montecito sub-project 
site. The significant direct, but mitigable, direct cultural resource impact on_the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site would be avoided under this Alternative, because the area containing 
the potentially significant cultural resource site would be preserved as open space. 

Paleontological Resources: Under this Alternative, approximately 621 acres would be graded 
or disturbed, including 92 acres of the Montecito sub-project site and 529 acres of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Because less area of the sites would be graded, the potential 
for significant impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced for this Alternative and 
mitigation would be required as specified in Section 4.10 of this EIR to mitigate direct impacts 
to below a level of-significance. As with the proposed Project, significant and unmitigable 
cumulative impacts would occur under this Alternative. 

Public Services: As with the proposed Project, public services such as police; fire, solid waste 
disposal l,lnd libraries would be available to service development on the project site. Because 
the same number of residential units would occur on the Montecito sub-project site under this 
Alternative, public service impacts would be the same as would occur under the proposed 
Project. Development under this Alternative represents a reduction of 489 residential units as 
compared to the proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project. Impacts to schools and parks would 
be mitigated through payment of fees, as no school or public park site would occur within the 
boundaries of the project site under this Alternative. Water and sewer service demand and 
solid waste disposal volumes would be increased on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site due 
to the development of industrial uses. As with the proposed Project, public service impacts 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance, with the exception of cumulative impacts 
to landfill capacity which would be significant and unmitigable. 

Public Safety: Several SDG&E utility easements traverse the project site. Residents and 
employees located in close proximity to overhead electrical distribution lines would be exposed 
to electromagnetic fields (EMF), similar to the proposed project. Because health effects of 
EMF exposure are inconclusive and speculative in nature, impacts are not regarded as 
significant. No hazardous materials exist on the Montecito sub-project site, so no public safety 
impacts associated with hazardous materials would occur. Several hazardous materials, located 
in five existing industrial use areas on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, would remain on 
the property. In addition, manufacturing/industria] uses that would occur over an approximate 
222-acre area of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site under this Alternative would likely use, 
store and/or generate materials which are considered hazardous under State and Federal 
regulations. Because residential uses would occur in relatively close proximity to the 
manufacturing uses, potentially significant public safety impacts could occur. Also, truck 
traffic associated with the manufacturing/industrial uses would potentially increase conflicts 
(versus the proposed Project) with pedestrian and bicycle users in the project site and along 
Bee]er Canyon Road. It is assumed that mitigation measures, such as a restriction on the use of 
hazardous chemicals and explosives, wou]d mitigate increased public safety impacts, and that J 
potential truck traffic conflicts could be mitigated through project design and road use load 
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restnct1ons. As with the proposed project, significant public safety impacts could be mitigated 
to below a level of significance. 

Water Conservation: Because the same number ofresidential units would occur on the 
Montecito sub-project site as compared to the proposed Project, water conservation impacts 
would not be different than the proposed Project. Because industrial uses consume more water 
than residential uses, Sycamore Estates' water demand would be increased as compared to the 
proposed Project. Water demand for manufacturing/industrial uses is calculated at 6,250 
gallons per acre per day (gal/ac/day); thus, development of 222 acres of industrial uses and 174 
residential units on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would increase water demand from 
435,206 gal/ac/day as proposed by the Project, to approximately 1.9 million gal/ac/day. This 
increase in water demand would require on-site water storage, and would be regarded as a 
significant increase in water usage. As with the proposed project, direct impacts could be 
mitigated to below a level of significance, but cumulative water conservation impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigable. 

Natural Resources: Implementation of the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative, as well 
as the proposed Project, would preclude future use of the site for agricultural use and mineral 
resource extraction. The preclusion of agricultural uses would not be regarded as significant 
due to the si~e's poor agricultural soil quality. The preclusion of mining would be regarded as 
cumulatively significant due to the limited supply of aggregate resources and reserves located 
in the San Diego Production-Consumption Region. This impact would be similar to the 
proposed Project. 

Cumulative Impacts: The No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would increase the 
Project's contribution to cumulatively significant and unmitigatable impacts associated with 
transportation, visual quality, water quality, air quality, and water conservation and reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative biological resources, paleontologicaJ resources, and 
landform alteration impacts. 

9.2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENT AL ANALYSIS OF THE No PROJECT - EXISTING ZONING 

ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed Project's land use impact regarding inconsistency with the Industrial Element of the 
Progress Guide and General Plan would be avoided by the selection of this Alternative. Impacts to 
cultural resources would be avoided and impacts to natural resources, public services (police and fire 
protection), and public safety would be the same as would occur under the proposed Project. 
Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative would decrease the 
severity of impacts associated with landform alteration, erosion, biology, paleontological resources, 
and public services (schools, parks, and libraries) and increase the severity of impacts associated with 
visual quality, water quality, traffic, noise, and public services (landfill capacity, water service and 
sewer service). 
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9 .3 NO PROJECT - MINERAL RESOURCE EXTRACTION AL TERNA_TIVE 

As discussed in Section 4.14, NATURAL RESOURCES, the Conservation Element of the City's Progress 
Guide and General Plan identifies the project site as containing Poway Conglomerate which is 
described as a local source of sand, gravel, road base material and aggregate for asphaltic concrete. 
The No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative considers development of the Montecito sub-project 
site similar to that as described above under Section 9.2, No PROJECT - EXISTING ZONING 
ALTERNATIVE, while allowing for an aggregate mining operation on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site. The purpose of this Alternative is to eliminate the significant cumulative natural resource impact 
of the proposed Project, which would preclude mining of the site. Necessary discretionary actions 
would include a Planned Development Permit (PDP) for the Montecito sub-project and a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) for mining of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Similar to the proposed 
Project, this Alternative would be inconsistent with RPO due to wetland impacts, requiring RPO 
deviation findings. In addition, the encroachment allowances for steep slopes would be exceeded on 
both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites, requiring the approval of RPO alternative 
compliance findings. Each sub-project would be required to obtain an individual RPO permit under 
this Alternative. Implementation of this Alternative also would require approval of a Reclamation Plan 
by the State Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. Separate state and federal 
permits would be issued for each of the two sub-projects so that they could proceed independently. 
Such permits would include 401 Regional Water Quality Board Certifications, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) Section 404 Permits for impacts tO' wetland habitat, and Section 1603 Streambed 
Alteration Agreements with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

9.3.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE No PROJECT- RESOURCE EXTRACTION ALTERNATIVE 

As conceptually shown in Figure 9-2, No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative, the Montecito 
sub-project site would be developed with 278 single-family residential lots and the western portion of 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be mined for aggregate resources, as described below. 
Approximately 970 acres of the site would be graded or disturbed. Compared to the proposed Project, 
this Alternative represents a reduction of 664 residential units, the introduction of aggregate mining to 
the site, and an increase of approximately 227 acres of graded area. A description of the land uses that 
would occur under the No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative by sub-project site is described 
below. 
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Montecito Sub-Project 

Under this Alternative, the Montecito sub-project site would be developed as described above in 
Section 9.2, No PROJECT-EXISTING ZONING ALTERNATIVE, except that the development footprint 
would be pulled back away from the mining edge and would be slightly expanded in the southwestern 
portion of the property. No encroachment into the existing MHPA would occur. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

This Alternative considers the establishment of a resource extraction operation on approximately 
867.5 847.5 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Prior to the initiation of mining activity, a 
Reclamation Plan is required to be prepared in accordance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation 
Act of 1975 (SMARA). Because ultimate use of the site would be speculative, this Alternative only 
evaluates potential impacts of the mining operation. It should be noted, however, that at the 
completion of mining activities it would be likely that development of an end use would occur on the 
site. 

For the purposes of analysis for this Alternative, it is assumed that the mining operation would consist 
of one large quarry, process plant operations, and an asphalt or concrete batch plant, as well as office 
and maintenance buildings. It also is assumed that mining, material processing and batching activities 
would disturb approximately 250 acres at any given time, over a period of approximately 75 years. 
Based on the size of the mining area and a 75-year time-frame, approximately 10,000 cubic yards of 
material would be exported daily. 

Aggregate products would be mined in a phased manner to remove and process for production a variety 
of construction grade aggregate materials (sand and gravel). The quarry would be excavated to a depth 
of approximately 400 feet, with material mined by heavy equipment and transported by off-road dump 
haul trucks to stockpile areas and a processing plant. The quarry slopes would either be excavated in a 
benched method, or may be mined vertically with the slope reduced by drag line or bulldozer to 
achieve a 2: 1 ultimate slope. The sand and gravel mining operations would not require the use of water 
to extract the resources. Distribution of rock would occur by conveying finished rock products and 
sand products to bunkers or stockpiles. Fluctuations would occur in the amount of stockpiled material 
depending upon market demand for the various products. Commercial trucks would enter the 
processing area to load products for delivery to the ultimate end-user within the market area. 

Reclamation would be conducted to comply with reclamation standards required by SMARA. 
Reclamation of the site would be undertaken in phases, occurring as each mining phase is completed. 
As portions of the site are mined to finished grade, reclamation and revegetation of the slopes and 
subsequent development of the site would be undertaken. 
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9.3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE NO PROJECT- REsOURCE EXTRACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use: This Alternative would eliminate the proposed Project' s land use impact related to 
inconsistency with the Industrial Element: The Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects 
would be inconsistent with RPO due to disturbance of wetlands and steep hillsides and wetland 
deviation and al ternative compliance findings would be necessary. Each sub-project would be 
required to obtain an individual RPO permit under this Alternative. 

Conflicts with the land use adjacency guidelines of the City's MSCP would likely occur due to 
noise, dust, and runoff/water quality pollution typically associated with aggregate mining uses; 
these impacts, however, would be mitigated and a development buffer would be provided. 
Internal land use conflicts also could potentially occur due to the placement of a large mining 
operation immediately adjacent to proposed residential areas. Noise, dust/air quality, public 
safety, and other nuisance impacts are common at mining/residential land use edges. These 
significant impacts, though greater than compared to the proposed Project, would be avoided 
through implementation of a buffer or setback and inclusion of typical mineral extraction safety 
measures. In addition, heavy truck traffic and associated vehicular noise and air quality 
impacts typically associated with resource extraction would circulate on Beeler Canyon Road, 
which provides access to several existing rural residential lots. The circulation of truck traffic 
through existing residential areas along Beeler Road would be regarded as a significant land 
use compatibility impact. This impact could be partially mitigated through implementation of 
truck traffic and route restrictions. 

Visual Ouality/Landform Alteration: Approximately 122.5 acres of the Montecito sub­
project site would be graded for residential uses and approximately 847 .5 acres of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be disturbed by a mining operation. As conceptually 
shown on Figure 9-2, the 847.5-acre disturbance area on Sycamore Estates would include a 
large, gently sloping quarry surrounded by manufactured slopes reaching heights of 250 feet or 
more, which would be a more significant landform alteration impact than would occur under 
the proposed Project. As compared to the proposed Project, 30.5 less acres would be graded on 
Montecito and 257.5 additional acres would be disturbed on Sycamore Estates. On the 
Montecito sub-project site, several gently sloping residential pads would be created south of the 
MHPA. Overall, landform alteration impacts would be reduced on the Montecito sub-project 
site as compared to the proposed Project. On the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, substantial 
landform alteration impacts would result from mining. Landform alteration impacts would be 
significant and would be partially mitigated through the implementation of contour grading, to 
the extent feasible, and slope revegetation. 

Implementation of the No Project- Resource Extraction Alternative would change the visual 
appearance of the project site from an undeveloped property to that of a residential 
neighborhood in the western portion of the site, and large-scale mining operation interior to the 
project site. Open space would be retained in the northern portion of the Montecito sub-project 
site and in the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Visual quality impacts 
due to the creation of a monotonous development pattern would be decreased as viewed from 
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Scripps Poway Parkway and Kirkham way because the development area would occur south of 
the on-site SDG&E easement and the site's higher elevations in the northern portion of the 
property would be preserved as open space. From Pomerado Road, visual quality impacts 
would be the same as would occur with the proposed Project. Mining activity on 847.5 acres of 
Sycamore Estates would have a substantially adverse visual impact because implementation of 
this Alternative would result in a transformation of the site from a largely natural view to a 
view of mining activity characterized by large expanses of unvegetated land being continually 
lowered in elevation through resource extraction. This visual impact would be lessened over 
time by the use of contour grading to the extent feasible and the revegetation of slopes on a 
phased basis. Also, as mining extraction continued, the topographic elevation of portions of the 
operation would be reduced in a manner that would alleviate visibility from Pomerado Road 
and Scripps Poway Parkway. Visual quality impacts would be direct and cumulatively 
significant and unmitigated. 

Biological Resources: Biological resource impacts on the Montecito sub-project site would 
resources be slightly reduced (by 30.5 acres) as compared to the proposed Project and would be 
increased on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site because the disturbance area would be 
increased by approximately 257 .5 acres. The following impacts to vegetation communities 
would occur: 

Montecito Sycamore Estates 
Vegetation Community Sub-Project Sub-Project Site 

Site 

Oak Woodland -- 0.1 

Native Grassland -- 4.4 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (& disturbed) 36.2 197.3 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (& disturbed) 35.0 368.5 

Chamise Chaparral (& disturbed) 47.5 205.3 

Non-Native Grassland 3.3 4.9 

Developed/Disturbed Habitat 0.5 67.0 

Totals 122.5 847.5 

No MHP A encroachment would occur; however, the conduct of aggregate mining activity 
adjacent to the MHPA would potentially result in inconsistencies with the MSCP's land use 
adjacency guidelines with regard to noise and dust. Impacts from inconsistency with the MSCP 
land use adjacency guidelines could be mitigated with the implementation of appropriate 
buffers and lighting and noise standards as mitigation. 

Geology and Soils: Disturbance would be increased on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
by 257 .5 acres and would be decreased on the Montecito sub-project site by 30.5, as compared 
to the proposed Project. Existence of a mining operation would involve substantial ground 
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disturbance and would expose soils to erosion potential for extended time periods. Significant 
erosional impacts associated with this Alternative would be greatly increased as compared to 
the proposed Project on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. These impacts would be 
mitigated through Best Management Practices applied by RWQCB requirements. 

Hydrology/Water Quality: Total water usage likely would be less under this Alternative as 
compared to the proposed Project. Urban pollutant impacts from the Montecito sub-project 
would be similar to that of the proposed Project, as the same number of dwelling units would 
occur on a slightly reduced disturbance area. Water quality problems are very typical in mining 
operations. The mining operation on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would potentially 
increase erosional impacts dramatically as compared to the proposed Project. The mining 
operator would, however, be required to maintain a Stormwater Discharge Pollution Prevention 
and Monitoring Plan, which would reduce potential impacts to water quality. As with the 
proposed Project, direct impacts to hydrology/water quality would be mitigated, but cumulative 
impacts would remain significant. 

Transportation: Approximately 2,770 ADT would be generated by the Montecito sub-project 
under either the proposed Project or this Alternative, because the number of dwelling units 
would be unchanged. Because Montecito's primary access would be from Pomerado Road, trip 
distribution under this Alternative also would be the same as the proposed Project for the 
Montecito sub-project. 

