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SUBJECT: Seabreeze Farms. AMENDMENT to the CITY PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN, 
NORTH CITY FUTURE URBANIZING AREA (NCFUA) FRAMEWORK PLAN-, ·CARMEL VALLEY 
COMMUNITY PLAN~ illiD CARMEL VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD 4, 5, and 6 PRECISE PLAN, 
to annex Seabree-z-e Farms, currently in the southwesterly tip of Subarea 
III in the North City Future Urbanizing Area, to Neighborhood 4 of the 
Carmel Valley Community Plan and to establish land use designations and 
policies to allow future development of 300 residential dwelling units 
(250 single family and 50 multiple family units) and an equestrian 
center on the -72-acr_e project site. Proposed land uses include 35 
acres of single family residential use (5-9 dwelling units per acre); 
4 acres of .multiple family residential use (13-22 dwelling units per 
acre), 8 acres of equestrian use, and 2.5 acres of Open Space that would 
include sensitive habitat areas, existing equestrian trails, and 
pastures. The proposed project would require a vote of the citizenry 
in order to be implemented. Located east of I-5 and west of Carmel 
Valley Road between the proposed SR-56 and Del Mar Heights Road. 
Applicant: Seabreeze Farms, Limited Partnership, Del Mar Land 
Management, Incorporated, General Partnership. 

Revised Update: 

Subsequent to release of the draft EIR, the project applicant revised the 
project to reduce the overall density and to provide affordable housing 
consistent with the NCFUA Framework Plan Guidelines. The original proposed 
project included 250 single family units and 50 multi-family units for a 
total of 300 units. The new proposed project includes 220 single family 
units and 55 multi-family units. The previous proposed density of 13-22 
DU/ac for the four acres of multi-family has been reduced to 10-14 DU/ac. 
The revised project also proposes 20% (55 units) of the units to be 
affordable to persons at an average of 65% of the median income. 
Additionally, the land use plans has been revised to relocate the eight-acre 
equestrian center approximately 300 feet to the north and west, and the 
Multi-Family Residential area has been moved from the northern boundary of 
the e~uestrian center to the eastern boundary adjacent to Carmel Valley 
Road. The proposed project revisions would not result in new significant 
impacts not identified in the draft EIR. During the public review period 
for the Draft EIR, a spring survey for rare plant species was conducted; no 
rare annual plant species were identified, however, four individual coast 
barrel cactus were dlscovered. The Biology section and project mitigation 
(Measure IV-C.3) has been modified to address potential impacts to this 



species. Additional information on the above revisions has been provided 
in the PREFACE TO THE EIR located after the title page. Changes are shown 
as sliifile'd in the following conclusions and in etrilteeut/iS#f:l~ in the EIR. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts for the development of the Seabreeze 
Farms project in the North City Future Urbanizing Area. Implementation of the 
proposed project incorporating the recommended Mitigation, Monitoring, and 
Reporting Program would reduce all identified significant impacts to below a 
level of significance. 

This project may result in significant unmitigated cumulative impacts in the 
following areas: hydrology and water quality, landform alteration/visual quality, 
and agriculture. Potentially significant, but mitigated impacts have been 

==~!!EEE!J;a;& 
if{#.f:$.]i.@. Public facilities and services, as well as b.iologyi would also result 
r;;:···;rgnificant, but mitigated, cumulative impacts. 

Unless mitigation measures or project alternatives are adopted, project 
approval will require the decision-maker to make Findings, substantiated in 
the record, which state that: a) individual mitigation measures or project 
alternatives are infeasible, and b) the overall project is acceptable 
despite significant impacts because of specific overriding considerations. 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: 

No Project 

This alternative would avoid the impacts associated with the project and maintain 
the existing equestrian facilities on the site. However, this alternative would 
not facilitate the objectives of the project or the intent of the Framework Plan 
which anticipated that residential development would occur on the project site. 

Development Under Existing Land Use Regulations 

This alternative would lead to development of the site in accordance with 
permitted activities and intensities established by the City of San Diego's 
Progress and General Plan, · as amended by the Framework Plan. Under this 
alternative, the site would remain designated as "urban reserve" and could be 
developed under one of the four following development alternatives: 

1) Development pursuant to A-1-10 zoning, which would be one unit per ten 
acres; 

2) Development pursuant to Rural Cluster Development, this option would 
allow the same number of units as above, but development would be 
clustered to allow for efficient land utilization and land 
conservation; 

3) Development pursuant to Planned Residential Development regulations at 
a density not to exceed one dwelling unit per four acres; or, 



4) Development pursuant to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) regulations 
provided that the conditional uses are natural resource dependent, non
urban in character and scale, or are of an interim nature would not 
result in an irrevocable commitment of the land precluding futures 
uses. 

Many significant impacts anticipated due to implementation of the project, such 
as traffic generation, noise, and demand for public services and utilities, would 
be proportionately reduced. Other impacts, including biological resources, 
visual, paleontology, hydrology and water quality, and loss of agricultural 
lands, could be decreased or increased depending on the specific locations and 
design of units under this alternative. 

Build-out of the site under this scenario may not be consistent with the intent 
of the Framewor~ Plan, which calls for the creation of compact residential 
-c.ommunities with a unique_ character; varied types of housing, and a range of 
housing affordability. 

Alternative Design to Avoid Impacts Associated with Brush Management 

The intent of this alternative is to avoid the need to conduct brush management 
activities on the project site. Because the project site is irregularly shaped 
(much longer than it is wide); the development footprint would be substantially 
reduced resulting in a decrease in the number of single-family residences from 
250 under the proposed project to 175 under this alternative. It is anticipated 
that the 8-acre equestrian facility and 50 multi-family residential units would 
be retained under this alternative. 

This alternative would avoid significant impacts to approximately 4.75 acres of 
sensitive biological resources associated with brush management. Significant 
impacts to other environmental resources would not be substantially reduced or 
avoided under this alternative. 

Development Consistent with the Framework Plan 

This alternative would lead to the build-out of the site in accordance with the 
adopted uses and intensities established by the NCFUA Framework Plan. The site 
would be developed with residential uses ranging from 1.6 to a maximum of 4 
dwelling units per acre, for a total of approximately 178 single family 
residential units. No multi-family residential units or equestrian facility 
would occur with implementation of this alternative. 

Because development under the Framework Plan and the proposed project would both 
be consistent with the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), it is anticipated 
that limits of grading would be similar. Therefore, impacts to cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, geology/soils, water quality/hydrology, 
agriculture, aggregate resources, and landform alteration/visual quality would 
be comparable, as well as mitigation measures that would be required. 

However, with implementation of this alternative, the land use inconsistencies 
associated with project would be avoided. Impacts to traffic and public 
facilities would be reduced but not avoided, therefore traffic mitigation 
measures and participation in the Public Facilities Financing and School Master 



Plan would still be required. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT: 

Land Use 

The proposed project would impact RPO sensitive biological resources and steep 
slopes to due to grading and implementation of the brush management plan. 
Through alternative compliance, which requires mitigation for impacts, the 
proposed project would be considered consistent with the intent of the Council 
Policy 600-40 and the Resource Protection Ordinance (See Section IV-A). 

Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

Development of the project would be tied to appropriate local and regional 
transportation improvements to be funded by the project and other development in 
the area. With implementation of the Transportation Phasing Pl-an and project 
-specific traffic impro~ements, impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance (See Section IV-B). 

Biological Resources 

Impacts to coastal sage scrub, scrub oak chaparral, southern maritime chaparral, 

~ll~~c:t~-~'8. 9.cJ'.'ub oak, ffi'l:e: Cali;forn1a adolphia, and li:IBtlf!]@Jiil¥:Hl9¥if%%:iiJ:ff:Mf:ffiMf18B!~i:!, 
JMi:if:!¥l}@i#f:iMii would occur from grading and implementation of the fuel management 
p';';g';·;;t'.,.,,.,.,,.,.,ifftigation would include . the acquisition of an offsite parcel to 

mitigate impacts to coastal sage scrub at a ratio of 1:1 and scrub oak chaparral 
and southern maritime chaparral at a ratio of 2:1. The mitigation parcel shall 
be located within the City of San Diego MSCP core area supporting coastal sage 
scrub, scrub oak chaparral, maritime chaparral, Nuttall' s scrub oak, and 
California adolphia. If the mitigation parcel lacks California adolphia and 
Nuttall' s scrub oak, impacts to these species could be mitigated by the 
replacement planting at a 3: 1 ratio within acceptable locations onsite. :Si~ 

An alternative to acquisition of an offsite parcel is to pay a fee into the 
City's habitat acquisition fund. Additional mitigation measures include locating 
future trails in areas which do not support sensitive vegetation, fencing of 
sensitive areas, and moni taring by a biologist during any new trail construction. 
At the time of project submittal for future discretionary approvals, an Interim 
Habitat Loss Permit would need to be obtained (See Section IV-C). 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

The EIR includes measures to address impacts associated with urban and equestrian 
runoff which ultimately flows to the Los Penasquitos Lagoon. Mitigation measures 
include, preparation of a drainage study, appropriate design of storm drain and 
detention basin facilities, submittal of a Storm Water Pollution Plan and a 
Monitoring Program, incorporation of Best Management Practices and Best Available 
Technologies (BMPs and BATs) for pollution control and erosion/siltation control, 
and a dust and manure management plan (See Section IV-D). 



Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 

Project grading would be a significant landform impact. However, the project 
will incorporate the grading concepts and guidelines outlined in the Carmel 
Valley Neighborhood 4, 5, and 6 Precise Plan with respect to variable slope 
gradients, contour grading, slope revegetation, use of berms and utilization of 
landscaping to mitigate impacts to below a level of significance (See Section IV
E) • 

Cultural Resources 

Future development would have a significant impact on the only archaeological 
site (CA-SDI-6802) located within the project, which has been identified as a 
artifact scatter. Testing of site CA-SDI-6802 shall occur prior to future 
development to determine site significance. If the site is_ determined to be 
significant, it shall be either preserved or mitigated through a Research Design 
-and Data Recovery Pr_ogr~m- (See Section IV-F) . 

Air Quality 

The EIR recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts from dust and odors 
associated with the equestrian facility. Measures include incorporation of a 
Dust Control Plan and a ·Manure Management and Facility Maintenance Plan. Impacts 
could occur at onsite residents as well as at adjacent offsite residents due to 
dust generated by project construction. Therefore, the project will also 
implement a Dust suppression Plan (See Section IV-G). 

Geology/Soils 

The EIR recommends measures to address potential impacts associated with unstable 
soils and erosion. A project-specific soils and geological report shall be 
prepared, as well as a landscape plan (See Section IV-H). 

Paleontology 

The proposed project would result in grading in areas which have moderate and 
high paleontological resources. A paleontological monitoring and mitigation 
program would be implemented to reduce impacts to below a level of significance 
(See Section IV-J). 

The EIR recommends measures to address short-term construction noise impacts and 
the preparation of a detailed acoustical study to address potential impacts 
associated with vehicular noise from Carmel Valley Road and SR-56 (See Section 
IV-K). 

Public Facilities and Services 

Project implementation could result in a significant impact to schools and the 
City's infrastructure system. The EIR summarizes recommended measures to reduce 
the impact to below a significant level including obtaining a Certificate of 
Compliance and payment of school fees to the Del Mar Union ESD and San Dieguito 
Union HSD, participation in the Public Facilities Financing Plan for the Carmel 



Valley community planning area, and compliance with the Facilities Benefits 
Assessment for the Carmel Mountain Road Water Pipeline and the Carmel Valley Road 
Trunk Sewer (See Section IV-L). 

Public Health and Safety 

Potential significant public health impacts associated with vector problems 
(mosquitoes at the detention facilities) and the at-grade equestrian crossing 
could occur. These impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance 
with implementation of vector and nuisance control measures, and incorporation 
of a Public Safety Plan for the equestrian crossing (See Section IV-M). 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (MITIGATED): 

Biology 

-The proposed project_ would contribute incrementally toward a regional loss of 
biological resources which is cumulatively significant. However, due to 
implementation of mitigation measures, it would be mitigated to a level below 
significant. 

Paleontology 

The proposed project would contribute incrementally toward a 
paleontological resources which is cumulatively significant. 
implementation of mitigation measures, it would be mitigated 
significant. 

Public Facilities and Services 

regional loss of 
However, due to 

to a level below 

Due to the demand from this project, growth within the existing service area, and 
approved new residential development in Carmel Valley and Sorrento Valley, 
cumulatively significant impacts could occur to the Del Mar Union ESD and the San 
Dieguito Union HSD. Mitigation would be provided as noted above. Additionally, 
cumulatively significant impacts on local sewer capacities and solid waste 
disposal could occur, however impacts would be mitigated through payment of sewer 
capacity fees and implementation of an Integrated Management Plan which included 
a county-wide source reduction and recycling plan. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED): 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The increased runoff from impervious surfaces to the lagoons, along with an 
additional pollutant burden from urban and equestrian uses, would result in a 
cumulatively significant impact. Implementation of Best Management Practices 
discussed in Section IV-D, would reduce this impact, but not to below a level of 
significance. 

Landform Alternation/Visual Quality 

The combined projects in the area would alter the existing landforms and visual 
setting from that of open expanses of rolling hills, valleys, and mesas typical 



of rural agricultural areas, to that of clustered residential and mixed-use areas 
separated by open spa~e and 4- and 6-lane roads. The cumulative change in 
landforms and visual setting from development proposals would be significant and 
unmitigated. 

Agriculture 

The incremental loss of approximately sixteen acres of Statewide Important 
Farmland would contribute to a significant unmitigated cumulative impact. 

The above Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will require additional 
fees and/or deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, 
certificates of occupancy and/or final maps to ensure the successful completion 
of the monitoring program. 

Planner 
Development S'ervices Department 

Analyst: Krosch 

April 1, 1996 
Date of Draft Report 

June 14,1996 
Date of Final Report 



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: 

Federal Government: 
Naval Air Station at Miramar 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Federal Highway Administration 
USDA - Soil Conservation Service 
U.S. Army corps of Engineers 

State of California: 
CALTRANS, District 11 
Department of Fish & Game 
Solid Waste Management Board 
Regional Water_Quality Control Board, Region 9 
Department of Water Resources 
Food and Agriculture Department 
California Coastal Commission 
Air Resources Board 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
Division of Mines & Geology 
State Clearinghouse 

County of San Diego: 
Air Pollution Control Board 
Department of Planning & Land Use 
Department of Public Works 
Agricultural Department 
County Water Authority 
Department of Health Services, Hazardous Materials Management Division 

City of San Diego: 
Honorable Mayor Susan Golding 
Councilmember Mathis 
Development Services Department 
Engineering and Capital Projects Department 
Fire Department 
Library Department-Government Records 
Park & Recreation Department 
Planning Department-Long Range and Facilities Planning 

San Diego Unified School Districts 
City of Del Mar 
San Diego Association of Governments 
San Diego Gas & Electric 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority 
Del Mar Union School District 
San Dieguito Union High School District 
UCSD Central Library 
Construction Industry Federation 



San Diego Natural History Museum 
E.C. Allison Research Center 
Sierra Club 
San Diego Audubon Society 
California Native Plant Society 
SDSU-Department of Biology, Stuart Hurlbert 
San Diego Regulatory Alert 
Park & Recreation Board 
Los Penasquitos Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee 
Citizens' Coordinate for Century III 
Community Planners Council 
Town Council Presidents 
San Diego County Archaeological Society 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Ron Christman 
Carmel Valley Com~unity Planning Board 
.Shaw Ridge Homeowners' Association 
San Dieguito Planning Group 
Friends of San Dieguito River Valley 
San Dieguito River Valley and Conservancy 
22nd District Agricultural Association 
SDSU, South Coastal Information.Center 
San Diego Museum of .Man 
Carmel Valley Trail Riders Coalition 
Pardee Construction Company 
Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board 
Rancho Penasquitos Town Council 
O'Donald-Akins Company 

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. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

No comments were received during the public input period. 

