














































































 
 
Date: March 19, 2014 
From:  Vicki Granowitz Chair North Park Planning Committee (NPPC) 
To:  Anna McPherson City of San Diego DSD Environmental Planner 
RE:  Preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), Scoping Meeting on January 9, 

2014. The City notice stated that the proposed Community Plan Update may result in potentially 
significant impacts to: Land Use, Visual Quality and Neighborhood Character, 
Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Air Quality, Global Climate Change, Noise, Historical Resources, 
Biological Resources, Geologic Conditions, Paleontological Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, 
Public Services, Public Utilities, and Health and Safety (Anna McPherson City SD DSD Environmental 
Planner. Reported there is no problem if we get our comments in by the 3rd week in March, she 
requested Items be limited to CEQA Issues).  

 
On March 18, 2014 the North Park Planning Committee Voted Unanimously to Submit the Following 
Comments to the City of San Diego DSD Environmental Services for Analysis in the NPCPU EIR  
(Carlson/Barry 10/0/0) 
 
1. NPPC feels that a Program EIR does not accurately capture the potentially significant environmental 

impacts associated with a community plan update. A Master EIR is more appropriate for the environmental 
review than a Program EIR for the specificity required in a community plan.  

2. NPPC requests a review of potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts to transit corridors due to 
traffic diversion on adjacent streets, due to traffic calming measures and increases of traffic due to potential 
increases in density and intensity of uses. 

3. Because Traffic Level of Service analysis is deficient for analyzing the potentially significant impacts of 
alternative transportation modes, please incorporate the new California Statutes for transportation planning 
for circulation impacts assessment in order to fully capture the future transportation elements in North Park.  

4. Potentially significant environmental impacts due to light pollution have not been addressed in any of the 
community plan elements. Please evaluate and discuss light pollution in the noise element and rename the 
element Noise and Light Pollution Element.  

5. It is NPPC’s intention to provide the strongest possible protections for historic resources in our updated 
community plan. Potentially significant Direct and Cumulative environmental impacts to the built 
environment should be assessed, evaluated and discussed where neighborhood character and potentially 
historic resources are at risk.  

6. Evaluate and discuss potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts to the public right-of-way due to 
further intrusion of utility appurtenances, driven by the greater demand for services caused by increased 
density and intensity of use. Potentially Significant impacts may be incurred to ADA issues, quality of life, 
walkability, mobility, parking, as well as business and economic impacts.  

7. Transition Zones: Evaluate and discuss potentially significant direct and cumulative environmental impacts 
due to potential increases in commercial uses, and potential increases in intensity of uses adjacent to 
residential zones. Potential Direct and Cumulative Impacts to be evaluated and discussed include:  

• Noise impacts (e.g. from restaurants/bars/traffic etc.),  
• Impacts from lighting (e.g. impacts to “dark sky”, impacts to residential privacy from intrusion of 

commercial lighting, etc.),  
• Impacts to natural light (e.g. from shadows from taller buildings blocking light to less tall structures, 

particularly single family and historic buildings, shadowing of gardens impacting vegetable growing 
space, solar panels, etc.),   

• Impacts to single family residential Parking (e.g. from multi-family housing infill or increased 
commercial uses) in the transition zones  



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN Jr. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRJCT II 
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SAN DIEGO, CA 92 11 0-27 14 
PHONE (6 19) 688-6960 Flex your power! 
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January 21,2014 

Ms. Anna McPherson 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
San Diego, CA 921 0 1 

Dear Ms. McPherson: 

11-SD-VAR 
PMVAR 

Uptown-North Park-Greater Golden Hill CPU 
NOP I SCH 2013121076 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Uptown-
North Park-Greater Golden Hill Community Plan Update (CPU). Caltrans would like to submit 
the following comments: 

• The City should cooperate with Caltrans to implement necessary improvements at 
intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint jurisdiction, including 
identifying improvement projects for the corresponding community financing plan(s), as well 
as coordinate with Caltrans as development proceeds and funds become available to ensure 
that the capacity of on/off ramps is adequate. 

• Caltrans recognizes that there is a strong link between transportation and land use. 
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State transportation 
facilities. In particular, the pattern of land use can affect both total vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) and the number of trips per household. Therefore, Caltrans encourages local agencies 
as part of their Community Plan updates to work towards a safe, functional, interconnected, 
multi-modal system integrated with land use planning that supports the concept of a local 
circulation system which is pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly in order to enable 
residents to choose alternative modes of transportation. Transit accommodations can be 
accomplished through the provision of park and ride facilities, bicycle access, signal 
prioritization for transit, or other enhancements which can improve mobility and alleviate 
traffic impacts to the State facilities that serves the community planning areas: Interstate 5 (1-
5), Interstate 805 (1-805), State Route 15 (SR-15), State Route 94 (SR-94), and State Route 
163 (SR-163). Such proposed accommodations in Caltrans right-of-way (R/W) should be 
coordinated early with Caltrans staff; contact Chris Schmidt, Caltrans Transportation 
Planning, Public Transportation Branch ( 619-220-7360). 

• SR-94 Express Lanes Project: This project proposes to construct Express Lanes along SR-
94, one in each direction, from east ofl-5 to I-805 with a direct connector at I-805. The 
Express Lanes will carry high occupancy vehicles (HOV) and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California " 
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This is included as part of the 2050 RTP developed by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG). A draft environmental document for the project is expected to be 
released to the public in late 2014. 