Implementation of this Alternative would result in reduced traffic generation as compared to 
the proposed Project on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Traffic would consist of 
employee and visitor passenger car trips and mining-related truck trips, with mining-related 
vehicles using Beeler Canyon Road. Although direct and cumulative traffic impacts would be 
decreased, tr~c conflicts would likely occur between residential trips and aggregate mining 
haul vehicles. With mining activities occurring over an approximate 75-year period, the export 
of approximately 10,000 cubic yards of material daily would amount to approximately 540 
daily haul trips over a 6-hour period. Vehicle conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists also may 
occur. These impacts would be mitigatable through implementation of minor design 
modifications and/or limitations placed on truck routing. 

Noise: With the introduction of mining activity on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, 
vehicular noise impacts would occur along Beeler Canyon Road, potentially requiring the 
construction of noise attenuation walls where the roadway would abut residential uses. 
Detached residential homes proposed adjacent to Rancho Encantada Parkway and other 
impacted roadways would be required to be constructed with architectural components that 
attain a 45 dB CNEL interior noise level. Mining also generates significant noise due to 
blasting and rock crushing. These noise levels would result in significant stationary noise 
impacts, which would potentially impact nearby residential uses. Noise impacts resulting from 
increased truck traffic would be mitigated through implementation of sound attenuation 
devices, including walls, insulation and upgraded windows, for example. Blasting noise could 
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be partially mitigated through restrictions on blasting times with regard to duratfon and time of 
day. 

Air Quality: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts would be significantly increased as 
compared to the proposed Project because more land area would be disturbed for a long period 
of time (75 years or more). If an aggregate batch plant or concrete batch plant is located on the 
mining site, they would be required to obtain air quality permits from the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for stationary source emissions. 

Cultural Resources: No important or significant cultural resources are located on the 
Montecito sub-project. One potentially significant cultural resource is located on the Sycamore 
Estates site, and mitigation would be implemented as disclosed in Section 4.9 to reduce 
impacts to this site to below a level of significance. 

Paleontological Resources: Because more area of the site would be graded, the potential for 
impacts to paleontological resources would be increased as compared to the proposed Project 
and mitigation would be required. As with the proposed Project, cumulative impacts would be 
significant and unmitigable. 

Public Services: As with the proposed Project, public services such as police, fire, solid waste 
disposal and libraries would be available to service development on the Montecito sub-project 
site. Because the same number of residential units would occur on· the Montecito sub-project 
site under this Alternative, public service impacts would be the same as would occur under the 
proposed Project. Payment of school and park fees would be necessary to_ reduce impacts to 
below a level of significance because a school/park site would not occur on the adjacent 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 

Because no residential uses would be located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, 
impacts to schools, parks and libraries would not occur. Sewer service demand would be 
decreased on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, and substantial water usage would occur, 
as it is a necessary component of a typical mining operation for operation and dust control. _ 
Although substantial, water usage would be similar to or slightly reduced as compared to the 
proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, impacts to public services would be reduced to ) 
below a level of significance, with the exception of cumulative landfill capacity impacts which 
would be significant and unmitigable. 

Public Safety: Residents and employees located in close proximity to overhead electrical 
distribution lines would be exposed to electromagnetic fields (EMF) but because health effects 
of EMF exposure are inconclusive and speculative in nature, impacts are not regarded as 
significant. Several hazardous materials, located in five existing industrial use areas on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, would be removed from the property during the course of 
mining activity. The mining operation would likely use, store and/or generate materials which 
are considered hazardous under State and Federal regulations. The mining operator would be 
required to prepare a Business Emergency, Hazard Communication and Training Plan and 
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permits would be required for material discharging, hazardous material generation and 
hazardous material handling. Also, because residential uses would occur in relatively close 
proximity to the mining operation, potentially significant public safety impacts could occur as 
well. Potential impacts from use of hazardous materials would be mitigated through required 
storage and use restrictions. Potential public safety issues related to increase traffic conflicts 
and noise, dust, etc., would be mitigated through minor design modifications and/or appropriate 
mitigation restricting truck traffic flow and dust control. Public outreach programs, as our 
customarily employed in the industry, also could be implemented. As with the proposed 
Project, public safety impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance 

Water Conservation: Because the same number of residential units would occur on the 
Montecito sub-project site as compared to the proposed Project, water conservation impacts 
would not be different than the Project proposal. However, sand and gravel mining operations 
on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would not require the use of water to extract the 
resources. Water is used for dust control and other miscellaneous uses, however. Water 
demand for the project as a whole would be less than as compared to the proposed Project. As 
with the proposed Project, direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance 
but cumulative impacts would be unmitigable. 

Natural Resources: Implementation of the No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative 
would preclude future use of the site for agricultural use. The preclusion of agricultural uses 
would not be regarded as significant due to the site's poor agricultural soil quality. The 
conduct of mining would be regarded as a positive impact to the supply of aggregate resources 
and reserves located in the San Diego Production-Consumption Region. The significant 
cumulative impact caused by the proposed Project with regard to precluding the site from 
future resource extraction would be eliminated by this Alternative. 

Cumulative Impacts: The No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative would increase the 
Project's contribution to significant and unmitigable cumulative impacts associated with 
landfom1 alteration/visual quality, water quality, and air quality, but reduce cumulative impacts 
to water conservation and public services and eliminate cumulative impacts to natural 
resources. 

9.3.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE NO P ROJECT-RESOURCE EXTRACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed Project's land use impact and natural resource impact caused by precluding future use of 
the site for resource extraction would be avoided by the selection of this Alternative. Impacts 
associated with public services, traffic, and water conservation would be less under this Alternative. 
Impacts to cultural resources would be the same as would occur under the proposed project. Compared 
to the proposed Project, the No Project - Resource Extraction Alternative would increase impacts 
associated with landform alteration/visual quality, erosion, water quality, biology, noise, air quality, 
paleontological resources, and public safety. Direct impacts to hydrology/water quality, biology, noise, 
paleontological resources and public safety would be rnitigable. Cumulative landform alteration/visual 
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quality, loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat), air quality, water quality, paleontological 
resources, landfill capacity, and water conservation would remain significant and unmitigated. 

9.4 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

9.4.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The Reduced Project Alternative considers reducing the development footprint of the proposed Project, 
primarily to reduce impacts to landform alteration and biological resources (see Figure 9-3, Reduced 
Project Alternative). Necessary discretionary actions would include a Precise Plan, as well as PRDs 
and VTMs for each of the sub-projects. In addition, separate state and federal permits for each of the 
two sub-projects would be necessary, including 401 Regional Water Quality Board Certifications, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Section 404 Permits for impacts to wetland habitat, and Section 
1603 Streambed Alteration Agreements with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

Montecito Sub-Project 

The Montecito sub-project site would be developed with the same number of residential units as . 
proposed by the Project, but wo"uld impact less of the site by clustering development into one smaller, 
more compact planning area located adjacent to Pomerado Road. In total, 277 units would be 
constructed on a development pad of approximately 36 net acres. Residential product type could 
include apartments, townhomes, condominiums, or small lot detached units (average density: -8.1 
du/ac). The one existing single-family residence would be retained in its existing location. Rancho 
Encantada Parkway would not be constructed through the Montecito sub-project site. Approximately 
50.9 acres of the sub-project site would be graded under this Alternative. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be rezoned to AR-1-1 (formerly A-1-10), as proposed by 
the Project, but its development footprint and residential unit count would be reduced. Under this 
Alternative, 481 residential units would be constructed on the site, including 404 single-family units 
and 77 affordable housing units (average density: 4.4 du/ac). A 16-acre school park site would also 
occur in a similar fashion as proposed by the Project. Access would be provided via a loop road, with 
two main access points on Beeler Canyon Road. Approximately 349.8 acres of the sub-project site 
would be graded under this Alternative. 
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9.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use: The Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent with a majority of the 
environmental goals, objectives, and recommendations of the Progress Guide and General Plan. 
Similar to the proposed Project, consistency with Council Policy 600-40 would be assured with 
adherence to the required development suitability analysis. The Alternative would result in the 
construction of fewer single-family and multi-family affordable residential units as compared 
to the proposed Project. An MHPA boundary adjustment would not be required under this 
Alternative because no encroachment into the MHPA would occur. The increased amount of 

• MHP A on-site with the proposed Project would not be realized with this Alternative. 
However, 342.3 acres of added open space would be provided as compared to the proposed 
Project. With implementation of lighting, fencing, and urban runoff filtering, this Alternative 
would be consistent with the MHPA Adjacency Guidelines. Similar to the proposed Project, 
this Alternative would not propose a phase shift via a citywide vote per the Managed Growth 
Initiative, but instead would propose development in accordance with Council Policy 600-29. 
In conclusion, the Reduced Project Alternative would be preferable to the proposed Project 
from a land use standpoint, because it would still provide for an affordable housing component 
while preserving 342.3 additional acres of open space. 

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality: Approximately 50.9 acres of the Montecito sub-project 
site and 349.8 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project.site would.be graded. Because less 
land area would be graded under this Alternative (a 342.3-acre reduction) as compared to the 
proposed Project, landform alteration impacts would be reduced, but not avoided, particularly 
on the Montecito sub-project site where a majority of the sites ridge and canyon formation 
would be preserved as open space. Landform alteration impacts would still be significant and 
unmitigable due to grading quantities exceeding the City's significance threshold of 2,000 
cubic yards per graded acre and the creation of manufactured slopes over 10 feet in height. 
Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would change the visual appearance of the 
project site from an undeveloped property to that of two distinct residential areas surrounded 
by open space. The development of the site under this Alternative would reduce direct and 
cumulative landforrn alteration/visual quality impacts, but not to below a level of significance. 

Biological Resources: Implementation of this Alternative would reduce impacts to biological 
resources over that which would occur with implementation of the proposed Project because 
the disturbance area would be reduced by approximately 342.3 acres. Under the Reduced 
Project Alternative, the following impacts to vegetation communities would occur: 

Montecito Sycamore Estates 
Ve2etation Community Sub-Project Site Sub-Project Site 

Native Grassland - 3.0 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (& disturbed) 14.5 82.1 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (& disturbed) 13.5 128.2 

Chamise Chaparral (& disturbed) 17.8 89.0 
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Non-Native Grassland 3.0 2.0 

Developed/Disturbed Habitat 2.1 45.1 

Totals 50.9 349.8 

In addition, off-site iqipacts to biological resources along Beeler Canyon Road would occur 
because the roadway would be widened to accommodate the increase in traffic generated by the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. Impacts to natural flood channel would be lessened on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Impacts to long-term conservation of biological resources 
would be avoided because no encroachment into the MHP A would occur. Impacts to 
biological resources remain significant and mitigable with this Alternative. 

Geology/Soils: Because less area of the site would be graded under this Alternative, erosion 
impacts associated with grading and construction would be reduced as compared to the 
proposed project. The impact would remain significant and mitigated with this Alternative. 

Hydrology/Water Quality: Cumulative water quality impacts associated with urban pollutants 
would be reduced as compared to the Project because a reduced amount of impervious surfaces 
would occur on the property. Impacts related to erosion would also be decreased under this 
Alternative because less acreage would be graded. Overall, water quality impacts with this 
Alternative would remain significant but mitigable. Similar to the proposed Project, 
cumulative water quality impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Transportation: Overall traffic would be significantly reduced under this Alternative, as 
compared to the proposed Project. Total average daily trips for this Alternative would be 7,792 
ADT compared to 10,558 ADT for the proposed Project. 

Approximately 2,770 ADT would be generated by the Montecito sub-project under the 
proposed Project, compared to 2,216 ADT for this Alternative, because the proposed Project 
would develop single family detached housing which generates about 10 ADT per unit, while 
the attached units proposed under this Alternative would generate about 8 ADT per unit. 
Applying trip generation rates of 10 ADT per single-family unit, 8 ADT per multi-family unit 
and 50 ADT and 60 ADT per net park and school acreage, respectively, a total of 
approximately 5,576 ADT would be generated by the Sycamore Estates sub-project under this 
Alternative. This represents a reduction of 2,212 ADT as compared to the proposed Project. 
Impacts to the following would be reduced, but not to below a level of significance: a) the 
westbound to southbound freeway on-ramp at Pomerado Road/I-15; b) the merging distance on 
Pomerado Road to the east of the 1-15 northbound off-ramp; c) off-ramp storage at the 
Pomerado Road/l-15 northbound off-ramp; d) Pomerado Road street segments; and e) three 
Pomerado Road intersections: Scripps Poway Parkway, Willow Creek, and Scripps Ranch 
Boulevard. 

Because less ADT would be generated under this Alternative as compared to the proposed I 
Project, cumulative traffic impacts would be decreased, but not to below a level of significance. 
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All of the sub-project's traffic would use Beeler Canyon Road as sole ingress/egress to the 
project site. Beeler Canyon Road also would be the sole access route to the school and park 
sites, which would generate additional external traffic. Improvements to Beeler Canyon Road 
would thus be necessary to upgrade its designation to a Residential Collector. Significant 
direct traffic impacts would occur at the intersection of Creek Road/Pomerado Road, and 
intersection improvements would be required to reduce this impact to below a level of 
significance. 

Noise: Vehicular noise impacts on Pomerado Road would require the construction of a noise 
wall on the Montecito sub-project site between the roadway and adjacent homes if homes are 
proposed within 200 feet of the roadway centerline, similar to the proposed project. Vehicular 
noise would increase along Beeler Canyon Road, but not to the point where existing residences 
abutting the roadway would be significantly impacted. Overall, fewer noise impacts are 
expected under this alternative as compared to the proposed Project. Under both this 
Alternative and the proposed Project, noise impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. 

Air Quality: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during construction would 
be reduced under this Alternative, because less land area would be disturbed and the amount of 
grading would be reduced. As with the proposed Project, the contribution to the San Diego 
region's current inability to meet air quality standards would be considered a cumulatively 
significant impact with this Alternative. 

Cultural Resources: No important cultural resources are located on the Montecito sub-project 
site. The significant direct, but mitigable, direct cultural resource impact on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site would be avoided under this Alternative, because the area containing 
the potentially significant cultural resource site would be preserved as open space. 

Paleontological Resources: Because less area of the site would be graded (a 342.3-acre 
reduction), the potential for impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced, but not 
avoided. Thus, the direct impact would remain significant and mitigable with this Alternative. 
Under both the proposed Project and this alternative, the cumula~ive paleontological resource 
impact would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Public Services: As with the proposed Project, public services such as police, fire, solid waste 
disposal and libraries would be available to service development on the project site. Because 
the same number of residential units would occur on the Montecito sub-project sites under this 
Alternative, public service impacts would be the same as would occur under the proposed 
Project. It should be noted, however, that because Rancho Encantada Parkway would not be 
constructed under this Alternative to connect the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, 
residents of Montecito would have to travel approximately two (2.0) road miles to reach the 
school and park sites located on Sycamore Estates. The Recreation Element of the City's 
Progress Guide and General Plan states that neighborhood parks should be within a ½-mile 
radius to areas it serves. This inconsistency with the Recreation Element would be regarded as 
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an aoverse, but not significant impact of this Alternative. Because Beeler Canyon Road would 
serve as the sole access route to the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, a potentially significant 
fire services impact would occur because a secondary access route would not be available in 
the case of an emergency. To mitigate this impact, fire sprinklers would be required to be 
installed in each habitable structure. Water, sewer, and solid waste disposal impacts would be 
lessened for the Sycamore Estates sub-project because a fewer number of residential units 
would be developed. As with the proposed project, public facilities impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance, with the exception of cumulative landfill capacity 
impacts which would be significant and unrnitigable. 