Comments were received but the comments do not address the accuracy or 
completeness of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the 
letters are attached at the end of the EIR. 

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received 
during the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 





PREFACE TO THE EIR 

REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT 

Since the Draft EIR was distributed, the project has been modified as follows: 

1. The original project evaluated in the Draft EIR included 250 single-family units and 50 

multi-family units for a total of 300 units. The new project description features 220 

single-family units and 55 multi-family units for a total of 275 units; 

2. The project will provide 20% (55 units) affordable to persons at an average of 65% of 

the median income by including the following mix of affordable units within the multi

family housing des1gnation: 

D 14 units at 50% of the median income 

0 28 units at 65% of the median income 

D 13 units at 85% of the median income 

3. The previous proposed densify of 13-22 DU/ac for the 4 acres of multi-family has been 

reduced to 10-14 DU/ac. 

4. The land use plan has been revised to relocate the 8-acre equestrian area approximately 

300 feet to the north and west in response to a request from the Carmel Valley 

Communify Planning Group. The Multi-Family Residential designation formerly located 

along the northern boundary of the equestrian area has been moved to the easterly 

boundary of the equestrian area, adjacent to Carmel Valley Road (see Figure P-1). The 

new equestrian area location provides better access to existing trails leading to the 

pastures and open space. No changes to either the acreage of land uses or the outer 

limits of development are proposed. 

£IR ANALYSIS 

The project has been revised to reduce the total number of units from 300 to 275, relocate the 

equestrian area, reduce the Multi-Family designation densify, and Increase the proposed affordable 

housing component. These changes from what was evaluated in the Draft EIR do not affect the EIR 

analysis. The EIR evaluated 300 total units and is considered to have provided a "worst case" analysis. 

Since that time, the overall densify has been reduced and the original development footprint remains 

the same. The EIR analysis has thus not been revised. 

SPRING BIOLOGY SURVEY RESULTS 

During the public review period for the Draft EIR, a spring survey for rare plant species was conducted 

for the project site by Sweetwater Environmental Biologists. The survey did not note the presence of 
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any rare annual plant species, although four individual coast barrel cactus (Ferocactus viddescens) were 
discovered within the open space area on the western portion of the site. The Biology section and 
project mitigation (Measure N-C.3) has been modified to address impacts to this species. The results 
of the spring smvey are attached as an update to the Biology Study (Appendix C). 

6/11/96 Pg. 2 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

l 

2 

COMMENTS 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society 
Environmental Review Conunittee 

C' ' -S, C, April 8, 1996 
~~ ~o 

0
toc,c1'\. 

To: Ms. Jeanne Krosch 

Subject: 

Land Development Review Division 
Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego. California 92101 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Seabreeze Farms 
DEP No. 35-0385 

Dear Ms. lCrosch: 

I have revie11ed the cultural resources aspects of the subject DEIR on 
behalf of this committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its Appendix D, we 
believe that the testing program identified as mitigation should have taken 
place prior to completion of the DEIR. While it may vell be true, as the 
appendix states, that SDI-6802 is not significant, the approach bein& taken 
moves the determination of the ultimate mitigation program out of public view. 
In the processJ it also weakens the City's hand in requiring adequate 
mitigation should a significant resource be discovered. 

Other than this issue, the analysis presented in Appendix D is complete. 

Thank you for including SDCAS in the City's environmental review process 
for this pro j ect . 

cc: Gallegos & Associates 
SDCAS President 
file 

Sincerely, 

~o~~· 
Environmen~~ieie;~;; ~~~tee 

P.O. Box 81106 . San Diego. CA 9213S-1 l06 . (619) 538-0935 

Seabreeze EIR- Responses to Comments 

RESPONSES 

1 The Final EIR states in Section IV-F, Cultural Resources, that the project 
would result in significant impacts to cultural resource site CA SDI-6802. 
Surveys conducted by archaeologists for the project site identified surficial 
evidence at the site which indicates that the likelihood that this site would 
be significant under the RPO is low, however, the site may be significant 
under CEQA. The City of San Diego has an established significance 
testing, mitigation, monitoring and reporting program for potentially 
significant cultural resm.lrces which is outlined in Mitigation Measure IV
F.1. Subsequent environmental documentation and public review will 
be required to process ten~ative maps associated with this project. Testing 
of site CA-SDl-6802 will occur prior to the release of the draft subsequent 
environmental document. 

2 Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

COMMENTS 

7015 Vista Del Mar Ave, La Jolla, CA 92037 

Lawrence C. Monserrate. Principal Planner 
Land Development Review Division 
1222FirstAve,M.S. 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

April • 22, 1996 

RECEIVED 

APR 2 J 1996 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Dear M Monserrate: Re: Seabreez Farms,DEP # 35,0385;SCH # 96021001 

Thank you for sending me a copy of referenced document for review. 

In my opinion, the DEIR for said project is certainly adequate. However. there are a 

couple of items in the Geology/Soils section that I believe should be changed. 

l).Page IV-H-1, "Geologic Formations• 

3 A. Geologic formations are usually listed from the oldest to youngest. Therefore 

4 

the list should read: "Torrey Sandstone (Tl). Friars Formation (Tf). Stadium 

Conglomerate (Tst). Mission Valley Formation (Tmv) and undifferentiated Alluvium and 

Slope wash (Qua! + Qsw). 

B. Stadium Conglomerate Formation. 

The Stadium Conglomerate is a "cobble conglomerate with a dark 

yellowish-brown coarse grained sandstone matrix (Ref 1 ). not "very dense. cleyey sands 

known to have a high cobble content" as stated in the DEIR The description of the 

Stadium Cooglomerate should be corrected and the proper reference given. 

5 C. Age of geologic formations. 

No age is given for the geologic formations. Since this factor bas a significant 

effect on the rocks compaction, I believe it would be helpful to say that "All Geologic 

Formatons, except the Alluvium and Slope wash. sands which are recent, are Eocene in 

age ( about 40 nullion years old). 

Seabreeze EIR- Responses to Comments 

RESPONSES 

3 Comment noted. Section IV-H, Geology/Soils, of the Final EIR was revised to 
include the correct listing of the geological formations form oldest to youngest 
as identified in the comment. 

4 · Comment noted. Section IV-H, Geology/Soils, of the Final EIR was revised to 

include the identifietl description as noted in the comment. 

' I 

5 Comment noted. Section IV-H, Geology/Soils, of the Final EIR was revised to 
include the identified age of the formations as noted in the comment. 

-2- 6/6/96 



RESPONSES TO COIVIMENTS 

6 

7 

COMMENTS 

D. Contacts of the Stadium Conglomerate 

Boundaries betweeo formations are called "contacts" not "edges" and are 

characterized as either "conformable" (i.e. layer like) or unconformable. The 

unconformities are further divided into "angular unconformity" or "erosional 

unconformity" According to Ref. I, "The Stadium Conglomerate conformably overlies the 

Friars Formation and is conformably overlain by the Mission Valley Formation." This 

information should be added to the report because unconformable contacts are usually 

associated with conglomerates. 

Turning to another matter, it seems to me that the development of 300 residential 

units on this 72- acre project site is outrageous. That's the number ofDUs proposed for 

the Naval Training Centers 400-acre site! Therefore, I would endorse Alternative C. 

(Alternative Design to Avoid Impacts Associated with Brush Management) which would 

reduce the nmnber ofDU to 225, or a reduction of25% with an attendant reduction in 

damage to the environment 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerelyyo~:.,l-~ 

Dr. J~~,;.,,p, PhD 

Consulting Geophysicist 

Ref. I. Kennedy, M.P,, and GL Peterson, (I975)"Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan 

Area. California. Bull.200, California Division ofMines and Geology, Sacramento, CA . 

is 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 

RESPONSES 

6 Comment noted. Section IV-H, Geology/Soils, of the Final EIR was revised to 

include the additional information regarding the Stadium Conglomerate as 

noted in the comment. 

7 Comment noted. The Final EIR also identifies that Alternative C would avoid 

or reduce some environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. 

However, as the Final EIR discusses, a 25 percent reduction in the number of 

DUs does not result in ,a is percent reduction in all environmental impacts. 

All direct environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are 

mitigated to a level below significance. It should also be noted the proposed 

project has been reduced to 275 units. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

8 

9 

COMMENTS 

CTIY OF SAN DIEGO 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 3, 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

Associate Planner Krosch, Environmental Analysis Section, Land Development / 
Review Division, Development Services Department ~ 

Associate Engineer Moshref via Senior Civil Engineer Wtlson, Water Utilities 
Section, Land Development Review Division, Development Services Department 

SUBJECT: Seabreeze Farms, DEP No. 35-0385 - Draft Environmental Impact Report 

We have completed our review of the suiject Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 
April 1996. The project proposes annexing Seabreeze Farms. currently in the North City Future 
.Urbanizing Area, to Neighborhood 4 of the Carmel Valley Community Plan. It also proposes to 
establish land use designations to allow future development of300 residential dwelling units, an 
equestrian use area and open space. The project is located east ofI-5 and west of Carmel Valley 
Road between proposed SR-56 and Del Mar Heights Road. We have the following comments: 

l. 

2. 

On page IV-L-9 under the heading "Sewer Service," the first sentence should read: 
"Sewer service for the project would be provided by the City of San Diego's 
Metropolitan Wastewater Department (MWWD) which operates the Metro System." 

10 3. 

The second sentence should read: "The Metro System has a capacity of219 million. .. " 

The third sentence should read: "Pending approval of plans to expand facilities 
throughout the Metro System, the capacity will increase to 240 ... • 

11 
12 

4. 

5. 

Delete the paragraph on page IV-L-9 which begins• According to the Clean Water Act ... " 

Any water and sewer facilities which are not addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Report may require supplemental environmental review. 