• Uptown Mystic Park Concept: On March 7, 2013, Caltrans sent a comment letter to the 
City regarding a conceptual plan for the Uptown Park project located near SR-163. Please 
note that the park as proposed then would impact the designated "Cabrillo Freeway Historic 
District"; further coordination is necessary if the concept moves forward. 

• 1-8 Corridor Study: Please note that SANDAG, in coordination with Caltrans, is currently 
administering the Interstate 8 (I-8) Corridor Study, which will assess a set of identified 
operational improvements along 1-8 between Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and College Avenue, 
north of the area for this Community Plan Update. Operational improvements include, but 
are not limited to, interchange and ramp modifications. The study will be completed by June 
2015. 

• SANDAG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS): The Revenue Constrained Highway Network in the adopted 2050 RTP/SCS 
includes: 

o operational improvements on I-5, between SR-15 and I-8; 
o adding two Managed Lanes on SR-15, between SR-94 and 1-805; 
o adding two Managed Lanes on SR-94, between I-5 and State Route 125 (SR-125) ; 

and 
o adding four Managed Lanes on I-805, between SR-905 and Carroll Canyon Road. 

• The California Complete Streets Act of 2008: Beginning January 1, 2011 , Assembly Bill 
13 58 requires that any substantive revision of the circulation element of the general plan 
includes planning for a balanced multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of 
all users of streets, roads, and highways in a manner that is suitable to the context of the 
general plan. The Act defines all users as motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons 
with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods, and users of public transportation. 
Caltrans supports Complete Streets policies and continues to implement our own Complete 
Streets directive, DD-64-Rl . 

• Traffic Impact Study: A traffic impact study is necessary to determine this proposed plan' s 
near-term and long-term impacts to State facilities -existing and proposed - and to propose 
appropriate mitigation measures. The study should use as a guideline the Caltrans Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (TIS Guide), which is located at the following 
website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf. 
Minimum contents of the traffic impact study are listed in Appendix "A" ofthe TIS Guide. 

The Level of Service (LOS) for operating State highway facilities is based upon Measures of 
Effectiveness (MOE) identified in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). Caltrans endeavors 
to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS "C" and LOS "D" on State highway 
facilities; however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and 
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recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target 
LOS. If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than this target LOS, the 
existing MOE should be maintained. In general, the region-wide goal for an acceptable LOS 
on all freeways, roadway segments, and intersections is "D" . For undeveloped or not densely 
developed locations, the goal may be to achieve LOS "C". 

The geographic area examined in the traffic study should include as a minimum all regionally 
significant arterial system segments and intersections, including State highway facilities 
where the project will add over 100 peak hour trips. State highway facilities that are 
experiencing noticeable delays should be analyzed in the scope of the traffic study for 
projects that add 50 to 100 peak hour trips. 

All freeway entrance and exit ramps where future traffic will add a significant number of 
peak-hour trips that may cause any traffic queues to exceed storage capacities should be 
analyzed. If ramp metering is to occur, a ramp queue analysis for all nearby Cal trans metered 
on-ramps is required to identify the delay to motorists using the on-ramps and the storage 
necessary to accommodate the queuing. The effects of ramp metering should be analyzed in 
the traffic study. For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However, ramp meter 
delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive. 

Caltrans endeavors that any direct and cumulative impacts to the State highway system be 
eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards. 

The lead agency should monitor impacts to insure that roadway segments and intersections 
remain at an acceptable LOS. Should the LOS reach unacceptable levels, the lead agency 
should delay the issuance of building permits for any project until the appropriate impact 
mitigation is implemented. 

• Encroachment Permit: Any work performed within Caltrans R/W will require discretionary 
review and approval by the Department. 

Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by contacting the 
Caltrans Permits Office at 619-688-6158. Early coordination with Caltrans is strongly 
advised for all encroachment permits. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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Caltrans looks forward to continuing coordination with City staff on this Community Plan 
Update; please include Caltrans in future notifications for related public meetings and 
workshops. If you have any questions, please contact Connery Cepeda, Community Planning 
Liaison, at 619-688-6003 or connery.cepeda@dot.ca.gov. 

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief 
Development Review Branch 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California " 



From: McPherson, Anna 
Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2014 11:57 AM 
To: McPherson, Anna 
Subject: FW: Comments From Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee 
 
 
 
From: Ruchell Alvarez [mailto:goldenhillplanningcommittee@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2014 3:50 PM 
To: DSD EAS 
Subject: Comments From Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee 
 

Comments for the January 9th Environmental Impact Report  Scoping Meeting:   

 
Greater Golden Hill, Community Plan Update Draft 

Committee Comments – Summary Document 
  

Section 1.0: Introduction: Brierton, Swarens, and Davis Identify and plan for Very High 
Fire Sensitivity Zones (maps available at 
http://www.sandiego.gov/fire/services/brush/severityzones.shtml), potions of South Park are 
included within the zone: The plan should limit dense construction in these areas, ensuring that 
new construction has fire truck turn around access as required by code, requiring fire safe zones 
in areas that connect habitable structures to open brush. Additionally, the plan should 
acknowledge Very High Fire Sensitivity Zones not only in the introduction, but in Section 6 
"Public Facilities, Services& Safety Element" and throughout the plan as a whole.  