Public Safety: Residents located in close proximity to overhead electrical distribution lines 
would be exposed to electromagnetic fields (EMF). Because health effects of EMF exposure 
are inconclusive and speculative in nature, impacts are not regarded as significant. No 
hazardous materials exist on the Montecito sub-project site, so no public safety impacts 
associated with hazardous materials would occ,ur. Hazardous materials located on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be removed or remediated with implementation of 
development, and mitigation would be required similar to that proposed by the Project. These 
.effects are consistent with those identified for the proposed project. 

Water Conservation: Because with this Alternative the same number of residential units 
would occur on the Montecito sub-project and about 82 fewer units would be constructed on 
the Sycamore Estates sub-project site as compared to the proposed Project, water conservation 
impacts would be reduced but not substantially different than the Project proposal. Less 
landscaping would be established, however, which would require less irrigation and would 
account for some reduction in water usage. Reductions in water usage would occur on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site because 82 fewer residential units would be constructed. As 
with the proposed Project, direct impacts could be mitigated to below a level of significance, 
but cumulative water conservation impacts would remain significant and unrnitigable. 

Natural Resources: Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would preclude 
future use of the site for agricultural use and mineral resource extraction. The preclusion of 
agricultural uses would not be regarded as significant due to the site's poor agricultural soil 
quality. Similar to the proposed Project, the preclusion of mining would be regar_:ded as a 
cumulatively significant impact for this Alternative, due to the limited supply of aggregate 
resources and reserves located in the San Diego Production-Consumption Region. 

Cumulative Impacts: The Reduced Project Alternative as compared to the proposed Project 
would reduce cumulative impacts to biology, erosion, landform alternation/visual quality, water 
conservation, traffic and air quality and hydrology/water quality. This Alternative also would 
provide a reduction as compared to the Project's contribution to cumulative water quality 
impacts associated with urban pollutants because less impervious surface area would occur, 
generating less urban runoff. The cumulative impacts to landform alteration/visual quality, loss 
of non-native grassland, hydrology/water quality, air quality, pa1eontological resources, landfill 
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capacity, water conservation and mineral resources would be reduced, but would remain 
significant and unmitigable with this Alternative. 

9.4.3 SUMMARY OF ENV1RONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Compared to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would decrease direct impacts 
associated with landform alteration/visual quality, erosion, hydrology/water quality, biology, traffic, 
noise, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, public services and water conservation. 
Public safety and natural resources impacts would be the same as would occur under the proposed 
Project. Potentially significant off-site impacts would occur along Beeler Canyon Road, which would 
not occur under the proposed Project. Fire protection impacts would increase due to the provision of 
only one access to the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, and recreational resources impacts would be 
adverse, but not significant for Montecito, because the park on Sycamore Estates could not be accessed 
within ½-mile driving distance. This Alternative would provide less housing (both single-family and 
multi-family affordable) than the proposed Project. However, it would provide more overall open 
space. In conclusion, several impact reductions would occur with implementation of this Alternative. 
Impacts to public safety, natural resources, and cultural resources would be the same as under the 
proposed Project. Impacts to cumulative landform alteration/visual quality, loss of non-native 
grassland, hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, landfill capacity, water 
conservation and mineral resources, although reduced, would remain significant and unmitigable. Off­
site traffic and noise· impacts along Beeler Canyon Road, fire protection impacts and impacts to 
recreational resources would be greater with this Alternative as compared to the proposed Project, but 
mitigable. Because the Reduced Project Alternative would more fully achieve the goal of locating 
development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the site, and because it would have the 
fewest overall impacts, this Alternative is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

9 .5 REDUCED GRADING ALTERNATIVE 

9.5.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE REDUCED GRADING ALTERNATIVE 

The Reduced Grading Alternative is intended to reduce, but not eliminate, landform alteration impacts 
due to manufactured slope creation and grading quantities. In general, the Montecito and Sycamore 
Estates sub-project sites would be developed with large, custom home sites. Rural, private roadways 
and driveways would occur internal to the project site to provide access to the lots. For purposes of 
this Alternative, it is assumed that several access points would be established with Beeler Canyon Road 
and one with Pomerado Road. Because the purpose of this Alternative is to reduce grading quantities, 
only one access is proposed at Pomerado Road. Rural residential areas, containing a total of 114 lots 
on the Montecito sub-project site and 429 lots on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be 
developed as custom homes, and limited grading is expected to occur outside of the structure 
footprints. For purposes of analysis of this Alternative, it is assumed that 50 percent of the lot area 
would be disturbed by grading and construction of the custom homes, and associated private yards and 
driveways as a worst case scenario. As shown on the typical detail in Figure 9-4, the actual graded area 
for each lot would be less than 50 percent of each lot, and likely even less than 25%. The owner of 
each lot would be responsible for selecting the location for placement of the building footprint. In 
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many cases, homes would likely be sited on the flattest portion of the lot, or would be built into the 
hillside. If sited near the rear of the ldt, long, steep driveways may be necessary, as would the 
provision of culverts over drainages in some areas along the canyon bottoms. See Figure 9-4, Reduced 
Grading Alternative for a conceptual illustration of a lotting plan that could occur under this 
Alternative. The cross-hatch pattern depicted on the figure illustrates the areas to which lotting would 
be confined. As noted above, it has been assumed for this Alternative that up to 50 percent of this 
entire lotted area would be graded or disturbed by yards/custom home private use areas. As shown on 
the Typical Detail provided on Figure 9-4, the range of impact to each lot would vary. The 50 percent 
impact assumption has been chosen as a worse case scenario; however, based on topographic 
constraints it is likely that 25-30% of each lot would be impacted. If this Alternative were to be 
implemented, actual impacts would be assessed on a lot-by-lot basis at the time an application was 
made to develop each custom home site. 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

Approximately 89 .5 acres of the Montecito sub-project site is included in the MHP A that would be 
retained as open space, with the exception of one single-family residence that would be retained near 
the northern site boundary. The existing SDG&E easement also would be retained in its existing 
location. In addition to the one existing rural residential home located on the property, rural residential 
uses consisting of custom lot development of 114 homes would occur on up to 165.2 acres of the site, 
access to which would be provided by private driveways. Lot sizes would range from ½-acre to three 
acres, with the average lot size being approximately one-acre. Assuming that approximately 50 percent 
of each lot would be disturbed, including grading impacts resulting from the creation of roads and 
slopes to support roads, up to 75 acres of the Montecito sub-project site would be disturbed under this 
Alternative. 

Sycamore Estates Sub-Project 

The Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be rezoned to AR-1-l (formerly A-1-10 under the City's 
pre-2000 Municipal Code), and developed under the provisions of the City's Rural Cluster 
Development Regulations. No encroachment into the existing MHP A would occur. Rural residential 
homes consisting of custom lot development would occur along Beeler Canyon Road at the site's 
northern boundary and throughout the site. In total, 429 rural residential lots would occur on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. No affordable housing or school or park site would be provided on~ 
site. Lot sizes would range from 1/2-acre to over 30 acres, with the average lot size being approximately 
2½ acres. Assuming that up to 50 percent of each lot would be disturbed, including grading impacts 
resulting from the creation of roads and slopes to support roads, up to 458 acres of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site would be disturbed under this Alternative. 
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9.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE REDUCED GRADING ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use: The Reduced Grading Alternative would be consistent with a majority of the 
environmental goals, objectives, and recommendations of the Progress Guide and General Plan. 
Council Policy 600-40 would not apply because a Project long-range plan would not be 
prepared. Each sub-project would thus be subject to the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). 
Depending on the placement of each home on each individual lot, potentially significant 
impacts could occur to wetlands and steep slopes in excess of the RPO encroachment 
allowances, if individual projects proposed impacts to these resources. An MHP A boundary 
adjustment would not be required under this Alternative because no encroachment into the 
MHPA would occur. Total open space would be increased from 1,741.2 acres with the 
proposed Project to at least 1,877 acres. With implementation of appropriate lighting, fencing, 
and urban runoff filtering, this Alternative would be consistent with the MHP A Land Use 
Adjacency (LUA) Guidelines. From a land use standpoint, the Alternative would not be 
preferable to the proposed Project because homes would not be clustered. However, at least 
130 acres of additional open space and the site's natural topography would be preserved. As 
with the proposed Project, a significant land use impact due to conflict with the Industrial 
Element of the General Plan would occur as a result of rezoning the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site from Industrial to AR-1-1. 

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality: Graded pads would occur sporadically throughout the 
site and large, flat development pads would not be created. Less land area would be graded 
under this Alternative, and less grading per-acre would occur because large lots and custom 
home development would require less grading than traditional subdivision development. 
Because each lot would be developed in a custom manner, it is not possible at this level of 
design to provide an estimate of grading quantities; but to reduce landform alteration impacts to 
below a level of significance, manufactured slopes would be limited to 10 feet in height and 
grading would be limited to no more than 2,000 cubic yards per graded acre. Or, contour 
grading, stepped pads and landscaping would be implemented to reduce direct impacts to 
landform alteration to below a level of significance. This alternative ~ould eliminate the 
proposed Project's significant and unmitigable direct landform alteration impact. Cumulative 
landform alteration impacts would remain significant, but would be reduced as compared to the 
proposed Project. 

Implementation of the Reduced Grading Alternative would change the visual appe.arance of the 
project site from an undeveloped property to that of residential uses homes spotted over the 
site and surrounded by open space. The development of the site under this Alternative would 
not block public views or have a substantially adverse visual impact; however, because the 
site's existing, largely undeveloped view would change to a view of custom lots over a majority 
of the site, significant, but reduced direct and cumulative visual quality impacts would remain. 
In sum, less overall grading would occur with implementation of this Alternative. This 
alternative would eliminate significant landform/alteration impacts and reduce impacts to 
visual quality. 
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Biological Resources: Because it would. be speculative to assume the location of each custom 
home, this Alternative assumes that approximately 25 percent, and up to 50 percent of each lot, 
including roads and slopes required to support the development would be disturbed. Thus, up 
to 76 acres would be disturbed on Montecito and up to 498 acres would be disturbed on 
Sycamore Estates. It also may be assumed that indirect biological impacts would increase 
slightly, as open space would be distributed in smaller segments within each lot, and be more 
subject to intrusion from domestic animals and humans. As with the proposed Project, indirect 
impacts would be significant, but mitigable. Mitigation of upland habitat would occur through 
on-site preservation within the MI-IPA portions of both sub-project sites. Similar to the 
proposed Project, this Alternative would require impacts to biology in order to construct a 
sewer line to service the project. Impacts to long-term conservation of biological resources 
would be avoided because no encroachment into the MHP A would occur. The configuration of 
open space on-site with this Alternative would be less preferable to wildlife connectivity when 
compared to the proposed Project, although no significant impacts to wildlife movement would 
occur. This is especially true in Beeler Canyon where the proposed Project provides a much 
wider east-west wildlife corridor. With this Alternative, each lot could be fenced, thus 
reducing the width of the corridor. It may be assumed, however, that a minor design 
modification or mitigation would require establishment of a corridor as an open space easement 
along the edge of appropriate custom lots. Overall, the Reduced Grading Alternative would 
have fewer impacts to biological resources than the proposed Project. As with the proposed 
project, direct biological resource impacts would be significant, but mitigable, and the 
cumulative impact due to the loss of non-native grassland habitat would remain significant and 
unmitigable. 

Geology/Soils: Because mass grading of the site would not occur, direct erosional impacts 
associated with the grading and construction would be reduced as compared to the proposed 
Project. Lot-specific Geologic Investigation Reports would be required for each custom lot to 
ensure that each home is constructed with appropriate excavation techniques, slope . 
construction, foundation design, retaining walls, drainage provisions, etc. Prior to issuance of 
grading permits for each custom lot, the lot-specific geotechnical report would need to be 
approved by the City Planning Development Review Department. Potential impacts would be 
reduced, but would remain potentially significant and mitigable. 

Hydrology/Water Quality: Under this Alternative, direct and cumulative water quality 
impacts associated with urban pollutants would be less because a reduced amount of 
impervious surfaces would be created on the property, substantially less grading and earth 
moving would be required and fewer manufactured slopes that require irrigation would be 
created. Direct impacts would be mitigable and substantially reduced as compared to the 
proposed Project. As with the proposed project, cumulative impacts would be reduced, but 
would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Transportation: Applying trip generation rates of 10 ADT per single-family unit, 1,140 ADT 
would be generated by the Montecito sub-project and 4,290 ADT would be generated by the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project. This represents a reduction of 5,118 ADT as compared to the 
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proposed Project. Because less ADT would be generated, cumulative traffic impacts would be 
decreased, but not to below a level of significance. Because only one access point at 
Pomerado Road would occur under the Alternative, most traffic would use Beeler Canyon 
Road as ingress/egress to the project site. Improvements to Beeler Canyon Road would Mt be 
necessary. Significant direct traffic impacts would occur at the intersection of Creek 
Road/Pomerado Road, and intersection improvements would be required to reduce this impact 
to below a level of significance. Overall traffic impacts would be reduced with this Alternative 
as compared to the proposed Project. 

Noise: Unlike the proposed Project, vehicular noise impacts would not require the construction 
of noise attenuation walls on the site. Vehicular noise would increase along Beeler Canyon 
Road, but not to the point where existing residences abutting the roadway would be 
significantly impacted. As with the proposed Project, the significant vehicular noise impacts of 
this Alternative would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

Air Quality: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during construction would 
be reduced under this Alternative, because less land area would be disturbed and the amount of 
grading would be reduced. As with the proposed Project, the contribution to the San Diego 
region's current inability to meet air quality standards would be considered a cumulatively 
significant and unmitigable impact with this Alternative. Overall air quality impacts would be 
reduced with this Alternative as compared to the proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources: No important cultural resources are located on the Montecito sub-project 
site. Eight cultural resources exist on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, seven of which 
were found to be not important. The eighth site would be located in a single family lot under 
this Alternative, but would be preserved by a conservation easement. Thus, the significant but 
mitigable impact of the proposed Project would be avoided by this Alternative. · 

Paleontological Resources: Because less area of the site would be graded, the potential for 
impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced, but not _avoided. Potentially significant 
direct impacts would remain significant and mitigable with the Alternative as compared to the 
proposed Project. Cumulative impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Public Services: As with the proposed Project, public services such as police, fire, solid waste 
disposal and libraries would be available to service development on the project site. Because 
398 fewer residential units would be located on the site, public service demand would be 
reduced as compared to the proposed Project. Because a school and park site would not be 
provided under the Reduced Grading Alternative, the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
project applicants would be required to pay City park fees and enter into a mitigation 
agreement with the Poway Unified School District to mitigate impacts. Due to the circuitous 
private driveway system, fire sprinkler sys~ems would be required to be installed in all homes 
located, outside of the Fire Department's 6-minute response time. As with the proposed 
Project, public service impacts would be significant, although reduced, and mitigable, with the 
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exception of landfill capacity impacts which would remain cumulatively significant and 
unmitigable. 