If you have any questions or need further information, please call me at 533-5150. 

~~~::::..~f 
AV 

cc: G. Halbert, MS 501 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

-4-

RESPONSES 
The Final EIR was revised to include the revised text in Section IV-L as 

identified in the comment. 

The Final EIR was revised to include the revised text in Section IV-Las 

identified in the comment. 
I 

The Final EIR was ~evised to include the revised text in Section IV-L as 

identified in the.comment. 

The Final EIR was revised to delete the paragraph in Section IV-L as 

identified in the comment. 

Comment noted. The exact location and extent of any required offsite 

water or sewer facilities would be determined at the Tentative Map stage. 

Environmental review of these improvements would occur as part of the 

environmental review of the Tentative Map. 
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CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLANNING BOARD 
12760 ffigb Blnlf Drive, Suite 160 

San Diego, CA 92130 
PH: 794-2500/FAX: 259-6173 

May 14, 1996 

Lawrence C. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
Development Services Department 
City Of San Diego, CA 92101 
1222 First Avenue, 5th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

SUBJECT: "SEABREEZE FARMS" - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
:REPORT IDEP NO. 35-0328. SCH NO. 96021001} 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on project environmental review. The 
proposed annexation into Canoe! Valley would alter community plans as well as affect 
long-range, comprehensive planning in the North City Future Urbanizing Area. The board 
consistently has supported complete subarea planning and tbe goals of the ~ 
Framework Plan. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Proie<?1 Alternatives· 

Alternative Design to A void Impacts with Brush Management: 

This is an innovative project alternative which would reduce direct impacts to coastal sage 
scrub, southern maritime chaparral and scrub oak chaparral. AB a result, there would be 
no required ofl'site mitigation of 7.36 acres or "fee in lieu of' payment. The draft EIR 
states that 4. 75 acres of sensitive biological resources would not be avoided but it does 
not state that impacts to 4.38 acres of brush management habitat would be avoided. 

We also would like more study of the reduction in the number of dwelling units projected. 
Setting back the grading limit 80 feet from the mesa would locate the brush management 
fire zones J-3 entirely within the disturbed area on the mesa, but we believe that this 
would not necessarily reduce the project from 300 to 225 units, even given the proposed 
site plan. Given the advantages of impact reduction, we would like this alternative to be 
explored more closely. 
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The Final EIR states in Alternative C that 4.75 acres of sensitive biologi

cal resources (impacted by brush management) would be avoided with 

this alternative and that 0.47 acre of sensitive biological resources onsite 
(impacted by grading) would not be avoided under this alternative. 

Mitigation as described in Section IV-C, Biological Resources, would 
still be required for the 

1

0.47 acre of sensitive biological resources im

pact~d onsite as wel;I as indirect biological resource impacts associated 

~ith i'ncreased huma~ activity. 

During preparation of the Draft EIR, the project's engineering consultant 

was asked to provide the unit reduction that would occur under this 

alternative. Because the project site is somewhat linear in shape, the 

effect of setting development back 80 feet along the western edge of the 
project site would have a significant reduction in the number of units. 
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This alternative also would reduce visual impacts from the surrounding neighborhoods, a 
benefit not cited. Setting back structures so that rear yards would become the brush 
management zones would soften the effect of rim-line blocks of roofs and walls and would 
be a major consideration in a site that is a prominent landfonn. 

A Modification of the Alternative to Avoid Impacts With Brush Management 

After thorough study and site reviews with the applicant, we believe a modification of the 
reduced brush management impacts idea merits study. This modification could: (I) reduce 
impacts to brush management; (2) provide a better site plan in terms of separation of 
equestrian and resident activity; (3) reduce dust and odors from horse activity; and ( 4) 
allow more natural treatments of ridgelines. 

To succeed as a mixed use equestrian/residential development, this proposal should have 
adequate exercise areas-turnouts as well as rings-so that only well-prepared horses are 
ridden on trails. The current plan sites the stalls and arenas a considerable distance from 
the canyon bottom trail. Moving the equestrian farther northwest could alleviate this 
problem by placing all horse activity closer to the existing trail A key advantage to this 
plan is that instead of residential back yards comprising the brush management zones a 
perimeter trail from north to south leading out of the equestrian would serve as firebreak. 

This could alleviate some, if not all, of the impacts to sensitive vegetation (4.75 acres) on 
Bell Valley slopes because grading limits are absorbed into the trail/firebreak. Fencing 
would need to be non-flammable, landscaping along the rim could be fire-resistant and 
dust-absorbing fur downwind residences. Jffenced on both sides, this trail would provide 
a controlled exercise ''track" for horses. 

This perimeter trail also could provide a buffer/transition between development and open 
space: Siting homes away from the trail would have the double advantage of reducing 
visual impacts from rooflines as well as reducing impacts to native topography and 
vegetation. A trail can follow the existing naturally-curving topography, with no 
limitations on curves as roads have. Grading would be reduced and the ridgeline would be 
less "cut into". This trail also could serve hikers/joggers, and satisfy a Carmel Valley 
Community Plan goal of providing interior recreational open space. 

A primary consideration in exploring this alternative is that "impacts to biological 
resources are caused primarily by brush management'' ( dEIR, IV-A-16) It would appear 
that other impacts could be lessened as well. 

Alternative: Development Consistent with the Framework Plan: 

In addition to the statement that 'The equestrian facilities proposed as a part of the project 
would not he implemented" it is important to note that the potential for equestrian/open 

2 
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The Final EIR states in Section IV-E, Landform Alteration/Visual Quality, 
that the proposed project would result in significant visual impacts 
associated with the slope of the eastern terminus of a finger canyon to Bell 
Valley (see Figure IV-E-8). This grading would still occur under Alternative 
C and visual impacts would be similar as identified for the proposed project. 
It is noted that the ir,,creased setback under Alternative C would reduce 
the visual i mpact;somewhat because the structures wou Id be located further 
from the edge of the slope. However, as viewed from the west, this 
difference would n'ot be substantial. In any event, the visual impact noted 
in the comment is;not considered to be significant. 
Comment noted. See the discussion below for a detailed response to each 
point. 
Comment noted. In response to this comment, the project has been revised 
to relocate the equestrian center to the northwest approximately 300 feet 
to provide better equestrian access from the center to trails and pastures 
located to the west. The new location is shown on Figure P-1 in the EIR 
Preface. 
The comment regarding utilizing a perimeter trail as a fire break has been 
investigated by the project design team. This idea will be incorporated 
into the project design where appropriate, however, it is not considered 
feasible to utilize this concept along the entire perimeter of the project. 
Residential yards will be included in brush management Zone 1, and the 
perimeter trail, where its part of the fire break, will comprise a portion of 
Zones 2 or 3. See response to Comment# 19. 

The trails and pasture areas have been carefully designed to minimize 
impacts to biological resources. Placement of the trail between the native 
vegetation and futurt; development would necessitate either further 
encroachment into tbe vegetation and the slope in order to place the trail 
along the outside (1jf the proposed development area, or it would 
necessitate an increased setback of the development. The first scenario 
would not reduce biological impacts. The second scenario is addressed 
in Alternative C. 
See Response to Comments# 15, 19, and 22. 
See Response to Comment #13. 
The Final EIR incorporates into Alternative D the potential for eques
trian/open space connections as identified in the comment. 
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space connections that are a Framework Plan goal exists with implementation of the 
proposed project. (See also IV-A-12-Land Use regarding"trails planning") 

IV ENVJRONMENTALANALYSIS A. LANDUSE: 

Trails Planning: Because both the NCFUA Framework Plan and the San Dieguito Rjver 
Valley Cance.pt Plan feature connecting trail systems from the San Dieguito River Valley 
to the Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve, it would be more accurate to state that trails 
could be planned to extend through the project site. We have asked that attention be paid 
to bow this trail system could connect, with project modifications. Given the uncertainties 
of Subarea m open space preservation, it would be prudent to consider a north-south 
connecting trail from Gonzalez Canyon north of Seabreeze Farms, through the project, 
and under future SR 56 to existing and planned trails in Subareas 4 and 5, to the preserve. 

VII SUMMARY OF ENVJRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

We strongly concur with the dElR conclusion that "Both the disturbed and undisturbed 
areas of the site provide a rural, open space character to the site which serves as an 
important visual resource. In addition, the site contains an estimated 16 acres ofFannland 
of Statewide Importance.: .. " {VII-I) We suggest adding that this "visoal resource'' is 
viewable from many places in Carmel Valley and the NCFUA, including SR 56, which is 
proposed as a scenic highway. 

25 Because this site is uniquely located and the proposal predominately would preserve the 
topography, we agree with the conclusion that the ''net effect on the uses of the 
environment'' would be primarily loss of agricultural resources, visual impacts, and brush 
management impacts to biological resources. 

26 

However, as the dEIR states. "the project would also result in. .. the increase in ... available 
recreational opportunities ( equestrian facility, and equestrian/hiking trails), and the 
preservation of open space. 

We believe that the losses to visual impacts and biological resources (due to brush 
management requirements) would be strongly lessened by inclusion of an alternative which 
modifies the" Alternative Design To Avoid Impacts Associated With Brush Management." 
Discussions of this modification also should include potential reductions in impacts to 
biological resources by fenciog a perimeter trail which serves as a firebreak, reductions in 
impacts to residences from dust; and reduction in impacts to landforms with a trail, instead 
of residences, along the ridgeline. 

e2c[~ ~~ 
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The Final EIR incorporates into Section IV-A, Land Use, thatthe NCFUA 

Framework Plan ~nd the San Dieguito River Valley Concept plan trails 

could be planned to extend through the project as identified in the 
comment. The Project currently proposes to retain existing trails within 
Bell Valley which extend in the north-south direction and which could 

be incorporated into a ~egional trail system, and the project proposes an 

eq~estrian crossing of Carmel Valley Road to link the project site with 

open sp~ce to the. ea~t. 

The Final EIR incorporates into Section VII that the open space of the 
site is .visible from many areas of Carmel Valley as identified in the 

comment. 

See Response to Comments# 13, 15, and 19. 

· See Response to Comments # 13, 15, and 19. 
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SlAlE OF CAUFORNIA-TKE RESOURCES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
.C9-49 YIEWRIOGE DR. 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
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(6U) '467-4212 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 Fll'St Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

May8, 1996 

Comments on Seabreeze Farms Environmental Impact Report. Amendment to the City 
Progress Guide and General Plan, North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA) 

Framework Plan, Carmel Valley Community Plan, and Carmel Valley Neighborhood 4, 5, 
and 6 Precise Plan. (DEP No. 35-0385, SCH No. 96021001) 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

The California Department ofFISh and Gaine' s (DFG) Natural Community Conservation 
Planning (NCCP) staffhas completed its review of the Seabreeze Farms Plan Amendments and 
offers the following comments and recommendations. The DFG has reviewed the proposed 
project not only with regard to the property's on-site biological values, but also in the context of 
the site's location and value to the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). 

. The proposed project is located on a 72 acre site within Carmel Valley, in the western 
portion of the NCFUA A portion of the property has already been disturbed by the construction 
of an equestrian facility, equestrian trails, and temporary offices. Carmel Valley Road abuts the 
southern and eastern borders of the parcel, and the floor of Carmel Valley is just off-site to the 
south. Bell Valley and associated minor drainages are located along the property's western 
boundary. Water runoff from the site would flow into Carmel Valley and eventually into 
Penasquitos lagoon. The parcel is currently a part ofSubarea ID of the NCFUA The project 
proposes several planning amendments that would shift the property out of the NCFUA and into 
the adjacent Carmel Valley Precise Plans for Neighborhoods 4, 5, and 6. 

The site currently supports several sensitive habitats and species. Most of the native 
vegetation remaining on-site is confined to Bell Valley and its tributary canyons. Approximately 
3.60 acres ofcoastal sage scrub habitat exists on the parce~ with 0.17 a;:res being disturbed. The 
site also supports 10.29 acres of various chaparral habitats, including 0.84 acres of southern 
maritime chaparral and 4. 72 acres of scrub oak chaparral. In addition, the property supports 0.18 
acres of mulefat scrub ( a wetland habitat), 0.46 acres ofnon-native grasslands, and 57.42 acres of 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 
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COMMENTS 

agriculture-disturbed-developed lands. Two sensitive plant species, Nuttall' s scrub oak (Quercus 
dumosa) and California adolphia (Adolphia ca/ifomica), and one sensitive animal species, 
Coronado Island skink (Eucemes skiltoniqnus inte,parietalis) were detected on-site. No state or 
federal endangered or threatened species, including the California gnatcatcher, were found on the 
property. The site is located outside of the City's proposed MSCP habitat reserve system, due to 
the disturbed and fragmented condition of some of the habitat areas on the parcel. However, the 
habitats on-site still have some biological value, especially the southern maritime chaparral habitat. 

The proposed project would construct 250 single-family residential homes, 50 multi-family 
dwelling units, an equestrian facility, and retain 25 acres in open space. The open space area 
would include some native habitat areas, equestrian tnuls, and pastures. Direct impacts to 
biological resources from project construction and brush management include: loss of 1.24 acres 
of coastal sage scrub, and 6.54 acres of chaparral {including 0.84 acres of southern maritime 
chaparral and 2.67 acres of scrub oak chaparral). No impacts would occur to mulefat scrub or 
non-natiye grasslands. Approximately 56 percent of the area occupied by Nuttall' s scrub oak, and 
67 percent of the population ( 40o+) of California adolphia would be directly impacted. In 
addition, 2.34 acres of Coronado skink habitat would be Jost. To control sedimentation flow off
site, the project would construct three detention/siltation basins in the Bell Valley drainage. 

Project impacts are proposed to be mitigated through off-site acquisition of habitat lands, 
or through payment to the City of an in-lieu mitigation fee. To mitigate for impacts to coastal 
sage scrub, southern maritime chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, Nuttall' s scrub oak, California 
adolphia, and Coronado Island skink the project would acquire a total of 8.26 acres of like-kind 
lands off-site within the City of San Diego. This mitigation should be directed toward building 
the City's MSCP Sub area Plan habitat reserve system, an':i should include assurances of long-term 
management. If an in-lieu mitigation fee is contributed instead of the 826 acres, then the amount 
should be sufficient to acquire and manage 8.26 acres of appropriate habitat lands. 

The DFG recommends that Alternative C, Alternative Design to Avoid Impacts 
Associated with Brush Management, be strongly considered in-lieu of the proposed project. This 
alternative would significantly reduce impacts to the sensitive coastal sage scrub and chaparral 
habitats on-site. Southern maritime chaparral in particular is very rare in San Diego County, and 
although onJy.0.84 acres occurs on-site, protecting this habitat in conjunction with the other shrub 
habitats on-site would be valuable. If the proposed project is selected, the DFG would concur 
that the mitigation measures described above, and the additional measures o;,tlined in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, would be appropriate. 

The DFG is very concerned about controlling sediment and contaminated water flow into 
Carmel Valley and Penasquitos lagoon. Erosion and water quality control measures, especially 
around the equestrian facility, need to be strictly implemented and monitored. 
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The Final EIR identifies under mitigation measure IV-C.1 that offsite 

acquisition shall be within the MSCP core area. 

Section IV-C, Biological Resources, reduces all direct and indirect 

significant impacts to sensitive biological resources to a level below 
I 

significance through implementation of Mitigation Measures IV-C.1 -

IV-C . .4. Please also ~efer to Comment #13. 

' I 

The Final EIR identifies in Section IV-0 mitigation measures which 

will. reduce direct erosion and water quality impacts to a level below 

significance. Measures are included for the equestrian facility in 

Section IV-G, Air Quality, which require implementation of a 

maintenance plan for the facility to control manure and dust. These 

measures will also reduce potential water quality issues for the 

equestrian facility. 
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Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
May8, 1996 
Page Three 

If you have any questions concerning these comments please contact David Lawhead at 
(619} 467-4211. Thank you. 

cc: Department ofFish and Game 

Mr. Ron Rempel 
Sacramento 

Ms. Patty Wolf 
Long Beach 

Mr. David Lawhead 
San Diego 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Gail Kohetich 
Carlsbad Field Office 

FILE:Cbroa 
SEABREEZ.DNL 
LAWHEADfl'lPPETS 

Seabreeze E1R - Responses to Comments 
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William E. Tippets 