The plan should recognize that the 32nd and 34th Street Canyons are protected by Fish 
and Game (code section 2831 and City Council Resolution R-30253 [in 2007] as designated 
open space and habitat protected areas). (Page 9 of the draft erroneously states that the 32nd 
Street Canyon is not within Multiple Species Conservation.) This should also be reflected in the 
Recreation Element, 7.4, "Open Space Lands", page 18. 

The General Plan Guiding Principles on page 3 of the draft should restate the following 
items from the prior plan:  

• PRESERVE VIEW CORRIDORS (see page 37 of 1988 Plan)  
• PRESERVE SINGLE FAMILY AND LOW DENSITY AREAS. The introduction of the 

prior plan specified different types of architecture In Greater Golden Hill & referenced 
"sensitivity to older established character, scale, design & topological features."  

• PRESERVE COMMUNITY CHARACTER PRESERVE 
LANDSCAPE/STREETSCAPE 
Some important information in the prior plan has been edited out.  For example: 

• The introduction to the prior plan included acreage, number of residents & number of 
dwelling units on #acres, & other land uses in the community.  

mailto:goldenhillplanningcommittee@gmail.com
http://www.sandiego.gov/fire/services/brush/severityzones.shtml


• It also noted our excellent access to transportation systems.  The issue of transportation 
access should be highlighted, based on our community's concern about too much traffic 
for the infrastructure in specified areas (as submitted to the City Planning Committee), 
the proposed elevated lane on Highway 94, and the proposed closure of certain freeway 
exits/on-ramps in our community. This is germane to the "City of Villages" strategy; 
particularly since page 10 of the draft states mixed use on 30th & Broadway is 
desirable...recall that GGHPC was divided on that issue, but the majority did not think 
that area was desirable for mixed-use commercial due to traffic issues (including the 
adjacent ramp closure). 

• The historical connection to Spreckles in the introduction to the prior plan is worthy of 
continued inclusion. 

• On page 7 of the draft, Overall community goals: the new plan should add, 
PRESERVING VIEW CORRIDORS 

• On page 7 of the draft, General Plan Guiding Principles should include: PRESERVE 
AND PROTECT OPEN SPACE CANYONS, CANYON HABITATS, and HILLSIDES. 
The hillside and open space evaluation models on pages 163, 165, & 166 of the prior 
community plan should be reincorporated into this plan. Hillside review should apply to 
all open space canyon rim development, given the new laws passed to protect designated 
canyons. 

Re "City of Villages Strategy": Language should point out affirmatively that the historic 
streetcar suburbs have naturally evolved successful, community serving, activity nodes, as well 
as a variety of housing types/opportunities, and connectivity with adjacent communities such as 
Center City and North Park. 

It is the generally "newer" parts of the community, developed during the "auto era" which 
suffers issues of connectivity, walkability, transit, services, etc. When these areas were built it 
was assumed that one would get in one's car and go to work, shop, etc. 

Page 5: Paragraph 2: "built to capacity by 1930" In many ways this is in fact true. 
Section 1.2: "Historic characteristics ...encourage development and redevelopment..." This 

treats "Golden Hill" like the "Goose which lays the golden egg" and puts our collective necks on 
the block. The plan goal has often been stated to conserve and enhance these features, rather than 
as seems to be suggested here, replace them because they are so well regarded. 

Page 7: "Preserving historically and architecturally significant..., in districts and individually" 
Again, the restated goal has been to preserve and enhance these character defining features 
throughout the community; to this end one of the charrette findings was the recommendation to 
establish a "conservation zone" for the entire community plan area, to preserve these elements 
where historic designation might not be the appropriate tool. 

Page 9: Paragraph 4: "Environmental review policies designed to avoid impacts..." To 
implement this goal, land use recommendations, especially in proposed historic districts, should 
be consistent with the goal to preserve and enhance character defining elements which would be 
considered significant under CEQA. 



Identify sub-areas with Greater Golden Hill. Reference the sub-areas consistently throughout 
the plan.   

Additional Comments at Meeting 
1. Create a cohesive voice throughout document 
2. Heavy editing is necessary to provide clarity  
3. Tighter stronger language and policies throughout  
4. Put community “vision” in perspective  
5. Clarify “City of Villages”     

Section 2.0: Land Use Element: Kroll, Brierton, Swarens, Davis, and Alvarez 
Pertaining to Commercial Development, the Draft Plan inadequately addresses strip malls 

in the area. On the whole, strip malls should not be permitted in the plan moving forward. One 
primary issue is parking – if strip malls are allowed to continue, parking should only be 
permissible at the rear of the business. Further, any reconstruction and/or rebuilding of existing 
strip malls should trigger a retooling of their parking areas to the rear of the business. 
Additionally, the same parking requirements should apply not only to strip malls but also include 
singular businesses (for example: including – but not limited to: Millers Market, Food Bowl, 
Liquor Store at 30th& Grape, and Liquor Store at 30th & Juniper). Reconstruction and/or 
rebuilding of such existing businesses should also trigger a retooling of their parking areas to the 
rear. On upgrading store fronts, store fronts should face directly towards sidewalk areas.  

The draft plan includes a photo of the signage at Jericho’s market – although this 
particular sign is grandfathered in, it does not meet current code compliance requirements and/or 
standards – thus it should not be used to depict an area standard. 