Public Safety: Residents located in close proximity to overhead electrical distribution lines 
would be exposed to electromagnetic fields (EMF). Because health effects of EMF exposure 
are inconclusive and speculative in nature, impacts are not regarded as significant. No 
hazardous materials exist on the Montecito sub-project site, so no public safety impacts 
associated with hazardous materials would occur. Hazardous materials located on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be removed or remediated with implementation of 
development, and mitigation would be required similar to that proposed by the Project. These 
effects are consistent with those identified for the proposed Project. As with the proposed 
Project, public safety impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance 

Water Conservation: Because a fewer number of residential units would occur on the 
Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites as compared to the proposed Project, water 
conservation impacts would be reduced. Direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance, but cumulative impacts, although reduced, would remain significant and 
unrnitigable. 

Natural Resources: Implementation of the Reduced Grading Alternative would preclude 
future use of the site for agricultural use and mineral resource extraction. The preclusion of 
agricultural uses would not be regarded as significant due to the site's poor agricultural soil 
quality. As with the proposed Project, the preclusion of mining would be regarded as a 
cumulatively significant impact due to the limited supply of aggregate resources and reserves 
located in the San Diego Production-Consumption Region. 

Cumulative Impacts: The Reduced Grading Alternative would reduce the Project's 
cumulative impacts associated with landforrn alteration/visual quality, water quality, traffic, air 
quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity) and water conservation. 
Although reduced, these impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. Cumulative I 
impacts to the loss of non-native grassland would be the same as that which would occur under 
the proposed Project. 

9.5.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF Tiffi REDUCED GRADING ALTERNATIVE 

Compared to the proposed Project, the Reduced Grading Alternative would avoid direct landform 
alteration impacts and decrease significant impacts associated with biology, visual quality, erosion, 
water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, paleontological resources and water conservation. Cultural 
resource impacts would be avoided. Public safety and natural resources impacts would be the same as 
would occur under the proposed Project. Although direct impacts to biological habitats would be 
reduced, indirect but mitigable impacts may be increased, because of increased proximity of the open 
space to domestic animals and humans. Cumulative impacts also would be reduced as discussed 
previously. Fire protection impacts would be mitigatable, but may be increased due to the provision of 
a circuitous private driveway circulation system. 
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9.6 RPO CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE 

9.6.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE RPO CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed Project is consistent with the provisions of RPO for hillside and biological resource 
encroachment on a combined basis under Council Policy 600-40. On an individual basis, the 
Montecito sub-project would exceed RPO hillside encroachment allowances. Also, the proposed 
Project would impact 0.01-acre of natural flood channel on the Montecito sub-project site due to the 
construction of a water line and 0.53-acre of natural flood channel on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site due to the construction of Rancho ~ncantada Parkway and detention basins. In addition, 0.02-acre 
of natural flood channel would be impacted if the proposed sewer pump station design option is 
selected for implementation. Wetland impacts are not permitted by RPO. Thus, the purpose of this 
Alternative is to comply with the strict application of RPO through avoiding impacts to wetlands and 
by reducing hillside encroachment on the Montecito sub-project site to that which would be permitted 
by RPO on a parcel-only basis. 

As conceptually illustrated in Figure 9-5, RPO Consistent Alternative, this Alternative would develop 
the site with single-family residential uses, affordable housing units, and a 14.0-acre school/park site, 
similar to that proposed by the Project. Total density for this Alternative would be 606 dwelling units 
as compared to 941 for the proposed Project. It is further assumed that the reduced density generated 
by this Alternative would not alleviate the need to provide a school on the site. Rancho Encantada 
Parkway and Street "B" would occur on the site, as proposed by the Project, but in order to avoid 
wetland disturbance, one 450-foot long bridge would be necessary on Rancho Encantada Parkway. 
Under this Alternative, approximately 532 acres of the project site would be graded or disturbed, which 
is a 211-acre reduction as compared to the proposed Project. Provided below is a summary of the RPO 
encroachment allowances, which shows that this Alternative would comply with the provisions of RPO 
for sensitive hillsides and biological resources. 
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PROJECT-WIDE RPO ANALYSIS FOR THE RPO CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE 

Maximum 
Encroachment 
Allowance for: 

Parcel Total Sensitive Area with Develop- Exempt Actual Maximum Graded 
Area Biology/ no able Area Exempt Developable Area per the 

(Acres) 25% Sensitive Area (Acres) Area Area per RPO 
Slopes Biology/ (Acres) (Acres) RPO (Acres) Consistent 

1 (Acres/ 25% 2+3+smaller Alternative 
% of Slopes 3 4 5 of (4&5) 

Parcel) (Acres) 

2 

Montecito 278.6 219.4 59.2 26.3 32.9 25.8 111.3 92.0 
(78.8%) 

Sycamore 2,132.0 1,864.0 267.4 298.2 279.6 102.7 668.3 440.0 
Estates (87.5) 

City of"San 248.0 246.8 1.2 49.4 37.0 5.9 56.5 0.0 
Diego (99.5) 

TOTAL 2,658 2,330.2 327.8 373.9 349.5 128.5 836.1 532.0 

Montecito Sub-Proiect 

The Montecito sub-project site would be developed similar to that of the proposed Project, but a 61-
acre reduction in graded area would occur in order to avoid the sub-project's 0.01-acre impact to 
wetlands and to reduce the grading footprint so that Montecito could meet its ~O maximum 
encroachment allowance of 111.3 acres into hillsides and biologically sensitive lands. In total, 144 
dwelling units would occur under this Alternative. This would result in a reduction of 134 units as 
compared to the proposed Project. North of the existing SDG&E easement, the site would be retained 
as open space, with the exception of one single-family residence that would be retained near the 
northern site boundary. Rancho Encantada Parkway would traverse the southern portion of the 
property, similar to the alignment proposed by the proposed Project, and would account for 
approximately 9.1 acres. An 8.4-acre MHPA boundary adjustment would occur on-site, and 
approximately 186 acres of the site would be preserved as natural open space. Detention facilities and 
pther infrastructure such as water and sewer lines would be necessary within the open space, similar .to 
that proposed by the Project. The exception is that the water line connecting to Pomerado Road would 
be moved southerly to avoid the 0.01-acre wetland impact. 

. Sycamore Estates Sub-Proiect 

The proposed Project's 0.53-acre wetland impact is primarily caused by the placement of detention 
basins in the sub-project site's westerly drainage course. To eliminate the need for detention basins in 
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this area, all development in Sycamore Estates' drainage basin 800 (see Figure 4.5-4) would be 
eliminated. Except for a segment of Rancho Encantada Parkway and an existing industrial use area that 
would be developed with institutional uses, Drainage Basin 800 would be preserved in open space and 
development would be shifted easterly. Grading would occur on 440.0 acres of the site, a 150-acre 
reduction as compared to the proposed Project. In total, 462 dwelling units would occur under this 
Alternative, with 410 single-family units and 52 affordable housing units. This would result in a 
reduction of 144 units as compared to the proposed Project. The affordable housing site and 
school/park site· would occur in the same manner as proposed by the Project, but would be reduced in 
size. Approximately 15 custom, one-acre lots would occur in the northern portion of the sub-project 
site, along Beeler Canyon Road. Rancho Encantada Parkway would tr~verse the southern portion of 
the project site, and a local collector would provide a connection to Beeler Canyon Road. Rancho 
Encantada Parkway would be bridged in one location on-site to avoid wetland disturbance. The bridge 
would span approximately 450 feet. 

Sewer Pump Station Design Option 

In order to avoid 0.02-acre of wetland impacts caused by the proposed sewer pump station's access 
road, the pump station' s access road would be redesigned as a bridge under this Alternative to avoid 
wetland impacts. 

9.6.2 ENVIRONMENT AL ANALYSIS OF THE RPO CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use: The RPO Consistent Alternative would have approximately the same land use 
impacts as the proposed Project, with the exception that RPO impacts would not occur because 
impacts to wetlands would be avoided. This Alternative would achieve 335 less residential 
housing units as compared to the proposed Project but this would not result in a land use 
impact. 

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality: Under this Alternative, approximately 61 less acres 
would be graded on the Montecito sub-project site and 150 less acres would be graded on the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site. Landform alteration impacts would remain significant, but 
would be reduced as compared to the proposed Project due the reduction in graded area and 
earthwork quantities. The visual quality impact of the proposed Project caused by the 
transformation of a largely undeveloped view to that.of a view of development surrounded by 
open space which appears monotonous from a distance, would remain but would be reduced as 
compared with the proposed Project with implementation of this Alternative. 

Biological Resources: This-Alternative would result in fewer impacts to biology as compared 
to the proposed Project. Implementation of this Alternative would reduce impacts to biological 
resources over that which would occur with implementation of the proposed Project, because 
the disturbance area would be reduced by approximately 211 acres. The following impacts to 
vegetation communities would occur: 
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Montecito Sycamore Estates 
Vegetation Community Sub-Project Sub-Project Site 

Site 

Oak Woodland -- 3.9 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (& disturbed) 24.7 96.2 

Southern Mixed Chaparral (& disturbed) 29.8 175.4 

Chamise Chaparral (& disturbed) 33.7 118.1 

Non-Native Grassland 3.3 5.7 

Developed/Disturbed Habitat 0.5 40.7 

Totals 92.0 440.0 

No impacts to wetlands would occur on the project site under this Alternative. In addition, the 
watershed for the willowy Monardella would be preserved. As with the proposed Project, 
cumulative impacts to loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat) would be 
significant and unmitigable. Impacts to the long-term conservation of biological resources 
would not occur because no encroachment into the MHP A would occur on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site. An 8.4-acre MHPA boundary adjustment would occur on the 
Montecito sub-project site which would be functionally equivalent. Overall, biological impacts 
would be reduced as compared to the proposed Project. 

Geology/Soils: Because 211 less acres of the site would be graded under this Alternative, 
erosional impacts associated with the grading and construction would be reduced as compared 
to the proposed Project. Special geotechrucal considerations would need to be made for 
construction of the necessary bridge structures, and site-specific geologic technical reports 
would be required to ensure the safety of the bridge supports during a seismic event. With 
adherence to recommendations of the geotechnical reports, potential geologic hazard impacts 
would be reduced to below a level of significance. Overall, geology/soils impacts would be 
reduced as compared to the proposed Project. 

Hydrology/Water Quality: Under this Alternative, significant cumulative water quality 
impacts associated with urban pollutants would be slightly less because a reduced amount 
grading and creation of impervious surfaces would occur on the property. Reduced short-term 
and long-term direct water quality impacts would occur due to erosion. These impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigable. Cumulative water quality impacts would remain 
significant and unmitigated. Overall, hydrology/water quality impacts would be reduced as 
compared to the proposed Project. 

Transportation: Because 335 fewer residential uruts would be constructed under this 
Alternative, a reduction of 5,856 ADT would occur at a rate of 8 ADT for each of the 52 
affordable housing units and 10 ADT for each of the 554 single family detached uruts. This 
reduction from 10,548 for the proposed Project to 4,692 ADT would significantly reduce the 
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direct and cumulative traffic impacts and the amount of mitigation required. As with the 
proposed project, direct and cumulative impacts on Pomerado Road, although reduced, would 
be significant and unmitigable. 

Noise: Noise impacts would be reduced as compared to the proposed Project, because of 
reduced average daily traffic volumes. Structures proposed within 200 feet of the Pomerado 
Road centerline or within 80 fe.et of the Rancho Encantada centerline would be subject to noise 
attenuation measures to reduce interior and exterior noise levels caused by vehicular traffic. 
As with the proposed Project, noise impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. 

Air Quality: Short-term air quality impacts would be reduced due to the reduction in graded 
areas. In addition, the contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be reduced due to 
the reduction in ADT generation. Nonetheless, cumulative air quality impacts would remain 
significant and unmitigable. 

Cultural Resources: No important cultural resources are located on the Montecito sub-project 
site. The significant direct, but mitigated, direct cultural resource impact on the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site would be avoided under this Alte~ative, because the area containing 
the potentially significant cultural resource site would be preserved as open space. 

Paleontological Resources: Because less area of the site would be graded (a reduction of 211 
acres), the potential for impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced, but not 
avoided. Overall, paleontological impacts would be reduced as compared to the proposed 
Project. As with the proposed Project, direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance, but cumulative impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Public Services: As with the proposed Project, public services such as police, fire, solid waste 
disposal and libraries would be available to service development on the project site. Because a 
fewer number of residential units would occur on the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
project sites under this Alternative, public service impacts would be reduced as compared to 
the proposed Project. Although reduced, cumulative impacts on landfill capacity would be 
significant and unmitigable. 

Public Safety: Impacts would be the same as that which would occur under the proposed 
Project. Because health effects of EMF exposure are inconclusive and speculative in nature, 
impacts are not regarded as significant. No hazardous materials exist on the Montecito sub­
project site, so no public safety impacts associated with hazardous materials would occur.· 
Hazardous materials located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be removed or 
remediated with implementation of development, and mitigation would be required similar to 
that proposed by the Project. As with the proposed Project, public safety impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 
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Water Conservation: Because 335 fewer residential units would occur on the site, water 
usage would be lessened as compared to the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, 
direct water conservation impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance, but 
cumulative impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Natural Resources: Impacts would be the same as the proposed Project, in that 
implementation of the RPO Consistent Alternative would preclude future use of the site for 
agricultural use and mineral resource extraction. The preclusion of agricultural uses would not 
be regarded as significant due to the site's poor agricultural soil quality. The preclusion of 
aggregate mining would be regarded as cumulatively significant and unmitigable. 

Cumulative Impacts: The RPO Consistent Alternative would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulatively significant and unmitigable impacts associated with landfonn 
alteration/visual quality, water quality, transportation, air quality, paleontological resources, 
landfill capacity, and water conservation. As with the proposed Project, cumulative impacts to 
loss of non-native grassland (raptor foraging habitat) would be significant and unmitigable. 

9.6.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE RPO CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE 

Compared to the proposed Project, the RPO Consistent Alternative would avoid impacts to wetlands. 
Due to a reduction in graded area and the construction of a fewer number of residential units, impacts 
to landform alteration, biological resources, hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, 
paleontological resources, public services and water conservation would be reduced as compared to 
the proposed Project; however, all impact significance and mitigation conclusions would remain the 
same. Impacts to cultural resources would be avoided and natural resources would be the same as or 
similar to the proposed Project. This Alternative would partially meet the goals of the proposed 
Project. However, 335 fewer residential units would be achieved than the proposed Project. 
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9.7 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Table 9-1, Matrix Comparison of Proposed Project and Project Alternatives, provides a general 
comparison of the proposed project and the project alternatives. CEQA requires that an EIR select the 
"environmentally superior" project based on the evaluation of the project and project alternatives. This 
analysis has shown that the No Project alternative is not the most environmentally superior project. J 
Rather, the Reduced Project Alternative, as shown in Table 9-1, would be considered the environ-
mentally superior project, because it would reduce environmental effects associated with the project 
while implementing a majority of the project objectives. 
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Table 9-1 
MATRIX COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Notes: (1) Impacts Would Not be Significant; (2) Impacts Would be Significant and Mitigated; (3) Impacts Would be Significant and Unmitigable. 