NCCP Field Supervisor 
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05-15-1996 14:41 619 6942490 lRAFFiC CONTROL 

• C!tmmty nf $an ~itgn 
TOM GAIIIBAY 

DIMCTOII ,.&:.:=.. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
I.OGATION DON aJI 1111 O\IEIU.AIID AW, &AN DIEGO, CAUFOIINIA "1h•1llll 

May 1', 1996 

Mr. Lawrence C. Monserrate 
Principal Planner 
Development .Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 Pirst Avenue 
Mail station 501 
Ban Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Moneerrate: 

P.02 

COUNTY UIOlNEEJI 
COUNTY ,i,IAPORTI 

COUNTY ftOAt'I CCWMIUIONffl 
fflAN*ITHIIYICU 
CDUNTl' lUIWEVOft 

J'LOOD CQMnlOI,. 
WUUWATSI UANAGDIUT 

IOUl>WU'llt 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) SUBAREA III PLAN SEABREEZE 
FARMS IN THE NOR'l'll: CITY .FllTORE tlRBANIZING AREA (NCPUA) 
DEP NO. 35-0385 

The County of San Diego Department of Public works (DPW) has 
reviewed the above referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) dated Jlpril 1, 1996, and received on April 16, 1996. The 
following comments are provided for your consideration. 

Traffic/Ciroulation 
The Final. ;IR should consider the following in the 
Traneportation/Traffic Section: 

1. 

2. 

3, 

A discuesion of the county Circulation Element of Roads 
potentially affected by thie project. 

The Final EIR should include tables and map exhibits 
displaying existing traffic, exieting plue project traffic, 
buildout traffic, and percent traffic splits to·all existing 
and future County Circulation Element roads. The buildout 
year is approximately 2015. 

The County Level of Service etandarde should be used for 
defining project impacts to County Circulation Element roads. 
The County has established Level of Service •en or better as 
the standard for oparat;ion of County Circulation Element 
roada. Mitigation, if required, should reflect these 
11tandard11. · 

(!-.. --
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When the traffic study scope was developed, a SAN DAG select zone traffic 

assignment of project traffic was produced. This revealed the following 

project traffic to total traffic percentages on County roadways: 

Rancho Santa Fe Farms Road 1.0% 
San Dieguito· Road 

Via de la Valle ' 

El Camino ~eal 

0.1% 

0.3% 

0.4% 

The projects traffic a?s/gned to County roadways was not great enough to 

justify detailed traffic studies on any of these facilities. The County location 

most impacted by project traffic, the intersection of Carmel Valley Road at 

Rancho_ Santa Fe Farms Road, was found to have no significant project 

impacts. 

Refer to Response to Comment# 31. The EIR sufficiently addresses 

impacts to existing and future regional facilities. 

See response to Comment # 31 . 
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05-15-1996 14:41 619 6942490 TRAFFIC CONTROi. P.03 

Mr. Monaarrate -2- May 14, 1996 

4. Provide traffic mitigation measures a.s necessary for a.ny 
identified traffic impacts to County Circulation Element roads 
and other roads in the unincorporated area {include, but not 
limited to, Rancho Santa Fe Farms Road and Rancho Diagueno 
Road). 

Imil& 
The Final BIR should consider trail connection provisions to the 
existing San Dieguito Collll'llunity Plan Trails Map, adjacent municipal 
trail systems, and the proposed Regional Corridor·Trails Map. 

DPW requests that your agency provide two copies of the Final EIR 
when it is distributed for final review before the City Council 
hearing. Pleaae send th~ two copies of the Final EIR to: · 

county of San Diego 
Department of Public Works (MS 0385) 
5555 overland Avenue 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
Attention, Dirk D. Smith 

If you have any question•, please call Dirk smith of the 
Environmental Services Unit, at (619) 694-884l. 

Very truly yours, 

::E!f~=-Department of Public Works 

DSS:DDS 

cc, Robert Hoglen {0336) 
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See Response to Comment# 31 and# 32. The impacts to Rancho Santa 

Fe Farms Road and Rancho Diegueno Road is not considered significant. 

See Response to Comment #23. 

< I 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

COMMENTS 

City of San Diego 
MEMORANDUM 

May 15, 1996 

Tina Christiansen, Development Services Director 
Attn: Jeanne Krosch 

Marcia c. McLatchy, Park and Recreation Director 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR SEABREEZE 
FARMS 

In response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Seabreeze 
Farms, we have reviewed the subject document and forward the 
following comments. If any of the comments are not acceptable to 
Development Services Department, it is requested that we be advised 
of the reasons therefor. 

OPEN SPACE 

Page IV-A-25, 3rd paragraph 

It is not clear in the third sentence as to whether there would be 
a conflict, or there would not be a conflict with the goals of the 
MSCP. 

PARK DEVELOPMENT 

Page IV-L-13, Parks and Recreation 

Please revise this section to read "Based on a population 
generation factor of 3 .5 persons per dwelling unit (San Diego 
Municipal Code) the proposed 300 units would result in a population 
of 1,850. The City's "Progress Guide and General Plan" standards 
for population based parks would require 2. 4 useable acres per 
1,000 population, or 2.52 useable. acres of land and facilities. 
The Carmel Valley community Planning Area is at the present time 
not able to absorb the additional population from this development 
with existing or proposed parks. 

The Neighborhood 4 neighborhood .school/park would require the 
addition of 2.54 useable acres of land and facilities to provide 
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The Final EIR has been revised to state in Section IV-A, Land Use, that 

there would not be a conflict between the goals of MSCP and the proposed 

project. 
The use of 2.6 persons per household as a population generation factor 

is an historical city-wipe average for a number of years and takes into 
account geograpbical locations, multi-' and single family housing 

variations. A review of the 1995 population figures for the Carmel Valley 

area, as published' ~y SANDAG, indicates that the current population 

factor is only 2.5 persons per household, not 3.5 as described in the 

comments. The use of 2.6 as generation factor is considered appropriate. 

Based· on a cursory review of the Public Facilities Financing Plan for 

Carmel Valley, approximately 114. l acres of neighborhood and 
community parks are either existing or proposed for Carmel Valley (pers. 
Comm., John Leppert). The PFFP goes on further to forecast that 

approximately 14,370 dwelling unites will ultimately be built in the 

community. At 2.6 persons per household and utilizing the General 
Plan population-based factor of 2.4 usable acres per 1,000 population, 

the required park acreage for Carmel Valley would appear to be 89.7 
acres, therefore, more park acreage is currently being provided than is 
minimally required. The fees contributed by the project to the FBA is 
considered to be adequate mitigation for park impacts. 
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38 the required amenities this development will impose on the 
community. This development's population-based park requirements 

( t "l.ere addressed in the North City Future Urbanizing Area Sub-Area 
COn •l1II concept. The loss of these units and their impact must be 

addressed. The Neighborhood 4 neighborhood school/park is designed 

39 

40 

41 

to serve the population of Neighborhood 4, Neighborhood 4A and a 
portion of Neighborhood 1. 

The community park proposed to serve this area is a 13 useable acre 
site located adjacent to the future junior high school site in the 
North City Future Urbanizing Area - Sub-Area III. The Carmel 
Valley Town Center Community Park would be available until the 
acquisition, design and construction of the community park in Sub
Area III. 

Renaissance Parks are non-population based parks and do not satisfy 
any of the required needs and standards of the city's Progress 
Guide and General Plan 

Page IV-L-15, Parks and Recreation 

Please revise this section to conform with the statement in 
reference to page IV-L-13 Parks and Recreation Standards. Please 
address the proposed mitigation of the shortfall of acreage and 
facilities in the Carmel Valley Community Planning Area if the 
transfer is approved. Address the impact of the transfer on the 
proposed park and recreation facilities in the NCFUA. 

?p'fo;,,,..;_ C • =":;?..ort 
MARCIA C. MCLATCHY 
Director, Park and Recreation 

MM:NA:jch 

cc: Jeff Harkness, Senior Park and Recreation Planner, Park 
Development and Open Space Division, MS 804A 
Stan Fye, Park and Recreation Project Assistant, Park 
Development and Open Space, MS 37C 
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Comment noted. By annexing Seabreeze Farms into the Carmel Valley 

community, it is anticipated that the community park that will service 

this project wil I be the one located adjacen! to the Carmel Valley Towne 
Center and not the one located in Subarea Ill. Following approval of 

this project, Seabree4e Farms will no longer be in the FUA. For this 

project proposal, it is appropriate to consider the FUA as a neighboring 

community, especially given the uncertainty of the timing of future 

development in Su?area Ill. 

Comment noted. See Response# 38. 

See Response to Comment# 37, 38, 39 and 40. It is further noted that 

there .are several projects in the Carmel Valley area that are currently 

being planned at less than their originally anticipated dwelling unit count. 

The "shedding" of dwelling units is estimated to exceed the 275 units 
being proposed by the Seabreeze Farms project. Consequently, if the 

community is adequately parked at the 14,370 dwelling units as indicated 

in the Public Facilities Financing Plan, and these other projects indeed 

shed more units than the 275 units being added by Seabreeze Farms, 

the community would not be impacted by a shortage of parks. 
Consequently, requiring Seabreeze Farms to pay FBA fees (just like any 

other project in Carmel Valley) would be adequate mitigation for 

providing parks in Carmel Valley. It is also noted that there is enough 
land for parks even. if the original community-wide dwelling unit count 
is not reduced by 275: 

The transfer of the project site to the Carmel Valley Community would 
not adversely affect the NCFUA since future parks would be funded by 
future developments in the NCFUA. 
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• 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARJNE COIIPaAHI IIAIUWEnON AllEA El. TOflO 

POIOXtsmt 
SANTAANACAIUOl-5Gllt, 

!n& ['.;\'! I 7 /Jl If: oq 
IN IU!l"t.Y llEFVITCI: 

11010.25AA 
AQ/Sbr1:e 
!3 May 1996 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
ATIN MRLARRYMONSERRA1E 
202 C STREET MS 4A 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

This is in response to the Environmental Impact Report for Seabreeze Fanns, Dep No. 
35-0385 and SCH No. 96021001. 

The proposed project will be affected by operations of military aircraft transiting to and 
from Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. Occupants will both see and hear 
military aircraft and will experience varying degrees of noise and vibration. 
Consequently, we are seeking full disclosure on all exchanges of title, recorded to deed 
for this area. Not all of the affected areas are within the identified contours shown in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for MCAS Miramar. We believe that enhanced 
awareness within affected areas would be an advantage to our neighbors. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal. For further information 
please contact Ms. C. Laura Thornton at (714) 726-3702. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Colonel, U.S. Marine Corps 
Community Plans and Liaison Officer 
By direction oftbe Commander 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 
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Comment noted. The Final EIR identifies that singular air events may 

occur associated with NAS Miramar in Section IV-K, Noise, although no 

significant noise impacts are anticipated. As shown on Figure IV-K-1 of 
the Final EIR, the project site is located well outside the anticipated 60 

dB noise contour. Ther~fore, no mitigation is required. 

' I 
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May!O, 1996 

Attention: Lawrence C. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
City of San Diego, Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Tina Robinson, Member 
San Dieguito Planning Group 
7943 Artesian Road 
SanDiego,CA 92127 

RECEIVED 

MAY 201996 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

At our May 9, 1996 meeting, the San Dieguito Planning Group voted unanimously to foiward the 
following comments on the DEIR for Seabreeze Farms DEP # 35-0385. 

As County neighbors sharing over a l O mile boundary with the Future Urbanizing Area, we have strong 
concerns about the cumulative impacts. Further, we believe that the approval of this project may cause 
precedent setting policies for piecemeal development of the entire FUA. This would have a substantial 
effect on regional traffic, other public services, and our viewsbed along the FUA boundaries. This 
concern is valid since there have been at least four applications for removal from the FUA in the last year 
(two in the March 1996 election, this project, and the Torrey Highlands project). Others are expected. 
We do not believe that the DEIR adequately addresses significant regional impacts to our area. We 
believe that these and the following issues must be addressed in the Final EIR. 

The preferred alternative of the San Dieguito Planning Group is the l dwelling unit per 4 acre alternative. 
This alternative should be explored in greater detail and it's fair share contribution to SR 56 shown. 

Regional traffic- The Framework assumptions never adequately considered the County network of 
related roads including through traffic on Del Dios highway, Via de la Valle, El Camino Real North, and 
San Dicguito Road. Additionally, the County Circulation Element has substantially changed since 
approval of the Framework Plan. There need to be new traffic studies and this project's fair share 
contribution to SR 56 must be explained, not simply stated that it will conform to the Framework plan. 

We are concerned about the cumulative impacts to the San Dieguito High School District These impacts 
need to be addressed in greater detail. Also, cumulative impacts on all public services ( power, water 
and sewer, libraries, f"tre and police, etc) must be addressed in greater detail if this project is going to be 
precedent setting in the piecemeal development of the FUA. 

Sincerely, 

,~~ 
Tina Robinson, Member 

cc: Lois Jones, Chair, San Dieguito Planning Group 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 
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The Final EIR identifies in Section VI, Cumulative Effects, that there 
are several City of San Diego land use policies which are in effect 
within the project area and guides urbanization within the NCFUA. 
City Council Policies 600-29 and 600-30 require voter approval prior 
to transference of lands from the General Plan Future Urbanizing land 
use designation to Planned Urbanization. These policies apply to 
lands located within the NCFUA and include the proposed project. 
The Framework Plan provides a basis for urbanization of the NCFUA. 
Therefore, proje,cts 'such as the proposed project which are developed 
utilizing the gener~I development guidelines of the Framework Plan 
and are designed in conjunction with City staff guidance would not 
result in "piecemeal" development. 

The Final EIR for the proposed project assesses regional, cumulatiye 
buildouttraffic. Development of the proposed project would not result 
in significant cumulative traffic impacts. The proposed project has 
been conditioned with a traffic phasing mitigation plan which allows 
development to occur in conjunction with specific street and 
intersection improvements ( see Section IV-B, Traffic Circulation). 
The Final EIR identifies significant cumulative impacts to public 
services which would result from project implementation. These 
cumulative impacts are mitigable to a level below significance through 
appropriate agreements and funding mechanisms arranged with the 
school districts and fair share contribution to the Carmel Valley Public 
Facilities Financing Plan. 

Significant and unmjtigated cumulative impacts to viewsheds 
associated with prqject implementation are identified in the Final EIR. 
No measures area avallable to fully mitigate this significant cumulative 
impact to a level below significance other than the adoption of the 
No Project Alternative. 
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May 10, 1996 

Attention: Lawrence C. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
City of San Diego, Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
SanDiego,CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Tina Robinson, Member 
San Dieguito Planning Group 
7943 Artesian Road 
San Diego, CA 92127 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 0'1996 

DEYEI.OPMEHT SERVICES 

At our May 9, 1996 meeting, tbe San Dieguito Planning Group voted nnanimously to fmward the 
following comments on tbe DEIR for Seabreeze Farms DEP # 35-0385. 

As County neighbors sharing over a IO mile bonndary witb tbe Future Urbanizing Area, we have strong 
concerns about the cumulative impacts. Further, we believe tbat the approval of tbis project may cause 
precedent setting policies for piecemeal development oftbe entire FUA. This would have a·substantial 
effect on regional traffic, other public services, and our viewshed along tbe FUA boundaries. This 
concern is valid since there have been at least four applications for removal from the FUA in tbe last year 
(two in tbe March 1996 election, this project, and the Torrey Highlands project). Others are expected. 
We do not believe tbat the DEIR adequately addresses significant regional impacts to our area. We 
believe that these and the following issues must be addressed in the Final EIR. 

The preferred alternative of the San Dieguito Planning Group is the I dwelling unit per 4 acre alternative. 
This alternative should be explored in greater detail and it's fair share contribution to SR 56 shown. 

Regional traffic - The Framework assumptions never adequately considered the County network of 
related mads including through traffic on Del Dias highway, Via de la Valle, El Camino Real North, and 
San Dieguito Road. Additionally, the Connty Circulation Element has substantially changed since 
approval of tbe Framework Plan. There need to be new traffic studies and this project's rair share 
contribution to SR 56 must be explained, not simply stated that it will conform to the Framework plan. 

We are concerned about the cumulative impacts to the San Dieguito High School District. These impacts 
need to be addressed in greater detail Also, cumulative impacts on all public services ( power, water 
and sewer, libraries, fire and police, etc) must be addressed in greater detu1 if this project is going to be 
precedent setting in the piecemeal development of the FUA. 

Sincerely, 

\~~ 
Tina Robinson, Member 

cc: Lois Jones, Chair, San Dieguito Planning Group 

Seabreeze EIR- Responses to Comments 
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RESPONSES 
Comment noted. This development scenario is discussed as Alternative B 
in Section IX of the Final EIR. The discussion provides an analysis of how 
environmental impacts would differ for this alternative versus the proposed 
project. Transportation improvements required to be funded by Seabreeze 
Farms, as well as the timing of local and regional transportation facilities in 
relation to phasing of the project, are shown in Table IV-B-10 of the Final 

I 

EIR. Seabreeze Farms is not required to fund SR-56. 
. ' 

Comment noted .. t~e traffic study for Seabreeze Farms was completely 