 On page 9 of the draft, section 2.2-19 should be changed. There should be no 
development allowed for parcels within designated Open Space. Similarly, the "Public Facilities, 
Services & Safety Element" of the Plan (Page 4 & 6 of draft, section 6.1-8) should address that 
replacement of the aging sewer infrastructure and development of a groundwater pumping 
facility adjacent to the 32nd Street Canyon in the 32nd Street Canyon must be subject to a CEQA 
review to determine the least intrusive possible approach to sensitive lands, habitat, and species. 
(See also, "Canyon Sewer Program" in "Conservation Element", page 9-10.) 

Page 1, "Goals": "Historic character and scale retained within single family and low 
density neighborhoods..." This conflicts with stated goal of protecting character throughout the 
community, which has been a finding of every forum, meeting, charrette, etc., and a stated goal 
of the GGHCPG. 

Page 5: 2.2-5: "...provide design guidelines...to single family neighborhoods...” see 
comment above; this is inconsistent with stated goals of the Plan update. 

Page 6: Please note that significant employment opportunities should not be anticipated, 
nor would they be desired,  generally within the residential community and community serving 
businesses; adjacent, transit linked Center City, Port area, etc., are, and should be, the focus for 
employment-centric land uses. 



Paragraph 3: "…existing single family and duplex homes...." Add "bungalow courts, and 
early apartment buildings...” 

Page 10: Does not seem to include existing successful nodes, such as 30th and Beech. 
Later, in Urban Design element, 30th & Beech does show up as a "Village" target. 

The community's right to define for itself what "village" should be preserved, per the 
General Plan, this seems to get lost, and become just an excuse for "urban renewal". 

2.1.1: What does it mean to say "decisions...should be inclusive of social equity and 
environmental justice considerations."? 

21.1: (2nd one, same number of Page 4) I like the public health comment about noise and 
air pollution but needs to be discussed further.  

Page 7: Delevan Street conversion to Residential supported by GGHPC. Plan written to 
support continued industrial uses and cites "adverse environmental effects from the adjacent 
freeway". 

Page 10: Discussion of Neighborhood Centers doesn't mention 28th St Commercial or 
Beech Street. Other elements refer to these commercial areas. 

Page 11 2.2-27: What does "restrict buidling intensities under the approach path to 
Lindbergh" mean? 

Introduction: How is “appropriate distribution” defined, qualified, or implemented? 
Commercial & Employment: The plan only specifies alcohol – include noise, lighting, or 

any other aggravator deemed unwanted/excessive to nearby residents.  
Additional Comments at Meeting 

1. Emphasize community character 
2. Clearly identify “Villages”  

Public Comment 
Ben Anderson: Concerned about down zoning – His property is at C & 32nd - Will bring a 
conceptual plan in January or February to planning committee.   
Section 3.0 Mobility Element: Swarens & Baldwin 
            Page 2: "considerations" -Sidewalks often lack width for multiple..." 
            Page 3: "encroachments..." As noted in the preface to this section, the basic infrastructure 
design is a "mobility asset"; it should not be targeted as a problem. It is also a character defining 
feature which may be considered significant under CEQA. Where this network has been 
compromised in various ways, these problems should be solved, rather than treating the "asset" 
as the problem.The plan discusses transit improvements and walkability in general terms. 
However, the plan suggests no immediate concrete ideas for how this would occur.  

Additional Comments at Meeting 
1. Add to this section-  7.1.8--This element should highlight the importance of a safe, 

multimodal sidewalk connecting the Recreation Center and 28th Street along Golf Course 
Drive, plus a sidewalk along 26th Street for safe access to Balboa Park.  

2. Focus on accessibility to pedestrians and autos  
3. Add street lighting into element    



 Section 4.0 Urban Design Element: Swarens  
            Page 5: Indicates 30th & Beech as a "Village" target; this does not seem to be 
consistent with the mapping in the Land Use element, page 10. Please see comments in 
section 2.0. 
            Page 12: section 4.2 P-UD-13: "Support construction of accessory units in low 
density residential neighborhoods" I believe we should discuss this recommendation 
further, and not base our recommendations on anecdotal data. This effectively doubles 
the density, and while it may enhance profit it may also greatly diminish value. This 
increase in density should be at least "discretionary" in the plan update, and clarified 
further as to what areas it would be applied. 
            4.3: P-UD-27 & P-UD-28: "continuous storefront"  "built to the sidewalk" This 
would destroy the variety and texture the plan says its goal is to protect, and treats this 
very successful community as a "blank slate." It also threatens historic and potentially 
historic resources by encouraging their alteration or removal. 
4.4: "traffic circles are appropriate for Golden Hill because they... are easy to implement" 
That is not sound reasoning; they may or may not be "appropriate", but their "ease" is no 
support of that. 
P-UD-44: Pop outs should not be encouraged in areas identified as "historic" as 
infrastructure is a character defining feature of the fabric of these areas. 
Section 4.5: Page 15: indicates the more appropriate answer to these issues, keeping the 
corner radius tight. Keeping street corners clear of a clutter, restrictions, and obstructions 
also promotes the stated goals, and should be included as a recommendation. 
P-UD-39: Add sections 

• Encouraging planting of street trees (consistent with later elements) 
• Develop a historic tree palette, for historic districts and areas. 