IMPACT IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACT LEVEL OF ALTERNATIVE COMPARED TO PROPOSED 
CATEGORIES PROJECT 

DESCRJPTION SIGNIFICANCE ALT.1 ALT.2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4 ALT. S 
AFI'ER No Project No Project Reduced Reduced RPO 

MITIGATION Existing Resource Project Grading Consistent 
2-<ming Extraction 

LAND USE 

Land Use Consistency with Industrial Element of Significant (3) Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: 
the Progress Guide and General Plan. (Sycamore only) LOWER (1) LOWER (1) SIMJLAR (3) SIM1LAR (3) SIMJLAR (3) 

Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMJLAR (l) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR (1) 

Compatible with Council Policy 600- Not Significant (I) HIGHER (2) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR (1) SIMlLAR (I) SIMlLAR (1) 
29 and the Managed Growth Initiative. 

Compatible with MHPA Adjacency Not Significant (2) HIGHER (2) HIGHER (2) LOWER (2) HJGHER (2) LOWER (2) 
Guidelines. 

Sycamore Estates Compatible with the Resource Not Significant (2) Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: 
Protection Ordinance SIMILAR (2) HIGHER (3) LOWER (2) LOWER(2) LOWER(l) 

Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
LOWER(2) LOWER (2) LOWER (1) LOWER (2) LOWER (l ) 

VISUAL QUALITY 

Visual Quality Impacts due to change in site character Significant - Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: 
fro m undeveloped land to Direct (3) and HIGHER (3) LOWER(3) LOWER (3) LOWER (2) LOWER (3) 
suburban/urban development. Cumulative (3) Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 

LOWER (3) LOWER (3) LOWER (3) LOWER (2) LOWER (3) 
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_____________________________ A_ lt_e_rn_a_t_iv_e_s __ _ 

IMPACT IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACT LEVEL OF ALTERNATIVE COMPARED TO PROPOSED 
CATEGORIES 

DESCRIPTION SIGNIFICANCE ALT. 1 
AFTER No Project 

MITIGATION Existing 
Zoning 

LANDFORM ALTERATION 

Landform lnipacts due to increased grading area Significant - Sycamore: 
Alteration and grading quantity. Direct (3) and HIGHER (3,3) 

·, Cumulative (3) Montecito: 
LOWER (3,3) 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological Impacts to upland habitats, sensitive Significant (3) Sycamore: 
Resources plants and sensitive wildlife. Cumulative (Raptor LOWER (3) 

Foraging Habitat) Montecito: 
LOWER(3) 

Impacts to wetlands. Not Significant (2) LOWER(2) 

MHPA Consistency. Not Significant (2) LOWER (2) 

GEOLOGY/SOILS 

Geology/ Soils Erosional Impacts Not Significant (2) LOWER(2) 

Geologic Hazard/Seismic Hazard Not Significant (2) SIMILAR (2) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EIR (WR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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PROJECT 

ALT.2 ALT.3 ALT.4 ALT.5 
No Project Reduced Reduced RPO 
Resource Project Grading Consistent 

Extraction 

Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: 
HIGHER (3,3) LOWER (3,3) LOWER (2,3) LOWER (3,3) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
LOWER (3,3) LOWER (3,3) LOWER (2,3) LOWER (3,3) 

Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: Sycamore: 
HIGHER(3) LOWER (3) LOWER (3) LOWER (3) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
LOWER (3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) 

HlGHER (2) LOWER(2) LOWER (2) LOWER (1) 

LOWER (2) LOWER(2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) 

Sycamore: LOWER (2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) 
HIGHER(2) 
Montecito: 
LOWER (2) 

SIMILAR (2) SIMILAR (2) SIMILAR (2) SIMILAR (2) 
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IMPACT IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACT LEVEL OF ALTERNATIVE COMPARED TO PROPOSED 
CATEGORIES 

DESCRJPTION SIGNIFICANCE ALT.I 
AFTER No Project 

MITIGATION Existing 
I• '., Zoning 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Not Significant (2) Si'.camore: 
generation. HIGHER (2) 

Montecito: 
LOWER (2) 

Direct and cumulative impacts Significant to Si'.camore: 
Pomerado Road - HIGHER (3) 
Direct (3) and Montecito: 
Cumulative (3) SIMILAR (3) 

NOISE 

Traffic and Impacts from stationary sources Not Significant (1) Sycamore: 
Stationary Noise (blasting operations·or HIGHER(2) 

manufacturing). Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) 

Impacts from increai;ed traffic. Not Significant (2) Sycamore: 
HIGHER (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (2) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
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PROJECT 

ALT.2 ALT.3 ALT. 4 ALT.S 
No Project Reduced Reduced RPO 
Resource Project Grading Consistent 

Extraction 

Si'.camore: Si'.camore: Si'.camore: Si'.camore: 
HIGHER (2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) LOWER(2) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
LOWER (2) SJM1LAR (2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) 

Si'.camore: LOWER (3) LOWER (3) LOWER (3) 
HlGHER (3) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (3) 

Sycamore: SJM1LAR (I) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR(]) 
HlGHER (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) 

LOWER (2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) LOWER (2) 
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AIR QUALITY 

Air Quality Short-term fugitive dust impacts. Not Significant (2) SIMILAR (2) HIGHER (3) LOWER(2) 

Stationary source impacts 

Vehicular emission impacts. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Hydrology/ Water Urban pollutant impacts. 
Quality 

Hydrologic Impacts. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural Resources Impacts to cultural resources 

Not Significant (l) 

Significant -
Cumulative (3) 

Significant -
Cumulative (3) 

Sycamore: 
HIGHER (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Sycamore: 
HIGHER(3) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(3) 

Sycamore: 
HIGHER(3) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(3) 

Not Significant (I) LOWER (1) 

Not Significant 
(Sycamore - 2) 
(Montecito - I) 

Sycamore: 
SIMILAR(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(l) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EJR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 200001 I 053) 
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Sycamore: 
HIGHER (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Sycamore: 
HIGHER (3) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(3) 

SIMILAR(!) 

LOWER(3) 

Sycamore: LOWER (3) 
HIGHER(3) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(3) 

Sycamore: LOWER (1) 
HIGHER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(l) 

Sycamore: 
SIMILAR(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(I) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(l) 

LOWER(2) 

SIMILAR(l) 

LOWER(3) 

LOWER(3) 

LOWER(l) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(l) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(l) 

LOWER (2) 

SIMILAR(!) 

LOWER(3) 

LOWER (3) 

LOWER(!) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(l) 
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,,. 
IMPACT 

.::: 
IMPACTS OF PROPOSE.0 PROJECT IMPACT LEV.EL OF J\Ll'ERNa'l'(VE COMP.ARED to PJt◊POSJtD 

C}. TEGORIES .. .. ' 

DESCRIPTtON SIGNIFICANCE ALT.1 
AFTER No Project 

MlTlGATlON Existing 
... , ., . ,,; ·: -:,· ,-;, .. -;,;.,,-, .. ·:,· .. ;-;,,:-... • . ·•- ........ . ·;i;;' ~oning 

P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Paleontological Impacts due to grading or trenching. Significant • LOWER(3) 
Resources Cumulative (3) 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Fire Protection Impacts to Fire Services. Not Significant Sycamore: 
(Sycamore - 2) SIMILAR(2) 
(Montecito • I) Montecito: 

SJMlLAR(l) 
I 

Police Protection Impacts to Police Services. Not Significant {I) Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Library Facilities Impacts to Library Facilities. Not Significant (1) Sycamore: 
LOWER (1) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) 

Schools Impacts to Schools. Not Significant (2) Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(2) 

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EIR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

PROJECT 

ALT . .2 ALT.3 
No Project .Redoced 
RcsQ11rce Project 

. .E.xtp~,s.,tio,n 

Sycamore: LOWER(3) 
HIGHER(3) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(3) 

Sycamore: Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) HIGHER(2) 
Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR{I) 

Sycamore: Sycamore: 
LOWER(l) LOWER (1) 
Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR (I) SIMILAR(!) 

Sycamore: Svcamore: 
LOWER(!) LOWER(!) 
Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR(!) 

Sycamore: Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) LOWER (2) 
Montecito: Montecito: 
LOWER(2) SIMILAR(2) 

,,.,,:.·.·=:··.,•.,,•.-;• 

ALT.4 
Red.iced 
Grading 

. 

LOWER(3) 

Sycamore: 
HIGHER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(l) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(!) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(!) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(2) 

ALT,5 
RPO 

Consistent 
; 

LOWER(3) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER (1) 
Montecito: 
LOWER (1) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER (1) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(!) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) 
Montecito: 
LOWER(2) 
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iMP.ACT lMPACTS OFl>RO)>OSE.D J>~OJEC'.t lMPAC't Lf:VEL OF AL'fERNA TIVE,C0,M,-A.(UCD TO PRO.POSED 
CA1~0R·~~: ... ~t::• --,< j• ·.•. :: '.• <}-: ':-:-:.::.;_;::> -;-•:: .. , .. • • •• (:~- . . ;•. ~: .. : ... ;;>: -;-·: .... .,:; .. • .. · ._ . :::_;;::J;,;~;-:::: -:::. . . • -;;;:;;;;~:::::· .;,-.; - .. :.:::/tI(O_JJQj\::•;; . .. ~,~~:··:· ···=./·:{\ -:. :-· --~---~-· .::-:- :: 

.. : ·:nits6ru,f1bN. ·. ; •• ·~rG.~1iid~CE ; ·:':':il:f,fri .. ='t1f f ' k < ••• tt 3 -· ,. .. AL' 4 •• \~T. 5 

.. i. ,i:·:_. IW ''.'. .,_ .. '" ... .,- , , • .·,Miftff~~J.f ' ... ~,~~i;t ··:•·.•.:_.: •. :,·,·-N;m~.:~:.: .. ~r~a•.'-r·i·;··u·~.;~-:.t.·.J..:o::.:.:: .... :. ,: :,\tt~_-_u·~-::J--· .• _•_:c.e··.~.·.a·t.·_: :.:: .. ' .•. · .. ·.,·.·: ... ·.·,.•.--.-_·: .. ,;.·"..':k•G···=.:.:·==·'·e.•,_::;,.·.:,a.:,a.:,:,:.;.:.•if.·,.fx:=.:.:, ...... -.-= • ::,c~:lnt 
.......... :..., ... _,, . .-:.:, ... ,: .. ,,,,,.,,,,,, ...... · .. , .. ,. : ... , ,, . ... r, . .. ·,...... . .. ,. . .. - ,.:·==.;:.--,,,-_-~-:;··:. _:-.. ,: .. ·:"': ::.· .. >~Mi!P..g?,. ,. c:r..-t " , ":·,,,,: ..... • •• . .:':.:.>< -, ...... . 

Public Parks Impacts to Public Parks. 

Sewer Impacts to Sewer. 

Water Impacts to Water. 

Solid Waste Impacts to Landfill Capacity. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Public Safety Impacts due to residential proximity to 
mining or manufacturing uses. 

Impacts due to EMF 

Impacts due to existing on-site 
potentially hazardous materials. 

Not Significant (2) 

Not Significant (1) 

Not Significant (1) 

Significant -
Cumulative (3) 

Not Significant (1) 

Not Significant (1) 

Not Significant 
(Sycamore - 2) 
(Montecito - 1) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIM1LAR(2) 

Si'.camore: 
HIGHER (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Si'.camore: 
HIGHER(2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) 

Sycamore: 
LOWER(3) 
Montecito: 
SIM1LAR(3) 

HIGHER(2) 

SIMILAR(!) 

S:tcamore: 
SIMILAR (2) 
Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) 

Si'.camore: Si'.camore: Si'.camore: Svcamore: 
LOWER (l) LOWER(2) LOWER(2) LOWER(2) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR(2) HIGHER(2) LOWER(2) LOWER(2) 

Si'.carnore: Sycamore: Si'.camore: Svcamore: 
LOWER(2) LOWER(l) LOWER(!) LOWER(!) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR(l) LOWER(!) LOWER(l) 

Si'.camore: Sycamore: Si'.camore: Sycamore: 
LOWER(!) LOWER(!) LOWER(!) LOWER(!) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR(}) LOWER(!) LOWER(!) 

Sycamore: Si'.camore: Si'.camore: Sycamore: 
LOWER(3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR (3) SIMILAR (3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) 

HIGHER(2) SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR(l) SIMILAR (I) 

SIMILAR (1) SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR (I) SIMILAR(l) 

S:tcarnore: S:tcamore: S:tcamore: S:tcamore: 
SIMILAR (2) SIMILAR(2) SIMILAR(2) SIMILAR(2) 
Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: Montecito: 
SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR(!) SIMILAR(l) 
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IMP Act 
.. 

• JMJJ A'CTS OF PROP.()SED f.ROJECT , .. , lMPACT-LEVEL'OF ALTERNATJVE COMP AR.ED TO PROPOSED 
ckrEb()JUES •,• ,• ' •'• : '.·••"❖ .. .·:•:-:•. ,;-•.;,:,:-

• 1 ' ' 

''( ,: .. ' ,· .. .. :-

_'l>ESCru:r t roN SIGNiFIC-ANCE .. ALT.·l 
AFTER 

• ·,•, 

• N6 Project . : 

MllJGATtON Existing 
''" .. . ,,•.·, .,· .... "'"·' ::;,;:,. ;,, ,.'\.• ... 

" 
',, ... '••·· .. .. -.-- ... .. -.- Z_o_1,1Jng ._ .. 

WATER CONSERVATION 

Water Water demand impact. Significant - HIGHER (3) 
Conservation Cumulative (3) 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

Natural Resources Cumulative aggregate resource Significant (3) SIMILAR(3) 
impacts. 

RANCHO ENCANTADA DRAFT EJR (LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No.200001 1053) 
Draft: November 21, 2000; Final: June 28, 2001 

,,, f.,ROJE,CT •, •.• 
' ,• 

,: . 
/ ALt.2 . ALT. 3 ALT.4 ALT,5 

N<t PrQject Reduced Reduced JU>O .. . ... •· .. 
Resource Project Grading Consistent 

,;:.-_E_xtr.a1:(ion ,, .. ,,. ._,,,,,,:•: ,, --~'.•· ,' ·-·-·-· 

LOWER(3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) LOWER(3) 

LOWER(l) S1MILAR(3) SIM1LAR(3) SIMILAR (3) 
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that no public agency shall 
approve or crury out a project for which an environmental impact report has been 
certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment if the project 
is approved or canied out unless the public agency makes one or more of the following 
findings, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project, which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment; 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction 
of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by 
that other agency; 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opp01tunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the EIR. 

CEQA further requires that, with respect to significant effects, which were subject to a 
finding under item (3) above, the public agency finds that specific oven-iding economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant 
effects on the environment (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21081 (b)(3). 