updated from the previous Framework Plan studies to reflect changed 
conditions in the County and the City. The most recent information regarding 
the County developments and roadways were used to conduct traffic 
technical studies. 

See Response to Comment #43. 

See Response to Comment #43. 
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@san Diego Co~~b~r.,.,,!ater Authority 
3211 Fifth Avenue • San Diego, California 92103-5n8 

(619) 682-4100 FAX (619) 297-0511 

Lawrence c_ Monserrate, Principal Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr_ Monserrate: 

May15, 1996 

SEABREEZE FARMS DRAFT EIR <DEP NO- 35-0385. SCH NO. 96021001\ 

Thank you for sending the above referenced document which was received on April 
4, 1996- The San Diego County Water Authority (Authority) has the following concerns and 
comments. 

Some inconsistencies were noted in the Public Facilities and Services section 
pertaining to the analysis of the adequacy of local water facilities and anticipated facility 
improvements_ 

Page IV-L-8, paragraph 4 .. The existing conditions discussion indicates that all of 
the existing and planned backbone water distribution facilities in the area (Le., Del 
Mar Heights, Green Valley and Carmel Mountain Road pipelines) would not provide 
adequate capacity for the area. Yet this is not mentioned in the impact section_ 

Page IV-L-17, paragraph 4. The statement 'Due to the small size of the 
development, the project is not considered to have a significant impact on water 
service' is inconsistent with the significance of impact section (p. IV-L-19, 114) which 
states that the project's impact on water service are significant but mitigable. It is 
also inconsistent with the fact that the rritigation section (p. IV-L-20) includes 
measures that 'would reduce (water service) impacts to below a level of 
significance'. 

The Authority understands that the project proposes a higher land use intensity than 
is currenUy planned for the project site (300 proposed dwelling units compared to 178 
dwelling units allowed under the current land use regulations for the site). The City staff 
concludes that significant impacts to public utilities and services would be reduced under 
the recommended Development Under Existing Land Use Regulations alternative. The 

emu -~--t .. .....u..·~l:lo, 
-0. ...... ....,.-...is-o:.p 

COUNTY 
•S....ll~· 
.... 11'.c ... 1 

MEMBER AGENCIES 
l.tllGAl'JON DiSIJJGtt 

•$ ...... ~.;,~..., 

tuJUC ?~~ISTl:JO 

WATEIPISTIUOS 
• H.i.. •O,.,~ 
•S. .. Ol.,g,,,1. 
•v.Jlad!<>f 

IEDEUl AGENCY _,......_~--·--
PJUNTED ON RECYClED PAPH 
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Section IV-L of the Final El R was revised to reconcile the Water Service 

existing conditions section with the Water Service impacts section as 

identified in the comment. 

Section IV-L of the Final EIR was revised to reconcile the Water Service 

impacts section ~ith the Water Service significance of impacts section 

as· identified int~~ comment. 

The Final EIR identifies in Section IV-L that with construction of new 

extensions the Del Mar Heights Pipeline and Green Valley Pipeline 

would be adequate to accommodate the water demands of the 
proposed project. It should be noted that since distribution for public 

review of the EIR that the applicant has reduced the total number of 

dwelling units proposed from 300 to 275. This reduction results in a 

gross density of 3.8 DUs per acre which is within the density range 

identified under the Framework Plan for the project site. The proposed 

project is required to contribute funds through water fees to the City 

to ensure that the extensions to the pipelines would be constructed. 
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COlVIMENTS 

Lawrence C. Monsenate 
SEABREEZE FARMS DEIR 
May 15, 1996 
Page2 

Authority concurs with this conclusion given the inadequacy of the existing and planned 
backbone water distribution facilities in the area previously mentioned. 

Please retain the Authority on your maifing list to receive the Final EIR and other 
information concerning this project. If you have any questions, please contact Mark Tegio 
at (619) 682-4143. 

Sincerely, 

~t 
Water Resources Planning 

LJP/mvt 

n1>1 H~WORD6\CORFIESPOIAGENCYISEABREJR.OOC S/15/96 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments -19-

RESPONSES 

' I 

6/6/96 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

COMMENTS 

,,;..~ 1..: ::-; 1.1:00 •:HL TPHr I': Ft..1=H·II:a.3 [1~PT. ttO. '76-7 1,85 

S-fJ.Tl" ':If- ,':-MJFCR!'llA- 61.JSINESS. TRA'.ISP0ATATl0l,;A.~0HOU51NG A3ENCY 
PErE WLSON, Qwemor 
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May 14, 1996 

Mr. Chris Belsky NAY U t:;·; 
.. ·:, 

11-SD-056 
2.2-7.2 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 . 

Dear Mr. Belsky: 

Draft EJR for Seabreeze Farms - SCH 96021001 

Caltrans District 11 comments are as follows: 

"~ 

• Pages IV-B-19 ·and 20; The Interstate Route 5 (1-5} interchanges are presently· 
operating at a poor Level of Service {LOS). Seabreeze should provide a fair share 
contribution toward mitigation. 

• Figures IV-B-3 and 4; The north and south alternatives of State Route 56 (SR-56) 
should both be analyzed with and without an interchange between Camino Santa . 
Fe and Camino Ruiz. 

• Page IV-K-10; The developer should construct noise barriers to mitigate 20 year 
projected traffic if residences are constructed adjacent to or near SR-56. 

• Appendix 8, Figure 3.4-3; An exclusive right tuni lane is needed froni SR-56 
eastbound to 1-5 southbound. 

Close coordination is encouraged. · Our contact person for SR-56 is Joe Hull, Design 
Manager, (619) 688-3633. For Traffic Operations, our contact person is Fred Yazdan, Branch 
Chief, (619) 688-6881. 

Slncer~ly, .. ~ 

/~~ef 

Planning Studies Branch 

BD/LS:ct 
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The Final EIR states that the proposed project's contribution to cumulative 

traffic levels on 1-5 is 1.7% and is below the City of San Diego's threshold of 

2%. Therefore, the proposed project's cumulative traffic contribution to 1-5 
is considered to be below a level of significance and mitigation is not 
required. 

52 · Different regional traffic models that include the project site and study area 

was performed by the traffic consultant for the Subarea IV Torrey Highlands 

project. This analysis indicated that there was no significant difference 

between runs both with and withoutthe interchange as noted in the comment. 

Therefore, for purposes of the Seabreeze Farms EI R, it was decided to present 

only the alternative that includes the interchange. 

53. The Final EIR states in Mitigation Measure IV-K.1 that at the buildout year 
acoustical barriers would be required if homes were constructed adjacent 

to SR-56. The buildout year is the Year 2015, which is a 20-year projection 
for the project. 

54 

- 20-

The amount of traffic generated by the project at this intersection is minor 

(less than 2%) and is not considered to be a significant impact by City of 

San Diego criteria. As such, the project is not responsible for providing 

improvements at this location. 
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~tate of QI:alifornia 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING ANO RESEARCH 

1400 TENTH STREET • 
PETE WILSON 

G0•1ERNOR 

JEANNE KROSCF! 

CITY OF Sl\N DIEGO 
12,?2 FIRST AVE. , MS 501 
SAN DIEGO, CA 921.01 

SACRAMENTO 9581f996 fHY 2Q Aff ii: Ql 

May 20, 1996 

Subject, SEABREEZE FARMS PLAN AMENDMENT sell #, 96021001 

Dear JEAN?-."E KROSCH: 

h~,,i:.t~11frl..-l1'~ 

t! * 't. 5 ; - ....... 
~-~." 

'*l},-.i,-ca1..11n"~ 

LEEGF\!SSOM 
O.RE:cron 

The State Clearinghouse bas submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact 
Report {EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed 
and the comments from the responding agency (ies} is (are) enclosed. on the enclosed 
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the 
agencies that have commented. Please review ·the Notice of Completion to ensure that 
your comm~t package is complete. If the comment packag~ is not in order, please 
notify the State Clearinghouse inunediately. Remember to refer to the project's 
eight:.-digit. State Clearinghouse number so ~hat we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code required 

that.: 
"a responsible agency or other public agency, shall only make substantive 
comments regart;iing those activities involved in a project which are within 
an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out 
or approved by the agency. • 

commenting agencies are al.so required by this section to support their comments with 
specific documentation. 

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final. EIR. Should you 
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting 
agency(ies). 

·This letter acknowledges that you have coml?lied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality .Act. Please contact at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions regarding the environmental revie'W .process. 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

Sincerely, 

At1fu,!,4 .,1£d;L~ 
ANTERO A. RIVASPLATA 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 

Seabreeze EIR - Responses to Comments 
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EXICUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJE.CT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

Project Background 

The 72-acre Seabreeze Fanns project site is located along the western border of Subarea III of the 
12,000-acre North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA). The NCFUA is a portion of the City 9f San 
Diego designated as Future Urbanizing. On October 1, 1992, the City Council adopted the NCFUA 
Framework Plan as an amendment to the General Plan, and as a land use plan showing general locations 
and types of land uses, preliminary circulation and public facilities, and a regiqoal open space system. 
_ ~ccording to the Framework Pl~n,_ future development beyond the current underlying zoning would be 
allowed to occur upon approval_ of more detailed Subarea Plans and voter approval of a "phase shift" of 
properties from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing. 

The proposed Seabreeze Fanns Plan Amendment project involves amendments to a number of long 
range plan documents and v_oter approval to allow development of the property with residential and 
equestrian uses. This Environmental Impact Report analyzes the environmental impacts associated with 
approval of the proposed plan amendments. Future development of the property would require future 
discretionary actions that would be subject to further environmental_ review. One of the primary 
functions of this ElR is to direct and focus subsequent environmental review on specific issues which 
have been identified to be significant and to further develop and refine mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

Project Description 

The proposed project would involve amendments to the Progress Guide and General Plan, the NCFUA 
Framework Plan, the Cannel Valley Community Plan, and the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 
6. The Cannel Valley Community Plan is divided into ten neighborhoods. Development within each 
neighborhood is subject to the Community Plan as well as individual neighborhood Precise Plans that 
have been approved by the City. Neighborhood 4 borders the project site to the west. Neighborhood 
4 has been predominantly built out in accordance with the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6. 
With implementation of the project, the Seabreeze Fanns site would be deleted from the NCFUA and 
annexed to the of the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6. 

The proposed project plan amendments would annex the 72-acre Seabreeze Fanns property to the 
portion of the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 area of the Cannel Valley Community Plan to 
allow future development of the property with single-family (250 units) and multi-family (50 units) 
residential uses and an 8-acre equestrian center. The proposed plan amendments would allow the 
subject property to be brought before the voters as a phase shift proposal to shift the property from 
future urbanizing to planned urbanizing. 
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Future development of the site would require additional discretionary approvals beyond the plan 

amendments. These include Tentative Map, Planned District Ordinance, Interim Habitat Loss Permit and 

Final Map/Building Permits. In addition, future development projects would be reviewed for substantial 

conformance with the provisions of the Resource Protection Ordinance and City Council Policy 600-400. 

Discretionary actions required to implement the proposed project include the following: 

• Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment; 

• NCFUA Framework Plan Amendment; 

• Carmel Valley Community Plan Amendment; and 

• Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 Amendment. 

Environmental. Setting 

The project area is comprised of 72 acres located in the western portion of the 12,000-acre NCFUA, 

which is generally located along the northern limits of the City of San Diego between I-5 and 1-15. The 

site is located approximately 17 miles northeast of downtown San Diego, approximately six miles inland 

from the Pacific Ocean and 2.5 miles west ofl-15. 

Existing uses on the site include an equestrian facility and temporary offices. Carmel Valley Road forms 

the eastern border of the site and ls used to access the site. The terrain of the site is characterized by 

level topography along the eastern border of the site that slopes down into lower elevations along the 

western and southwestern portions of the site. The more level area in the northeastern portion of the 

site ranges from approximately 300 feet above mean sea level (MSL) to 250 feet above MSL. The 

western portion of the site includes a portion of a north-trending valley referred to as Bell Valley. Bell 

Valley represents a tributary landform that extends from Carmel Valley. Much of the steeply sloping 

terrain within the project vicinity is associated with Carmel Valley. The floor of Carmel Valley is located 

immediately to the south of the site. Slopes with gradient in excess of 25 percent occur along 

drainages that extend to the floor of the valley. 

A majority of the site has been previously disturbed in association with agricultural activities and 

existing facilities. The more level areas along the northeastern portion of the site are characterized by 

ru~eral or non-native vegetation. The portion of Bell Valley that extends onto the site has also been 

partially disturbed in association with equestrian activities. Disturbed coastal sage scrub, southern 

mixed chaparral, and non-native grassland are located along the eastern slopes and the floor of the 

valley. 

Existing uses surrounding the site include primarily open space and residential. Carmel Valley 

Neighborhood 4, which borders the site to the west, has been predominantly built out with single family 

residential uses. The site is bordered to the north and northwest by vacant land that was used as a large 

nursery. The area immediately to the east of the site currently supports production of crops including 
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tomatoes. The right-of-way for State Route 56 borders the site to the south. A single-family residential 
development and golf course are located to the south of SR-56. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Table £5-1 summarizes the results of the environmental analysis completed for the project. 
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LAND USE: 
Issue 1: Would the proposed plan amendment 

implement the goals, objectives, and 
recommendations of the City of San Diego 
Progress Guide and General Plan, the 
environmental goals of the Framework Plan 
for the North City Future Urbanizing Area, 
and policies of the Local Coastal Program? 

Issue 2: Would the proposed project result in a conflict 
with the purpose and intent of the Resource 
Protection Ordinance? 

Issue 3: Would the plan amendment be compatible with 
existing and future land uses in the project 
vicinity? Would the proposed uses be 
consistent with the Carmel Valley Community 
Plan and Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan? 

6/6/96 

TABLIES-1 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

The project is generally consistent with General Plan goals 
and policies. The proposed project density is higher than the 
approved Framework Plan density, although adverse impacts 
typically associated with higher densities would not occur due 
to adequate mitigation of density-based public facilities, 
services and transportation/traffic circulation. Land use 
impacts are not significant, with the exception of a 
cumulatively significant loss of conversion of agricultural 
lands. 

The project is consistent with the purpose and intent of RPO 
and Council Policy 600-40 because development has been 
sited to avoid alteration of the steeper, more visible slopes 
and because impacts from grading, brush management on 
slopes and biology are minimized. In addition, the project 
includes 25 acres in open space. Future projects developed in 
accordance with the Plan would be eligible for consideration 
for Alternative Compliance (substantial conformance). 

The proposed project would be consistent with the intent of 
the Carmel Valley Community Plan and the Neighborhood 4 
Precise Plan, and compatible with surrounding land uses. The 
PF9\'isi9R ofJfii:lool\Mlltffiu$~IfuM.1liil:iHJlietiliffiflfafil'HM 

No mitigation is available for, the cumulative loss of agricultural 
lands. Only adoption .of the No Project/No Action Alternative 
would avoid impact. ' 

' I 

Mitigation for impacts to RPO sensitive resources (biological, 
landform, and cultural resources) are provided in other sections 
that reduce impacts to a level below significance. 

No mitigation is required. 

Executive SummaJY 

Cumulatively significant. 

Below a level of 
significance 

N/A 
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 
Issue 1: In conjunction with other development 

proposals in the Future Urbanizing Area, what 
cumulative traffic impacts would the project 
have on the community or regional 
transportation network? 

Issue 2: Would the proposed project result in a 
substantial direct impact upon the existing or 
plamed transportation system? Is it necessary 
to phase the development of the proposed 
project in accordance with regional 

. transportation system improvements? 

6/6/96 

TABLE. ES-1 (ContinuedJ 
SUMMARY Of ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

The project traffic generation of 2,900 average daily trips 
would contribute an incremental portion of traffic to 
cumulatively adverse traffic conditions in the NCFUA. The 
impact attributable to the project is below the City's 
significance threshold level Qf two percent. 

An analysis of impacts for the two interim alternative traffic 
scenarios anticipated prior to full buildout indicated little 
change in the level of service between without project and 
with project scenarios. The project impacts on the 
surrounding circulation system would be maintained at a level 
below significance with provision of new facilities and by 
phasing of development in association with regional traffic 
improvements. 

The Seabreeze Farms Project will contribute a relatively minor 
share to cumulative traffic impacts in the North City Future 
Urbanizing Area. Mitigation measures provided under Issue 2 
would maintain traffic impact~ at below a level of significance. 

As a condition of future tentative maps, transportation system 
improvements will be provided and future development will be 
phased according to Table IV-B-10, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. As shown in this table, development of the 
project at specified land uses and intensities will be tied to 