These are as important Urban Design/streetscape elements as they are for Conservation, etc, and 
the Plan should include them here (also). 
P-UD-46: Please reference link with "Sherman Heights Revitalization Action Plan" design 
program. This is a City of San Diego policy document, and while this part of 25th street is not in 
the Plan boundaries, neither is the bay. Streetscape, especially trees and lighting, in this program 
were designed to coordinate with north of 94 efforts. 
            Gateways: P-UD-69: With some notable exceptions, are generally, and appropriately, 
used in primarily commercial areas. Use in GH should generally be encouraged in those areas 
only. Suggested new recommendation- Encourage the reconstruction of the documented historic 
gateways at 28th and Ash, and other locations they can be documented to have been; these stone 
pillars with lighting are associated with the early development of the South Park area, and their 
return would enhance the historic identity of that community. 
4.8: P-UD-72: Please add to text "designers" to enhance the pool of "artists", as architects and 
other designers may the "artists” best suited to any particular project. 

Additional Comments at Meeting 



1. Emphasize community character  
Section 5.0 Economic Prosperity Element: Swarens 
            Page 2: 5.1.2: Add “...while maintaining the vibrant diversity of uses which characterize 
these corridors”. 
Section 6.0 Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element: Swarens 
             Page 3: Paragraph 3: "Central Area Police substation is in..." Southeastern San Diego 
(Logan Heights/Sherman Heights) rather than in "Centre City", as stated. 

Page 6: 6.1-9: (Re. undergrounding) add: provide oversight to insure preservation of 
aesthetics in replacement and repair of impacted infrastructure, especially on historic properties, 
and historic public improvements (e.g. sidewalks, curbs, hardscape, etc.) 
Section 7.0 Recreation Element: Brierton, Swarens, Burkart, & Baldwin   

7.1.8--This element should highlight the importance of a safe, multimodal sidewalk 
connecting the Recreation Center and 28th Street along Golf Course Drive, plus a sidewalk along 
26th Street for safe access to Balboa Park. 

Page 16: Goals: "...mature trees...representing the Victorian era" should be corrected to 
reflect the reality of the horticultural heritage of the park. "...reflecting the 19th and 20th 
century..." "Representing the late Victorian and early 20th century..." or something similar.  

Section 7: Page 7 & 12 [Table RE 7-1] - does not represent committee site ranking made 
at the June 26th, 2013 meeting. The following sites were ranked high by the committee: 

• Site 1 – Pocket park along F St. 
• Site 2 – SR94 freeway cap and park 
• Site 5c – “Ring of Green” that borders the I-5 at 19th St. from Broadway to E St 
• Site 6 - Community Garden in Balboa Park adjoining Russ Blvd. between 24th and 25th 

streets. 
• Site 9 - Seven lots along 32nd St. between Broadway and C and along Broadway from C 

St. east towards 32nd St totaling 3,81 acres and privately owned 
• Site 13 - Parcels adjacent to 29th St. between B and C streets, an area of 1.59 acres 

Include calculations of residents and amount of park space. Highlighting this disparity in 
the plan ensures that should money become available these projects become more likely. 

Additional Comments at Meeting 
1. Focus and emphasize on park deficiencies within the community    

Section 8.0 Conservation Element: Brierton& Swarens 
             Add "Identification & protection of species (animals, birds, plants)" policy (pg.1) 
             Page 4: 8.1.1: The subject of "repositioned" needs to be addressed with more 
attention. The concept should definitely not be co-equal in the stated goal. Please 
reference "Secretary of Interior Standards" ("The Standards") and local policies and 
ordnances (which incorporate the Standards). The "Landmark" significance of resources 
is most often tied to site, and relocation is addressed under specific criteria in the 
Standards. 



8.1.9: Add - develop survey and research based Historic (street tree) palette for Historic 
Districts and areas (much of this ground work has already been done). 
Recognize/acknowledge that the "Greenest" building is often the one already built, 
energy and other resources, including those for removal and replacement suggest a cost 
benefit which should encourage preservation, especially in a community defined by its 
historic built environment.  

Additional Comments at Meeting 
1. Whole section is needs context and content added   

Section 9.0 Noise Element: Alvarez 
            In addition to late night and early morning disturbances – the plan needs to 
include consideration of how many times per week the disturbances occur and its 
duration.  
            Clearly acknowledge the right of “quiet enjoyment”.  
            9.3: This should not just apply to “new or retrofitted” buildings – extend the 
requirements for changes in use that are likely to cause noise disturbances to nearby 
residents.  

Additional Comments at Meeting 
1. Consider mitigation of airport noise     

Section 10.0 Historic Preservation Element: Brierton 
The proposed districts submitted by GGHPC should be adopted and specifically 

referenced. 
Section 11.0 Implementation  
Section 12.0 Appendix  
  
 



 



 
 
  SHARON L. GEHL 
  4301 Hermosa Way 
  San Diego, CA 92103 
  (619) 299-9606 
  slgehl@cox.net 
 

February 24th, 2014 

Anna L. McPherson 

City of San Diego 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Development Services Department 
1220 First Avenue. MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Re:  Comments on the Program Environmental Impact Review of the Community Plan 

Updates for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill  

Dear Ms. McPherson, 

I think that an environmental review that gives useful data and analyses is key to 
producing Community Plans for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill, that will 
share responsibilities with other neighborhoods in San Diego to provide sufficient 
housing to meet current and future community needs, and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Because neither current nor proposed plan updates would accomplish these goals, a 
third Smart Growth Plan alternative that would should be considered.  