The following Findings and Statement of Oven-id.ing Considerations have been submitted 
by the project applicant as candidate Findings to be made by the decision making body. 
The Environmental Analysis Section of the Development Services Depa1tment does not 
recommend that the discretionary body either adopt or reject these Findings. They are 
attached to aJlow readers of this report an opportunity to review the potential reasons for 
approving the project despite the unmitigable significant effects identified in the final 
EIR. 
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Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
for the Proposed Rancho Encantada Project 

(LDR No. 99-1094; SCH No. 2000011053) 

INTRODUCTION 

The following Findings and Statement of OvetTiding Considerations (SOC) are made 
relative to the conclusions of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 
Rancho Encantada Project "the Project" (SCH. No. 2000011053; LDR No.99-1094). The 
2,658-acre project site is comprised of three land areas: Montecito (278 acres), Sycamore 
Estates (2,132 acres), and a City of San Diego-owned parcel (248 acres). The Project 
proposes a maximum of 941 residential units, two institutional sites, a school site, a 
public park site, and various infrastructure and utility improvements. Rancho Encantada 
Parkway is proposed to be developed on-site as the project's primary roadway, and off­
site improvements would occur on Pomerado Road and at the intersections of Spring 
Canyon Road with Spruce Run Drive, Semillon Boulevard and Scripps Creek Drive. As 
a design option, off-site improvements also would occur along a gravity sewer alignment 
no1th of the proposed project site. The proposed project is located within the City of San 
Diego's Future Urbanizing Area (PUA), and includes portions.of the Multiple Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) of the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
preserve system. 

Pe1mits and discretionary actions associated with this project, issued by the city, are 
individual Planned Residential Development Permit (PRD) applications, Vesting 
Tentative Map (VTM) applications, a Rezone for the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, 
and MHPA boundary adjustment for the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project 
areas. A Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) permit is required to implement the 
project, because of encroachment into environmentally sensitive lands. In addition, 
various other state and federal permits would be required to implement the Rancho 
Encantada project. 

CONCLUSIONS OF THE EIR 

The final EIR evaluates the following environmental issues in relation to the Project: land 
use, landfonn/visual quality, biological resources, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, 
transportation, noise, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, public 
services, public safety, water conservation, and natural resources. The final EIR also 
evaluates cumulative and growth-inducing impacts, as well as alternatives to the proposed 
Project analyzed in detail in the EIR. 

The final EIR indicates that the Rancho Encantada project's direct impacts on the 
following environmental issues can be lessened or avoided if all the proposed mitigation 
measures recommended in the final EIR are implemented: biology, geology/soils, 
hydrology/water quality, noise, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, 
public services, water conservation and public safety. 

Direct impacts associated with consistency with the Industrial Element of the Progress 
Guide and General Plan (Sycamore Estates sub-project), direct and cumulative impacts 
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associated with landform alteration/visual quality and transportation (due to contribution 
of traffic to Pomerado Road), and cumulative impacts associated with biology (loss of 
foraging habitat), hydrology/water quality, air quality, paleontological resources, water 
conservation and natural (aggregate) resources would be significant and unmitigable. 

FINDINGS 

A. SECTION 21081 (A)(l) -FINDINGS 

The San Diego City Council, having reviewed and considered the information contained 
in the final EIR., the appendices to the final EIR, and the Administrative Record, finds, 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, that changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment as identified in the final EIR. with respect to land use (RPO and MSCP 
consistency), biological resources, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality (direct), noise, 
air quality (direct), cultural resources, paleontological resources (direct), public services, 
water conservation (direct) and public safety, as described below. 

1. Land Use 

Significant Impact: The proposed Montecito sub-project would be inconsistent with the 
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) due to 0.01-acre impact to natural flood channel 
(wetland) due to a utility line crossing. The Sycamore Estates sub-project would be 
inconsistent with RPO due to a 0.53-acre impact to natural flood channel (wetland). 

In the event that the Montecito sub-project is developed independent of the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project, the size of the City's MHPA would be reduced by 15.9 acres, 
creating impacts considered potentially significant to sensitive habitats and resulting in an 
inconsistency with the City's adopted MSCP. Additionally, potentially significant land 
use impacts associated with compliance with the MHPA adjacency guidelines could 
occur on both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects due to placement of 
development adjacent to the MHP A. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Inconsistency with the RPO wetland encroachment 
provisions would be fully mitigated through on-site wetland habitat restoration and/or 
creation as desc1ibed below under "Biological Resources" for both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-projects. 

Reduction of the MHP A area on the Montecito sub-project site would not significantly 
impact wildlife movement or management of the :MI-IP A. In the event that the Montecito 
sub-project is developed independent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project, the Montecito 
permittee would assure the acquisition of 15.9 acres to be added to the MHPA. 
Acquisition sites would replace habitat acreage eliminated from the MHPA in-Tier or, if 
in-Tier replacement is not provided, acquisition sites would contribute positively to 
preserve functions and values by (a) providing for increased functionality with respect to 
wildlife movement, habitat linkages, connectivity; (b) providing for increased 
functionality by eliminating a potential development area in the preserve, thereby 
minimizing edge effects, fragmentation and management requirements; and (c) providing 
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for conservation of species of concern not on the MSCP covered species list. Acq~isition 
sites would meet the requirements of boundary adjustment equivalency analysis (Section 
5.4.2, City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan, August 1998) and must be approved by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG). Potential inconsistencies with the lv1HP A land use adjacency guidelines 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance as described below under "Biological 
Resources ," "Hydrology/Water Quality," and "Noise." 

2. Biological Resources 

Significant Impact: The proposed Montecito sub-project would result in significant 
direct biological impacts associated with the loss of 0.01-acre of wetland habitat (natmal 
flood channel), 32.4 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 7 .0 acres of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub/chaparral ecotone, 38.9 acres of southern mixed chaparral, 69.6 acres of chamjse 
chapairnl and 1.5 acres of non-native grassland. Implementation of the sewer pump 
station option would impact an additional 0.02-acre of wetland habitat, 0.8-acre of 
Diegan coastal sage scrub, 0.1-acre chamise chaparral and 0.1-acre of non-native 
grassland on the Montecito sub-project site. 

The proposed Sycamore Estates sub-project would result in significant direct biological 
impacts associated with the loss of 0.53-acre of wetland habitat (natural flood channel), 
0.9- acre of coast live oak woodland, 3.5 acres of native grassland, 142.0 acres of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub, 2.7 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub/chaparral ecotone, 221.9 acres 
of southern mixed chapan al, and 141.7 acres of chamise chaparral. Potentially 
significant impacts would occur to an individual coastal California gnatcatcher outside of 
the MHP A. Significant indirect impacts also would potentialJy occur to va1iegated 
dudleya and an off-site population of willowy monardella. 

For both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, significant indirect impacts 
would occur to wetlands with less than 100-foot buffers and significant direct impacts 
would occur if occupied raptor nests are located in or near constmction areas. As noted 
above under "Land Use," potentially significant indirect biological resource impacts 
associated with the placement of development adjacent to the MHP A also would occur. 

As also discussed above under "Land Use," If the Montecito sub-project site developed 
independent of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site, the MHP A would be reduced by 
15.9 acres on the Montecito sub-project site, resulting in a significant direct impact to 
long-term conservation of biological resources. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project's significant direct and indirect impacts to 
biological resources would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-19 identified in the final BIR. 
Mitigation for direct impacts to upland vegetation communities would consist of 
preservation within the Project site at mitigation ratios required by the City's Biology 
Guidelines. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a conservation easement would be 
placed over the open space portions of the site in the acreage amounts designated as 
preservation areas. Direct impacts to wetlands would be fully mitigated by on-site 
wetland habitat restoration and/or creation. All impacts to wetlands would be mitigated 
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"in-kind" and achieve "no-net-loss" of wetland function and values and in accordance 
with state and federal resource agency approvals. Potentially significant indirect impacts 
to wetlands would be mitigated through placement of silt fences around all construction 
areas withjn 100 feet of wetlands. 

Indirect impacts to biological resources within the MHPA would be reduced to below a 
level of significance through lighting restrictions and fencing and landscape requirements 
for areas adjacent to conserved open space. In addition, educational materials regarding 
sensiti vity of the MHPA would be distributed by the developer(s) to future Project 
residents. Mitigation measures contained under "Hydrology/Water Quality" and "Air 
Quality" would reduce potentially significant indisect impacts to vegetation communities 
and sensitive plant species associated with erosion, exposure to urban pollutants and dust. 

For the Sycamore Estates sub-project, potentially significant impacts to an individual 
coastal California gnatcatcher outside of the MHPA would be mitigated by either 
prohibiting grading of occupied habitat during the breeding season, or by incorporation of 
temporary noise attenuation measures to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA. No 
iITigation of the proposed manufactured slopes tributary to the on-site willowy 
monardeJla population would be allowed beyond those areas necessary for brush 
management. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, silt fences would be installed 
around all construction areas on slopes within the watershed of the wilJowy monardella 
population. These measures would reduce indirect impacts on the species to below a 
level of significance. 

A 348.3-acre net increase to the size of the .MHP A would occur. Impacts to the MHP A 
that would occur if the Montecito sub-project were to be developed independently of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project would be reduced to below a level of significance through 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-20 identified in the final EIR which 
requires the acquisition of 15.9 acres to be added to the MHPA. Acquisition sites would 
be potentially developable under the requirements of the OR-1 and OR-2 Zones, and 
development rights would be obtained as part of the acquisition such that the acquired 
land within the MHPA would no longer be available for development. Acquisi tion sites 
would replace habitat acreage eliminated from the MHPA in-Tier or, if in-Tier 
replacement is not provided, acquisition sites would conttibute positively to preserve 
functions and values. Acquisition sites would also meet the requirements of boundary 
adjustment equivalency analysis and must be approved by the USFWS and the CDFG. 
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3. Geology/Soils 

Significant Impact: Soil and geologic conditions are identified on both the Montecito 
and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites which could result in significant impacts. Due to 
the presence of steep topography and topsoils with high erosion potential on the 
Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-projects, as well as the proximity of larger drainage 
courses, the proposed Project could potentially result in significant short-term erosion and 
sedimentation impacts. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The use of conventional grading techniques and 
adherence to the recommendations contained in the site-specific Geologic Investigation 
Reports attached as appendices to the final EIR would reduce significant geologic 
impacts on both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites to below a level of 
significance. Erosion impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance by the 
provision of sediment and erosion control measures contained in the Hydrology/Water 
Quality section of the final EIR. In addition, the permittee would retain a soils engineer 
to monitor grading, construction, and installation of runoff control devices and 
revegetation of the applicable sub-project site. P1ior to the issuance of building permits, 
the project engineer would submit in writing to the City Engineer verification that the 
sub-project has complied with the required notes on the grading plan, landscape plan and 
Storm-Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) addressing erosion/urban runoff 
contro'Js. 

4. Hydrology/Water Quality 

Significant Impact: Significant direct short-term water quality (sedimentation) impacts 
would occur to Beeler Creek and Los Penasquitos Lagoon due to grading and 
construction. Long-term direct water quality impacts (urban pollutants) would occur to 
Beeler Creek and Penasquitos Lagoon due to the introduction of urban uses and 
impervious su1iace areas to the site. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Significant short- and long-term direct impacts would be 
reduced to below a level of significance by implementation of mitigation measures 
contained in Section 4.5 of the final EIR. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the 
owner/permittee would prepare a Sto1mwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in 
compliance with the City of San Diego's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permit. The SWPPP would contain construction-related 
(temporary) BMPs as well as permanent post-construction BMPs to control the rate, 
volume and quality of runoff leaving the site. 

5. Transportation 

Significant Impact: Significant direct and cumulative transportation impacts would 
occur in the project area, including vaiious intersections, roadway segments, and freeway 
ramps. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Impacts would be :mitigated by assuring the construction 
of the transportation improvements identified in final EIR Section 4.6, p1ior to 
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recordation of the first final map. The identified improvements would be assured through 
either a defe1Ted improvement agreement or by permjt and bond. Roadway 
improvements would occur on Pomerado Road, Stonemill Drive, Scripps Poway 
Parkway, Spring Canyon Road, the northbound I-5 off-ramp at Pomerado Road, and the 
southbound auxiliary Jane on I-15 from Mira Mesa Blvd. to Miramar Way. Except for 
dfrect and cumulative impacts to Pomerado Road, transportation impacts would be 
lessened to below a level of significance. 

6. Noise 

Significant Impact: Significant interior noise impacts would potentia11y occur to 
residential homes on the Montecito sub-project located within 200 feet of the Pomerado 
Road centerline. Significant interior and exterior noise impacts would potentialJy occur 
to residential lots/homes on the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites within 
80-feet of the Rancho Encantada Parkway centerline, west of the proposed school/park 
site. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4 .7-1 and 4.1-2 
of the final EIR would reduce potential noise impacts to below a level of significance. 
Mitigation would require a subsequent acoustical analysis be prepared by a qualified 
acoustician to identify noise control requirements on building and site plans, prior to 
issuance of building permjts for potentially impacted dwelling units. If architectural 
features are needed to achieve the interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL, such features 
would be noted on the building plans for the sub-project site. In addition, a noise 
attenuation wall would be constructed along Rancho Encantada Parkway in the locations 
shown on Exhibit A and as specified in the acoustical analysis report attached as an 
appendix to the final EIR. 

7. Air Quality 

Significant Impact: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during 
construction activities and NOx emissions generated from diesel powered construction 
equipment would be regarded as a significant direct impacts for both the Montecito and 
Sycamore Estates sub-projects. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 
4.8-3 of the final EIR would mitigate the Project's direct short-term air quality impacts to 
below a level of significance. Mitigation would require City approval of an accelerated 
construction dust abatement management program and low NOx tune-ups for all diesel­
powered construction equipment. 
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8. Cultural Resources 

Significant Impacts: No cultural resource sites are located on the Montecito sub-project 
site. Development of the Sycamore Estates sub-project would impact one potentially 
significant cultural resource site (CA-SDI-14027H). 

Facts in Support in Finding: Potentially significant impacts to Site CA-SDI-14027H 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance by implementing a number of 
measures specified in the final BIR, including ensuri ng that a qualified archaeologist 
monitor the construction, temporarily halting construction upon the discovery of 
significant cultural resources, and permanently curating collected cultural mate1ials. 

9. Paleontological Resources 

Significant Impact: Implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential for 
significant direct impacts to paleontological resources in areas proposed for grading 
underlain by the Stadium Conglomerate or Pomerado Conglomerate formation . 

Facts in Support in Finding: Potential direct impacts would be mitigated below a level 
of significance by ensuring that a qualified paleontologist is on-site to monitor the initial 
cutting of undisturbed areas underlain by either the Stadium Conglomerate or Pomerado 
Conglomerate formation, dive1ting or halting construction activity in the area of 
discovery if fossil remains are found to allow recovery and curation of fossils, recordation 
of fossils at the San Diego Natural History Museum, and documenting findings in a 
report. 