appropriate local and regional transportation improvements to 
be funded by the project and other development in the area, 
Phase One of the TPP would require the construction of a 
secondary project access road comecting the southern portion 
of the project to Carmel Knolls Drive. With the provision of this 
improvement, up ' to 20 single-family homes could be 
constructed. (Under this phase, as with all subsequent phases, 
the existing equestrian facility on the site will be retained}. 
Phase Two would require the provision of the secondary project 
access and the construction of the SR-56 expressway as a 
continuous facility through the NCFUA. With the provision of 
these improvements, up to 100 single-family homes could be 
constructed. Phase Three, the final phase, would require the 
following improvements: · 
• Improve and widen Carmel Valley Road from the project 

access to Del Mar Heights Rbad; · 
• Construct Del Mar Heights Road as a six-lane major from 

western terminus to Lansdale Drive; 

Execullve Summc1IJ1 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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TABLEES-1 (Conllnued) 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

• Construct southern half of ultimate Del Mar Heights Road 
from Carmel Valley R~ad to Carmel Valley community 
boundary; 

• . Construct Del Mar Heights Road as a six-lane major from 
Lansdale Drive tQ C:armel Valley community boundary. 

With the provision of the above improvements, the project 
would be permitted to construct all proposed land uses (i.e., 
250 single-family dwelling units and 50 multiple-family dwelling 
units). 

Issue 3: Would the annexation of the property to the I No ~ignificant impacts were identified. No mitigation is required. 
Carmel Valley Community Plan impact the 
ability of Subarea Ill to provide the road 
network required to support the Framework 
Plan density? 

Issue 4: Would the traffic generated by development of / No significant. impacts to neighboring residential streets I No mitigation is required. 
the proposed project create adverse traffic and would occur. 
circulation impacts to Neighborhood 4 and the 
balance of the Carmel Valley Community? 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Issue 1: What direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 

species, important habitats and plant and 
animal diversity would occur as a result of 
project implementation? 

6/6/96 

Project implementation would result in direct impacts to 0.04 
acre of coastal sage scrub, 0.35 acre of scrub oak chaparral, 
loss of 56 percent of Nuttall's scrub oak, loss of 67 percent 
of California adolphia, and direct impacts to sensitive animal 
species. These impacts are considered significant. 

Mitigation of direct biological impacts includes acquisition of an 
offsite mitigation parcel totaling 0.90 acre in size to mitigate 
for the loss of coastal sage scrub at a ratio of 1 :1 and loss of 
southern maritime chaparral and scrub oak chaparral at a ratio 
of 2:1. The mitigation parcel shall be located within the City of 
San Diego MSCP core area supporting maritime chaparral, 
scrub oak chaparral, coastal sage scrub, · or other native 
habitats acceptable to the City. An alternative to offsite 
acquisition would be contribution to the City's Habitat 
Acquisition fund. If the mitigation parcel lacks California 
adolphia and Nuttall's scrub oak or if the payment of a fee is 
the chosen mitigation, impacts to these species could be 
mitigated by the replacement planting at a 3:1 ratio within 
acceptable locations onsite. 

Executive Summa!)' 

N/A 

N/A 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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Issue 2: Would compliance with the City's fuel 
management program result in the loss of 
sensitive plant species or wildlife habitat? 

Issue 3: What effect would the proposed equestrian 
uses within the open space habitat have on 
sensitive species and habitats? 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

TABll ES-1 ( Continued) 

SUMMARY Of ENVIRONMINTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Project implementation would require compliance with the 
City's fuel management program which would result in direct 
impacts to 1.2 acres of coastal sage scrub, 0.76 acre of 
southern maritime chaparral, aR!i 2.32 acres of scrub oak 
chaparral ~WWmM@Hl.W.~MKW@M~@N@ff:ijjj@eyjfil@. 
These impacts are considered significant. 

Equestrian trails and uses within natural open space would 
significantly impact sensitive habitats and species through the 
introduction of invasive non-native species and the effects of 
unauthorized equestrian activities. 

Indirect lighting impacts shall be mitigated through lighting 
restrictions incorporated into future project designs. 

Mitigation of biological impacts from brush management 
includes acquisition or presentation of an offsite mitigation 
parcel totaling 7.36 acres.to mitigate for the loss of coastal 
sage scrub at a ratio of 1:1

1

and loss of southern maritime 
chaparral and scrub oak chaparral at a ratio of 2: 1. The 
mitigation parcel shall be located within the City of San Diego 
MSCP core area supporting maritime chaparral, scrub oak 
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, or other native habitats 

~ 
Future development on the site will be required to locate trails 
in areas which do not support sensitive vegetation and species, 
fence off areas which are sensitive and utilize a biologist to 
monitor trail design and new trail construction. 

Issue 1: What modifications to the natural drainage I Project implementation would result in a significant increase 
system would be required for future in runoff that must be properly directed. 

Future tentative maps shall be conditioned with the following: 
• Prepare a drainage study in accordance with the City of San 

Diego Drainage Design Manual, subject to approval by the 
City Engineer. (see Section IV-D for details). 

development of the site under the proposed 
plan? Would the project result in cha!Jges to 
the rate and amount of runoff? 

6/6/96 

• Design necessary storm drain '.facilities extending to a 
satisfactory point of disposal for the proper control and 
disposal of storm runoff. 

• Design appropriate onsite detention basin facilities to 
ensure that runoff volumes do not exceed the existing 
runoff volumes. 

Executive Summmy 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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TABLE ES-1 ( Continued) 
SUMMA.RY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

ffiWMtJ.Wij~WIWffiJUt#MJWil@ 
Issue 2: What effect would project implementation 

have on water quality in the Los Peiiasquitos 
drainage basin and downstream water 
resources? 

LANDFORM ALTERATIONNISUAL QUALITY 

Development of the project site with residential and 
equestrian land uses would incrementally increase the 
contaminants found in urban runoff which ultimately goes to 
the Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon. This is considered a significant 
cumulative impact. 

Issue 1: Would implementation of the plan Project implementation would represent a change of the 
amendment result in substantial alteration of existing visual character of the uses on the site that is a 
the existing visual quality from public cumulatively significant impact. 
vantage points and existing and future public 
roadways? 

6/6/96 

Future tentative maps or development permits are required to 
comply with the NPDES permit requirements for construction 
of the project and long-term operation of the site. A Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a Monitoring Program Plan 
will be submitted with ,grading activities. In addition, site 
specific Best Management Practices will be incorporated for all 
proposed development on the site. 

Future tentative maps and/or development permits shall he 
conditioned to require a site specific analysis for the project 
that incorporates the current Best Management Practices and 
Best Available Technologies {BMPs and BATs} available at that 
time for pollution control and erosion/siltation control. This 
plan would address both short-term and long-term erosion 
control. (see Section IV-0 for details}. 

Measures are also identified in Section IV-6, Air Oua/ity, which 
require dust and manure management at the equestrian facility. 
These measures would reduce potential pollutant loading of 
downstream water bodies associated with the equestrian 
facility {see Measures IV-6.1 and IV-6.2). 

Measures are not available that.would mitigate the contribution 
of the project to the cumulatively significant impacts 
associated with urbanization &f views from Carmel Valley Road. 

1' . 

Execullve SummaJY 

Cumulatively significant 

Cumulatively significant. 
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TAB LI ES-1 ( Continued) 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESfilTS 

MM!f®lb,tmii~®~Utmm.nw:®.w.1.@n) 
Issue 2: Would implementation of the Plan result in a 

substantial change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? 

Issue 3: Would implementation of the Plan result in 
the loss, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features, such as 
canyons, bluffs, or hillside with a slope 
gradient in excess of 25 percent? 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The project proposed grading of approximately 300,000 • 
600,000 cubic yards, {about 6,000 to 12,500 cubic yards per 
graded acre) including fill slopes of up to 40 feet within an 
interior canyon, is concentrated along the more level terrain 
along the eastern border of the site and within an internal 
tributary canyon. The amount of proposed grading is a 
significant landform impact. 

The total encroachment into steep slopes greater than 25% 
is limited to interior slopes that are not greater than 50 feet 
in height. The impact to these slopes from grading activities 
and impacts to other slopes as a result of brush management 
are not significant. 

Issue 1: Would implementation of the Seabreeze I Future development would have a significant impact on the 
Farms Plan Amendments adversely affect one site located within the project. This site (CA-SDl-6802) 
archaeological or historical resources? is identified as an artifact scatter. 

6/6/96 

Future development will incorporate grading concepts and 
guidelines outlined in the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 4,5, & 6 
Precise Plan with respect to variable slope gradients, contour 
grading, slope revegetation, use of berms and. utilization of 
landscaping to soften slope int~rfaces. 

No mitigation is required. 

In conjunction with subsequent environmental review and prior 
to approval of tentative maps for .future development within the 
project site, testing of site CA-SDl-6802 prehistoric resources 
shall occur and a determination of significance ascertained. 

If CA-SDl-6802 is determined to be significant by the testing 
program, it shall either be preserved or mitigated through a 
Research Design and Data Recovery Program to the 
satisfaction of the City of San Diego Environmental Analysis 
Section Principal Planner. · 

Execullve SummclJY 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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AIR QUALITY 
Issue 1: 

6/6/96 

Would implementation of the proposed 
equestrian center create objectionable odors 
or dust that would impact future onsite and 
adjacent offsite residents? 

TABLEES-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF INVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Implementation of the project would expose residences to 
significant levels of dust in the absence ot' dust control 
measures and significant odors if manure is improperly 
handled. 

I 

Prior to recordation of future discretionary tentative map, the 
appficant shall submit to the Development Services Department 
a plan to control dust at the equestrian facility. The plan shall 
identify: ' 1 

• high areas of dust' generation; 

• control measures which will be applied. 
At the time building permits are submitted, a detailed dust 
suppression plan shall be submitted and · approved by the 
Development Services Department prior to approval. Dust 
suppression shall be identified on plans submitted for the 
building permit. Dust suppression shall include schedules for 
watering of dirt arenas during dry months and control measures 
for dirt roads and pathways. The dust suppression plan shall 
be made a condition of future discretionary permits for use of 
equestrian facility. 
Prior to recordation of any future discretionary tentative map, 
the applicant shall submit a manure management and facility 
maintenance plan. The plan shall identify facilities to be used 
for manure placement. These facilities shall be enclosed. In 
addition, daily manure management practices shall be 
identified. These practices include: 

• a minimum maintenance schedule of daily stall cleaning; 
• proper design of barn areas to minimize standing damp 

areas; and 
• contracting with a waste hauler to dispose of manure 

when enclosed facilities are full. 
At the time building permits are submitted, a detailed manure 
management and facility maintenance plan shall be submitted 
and approved by the Development Services Department prior to 
approval of the building permit. Manure placement areas shall 
be identified on construction plans submitted for the building 
permit. The manure management suppression plan shall be 
made a condition of future discretionary permits for the use of 
the equestrian facility. 

Executive SummaJy 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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Air Quality (Cont.) 
Issue 2: Would implementation of the proposed 

project create objectionable dust during 
construction that would impact future onsite 
and adjacent offsite residents? 

GEOLOGY 
Issue 1: Are there geologic or soil conditions which 

represent a constraint to development? 

TABLE ES-1 ( Continued) 

SUMMARY Of f.NVIRONMINTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

During the construction phases of future development, dust 
generated onsite would adversely affect future onsite and 
offsite residential areas and is considered significant. 

Project implementation would require development on soils 
and geologic formations which could be unstable and 
represent potential development constraints. This is a 
significant impact. 

The following measures shall be made conditions of approval 
for grading permits associate'd with future discretionary 
tentative maps and/or discretionary permits: 

• ~ctive grading sites s~ould be watered twice daily to 
reduce dust; , , 

• All trucks hauling l~ose materials should be covered and 
maintain at least two feet of free board; 

• Soil stabilizers shall be utilized wherever necessary; and 

• Material stockpiles shall be covered and/or watered. 
Dust control measures shall achieve a minimum of 80 percent 
dust suppression. 

Prior to grading permit issuance for any proposed development 
on the project site, a project-specific soils and geological 
investigation of the geologic conditions shall be .submitted to 
and approved by the City Engineer. Grading and development 
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer to 
determine compliance with the remedial grading measures 
identified in the project-specific geotechnical reports. 

Issue 2: Would development of the site increase the I Project implementation would require disturbance of soils Prior to grading permit issuance for any proposed development 
potential for erosion? which have a severe erosion potential, which is a significant on the project site, a project-specific landscaping plan shall be 

6/6/96 

impact. prepared. 

This landscape plan shall inclu~e short-term and long-term 
measures which will control ~rosion from manufactured hanks 
or Brush Management Zones, such as those identified in 
Section IV-0, Hydrology/Water Quality. The landscape plan 
shall also incorporate erosion-resistant ground cover planting on 
manufactured slopes or Brush Management areas immediately 
upon completion of grading. Additionally, the landscape plan 
shall also comply with the Landscape Master Plan of the 
Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6. 

Executive Summmy 

Below a level of 
significance 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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TABLEES-1 (Continued} 

'SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RE.SfilTS 

AGRICUL TURE[NA TURAL RESOURCES 
Issue 1: Would implementation of the Plan result in Project implementation would convert 16 acres of farmland 

the conversion of agricultural land to non- of statewide importance to non-agricultural uses, resulting in 
agricultural use or impairment of existing a cumulatively significant impact. 

I 

No measures are available. Only adoption of the No Project/No 
Action Alternative wouid avoid this impact. 

Issue 2: 

agricultural productivity? 

Would implementation of the plan result in 
the prevention of future extension of sand 
and gravel resources? 

PALEDNJDLOGV 
Issue 1: 

NOISE 
Issue 1: 

6/6/96 

To what extent would implementation of the 
proposed project plan result in the loss of 
paleontological resources? 

Would implementation of the proposed Plan 
result in future noise levels compatible with 
existing and proposed uses, both onsite and 
offsite? 

Project implementation would include use of the site for 
mining of potential aggregate resources in an identified MRZ • 
3 Zone. This impact is less than significant due to the small 
acreage and low potential of the resources onsite. 

< I 

No measures are required. 

Project implementation would result in grading in areas which Prior to issuance of a grading permit, written verification that 
have moderate and high paleontological resources potential, a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor has 
and is considered a significant direct and cumulative impact. been retained to implement a paleontological monitoring 

Project implementation would expose offsite and onsite 
receptors to significant short-term construction noise. Q.MM 
,.,.,.,-~,.,,,,',',~····o,•'•'·~········~·.·.·.,., ... ,., ..... •.,·,•.•.•,•,••.•.y,•.•m.·,1.11!!~!!~~~!!! 
project-generated traffic are not significant. Noise impacts 
from NAS Miramar are less than significant. 

program shall be provided to the City. The requirement for 
paleontological monitoring shall be noted on all grading plans. 
The paleontologist's duties· shall include monitoring, salvaging, 
preparation of materials for deposit at a scientific institution 
that houses paleontological collections, and preparation of a 
report summarizing the results of the monitoring efforts. 

Specific mitigation measures cannot be determined at this time 
as more specific project information will be required. The 
location and elevation of future residences, timing of SR-56, 
and phasing of offsite traffic'improvements will affect specific 
mitigation requirements. However, general mitigation measures 
could include any of the following measures or a combination 
of the measures: 
Onsite Traffic-Related Impacts 
Mitigation measures may include setbacks, proper building 
orientation, and/or noise barriers to limit or reduce traffic noise 
(see Section IV-K for more details}. Noise walls will be limited 
to 6 feet in height, or will require a combination berm with a 
maximum six-foot high wall. 

Execuuve SummaJY 

Cumulatively significant. 
No mitigation is available. 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Issue 1: How would implementation of the Subarea 
Plan affect public services, particularly 
schools, parks, libraries, police and fire 
protection? 

6/6/96 

TABLE ES-1 (Continued) 
SUMMARY Of ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Project implementation would generate 123 elementary 
students that would contribute to overcrowding at Del Mar 
Union Elementary schools, 29 middle school students that 