 

Yours truly, 

Sharon Gehl 

 

Enclosed:   Comments on the Program Environmental Impact Review of the 
Community Plan Updates for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill 
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Comments on the Program Environmental Impact Review of the 
Community Plan Updates for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill 

 

To fully understand the impact of proposed Community Plan Updates, I recommend that the 
following areas and alternatives be looked at as part of the Program Environmental Impact 
Review of the Community Plan Updates for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill. 

Land Use Element  

Smart Growth Plan alternative 

The Review should not only compare the effect of what is being proposed in each community 
with the current Adopted Plans, it should compare both with an ideal third Smart Growth Plan 
alternative with Land Uses that would allow for the supply of housing in each community to 
keep up with the current and expected future demand for new housing. The ideal plan would 
also incorporate United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth studies on 
Location Efficiency and Housing Type to reduce Global Climate Change. 
http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm 

Compliance with requirements and relevant policies with the 2008 City of San Diego General 
Plan  

The three alternatives for each community should be analyzed to see whether or not they 
comply with the requirements and relevant policies of the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan. 
Because the proposed Plan Updates would reduce population densities near public transit, the 
recommendations of the Housing Element and Global Climate Change Elements should be 
studied in particular. 

Goals of the current adopted plan should be analyzed  

The current adopted plan for each community should also be analyzed to see how effective it 
has been in accomplishing its goals since adoption; what has worked should not be changed, 
while what has not worked should be. As an example, while the current Adopted Plan for 

http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm
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Uptown did result in new development near “Village” centers and public transit; it surprisingly 
did not result in much actual growth in population, because it also lowered densities to manage 
growth by limiting the supply of new housing.  

Since the current Uptown plan was adopted in 1989, the population of Uptown has grown only 
.3% annually: from 35,167 in 1990 to 37,855 in 2012. During the same period the City of San 
Diego as a whole grew .9% annually.  

There isn’t a lack of demand for housing in Uptown, rather the rise in the cost of living shows 
that supply hasn’t kept up with demand because of the current “slow growth” community plan. 
City proposals to reduce residual densities further in the Plan Update would likely lower the 
future growth rate closer to Zero. Uptown is a job center where we should allow market rate 
housing that can pencil out, where we should allow people to live close to jobs in the medical 
complex, and close enough to walk or bike to neighborhood businesses. Pushing housing out of 
the area would create more commuter traffic and damage to the climate. 

The Goals, page 2 of the introduction to the proposed Uptown Plan Update, should be analyzed 
to see whether they could be accomplish if future population growth were near zero within the 
community, and more people drive in from outside. The majority of Uptown businesses, 
especially restaurants, depend on customers from outside of the district. 

The Population and Housing Trends on page 4 of the Uptown Draft Introduction has two typos. 
The number of housing units in 2010 is 22,673, not 2,673. Total population in 2000 is 35,772, 
not 34,772. The 2020 and 2030 population estimates for Uptown assume a growth rate of 1% 
annually, which is inconsistent with Draft Plan proposals to reduce residential densities. The 
population estimates need to be lowered to reflect what is actually being proposed in the Plan 
Update. 

Housing Element 

The General Plan housing Element states that community plan updates should be used to 
advance the goals, objectives, and policies of the City Housing Element. 

Since neither the current Adopted Plans nor the proposed Community Plan Updates would be 
expected to meet projected population needs, they should both be compared with an ideal 
third Smart Growth Plan alternative with Land Uses that would likely allow for the supply of 
housing in each community to increase enough to keep up with the expected future demand 
for new housing. 

The housing that would be eliminated by lowering allowed densities in the proposed plan is 
middle class housing. High end housing should still pencil out. 
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Ideally, community plans make neighborhoods work better on the local level, as part of a city, 
and ultimately as part of the world as a whole.  That’s why the City of San Diego’s Master Plan 
advocates a “City of Villages” approach to concentrate future growth around village centers.  
The intent is to create community, encourage local businesses, and reduce our carbon 
footprint; by making it possible for more people to walk, bike, or take public transit to work and 
stores. 

The current environmentally progressive Uptown Community Plan used the same approach 
when it was done in 1988.  It stopped the construction of large condo and apartment buildings 
on canyon rims, and moved residential development to Village centers and major 
transportation corridors - close to stores, restaurants, and public transportation.  Unfortunately 
it also lowered residential densities and produced little actual population growth. 

The environmental review should investigate where those who are prevented from living in 
Uptown now, because of current land use regulations, have moved. Have they moved to other 
sections of the City, neighboring Cities, outside of the region, or out of state? This would give a 
realistic indication of the effect of lowering densities in the proposed Plan Updates. 

The Housing Element Adequate Sites Inventory map is not a realistic tool to use in assessing 
where there is sufficient room for population growth in Uptown. It shows that the El Indio 
Restaurant and the parking lot across from it in Five Points can be replaced with housing; as can 
the new Vons, the newly remodeled Albertson, the ten year old mixed commercial and housing 
section of the Mission Hills Commons, and the historic Funcheon and Ace buildings, all on West 
Washington Street. Almost all of the current buildings on 4th, 5th, 6th streets, and University Ave. 
west of Hwy 163 are shown as places where we can replace current buildings with more 
housing. While this might be possible, it’s not likely that more than a small percentage of 
properties will actually be redeveloped in the 25 years with the current densities, because 
government tax policies discourage investors from selling their commercial and rental 
properties. The proposed lower densities in the Draft Plan would reduce the amount of possible 
places to put new housing further. 