10. Public Services 

Significant Impact: The Project would increase the population of the area, increasing 
the demand on public services and resulting in significant impacts to schools, parks, and 
fire protection services. The addition of students to the Poway Unified School District 
would result in a significant cumulative impact due to overcrowding. The Project's 
population would create a need for 8.05 acres of public parkland (2.46 acres attributable 
to the Montecito sub-project and 5.59 acres attributable to the Sycamore Estates sub­
project). Because portions of the sycamore Estates sub-project site may be located 
outside of the six-minute response time goal from existing and planned fire stations, fire 
protection impacts would be considered significant. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Sycamore Estates sub-project would offer to convey 
an on-site elementary school site to the Poway Unified School District. In addition, and 
regardless of whether the on-site school site is developed, the owner/permittee is required 
to pay statutory Senate Bill 50 fees in place at the time of building permit issuance to 
reduce public school impacts to below a level of significance. 

Impacts to public parks would be reduced to below a level of significance through the 
provision of an on-site 4.0-acre public park site adjacent to the proposed elementary 
school site. If the school site is not developed, the public park site would increase to 8.05 
acres in size as specified by final EIR Mitigation Measure 4,11-2. If development of the 
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Sycamore Estates sub-project site is not assured through the recordation of a Final Map 
prior to the issuance of building permits for the Montecito sub-project, the Montecito 
sub-project owner/permittee would pay into the Rancho Encantada Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP) p1ior to the issuance of building permits to cover its 2.46-acre 
park requirement. This measure would mitigate the project's significant direct impact to 
public parks to below a level of significance. 

To mitigate potential fire protection impacts to below a level of significance, a fire 
response time analysis would be conducted for each development phase. If a proposed 
structure is located outside of a six-minute response time area from an existing fire 
station, a fire sprinkler system would be installed in the structure satisfactory to the City 
Fire Marshall. 

11. Public Safety 

Significant Impact: Future residents of both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub­
project sites would be exposed to elect1ic and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines 
within existing SDG&E easements. No hazardous materials impacts would occur on the 
Montecito sub-project site. Existing septic systems, a diesel fuel tank and the six existing 
bui ldings located on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site are not hazardous, but the 
existence of these features represents a significant hazard potential. A significant hazard 
potential also exists at Cultural Resource Site CA-SDI-15159H, the site of a WWII era 
training airplane crash, where there is a remote possibility that some casings may still 
have functional primers. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Due to the inconclusive nature of scientific data regarding 
the hazards of EMF, potential impacts are speculative in nature and are not regarded as 
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12-1 through 4.12-5 of the final 
BIR would ful ly mitigate the Sycamore Estates sub-project's significant hazard potential 
to below a level of significance. These measures include requiring the owner/permittee to 
remove the above ground diesel fuel tank and six existing buildings in the Sycamore 
Estates sub-project. The owner/pe1mittee would also be required to take soil samples 
from septic systems, storm water run-off areas, and container storage areas and provide a 
written report of the results to the City of San Diego. A Phase II site assessment would 
also be conducted and implemented prior to the issuance of grading permits. Cultural 
Resource Site CA-SDI-15159H would be marked in the field and flagged for special 
grading precautions to reduce potential impacts associated with this site to below a level 
of significance. 

12. Water Conservation 

Significant Impact: The proposed Project would use approximately 600,000 gallons of 
water per day which is regarded as a significant direct water conservation impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: To reduce direct water conservation impacts to below a 
level of significance, the Project would use low water use plant species, group plants with 
similar water usage requi rements, incorporate computerized inigation systems in 
common irrigation areas, and use water conserving appliances in proposed structures. 
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B. SECTION 21081 (A)(2) FINDING 

The decision maker, having independently reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the final EIR the appendices to the final EIR, and the Administrative Record, 
finds that there are changes or alterations that are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by 
that other agency. 

1. Biological Resources 

Significant Impact: Implementation of the gravity sewer design option would cause 
significant direct impacts to 0.08-acre of wetland habitat, 0.3-acre of coast live oak 
woodland, 0.1-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.1-acre of non-native grassland, 
which are considered sensitive habitats within the City of Poway. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Mitigation for impacts to upland and wetland vegetation 
communities due to construction of the off-site gravity sewer line would consist of 
creation of 0.9 acres of coast live oak woodland and preservation of 0.3 acres of other 
upland vegetation satisfactory to the City of Poway. Mitigation for impacts to wetlands 
would consist of restoring the ground surface of the sewer line al ignment to its original 
condition prior to sewer line installation. All wetland mitigation would be contingent 
upon state and federal resource agency approval and in accordance with City of Poway 
requirements. All impacts to wetlands must be mitigated "in-kind" and achieve "no-net­
loss" of wetland function and values. 

2. Geology/Soils 

Significant Impact: Due to the presence of soils with high erosion potential, 
construction of the gravity sewer line could potentialJy result in significant short-term 
erosion and sedimentation impacts. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Erosion impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance by the provision of sediment and erosion control measures contained in the 
City of Poway Grading Ordinance (City of Poway Municipal Code, Title 16, Division 
III). 

3. Hvdrology/Water Quality 

Significant Impact: Portions of the gravity sewer alignment are located in the mapped 
100-year floodplain of Beeler Creek. Significant direct short-term water quality impacts 
would occur during construction. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Construction of the gravity sewer line would conform to 
the National Flood Insurance requirements and local ordinance. Construction would 
adhere to NPDES Permit No. CA 0108758 and a NPDES perm.it would be obtained from 
the State Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Poway Municipal Code, Chapter 
13.09. 
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4. Air Quality 

Significant Impact: Short-term fugitive dust (PM-10) impacts generated during 
construction activities would be regarded as a significant direct impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Direct impacts would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance through an accelerated dust abatement management program. 

5. Paleontological Resources 

Significant Impact: Construction of the gravity sewer line would have the potential for 
significant direct impacts to paleontological resources in areas proposed for excavation. 

Facts in Support in Finding: Potential direct impacts would be mitigated below a level 
of significance by ensuring that a qualified paleontologist is on-site to monitor areas of 
excavation, diverting or halting construction activity in the area of discovery if fossil 
remains are found to allow recovery of fossils, recordation and curation of fossils at the 
San Diego Natural History Museum or a faci lity designated by the City of Poway, and 
findings documented in a report. 

C. SECTION 21081 (A)(3) FINDING 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR, the 
appendices to the final EIR and the Administrative Record, finds, pursuant to CEQA, that 
the EIR considers a reasonable range of Project alternatives; and that specific economic, 
legal, technological, social, or other considerations including considerations for the 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR and its appendices. 

1. lnfeasibilitv of Mitigation for Significant Unmitigated Impacts 

Land Use 

Significant Impact: The Sycamore Estates sub-project would be inconsistent with the 
Industrial Element of the City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan because 
of the rezone of the site from AR-1-1 (agricultural; formerly A-1-5 under the City's pre-
2000 Municipal Code [CMC]), IL-3-1 (manufacturing; formerly M-lA), and IH-2-1 
(manufacturing; formerly M-2A) to AR-1-1 (agricultural; formerly A-1-10). The 
Industrial Element of the General Plan calls for the protection of manufacturing lands 
from encroachment by non-manufacturing uses. 

Facts in Support of Finding: No mitigation measures have been identified to lessen this 
land use impact to below a level of significance while still achieving the Project's goals 
and objectives. Natural resource (mineral resource extraction) impacts due to 
inconsistency with the Industrial Element could be fully eliminated by selection of the 
Mineral Resource Extraction Alternative. 

Landform/Visual Quality 
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Significant Impact: Construction of the proposed sub-projects, when considered with 
other current and future uses and development in the Beeler Canyon area, would 
contiibute to the alteration of the landfonn and visual character of the area from that of 
natural vegetation and topography to artificial landfonns and human-made su·uctures, 
landscaping and uses. These impacts are considered significant on a direct and 
cumulative level. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Numerous manufactured slopes identified on Exhibit A 
(Montecito and Sycamore Estates VTMs/PRDs) would be contour graded, and all 
manufactured slopes would be revegetated. These measures, however, would not reduce 
landform and visual quality impacts to below a level of significance. No other measures 
have been identified to lessen landform/visual quality impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

Biological Resources 

Significant Impact: Implementation of the Project would result in cumulatively 
significant loss of foraging habitat for the White-tailed kite, Cooper's hawk, Northern 
harrier and other raptors. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Reduction of cumulative impacts to raptor foraging habitat 
would be partially met in conjunction with the coastal sage scrub and grassland habitat 
mitigation described above in Section A under "Biological Resources;" however, these 
measures would not fully mitigate the cumulative impact. No other mitigation measures 
have been identified to further lessen this impact to below a level of significance. 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Significant Impact: Significant cumulative water quality impacts (urban pollutants) 
would occur to Beeler Creek and Penasquitos Lagoon due to the introduction of urban 
uses and impervious surface areas to the site. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Significant direct impacts would be reduced to below a 
level of significance by implementation of a Stonnwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit that contains permanent post-construction BMPs to control the 
rate, volume and quality of runoff leaving the site. No mitigation is available at the 
project level to fully mitigate cumulative water quality impacts. 

Transportation 

Significant Impact: The proposed Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project would 
create cumulative impacts on Pomerado Road street segments from 1-15 to Creek Road. 
Cumulative impacts would occur at the intersections of Pomerado Road with Scripps 
Poway Parkway, Willow Creek, and Scripps Ranch Boulevard, and direct impacts would 
occur at the intersections of Pomerado Road with Scripps Ranch Boulevard and the 1-15 
northbound off-ramp. 
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Facts in Support of Finding: No mitigation measures are available to eliminate 
transportation impacts on Pomerado Road. Other transportation impacts would be 
mitigated by assuring the construction of the transportation improvements identified in 
final EIR Section 4.6, prior to recordation of the first final map. The improvements 
identified in EIR Section 4.6 would be assured through defe1Ted improvement agreements 
or by permit and bond. 

Air Oualitv 

Significant Impact: When considered with other projects in the area, implementation of 
the Project would contribute to the non-attainment of clean air standards in the San Diego 
Air Basin due to an increase in emissions impacts associated with Ozone (03). The 
Project's incremental contribution is considered a cumulatively significant air quality 
impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Because the only mitigation available would be the 
successful county-wide implementation of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS), no mitigation is possible at the project level to 
reduce this impact to below a level of significance. 

Paleontological Resources 

Significant Impact: Grading pe1formed during Project construction would impact soils with 
high paleontological resource sensitivity ratings, resulting in potentially significant 
cumulative impacts. Because paleontological resources are a non-renewable resource, any 
loss of these resources when considered in combination with losses from other development 
in the region, would contribute to a cumulatively significant impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Although direct impacts would be fu1ly mitigated through 
paleontological monitoring, diverting or halting construction activity in the area of 
discovery if fossi I remains are found to allow recovery of fossils, recordation and curation 
of fossils at the San Diego Natural History Museum, and documenting findings in a 
repolt, no measures are available to reduce cumulative impacts to below a level of 
significance. 
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Public Services 

Significant Impact: When considered in combination with other existing and proposed 
developments, cumulative impacts on landfill capacity and waste management services 
would be regarded as significant. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 of the final EIR requires the 
owner/permittee to implement waste-reduction programs during construction and 
operational activities. These programs would reduce, but not fully mitigate, the Project's 
cumulative impact. 

Water Conservation 

Significant Impact: The proposed Project would use approximately 600,000 gailons of 
water per day which, when considered in combination with other existing and planned 
development in the area, is regarded as a significant cumulative water conservation 
impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project would use low water use plant species, group 
plants with similar water usage requirements, incorporate computerized in-igation systems 
for common iITigation areas, and use water conserving appliances in proposed structures. 
Although these measures would reduce direct water conservation impacts to below a level 
of significance, no measures are available to fully mitigate the impact on a cumulative 
level. 

Natural Resources 

Significant Impact: Because a majority of the project site is mapped by the California 
Department of Mines and Geology as a regionally significant mineral resource area, the 
preclusion of mining opportunity on the site is regarded as a potentially significant 
cumulative impact. 

Facts in Support of Finding: No measures are available to reduce this impact. The 
impact could be fully eliminated by selection of the Mineral Resource Extraction 
Alternative. 

2. Infeasibility of Project Alternatives to Reduce or A void Significant Impacts 

The EIR for the Rancho Encantada Project examined several project alternatives, as well 
as two no project alternatives. 

No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative 

Project Description: The No Project - Existing Zoning Alternative represents a 
reduction of 498 residential units, the introduction of manufacturing/industrial use areas 
to the site, and a decrease of approximately 122 acres of graded area. Existing 
manufacturing/industrial uses on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be retained 
and included as part of the development. The Montecito sub-project site.would develop 
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the same number of residential units as the proposed Project. However, lot sizes would 
be reduced and limited to a graded area of 92 acres. An 8.4-acre MHPA boundary 
adjustment would occur on the Montecito sub-project site, and approximately 186 acres 
of the sub-project site would be preserved as natural open space. The Sycamore Estates 
sub-project site would develop up to 174 residential units and approximately 222 acres of 
the sub-project site would be developed with manufacturing/industrial uses. Five 
existing industrial use areas also would be retained on the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site under this Alternative. Industrial areas would be graded to include large, flat pads 
necessary to accommodate large buildings and parking areas. Approximately 529 acres 
of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be graded or disturbed. Rancho 
Encantada Parkway would serve as the p1imary on-site roadway and would be bridged in 
one location. Beeler Canyon Road would be improved to an Industiial Collector along its 
length to accommodate traffic increases, including additional truck traffic. 

Significant Impact: The No Project-Existing Zoning Alternative would avoid direct 
impacts associated with land use (conflict with Industrial Element of the Progress Guide 
and General Plan) by developing the Sycamore Estates sub-project site under its existing 
industrial zones. Direct impacts associated with landform /visual quality (Montecito 
only), biological resources, geology/erosion, paleontological resources, transportation 
(Montecito only), and public services (Montecito only) would be lessened as compared to 
the proposed Project. In addition, the Project's contribution to cumulative impacts 
associated with landform/visual quality (Montecito only), biological resources/raptor 
foraging habitat, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources would be 
lessened as compared with the proposed Project. The Sycamore Estates sub-project 
under this alternative would result in increased significant direct and cumulative impacts 
to landform/visual quality, transportation, noise, air quality, hydrology/water quality and 
water conservation. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Development under The No Project - Existing Zoning 
Alternative is rejected as infeasible because it would not provide the housing that is 
needed to meet cuJTent as well as projected future growth demands within the City. The 
total number of dwelling units under this alternative would be decreased by 489 homes. 
This alternative also is infeasible because it would not provide for a public park and an 
elementary school which is identified as a Project objective. In addition, absorption of 
the 222 acres of industrial/manufactuiing uses would significantly extend the 
construction period resulting in a delay and probable decrease in annual property tax 
revenues to the City. Development of the No Project - Existing Zoning alternative also is 
infeasible because it would result in elimination of an affordable housing component, 
which means the City would not attain its goals for providing affordable housing on this 
site nor would the City obtain a contribution to the low-income housing fund, which 
funds could be used to increase the supply of low-income housing within the City. 
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No Proiect - Mineral Resource Extraction Alternative 

Project Description: Under the No Project - Mineral Resources Extraction Alternative, 
a reduction of 664 residential units, the introduction of aggregate min ing to the site, and 
an increase of approximately 227 acres of graded area would occur. The Montecito sub­
project site would be developed as described in the No PROJECT- EXISTING ZONING 

ALTERNATIVE, except that residential development areas would be pulled back from the 
adjacent mining area and would be slightly expanded in the southwestern portion of the 
property. In total, 122.5 acres of the Montecito sub-project site would be graded under 
this Alternative. This Alternative considers the establishment of a resource extraction 
operation on approximately 847.5 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub-project site. 
Because ultimate end-use of the site after reclamation would be speculative, this 
Alternative only evaluates potential impacts of the mining operation. It is assumed that 
mining, material processing and batching activities would disturb approximately 250 
acres at any given time, over a period of approximately 75 years. The quarry would be 
excavated to a depth of approximately 400 feet, with material mined by heavy equipment 
and transported by off-road dump haul trucks to stockpile areas and a processing plant. 
Reclamation would be conducted to comply with reclamation standards required by the 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). Reclamation of the site would be 
undertaken in phases, occurring as each mining phase is completed. AS portions of the 
site are mined to finished grade, reclamation and revegetation of the slopes and 
subsequent development of the site would be undertaken. 