would impact Earl Warren Junior High School, and 75 high 
school students that would impact Torrey Pines High School. 
These are significant impacts to schools. Direct impacts to 
parks and recreation, library services, law enforcement, and 
fire protection are not significant. 

Single and Multi-family res.idences exposed to a CNEL greater 
than 60 dB would require an acoustical analysis to ensure that 
the·interior noise levels do not exceed a CNEL of 45 dB. Air 
conditioning and/or mechanical ventilation, and sound-rated 
windows may be necessary for some of the residences 
adjacent to the Carmel Valley Road and SR-56. 

Co.nstruction Impacts 
Future grading permits shall be conditioned to limit construction 
and maintenance time frames, require construction equipment 
mufflers, and locate construction staging areas away from 
existing development. 

Future Noise Studies 

Prior to issuance of the building permit, an acoustical report 
prepared by a qualified acoustician will be required to ensure 
that appropriate mitigation measures for the residences and 
usable open space areas have been incorporated into the 
project design and would meet the City's noise criteria. 

Prior to obtaining building permits, the applicant shall provide 
the City with a certification from the Del Mar Union ESD and 
Sari Dieguito Union HSD that any fee imposed by the Districts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 53080 and 65995.3 
has been paid. If necessary to fully mitigate impacts on Del 
Mar Union ESD and San Dieguito Union HSD, and subject to 
applicable laws, specific financing 'plans and/or special districts 
may be established to provide'. adequate funding for school 
facilities. Special co~munity f~cility districts may include but 
are not limited to the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 
1982. 

Executive Sumrmuy 

Below a level of 
significance. 
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Issue 2: Would implementation of the Plan result in a 
need for new systems or require substantial 
alterations to existing facilities for the 
management of water, sewage, solid waste, 
reclaimed water, or power? 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY. 

Issue 1: 

6/6/96 

Would the proposed project expose people to 
potential health hazards? 

TABLE ES-i (Continued) 

SUMMARY Of ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Project implementation would have a significant impact on the 
City's existing water supply and infrastructure system, and 
cumulatively significant impacts on sewer service and solid 
waste. Impacts to gas and electric and telephone service are 
not significant. 

The project would construct three detention facilities to 
control runoff volumes from the site. The potential exists for 
significant public health impacts associated with vector 
problems (mosquitoes carrying malaria). 

Prior to Plan approval, a Public Facilities Financing Plan and 
Facilities Benefit AssessmJnt shall be completed which 
establishes fair share tontributions for property within the 
Carmel Valley Community Planning Area for regional facilities 
including community .Parl<s, libraries, fire stations and law 
enforcement facilities. Tlie project plan shall require payment 
of approved fees. 

Prior to approval of Final Tentative Maps, the City Development 
Services Department shall review the water and sewer 
distribution plans to determine their consistency with water 
and sewer distribution plans approved for the NCFUA by the 
City. 

Prior to approval of Final Maps, Waste Management Plans shall 
be submitted to the Director of Development Services 
Department for approval. 

Development within the .project shall comply with the 
construction timing and funding requirements to be established 
in the approved Facilities Benefits Assessment for the Carmel 
Mountain Road Water Pipeline and the Carmel Valley Road 
Trunk Sewer. The development shall also pay its fair share of 
other onsite and offsite water facility improvements necessary 
to serve their respective developments, as identified in the 
City's Water Master Plan (currently in preparation), the 
Facilities Benefits Assessment, or during City Review of 
proposed tentative maps .. These improvements would include 
roads, parks, police and fire;' libraries, drainage and utilities. 

Prior to approval of future planned developments and tentative 
maps within the project site, the City of San Diego 
Development Services Department shall review future tentative 
maps to ensure that vector and nuisance control measures are 
incorporated into project planning in accordance with the San 
Diego County Department of Health. 
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TABLEES-1 (Continued} 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

!!:iifil.iJ@.i.ltW:~ffetfillt~WJt.im.(~ The project proposes an at-grade equestrian crossing at 
Issue 2: Would the proposed project expose people to Carmel Valley Road that would create a significant safety 

potential safety hazards? hazard for both motorized traffic and equestrian traffic. 

6/6/96 

Prior to approval of future pianned developments and tentative 
maps within the project site, \he applicant shall prepare a 
Public Safety Plan for review by the City of San Diego 
Development Services Department, Caltrans, San Diego County 
Sheriffs Department, and San Diego Trails Council. The Public 
Safety Plan shall be coordinated with input from Caltrans, San 
Diego County Sheriff's Department, San Diego Trails Council, 
the-residents of the proposed project, and equestrian trail users 
to incorporate measures to avoid conflicts between equestrian 
and motor vehicles and ensure public safety. 
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Growth Inducement 

Pursuant to Section 15126 (g) of the CEQA Guidelines, the growth inducement potential of the 
proposed project was evaluated based on 1) the potential for stimulation of development of 
surrounding property at a greater density than allowed by existing planning and zoning and 2) a change 
in the timing of development resulting from extension of public services or road access into an area 
where previously unavailable. 

The proposed project would implement the NCFUA Framework Plan which was determined to have a 
significant growth inducing effect. However, development pressure already exists to the north (Black 
Mountain Ranch) and_designated to the east (remainder of Subarea III). These·d~v_elopment pressures 

- -would exist with or witJ::out ~e proposed project. In addition, major sewer and water infrastructure 
already exists to the west and east of the project site as well as major access roads (Carmel Valley Road). 
No extension of Carmel Valley Road would occur with project implementation. Therefore, no project
specific factors associated with the proposed project which in and of itself would be significantly growth 
inducing. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects were evaluated for each environmental issue analyzed in Section IV of the EIR 
pursuant to Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The cumulative impact area encompasses 
20,398 acres which extends from Del Mar east to the l-15/Rancho Pefiasquitos area, north to Rancho 
Santa Fe/Camino de! Norte Road area, and south of Carmel Valley Road. Seventeen approved or 
proposed residential/commercial planned urban development and other projects in the North City West 
and San Dieguito Community Plan areas are included as part of the cumulative effects analyses. 

No significant unmitigable cumulative effects as a result of the proposed project are anticipated to occur 
for land use, noise, traffic, and cultural resources. 

Significant unmitigable cumulative impacts to loss of agricultural lands, visual impacts associated with 
views from Cannel Valley Road and SR-56, and incremental increase in water quality/hydrology impacts 
would occur with project implementation. Significant and mitigable cumulative impacts would occur 
to the issues of public facilities, paleontological resources, and biological resources. 

Effects Considered But found Not Significant 

Effects considered but found not significant include traffic generated air emissions, power, natural gas, 
and communication systems, energy, and public hazards (hazardous waste, electromagnetic fields). 
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Alternatives 

Four alternatives to the proposed project are presented in the EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126 (d). Based on the results of the environmental impact analysis contained in Section N, 
alternatives were identified and evaluated on the basis of their ability to eliminate or substantially reduce 

significant impacts associated with the following issues: 

• Agriculture/Natural Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 

- • Geology/Soils 
• Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Land Use 
• Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 
• Noise 
• Paleontology 
• Public Facilities and Services(specifically scnools) 
• Transportation/Traffic Circulation 
• Public Health and Safety 

These Alternatives include the CEQArequired No Project/No Action Alternative, Development Under 

Existing Land Use Regulations Alternative, Alternative Design to Avoid Impacts Associated with Brush 

Management, and Development Consistent with the Framework Plan. The key. elements of these 

alternatives to the proposed project are summarized below. 

No Project/No Action: Under this alternative, the site would be maintained in its existing condition 

and the existing equestrian enter would continue to operate in conjunction with existing agricultural

related operations. Existing sensitive resources onsite would be preserved under this alternative and 

significant impacts to associated under the proposed project would be avoided. 

Development Under Existing land Use Regul.itions: Under this alternative, the site would be 

developed in accordance with existing permitted activities and intensities established by the City of San 

Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, zoning ordinance, and City Council Policy 600-29. No phase 

shift or plan amendments would occur and the site would remain designated as an "urban reserve". 

Under existing City policies, the site could be developed in four variations. Development could occur 

in accordance with A-1 zoning resulting in a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 10 acres or 

development with other allowable uses such as a private or public equestrian facility, a church, or 

ag_riculture. In addition, under the existing Rural Cluster Development regulations, the site could be 

developed with the one DU per 10 acre density clustered to allow for maximum protection of open 

space and land utilization. Development of the site could also occur under either the Planned 

Residential Development regulations which would allow a maximum density of one DU per four acres 

or Conditional Use Permit regulations provided the uses are natural resource dependent and do not 

result in an irrevocable commitment of land. 

Development under the PRD regulations offers the opportunity for the greatest intensity of 

development, with development being permitted at a gross density of one dwelling unit per four acres. 
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Buildout of the site under PRO regulations on a 72-acre site could result in a total of approximately 18 

dwelling units, or up to 22 units, if affordable units were to be provided and a 25 percent density bonus 

were received. In addition, strictly accessory uses such as commercial, office and recreational facilities 

that would serve only project occupants would be permitted, as would roads required to serve 

development. 

Under this alternative, the site would retain its Future Urbanizing Area designation. Development would 

likely occur incrementally, as a series of relatively small-scale developments. Dedication of open space 

areas to the City would be required for each future development. The City's Resource Protection 

Ordinance, CEQA and other environmental planning requirements would apply . to the PRO 

developments under this scenario and would minimize environmental impacts;· _ ._ 

Many of the significant impacts anticipated due to implementation of the project, as identified in Section 

IV of this EIR, and the cumulative impacts of all proposed or approved developments in the area, as 

identified in Section VI, would be substantially reduced under this scenario because of the reduction in 

dwelling units. Impacts which are directly related to the number of housing units (e.g., traffic 

generation, air pollution, noise and d,emand for public services and utilities) would be proportionately 

reduced. Due to the substantial reduction in residential units, impacts to public services associated with 

the proposed project including those to schools, parks and solid waste generation would be avoided 

with implementation of this alternative. 

Other impacts associated with this alternative could be less than, equal to or greater than, those 

associated with the proposed development, depending on the specific locations and designs of the PRO 

developments. These impacts include, but are not limited to, the potential for land use 

incompatibilities, potential direct and indirect impacts to biological resources, change in visual character, 

potential impacts to cultural and paleontological resources, water quality impacts, increase in storm 
water runoff, erosion, and loss of agricultural lands. 

A/temative Design to Avoid Impacts Associated with Brush Management: Under this alternative, 

the need to conduct brush management activities on the project sjte would be avoided. The product 

type and limits-of-grading under this alternative would be identical to that of the proposed project. To 

avoid the need for brush management activities, residential units would be set back at least 80 feet from 

th~ edge of the grading limit. With the 80 foot setback, units and the rear yard of the lots would be 

located entirely within the disturbed area located on the mesa. It is anticipated that only 225 units· 

would be accommodated under this alternative. Implementation of the setback would only avoid 

impacts to sensitive vegetation identified for the proposed project brush management activities. Under 

this alternative encroachment into these resources would not be necessary. Direct impacts to 4.75 acres 
of sensitive biological resources would not be avoided. 

Other significant impacts identified with implementation of the proposed project would not be avoided 

with implementation of this alternative. It is not anticipated that the 75-unit reduction would be enough 
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to avoid population based impacts of the proposed project related to schools or traffic generation. The 
development of the project under this alternative would result in impacts to visual quality along Carmel 
Valley road, cultural resources, paleontological resources, and agricultural lands. Construction of walls 
along Carmel Valley Road would be required to attenuate exterior noise levels experienced by future 
residents of the development. 

Development Consistent wkh the Fr;,mework Plan: This alternative would lead to the buildout of the 
site in accordance with the adopted uses and intensities established by the NCFUA Framework Plan. 
Under the Framework Plan, the site would be developed with residential uses ranging from 
approximately 1.6 DU/acre to a maximum of 4 DU/acre. A total of approximately t.78 units would be 
-allowed. 

With implementation of this alternative, the land use inconsistencies associated with the project would 
be avoided. The site would be developed at the densities anticipated by the Framework Plan and in 
accordance with RPO. Development in the western portion of the site, as envisioned by the Framework 
Plan would likely require disturbance of the landforms and sensitive vegetation. 

Implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts to the project including those to 
cultural resources, paleontological resources, geology/soils, water quality/hydrology, agriculture, traffic, 
noise and public services. As a result, mitigation measures similar to that required for the proposed 
project would also be required for development under this alternative. Due to the nature of impacts 
to geology/soils and hydrology/water quality, any development on the site would need to incorporate 
measures to ensure that geologic hazards such as erodible soils and Impacts to water quality are 
minimized. 

Traffic generated by development of 178 units on the site would be less than that of the proposed 
project. However, measures would still need to be incorporated into the project design to minimize 
potential impacts to surrounding roadways. It is anticipated, therefore, that noise measures such as 
noise walls would need to be implemented into the design of this alternative. The reduction of units 
developed on the site under this alternative would not avoid population-based Impacts of the project 
to public services such as schools. Due to the overcrowded conditions within the school distrkt, it .is 
anticipated that the applicant would be required to contribute to a Mello-Roos district under this . 
alternative. The objective of the project to provide a mix of uses on the site would not be realized 
under this alternative. The equestrian facilities proposed as a part of the project would not be 
implemented. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State of California CEQA Guidelines, as amended. 

This is an informational document intended for the use by both the decision makers and the public, and 

contains relevant information to be used in the evaluation of the proposed Seabreeze Farms Plan 

Amendment project. This EIR provides a detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts 

associated with future development of the 72-acre Sea.breeze Farms project. Seabreeze Farms is located 

east of 1-5 and west of Carmel Valley Road between the proposed SR.--56 and Del Mar Heights Road 

alignments. 

A. BACKGROUND 

HISTORY 

The NCFUA Framework Plan was adopted by the City Council in October, 1992, to provide a 

comprehensive plan for the 12,000-acre NCFUA. The Framework Plan established five subareas within 

the NCFUA, a land use plan showing general locations and types of land uses within each of the five 

subareas, an initial Environmental Tier or PreseIVe system throughout the NCFUA, a preliminary 

circulation system, and basic public facility requirements for the entire NCFUA. The Seabreeze Farms 

project site is located in the southwestern comer of Subarea III. 

The land use plan for Subarea III designed by the adopted Framework Plan has been the subject of 

several draft revisions. However, no revised plans for Subarea III have been adopted which supersede 

the adopted Framework Plan land uses for Subarea III. In 1992, the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 

reviewed the approved NCFUA Framework Plan and made its own recommendations for land use 

designations within Subarea III. Under the CAC alternative, approximately 57 percent of the project site 

would be designated for 4 to 5.2 residential dwelling units per acre and 43 percent of the site would 

be designated for 2.5 to 3 dwelling units per acre. The CAC presented this alternative at the Framework 

Plan adoption hearing, but the City Council was unable to consider it because it had not been the subject 

of environmental review. The City Council therefore directed staff to use the CAC alternative in the 

subsequent subarea planning process. 

In 1993, a screencheck draft of the Subarea III Plan was completed. In the draft plan, the project site 

would have been developed with 50 acres of residential units at 5 to 10 dwelling units per acre and 22 

acres of open space. The open space areas would include the portion of Bell Valley located on the 

project site. Processing of the screencheck draft Subarea III Plan stopped at the request of the applicant, 