Global Climate Change Element 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth studies such as those on 
Location Efficiency and Housing Type should be used to reduce the impact of development on 
Global Climate Change by planning for energy efficient multifamily housing near public transit. 
The EPA states that, “How and where we construct our communities has an enormous effect on 
our energy consumption. Buildings and transportation together account for about 70 percent of 
energy use in the U.S. and are responsible for 62% of U.S. Greenhouse gas emissions.” 
http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm  

http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm
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Using EPA statistics, what would be the effect on the environment of Draft Plan proposals to 
reduce the number of people who can live close to jobs, stores and public transit in Uptown? 

Economic effect of Plans 

The economic effect of each plan on the prosperity of the City and on the city’s tax base should 
also be studied. Reducing residential densities reduces what can be done with a property, 
produces less building activity, less property value, and a lower tax base for the City. An 
example is Reynard Way. Nothing new has been built along the north canyon section in the 24 
years since the current plan lowered density there in 1989, while 6 new projects were built 
there in the 10 years before.  The Draft Plan for Uptown proposes lowering densities there even 
further.  We need to do something to improve Reynard Way, rather than discourage new 
housing on a street with convenient bus service. Constructing more housing there would 
replace blighted buildings, increase the value of properties, and increased the City tax base. 

The various land use changes should be analyzed by experts in development to see what would 
be the likely result. Would the proposed land use reductions actually pencil out and produce 
middle class housing and middle class jobs, or would they do the opposite?  

What would be the effect on the City’s tax base of lowering residential densities? 

Mobility Element 

If future growth in population is intended to be primarily outside of the Uptown district, 
emphasis should be placed on the mode of transportation that those commuting in from 
outside of the district use the most, the automobile. The mobility element needs to look for 
ways to accommodate the planned increase in automobile traffic in Uptown. Sufficient public 
parking should be provided to meet increased future needs. 

A Smart Growth Alternative plan could reduce the amount of traffic in Hillcrest by increasing 
the amount of workforce housing within walking distance of the hospitals complex.  

Public transit needs customers, which means people need to live, work and/or shop near 
enough to transit stops to use it. Public transit also needs to be convent enough to use. 
Increasing rather than decreasing the amount of housing and jobs near public transit would 
increase transit use. 

Streetcar 

The proposed streetcar project for a portion of Uptown would be very expensive and not 
improve transit service. The streetcar would not be any faster that the current public bus if 
modern streetcars were used and actually slower if antique streetcars were used, because of 
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the extra time needed to get wheelchairs on and off antique streetcars. The rails in the street 
would be a trip hazard for pedestrians and bikers, and disconcerting for drivers who get their 
car wheels caught in the tract. The bridges over Hwy 5 would have to be rebuilt, adding to the 
expense. The expected cost of a new streetcar line should be included in the proposal. 

The environmental report should look at the alternative of improving bus service and use by 
increasing the frequency of service. People would be more likely to walk to a bus stop if they 
knew a bus would come in ten minutes or less.  

Urban Design Element 

Future growth in Uptown and throughout the City of San Diego will come from infill 
development. Unfortunately infill development has proven hard to do, often because of 
government regulations. The Urban Designing Elements should be analyzed to see if they would 
guide change and infill growth, or discourage it.  

The character of Uptown is urban not suburban; it’s 79% multifamily and only 21% single family 
according to SANDAG statistics. More multifamily housing near transportation and jobs would 
enhance the urban character of Uptown. 

2012 Uptown Community Planning Area 

Total Population Total Housing 
Units 

Single Family 
Detached 

Percent Single 
Family Detached 

37,855 23,100 4,740 21% 
 

Mission Hills 

Mission Hills does not have “predominantly single-family homes”. According to 2012 census 
data, it’s about a 50% - 50% mix of multi and single family housing.  

2012 Mission Hills Housing 

Census Tract Total Housing 
Units 

Single Family 
Detached 

Percent Single 
Family Detached 

1.00 1,334 1,214 91% 
2.01 1,116 472 42% 
2.02 2,393 791 33% 

61.00 1,261 316 25% 
Total 6,104 2,793 46% 

 

Lowering residential blow existing densities to try to prevent more multifamily near the “Village 
Center” would be contrary to the character of Mission Hills. The Draft Plan Update proposes 
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making the majority of properties on many streets “non - conforming”, in an attempt to reduce 
existing residential densities by replacing existing multifamily buildings.  

Sustainable Design Strategy 

The Sustainable Design Strategy should also recommend that older energy inefficient housing 
near “Village Center” and transportation corridors be replaced with energy efficient multifamily 
housing. Just as older cars that get low mileage are bad for the environment, older buildings 
with little or no insulation and single pane windows are bad for the environment. Just as new 
cars are designed to use less gasoline, newer buildings are designed to use less energy and 
produce less greenhouse gas. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth studies such as those on 
Location Efficiency and Housing Type should be used to reduce the impact of development on 
Global Climate Change by planning for energy efficient multifamily housing near public transit. 
The EPA states that, “How and where we construct our communities has an enormous effect on 
our energy consumption. Buildings and transportation together account for about 70 percent of 
energy use in the U.S. and are responsible for 62% of U.S. Greenhouse gas emissions.” 
http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm  

The environmental review should look at the effect on the environment of Draft Plan 
recommendations to build fewer energy efficient new multifamily housing units near public 
transit, while trying to discourage or prevent the replacement of the older energy inefficient 
housing in areas both close and far from public transit. 