Significant Impact: The No Project-Mineral Resource Extraction Alternative would 
avoid significant cumulative impacts to natural (aggregate) resources. The Sycamore 
Estates sub-project site would result in reduced impacts to public services and water 
conservation, and increased impacts to landform alteration (direct and cumulative), 
biological resources (cumulative), geology/erosion (direct), hydrology/water quality 
(direct and cumulative), transportation (djrect and cumulative), noise (direct), air quality 
(cumulative), paleontological resources (cumulative) and public safety as compared to the 
proposed Project. On the Montecito sub-project site, direct impacts associated with 
landforrn /visual quality, biological resources, geology/erosion, paleontological resources, 
transportation , and public services would be lessened as compared to the proposed 
Project. In addition, Montecito's contribution to cumulative impacts associated with 
landform/visual quality, biological resources/raptor foraging habitat, hydrology/water 
quality and paleontological resources would be lessened as compared with the proposed 
Project. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Development under The No Project - Mineral Resource 
Extraction Alternative is rejected as infeasible because it would not provide the housing 
that is needed to meet current as well as projected future growth demands within the City. 
The total number of dwelling units under this alternative would be decreased by 664 
homes. This reduction would make the project infeasible because it would not provide 
for an economically viable, diverse and high-quality residential development. This 
alternative also is infeasible because it would not provide for a public park and an 
elementary school which is an objective of the proposed Project, and would not provide 
for dedication of the existing buildings east of Planning Area 11 to the City. In addition, 
the mining of aggregate on up to 847.5 acres for a period of up to 75 years would 
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significantly delay and decrease annual property tax revenues to the City. Development 
of the No Project -- Mineral Resource Extraction alternative also is infeasible because it 
would result in elimination of an affordable housing component, which means the City 
would not attain its goals for providing affordable housing nor would the City obtain a 
contribution to the low-income housing fund, which funds could be used to increase the 
supply of low-income housing within the City. In addition, this project would place a 
significantly increased traffic burden on local and regional streets as a result of the need 
to accommodate up to approximately 540 daily haul t1ips over an approximate 6-hour 
pe1iod in order to conduct a mineral resource extraction operation. These truck trips also 
would result in major impacts to street surfaces, requiring additional , costly annual 
maintenance. 

Reduced Proiect Alternative 

Project Description: The Reduced Project Alternative considers reducing the 
development footp1int of the proposed Project. The Montecito sub-project site would be 
developed with the same number of residential units as the proposed Project, but would 
impact less of the site by clustering development into one smaller, more compact 
planning area located adjacent to Pomerado Road. In total, 277 units would be 
constructed on a development pad of approximately 36 net acres. Residential product 
type could include apartments, townhomes, condominiums, or small lot detached units 
(average density: 8.1 du/ac). The one existing single-family residence would be retained 
in its existing location. Approximately 50.9 acres of the Montecito sub-project site would 
be graded under this Alternative. The Sycamore Estates sub-project site would be 
rezoned to AR-1-1 and its development footp1int and residential unit count would be 
reduced to 481 residential units, including 404 single-family units and 77 affordable 
housing units. A 16-acre school park site also would occur in a similar fashion as the 
proposed Project. Access would be provided via a loop road, with two main access 
points on Beeler Canyon Road. Approximately 349.8 acres of the Sycamore Estates sub­
project site would be graded under this Alternative. 

Significant Impact: The Reduced Project Alternative would provide a proportionate 
reduction in the amount and severity of significant direct impacts associated with 
landform/visual quality, biological resources, hydrology/water quality, transportation, 
geology/erosion, noise, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, public 
services and water conservation. This Alternative also would reduce cumulative impacts 
associated with landform/visual quality, biological resources (foraging habitat), 
hydrology/water quality, transportation, air quality, paleontological resources, public 
services (landfill capacity) and water conservation. There would be no change in impacts 
associated with public safety and natural resources. The Reduced Project Alternative 
would have increased significant but mitigable impacts associated with traffic and noise 
along Beeler Canyon Road and fire protection on the project site. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Development under _the Reduced Project Alternative is 
rejected as infeasible because the area for development would be greatly restricted and 
appropriate access eliminated. Under the Reduced Project Alternative the development 
area would be reduced by over 342 acres and 233 fewer homes would be constructed. 
Recreational resource impacts would be adverse for the Montecito sub-project, because 
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the park on Sycamore Estates could not be accessed within ½-mile d1iving distance. In 
addition, this alternative would not realize the benefit of the proposed 1v1HP A boundary 
adjustment, thus decreasing habitat-saving advantages. The Reduced Project Alternative 
dwelling unit reduction also would not provide for a viable development and would not 
provide for a diverse and high-quality development. Development of this alternative also 
would lessen the number of on-site affordable housing units by 35 units, which means the 
City would not attain its goals for providing affordable housing in the same manner as the 
Proposed Project. 

Reduced Grading Alternative 

Project Description: The Montecito and Sycamore Estates sub-project sites would be 
developed with large, custom home sites. Rural, private roadways and driveways would 
occur internal to the project site to provide access to the lots. For purposes of this 
Alternative, it is assumed that multiple access points would be established at Beeler 
Canyon Road and one at Pomerado Road. For purposes of analysis of this Alternative, it 
is assumed that a maximum of 50 percent of the lot area would be disturbed by grading 
and construction of the custom homes, and associated private yards and driveways. In 
many cases, homes would likely be sited on the flattest portion of the lot or would be 
built into the hillside. If sited near the rear of the lot, long, steep driveways may be 
necessary, as would the provision of culverts over drainages in some areas along the 
canyon bottoms. If this Alternative were to be implemented, actual impacts would be 
assessed on a lot-by-lot basis at the time app)jcation was made to develop each custom 
home site. On the Montecito sub-project site, 114 homes would be built on 
approximately 165.2 disturbed acres of the site. On the Sycamore Estates sub-project site 
429 rural residential lots would be built on approximately 458 disturbed acres of the site. 

Significant Impact: The Reduced Grading Alternative would avoid significant direct 
landform alteration and cultural resources impacts. This alternative also would lessen 
significant impacts associated with biological resources, visual quality, geology (erosion), 
hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, paleontological resources and water 
conservation, but not to below a level of significance. Compared to the proposed project, 
cumulative impacts associated with visual quality/landforrn alteration, hydrology/water 
quality, traffic, air quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity) 
and water conservation would be reduced, but also not to below a level of significance. 
Significant direct impacts to public safety would occur, but would be mitigable, and 
natural resources (aggregate) and cumulative impacts to biological resources (loss of 
raptor foraging habitat) would be significant and unmitigable. Fire protection impacts 
may be increased as compared to the proposed project, but would be mitigable. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Development under the Reduced Grading Alternative is 
rejected as infeasible because no affordable housing, school or park site would be 
provided, thus causing the City to fail to meet its affordable housing goals in this area and 
to significantly reduce recreational opportunities, as well as increase travel miles to 
school and recreational facilities. In addition, the alternative would not provide for the 
existing buildings east of Planning Area 11 to be conveyed to the City. Moreover, due to 
the custom lot design, homes would be priced above that normally charged for homes in 
standard subdivision developments, further worsening the affordability of San Diego's 
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available housing stock. The Reduced Project Alternative is further infeasible because, 
under this alternative, the project's objective of locating development on the least 
environmentally sensitive portions of the site would not be achieved either, resulting in 
an increase in significant environmental impacts. In addition, viability of portions of the 
adjacent MSCP land would be threatened by the residential development's (domestic pets 
and humans) proximity to the open space. 

RPO Consistent Alternative 

Project Description: The purpose of this Alternative is to comply with the strict 
application of RPO through avoiding impacts to wetlands and reducing hillside 
encroachment on the Montecito sub-project site to that which would be pennitted by RPO 
on a parcel-only basis. Total density for this Alternative would be 606 dwelling units as 
compared to 941 for the proposed Project. The Montecito sub-project site would be 
developed similar to that of the proposed Project, but a 61-acre reduction in graded area 
would occur. In total, 144 dwelling units would be built on the Montecito sub-project site 
under this Alternative. The proposed Sycamore Estates' 0.53-acre wetland impact is 
primarily caused by the placement of detention basins in the sub-project site's westerly 
drainage course. To eliminate the need for detention basins in this area, all development 
in Sycamore Estates' drainage basin 800 would be eliminated. Except for a segment of 
Rancho Encantada Parkway and an existing industrial use area that would be developed 
with institutional uses, Drainage Basin 800 would be preserved in open space and 
development would be shifted easterly. Grading would occur on 440 acres of the 
Sycamore Estates sub-project site, accommodating 462 dwelling units and school and 
park site. 

Significant Impact: The RPO Consistent Alternative would avoid impacts to wetlands 
and impo1tant cultural resources. Grading of steep natural hillsides would occur, but 
impacts would be Jess than that permitted by RPO. This alternative would reduce 
impacts associated with visual quality/landforrn alteration, biological resources, 
hydrology/water quality, traffic, noise, air quality, paleontological resources, public 
services (landfill capacity), and water conservation, but not to below a level of 
significance. The RPO Consistent Alternative would also reduce cumulatively significant 
impacts associated with visual quality/landform alteration, water quality, transportation, 
air quality, paleontological resources, public services (landfill capacity), biological 
resources (loss of raptor foraging habitat), and water conservation, but not to below a 
level of significance. 

Facts in Support of Finding: Development under the RPO Consistent Alternative is 
rejected as infeasible because the decrease in the provision of 278 dwelling units and the 
need to construct a 450-foot long bridge on Rancho Encantada Parkway would create a 
project that would not be economically viable. Also, this alternative would not provide 
for the conveyance of existing buildings east of Planning Area 11 to the City. 
Development of this alternative also would significantly reduce the affordable housing 
component, which means the City would not attain its goals for providing affordable 
housing in the same manner as the Proposed Project. Given the reduction in the total 
number of residential dwelling units, the development potential of the site would not be 
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achieved as permitted under Council Policy 600-29, and a potion of the prope1ty could be 
subject to a future Phase Shift by a majority vote of people. 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The City Council, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2108l(b) and State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093, having reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the final BIR, the appendices to the final EIR and the Administrative Record, and having 
balanced the benefits of the proposed Rancho Encantada project against its unavoidable 
environmental impacts, finds that the remaining significant effects are acceptable due to 
the following overriding considerations: 

a. Approximately 1,597 acres within Rancho Encantada of undeveloped land 
which has been identified by the City to be included in the Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area ("MHP A") of the City's Multiple Species Conservation 
Program ("MSCP") would be conveyed to the City for preservation as open 
space. In addition, the Project would convey title to an additional 348.3 acres 
which would expand the City's MHPA by 348.3 acres. Approximately 76 
acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub lies within the 348.3 acre area. Coastal 
sage scrub is habitat that can be utilized by the federally listed threatened 
California gnatcatcher. MHPA areas would be dedicated to the City of San 
Diego and/or covered by a conservation easement to ensure permanent 
preservation. 

b. Approximately 75 percent of the Rancho Encantada project site (1,989.2 
acres) would be preserved as open space, including MHPA open space, project 
open space, and revegetated slopes. The Montecito sub-project would 
preserve approximately 120.7 acres of open space and the Sycamore Estates 
sub-project would preserve approximately 1,620 acres of open space. 

c. Two wildlife corridors would be preserved on the Rancho Encantada project 
site. The Beeler Canyon east-west trending wildlife conidor is located along 
the northern portion of the sub-project sites and connects undeveloped habitats 
in the east, f01ming one of the few remaining east-west wildlife corridors in 
central San Diego County. Sycamore Canyon, a north-south trending wildlife 
corridor, runs along the eastern portion of the Sycamore Estates sub-project 
site. Combined, the preservation of these wildlife corridors would provide 
significant improvements over the existing MHP A for wildlife movements. 

d. The Project would provide an extension of the public trail system and improve 
the on-site trail system. The on-site trail system would connect with trails on 
the adjacent Sycamore Canyon County Open Space Preserve/Gooden Ranch, 
and to trails in the City of Poway. All public trail locations would be 
approved by the City of San Diego in compliance with the MSCP General 
Management Directives for trail design and maintenance. 

e. Sycamore Estates would contribute to the City a cash payment in excess of 
$1,500,000 for public improvements. Eighty percent (80%) of the $1,500,000 
would be utilized by the City for the sole purpose of funding improvements to 
Mission Trails Regional Park and twenty percent (20%) of the $1,500,000 
would be utilized by the City for use within the Kearney Mesa community. 
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f. Sycamore Estates would convey to the City approximately 50 acres of 
property which includes approximately 35,000 square feet of existing 
buildings. The City would at its sole and exclusive election determine which 
of the several buildings City desires to retain for City purposes. 

g. Sycamore Estates would deposit with the City a cash payment totaling 
$265,000 to establish an endowment fund for the initial and long-te1m 
maintenance of conserved property within Sycamore Estates. 

h. An increase in the number of residential homes available in the City of San 
Diego is vital to meet the growth demands in the City. The Project would 
provide 940 new residences, includ111g 834 single-family homes and 106 
affordable multi-family housing units. The development of affordable 
housing on the site would contribute to the City of San Diego's share of 
meeting regional inclusionary housing needs. 

i. The Project would generate temporary construction jobs, as well as permanent 
jobs in the proposed elementary school. 

J. Project residents and visitors would use commercial, industrial, 
manufacturing, and other services and businesses in the City. This increased 
business would translate into increased tax revenues for the nearby 
communities and the City. 

k. An on-site park consisting of a minium of 4.0 net acres would be constructed 
on the Sycamore Estates sub-project site and would be conveyed to the Ci ty of 
San Diego. This park site would contribute to the City's public park 
inventory. 

I. The Rancho Encantada project would assist in various transportation 
improvements on Pomerado Road, Stonemill Drive, Scripps Poway Parkway, 
Spring Canyon Road, the northbound I-15 off-ramp at Pomerado Road, and 
the southbound auxiliary lane on I-15 from Mira Mesa Blvd. to Miramar Way. 
These street improvements would assist in improving the operating conditions 
at these locations to the benefit of all who use these transportation facilities. 
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