Economic Prosperity Element 

The Economic Prosperity Element assumes that the residential population in Uptown will 
increase in the future, which is contrary to proposed reductions in land use residential 
densities. This section could be used in an alternative Smart Growth Plan, but would need to be 
rewritten for a Draft Plan that proposes to reduce population growth rates closer to zero. 

If people buy or rent in Hillcrest, it might be because they have a job nearby, but mainly it’s 
because they want to shop or eat in Hillcrest. More customers who want to live in Hillcrest 
would be better for the environment and better for retail businesses and restaurants. 

The industrial section of Uptown along Hwy 5 should be protected from incursions of 
incompatible residential housing. 

What affect would reducing building heights have on future construction of office space in 
Uptown? 

http://www.epa.gov/dced/location_efficiency_BTU.htm
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Public Facilities, Services & Safety Element 

What would be the expected effect of reduced DIF funding caused by lowered densities and 
other restrictions on development in all three communities? 

Recreation Element 

All options for park use of the properties at 3532 Reynard Way should be considered. The 
option of acquiring a much needed local Children’s Playground and Dog Park as part of a 
multifamily housing project should not be precluded by designating the properties as Park only. 
Because there is little funding for new parks, the City should leave their options open. 

Historic 

There is confusion about what Historic Designation is. The purpose of historic designation is to 
create museum displays that can be used to educate people. In San Diego we have museums to 
educate people about art, toy trains, ships, cars, local history, airplanes, sports, and animals 
(zoo). We also have house museums, like the Marston House. Historic Districts are museum 
displays seen from the street. 

Second point; all museums cost money. Rarely can they be supported by charging for admission 
alone, they need additional money from private individuals or from tax payers. People do not 
pay the City to see Historic Districts. The costs are born by the property owners and/or tax 
payers through huge Mills Act tax subsidies.  

The environmental review should estimate the cost to the City of current Mills Act subsidies in 
each Plan area, and future estimated costs if all proposed Historic Districts were established, 
under the assumption that the owners of most properties with historic designation would apply 
and be given Mills Act subsidies. What would be the negative effect on funding for schools, 
public safety, facility maintenance and other City programs? How much funding would be cut 
per school?  

Third point; the City does not get any value in exchange for these large tax subsidies for high 
income housing. The average person walking or driving through Mission Hills or any other part 
of Uptown can’t tell which houses have historic designation or are part of a Historic District 
unless they see a plaque. It all looks the same. The tax subsidies do not make any difference. 
Most people with million dollar houses take care of their properties; they don’t need tax 
subsidies for maintenance. It is questionable whether anyone who can afford to own a house 
should be subsidized by the City, when the City can’t afford to give subsidies to all of the low 
income residents who need help. 
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Fourth point; historic preservationists and property owners have different goals. 
Preservationists want buildings that reflect a “historically significant period” which they can use 
to illustrate a story. (Note it is not necessary that the story be accurate, only that someone will 
pay to hear it; hence the prevalence of Ghost tours.) 

Preservationist want drafty single pane windows left in place as part of the museum display. 
Homeowners want homes that are comfortable and functional for their families. They might 
want to replace drafty windows with energy effect double pane windows, add a dishwasher, a 
second bathroom, a third bedroom, or a bigger closet. Changing and adapting buildings to meet 
new needs is what people have done throughout history.  While pretending that a building is 
“historic” and has never changed, (hide that dishwasher), may be fashionable among 
preservationists, a remodeled building is actually more accurate historically. 

Fifth Point; old buildings are bad for the environment, because they need more energy to heat 
and cool than would an equivalent sized new house that meets modern Title 24 energy 
requirements. The environmental review should estimate the environmental damage caused by 
the high percentage of energy inefficient old structures in the three Plan Update communities 
and question all proposals to discourage or prevent property owners from replacing or 
remodeling them. 

How many single family homes would be prevented from being replaced by lowering the 
allowed residential densities in land use regulations? 

When property owners extensively remodel, rebuild, or replace old buildings with something 
more energy efficient, their properties increase in value, they raise the value of nearby houses, 
and pay more in property taxes. Preventing owners from rebuilding or replacing energy 
inefficient blighted houses is bad for the environment, bad for neighborhood character, bad for 
the local economy, and bad for the City’s tax base. 

Conclusion 

An environmental review that gives useful data and analyses is key to producing Community 
Plans for Uptown, North Park, and Greater Golden Hill that share responsibilities with other 
neighborhoods in San Diego to provide sufficient housing to meet current and future needs, 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Because neither current nor proposed plan updates would accomplish these goals, a third 
Smart Growth Plan alternative that would should be considered. 

 



Walt Scott Chambers [walter@sdgreatstreets.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2014 2:52 PM 
To: DSD EAS 
Subject: COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES FOR THE UPTOWN - NORTH 

PARK - GREATER GOLDEN HILL COMMUNITIES 
Attachments: Uptown 21C.pdf 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
Please see the attached response / proposal (.PDF) to the Public Notice of the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Community Plan Updates for the Uptown - North 
Park - Greater Golden Hill Communities. 
 
In response to the PEIR Public Notice, and in particular the "Identification of improvements to 
existing mobility infrastructure increase bicycle, pedestrian and transit use, including a separate 
study for a streetcar line in Uptown; 
 
And in response to "Transportation/Circulation/Park", "Air Quality", "Global Climate Change", 
"Energy", "Health and Safety" Sections. 
 
 
Walter Chambers 
Great Streets San Diego 
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