in September, 1993. 

On June 7, 1994, Proposition C, which would have allowed a "phase shift" from Future Urbanizing Area 

to Planned Urbanizing Area as required for the NCFUA Subareas to proceed to public hearing and 

potential adoption, failed to receive voter approval. According to the NCFUA Framework Plan, "phase 

shifts" for development of each individual Subarea can proceed based on City Council adoption of a 
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Subarea Plan and voter approval of a transfer of property from Future Urbanizing to Planned Urbanizing. 

In the absence of voter approval, the Framework Plan limits development within the Subareas in 

accordance with the underlying low-density zoning which generally allows a density of 1 dwelling unit 

per ten acres, or 1 dwelling unit per four acres through a Planned Residential Development permit. The 

Framework Plan currently remains in effect as a part of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plan (County of San Diego, December 1994b). 

The proposed project presented in this EIR is based in concept on the draft plans for Subarea III 

recommended by the CAC in 1992 and further refined by the Draft Screencheck EIR for Subarea III 

submitted in 1993. 

CURRENT PROJECT -

The proposed project would involve amendments to the City Progress Guide and General Plan, NCFUA 

Framework Plan, Carmel Valley Community Plan, and the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5, and 6 

of the Carmel Valley Community Plan. The Carmel Valley Community Plan is divided into ten 

neighborhoods. Developm~nt within each neighborhood is subject to the Community Plan as well as 

individual neighborhood Precise Plans that have been approved by the City. Neighborhood 4 borders 

the project site to the west. Neighborhood 4 has been predominantly built out in accordance with the 

Precise Plan. Uses within the neighborhood include predominantly single-family residential units 

interspersed with neighborhood commercial uses. With implementation of the proposed project, the 

Seabreeze Farms site would be deleted from the NCFUA boundaries and annexed to the boundaries of 

the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6. 

B. CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public Resources Code Section 

21000 et. seq.) requires the preparation of an EIR or other environmental analysis for any project that 

a lead agency determines may have a significant Impact on the environment. According to Section 

21002.1 of CEQA, 'The purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on the 

environment, to identify alternatives to the project and to indicate the manner in which those significant 

e~ects can be mitigated or avoided". CEQA also establishes mechanisms whereby the public and 

decision makers can be informed about the nature of the project being proposed, and the extent and 

types of impacts that the project and its alternatives would have on the environment if they were to be 

implemented. 

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the City of San Diego's 

environmental review procedures, and complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA and 

the State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Section 15000, et. seq.). 
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As identified in Section Jll(A), Purpose and Object~ves of the Proposed Project, a number of future 

discretionaiy actions would be necessaiy to develop Seabreeze Farms. These future discretionaiy 

actions would be subject to further environmental review. One of the primaiy functions of this EIR is 

to direct and focus subsequent environmental review on specific issues which have been identified to 

be significant and to further develop and refine mitigation measures to reduce impacts to below a level 

of significance. 

SCOPE OF IBE EIR 

The scope of the analysis for this ElR was determined by the City of San Diego in a letter dated Januaiy 

26, 1996, and by responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) which was distributed by the City on 

-Januaiy 30, 1996. · The .sc6plng letter and NOP, induding associated resporises, are included in 

Appendix A of this document. 

The following environmental issues were identified by the City as being potentially impacted due to 

project implementation, and are addressed in this EIR: Land Use, Transportation/frafflc Circulation, 

Biological Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, Landform Alteration/Visual Quality, Cultural Resources, 

Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Agriculture/Natural Resources/, Paleontology, Noise, Public Facilities and 

Services, and Public Health and Safety. Specific issues were identified by the City for each of these 

general environmental issues. The analysis of these issues is broken down into sections describing the 

existing physical and regulatoiy conditions, the potential impacts of the proposed plan, a determination 

of significance of those impacts, and mitigation measures for significant impacts. 

Other mandatoiy sections required by CEQA for any community plan amendment include a discussion 

of cumulative effects, effects found not to be significant, growth inducement, significant irreversible 

environmental changes, and the relationship between local short-term use of the environment and 

enhancement of long-term productivity. Alternatives to the proposed plan that would avoid, reduce 

or mitigate impacts are also discussed. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SE1TING 

A. LOCATION 

The project area is comprised of 72 acres located in the western portion of the 12,000-acre NCFUA, 
which is generally located along the northern limits of the City of San Diego between I-5 and I-15. The 
site is located approximately 17 miles northeast of downtown San Diego, approximately 5*®ill$ miles 
inland from the Pacific Ocean and 2.5 miles wesffiast of H-5P5 (Rgure 11-1). 

B. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

The terrain of the site is characterized by level topography along the eastern border of the site that 
slopes down into lower ..elevations along the western and southwestern portions" of the site (Rgurell-2). 
-The more level area in th~ northeastern portion of the site ranges from approximately 300 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL) to 250 feet above MSL. The western portion of the site includes a portion of a 
north-trending valley referred to as Bell's Valley. Bell's Valley represents a tributary landform that 
extends from Carmel Valley. Much of the steeply sloping terrain within the project vicinity is associated 
with Carmel Valley. The floor of Carmel Valley is located immediately to the south of the site. Slopes 
with gradient in excess of 25 percent occur along drainages that extend to the floor of the valley. 
Carmel Valley Creek is located to the south of the site. Bell Valley is a tributary to Carmel Valley Creek. 
No portion of the site is located in the 100-year floodplain. 

Existing uses on the site include an equestrian facility, equestrian trails, and temporary offices. As 
shown in Rgures 11-3 and 11-4, the equestrian facility consists of storage facilities, arenas, and corrals that 
cover the northeastern portion of the site. Three structures are located in the southern portion of the 
site. Two of the structures in the southern portion of the site are storage sheds for equestrian uses. An 
additional single-story structure is currently used as an office. Informal equestrian trails criss-cross the 
site and are located around the site perimeter and join offsite trails used by other riders in the area (see 
Rgures 11-3 and 11-4). Carmel Valley Road forms the eastern border of the site and is used to access the 
site. 

A majority of the site has been previously disturbed in association with past agricultural activities and 
existing facilities. The more level areas along the northeastern portion of the site are characterized by 
ruderal or non-native vegetation. The portion of Bell Valley that extends onto the site has also been 
p~rtially disturbed in association with equestrian activities. Disturbed coastal sage scrub, southern 
mixed chaparral, and non-native grassland are located along the eastern slopes and the floor of the 
valley. 

C. SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Existing uses surrounding the site include primarily open space and residential. Carmel Valley 
Neighborhood 4, which borders the site to the west, has been predominantly built out with single
family residential uses at a density of 2.81 units per acre (p. 10, Precise Plan). The site is bordered to 
the north and northwest by vacant land that was used as a large nursery. The area immediately to the 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR II - Envkonmental Setting 

east of the site currently supports production of crops inducting tomatoes. The right-of-way for State 
Route 56 borders the site to the south. A single-family residential development and golf course are 
located to the south of SR-56. 

6/6/96 II - 6 



III. PROJF.CT DF.SCRIPTION 

A. PURPOSE/OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project involves plan amendments to annex the 72-acre Seabreeze Farms property to the 

Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 of the Carmel Valley Community Plan to allow future 

development of the property with residential use (300 units) and an equestrian center. The proposed 

plan amendments would allow the subject property to be brought before the voters as a phase shift 

proposal to shift the property from future urbanizing to planned urbanizing. 

The current zoning on the property is A-1-10 Agricultural Use. The maximum allowable residential 

development per existing zoning in the future urbanizing designation is one unJt per 10 acres or up to 

one unit per four acres-under ~ Planned Residential Development Permit. Approv-al of the proposed 

-plan amendments ahd phase shift would allow development of up to 300 residential units and an 

equestrian center. The residential development would consist of 250 low density (5-9 du/ac), single

family lots, and 50 multi-family (13-22 du/ac) residential units. 

Future development of the :5ite would ·require additional discretionary approvals beyond the plan 

amendments. These indude Tentative Map, a Rezone, Interim Habitat Loss Permit, and Final 

Map/Building Permits. In addition, future development projects would be reviewed for substantial 

conformance with the provisions of the Resource Protection Ordinance and City Council Policy 600-40. 

B. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

On October 1, 1992, the City Council adopted the NCFUA Framework Plan as an amendment to the 

Progress Guide and General Plan. The Framework Plan has, subsequently, been amended on three 

occasions, but most substantively on March 7, 1994, to reverse the order of subarea plan 

preparation/adoption and placement of the accompanying phase shift on the ballot. The amendment 

was proposed as a result of the applicants within the NCFUA being unable to prepare plans in time to 

meet the June 1994 ballot date. The resultant 1994 ballot measure failed to gamer voter approval, and 

no phase shift occurred. 

In 1994, the City Council adopted an amendment to the Framework Plan to allow the owner of a 

property in Subarea II to prepare a subarea plan level document for only his ownership, and the 

reguirement to prepare a single, unified subarea plan was waived, (City of San Diego, 1996). At that 

time, the single property owner was the only owner within the subarea willing to go forward with a plan 

amendment proposal, and the major property owner within Subarea II had also been exempted from 

the Subarea Plan preparation requirement as a result of litigation. 

The proposed Seabreeze Farms Plan Amendment is similar to the 1994 project In that this is the only 

ownership willing to process a subarea plan level document at this time. The subject property is located 

adjacent to the Carmel Valley Community Plan area. The proposed development type and phasing of 

the project are consistent with existing and planned development densities in the adjoining community. 

In addition, there is immediate access to and availability of City public facllitie$, such as water and 
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sewer, just to the west of the project. The overall development density of Carmel Valley is 5.5 DU/acre. 

Residential gross density in the immediately adjacent Neighborhood of the Precise Plan for 

Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 is designated as 2.81 dwelling units per acre (DU/acre) with a net density 

of 4.42 DU/acre. Neighborhood 5 is designated with a gross density of 3.7 DU/acre and a net density 

of 5.67 DU/acre. Neighborhood 6 is designated with a gross density of 7.4 DU/acre and a net density 

of 13 .31 DU/acre. The proposed project would result in a gross density of 4.17 DU/acre and a net 

density of 8.11 DU/acre. 

Phasing of development within the proposed project is to be directly related to the provision of the 

major street network and other infrastructure as set forth within the adopted Public Facilities Financing 

Plan for North City We§t. With this assurance that public facilities will be provide.d-rommensurate With 

- -the provision of housing~ actl:_lal-phasing of individual housing products can become a function of the 

marketplace. This phasing sequence is also consistent with the philosophy of expanding development 

within North City West from west to east in order to take advantage of freeway and major street access 

with minimal cost. 

The designation of Carmel Valley Road as an official state route (SR-56), shall dictate future changes in 

right-of-way requirements for Carmel Valley Road. The project takes these potential factors into account 

by initiating development which is adjacent to Carmel Valley Road. After the first phase of development 

is well underway, additional units will be added in other areas of the site. 

C. PLAN AMENDMENTS 

Progress Guide and General Plan 

The proposed plan amendment would revise the Phased Development Areas Map of the Progress Guide 

and General Plan in order to shift Seabreeze Farms from the Future Urbanizing Area designation to the 

Planned Urbanizing Area designation. 

NCFUA framework Plan 

The proposed plan amendment would remove the 72-acre Seabreeze Farms parcel from Subarea III in 

the NCFUA Framework Plan. 

Caimel Valley Community Plan 

The proposed plan amendment would revise the boundaJY of the Carmel Valley Community Plan to 

indude the 72-acre parcel. 

Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 

The proposed plan amendment would add the project site to the Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan area. 

The Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 is the document that will have the most substantive 
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changes. It will be changed from 338 acres and 951 dwelling units to add the 72 acres and 300 

dwelling units in Seabreeze Farms. The new Neighborhood 4 gross density will be 3.05 DU/acre; the 

net density will be 4.96 DU/acre. The circulation system would be revised to connect the loop system 

in Neighborhood 4 with Carmel Valley Road via a connection to Carmel Knolls road. 

The Precise Plan Neighborhood 4 component would be revised to include 8 acres of equestrian use and 

4 acres (50 units) of multi-family development. The zoning categories, phasing plan, and landscape 

concept plan would all be revised to incorporate specific Seabreeze Farms· aspects into the 

Neighborhood 4 Plan. 

Local Coastal Prograll! 

On March 13, 1996, the-California Coastal Commission confirmed that the subject property is not 

located within the coastal zone. No actions relative to the Local Coastal Program are required. 

D. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project involves amendments to the Progress Guide and General Plan, the NCFUA 

Framework Plan, Carmel Valley Community Plan, and Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan to annex the 72-acre 

Seabreeze Farms property of the Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan area of the Carmel Valley Community Plan 

to allow future development of the property with residential use (300 units), and an equestrian center. 

The proposed land use plan is shown in Figure Jlf-1. Twenty-five acres in the northeastern portion of 

the site would be designated for Single Family Residential use (5-9 dwelling units per acre). The 12-acre 

residential area in the southern portion of the site would include 10 acres of single-family residential 

(5-9 DU/ac) and 2 acres of multi-family residential (13-22 DU/ac). The central 10-acre portion of the 

site would be designated for equestrian multi-family use, and would include 8 acres of equestrian use 

and 2 acres of multi-family residential. The entire project area would include 4 acres of multi-family use 

(50 units) and 35 acres of single-family use (250 units) for a maximum of 300 units. 

The maximum 8-acre equestrian area would be a smaller facility than the facility currently in operation 

and would include barns, grooming, wash racks, dressage arena, tackroom, general purpose arena, 

clubhouse, and parking for a 100-horse facility. The proposed equestrian facility would continue the 

extsting equestrian facility onsite. 

The multi-family residential use planned along the northern edge of the equestrian use would be used, 

at least partially, to provide housing for people who work at the equestrian facility. 

The remaining 25 acres would be designated Open Space and would include preservation of sensitive 

habitat, use of existing equestrian trails, and pasture uses on the remainder of the area. A new 

equestrian trail is proposed to cross Carmel Valley Road to provide equestrian access to trails east of 

Carmel Valley Road. An equestrian trail is proposed to extend around the entire perimeter of the 

project site. 
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With regard to circulation, future development of the property would realign Carmel Valley Road to 

coincide with the eastern property line, as shown on Figure J/1-2. An extension of Carmel Knolls Drive 

located offsite to the west of the southern tip of the project site would occur to link the future Carmel 

Valley Road or internal project circulation to Carmel Valley Neighborhood 4. An internal bicycle trail 

within the developed portion of the site would be provided. 

Limits of grading and brush management on the site are shown on Figure 111-3 . . Brush management 

Zone 1 is included in the limits of grading designated on Figure 111-3. A brush management area (zones 

2 &.. 3) of 70- 80 feet is assumed to extend outside of the limits of grading. These limits of grading are 

utilized in various sections of the EIR for impact analyses. Prior to issuance ofa grading permit for future 

development on the site, projE::.ct-specific landscaping and brush management plans shall be prepared. 
-The brush management p~an would most likely include the following: 

Zone 1 - This zone would consist of brush clearance and ornamental landscaping within a minimum 40-

foot wide area. This zone would be located adjacent or proximal to residential lots and related 

improvements, and is intend~d to provide a fire break with minimal fuel volumes. 

Zone 2-Zone 2 would be located adjacent to Zone 1 and would consist of selective thinning of native 

vegetation and low volume plantings. This zone would include an average width of 40 feet and is 

intended to reduce available fuel and serve as a transition area between landscaping and native habitats. 

Zone 3 - This zone would involve selective thinning of native vegetation within an average width of 

30 feet adjacent to Zone 2. This zone is intended to reduce available fuel and lower the associated 

potential and intensity of onsite brush fires. 

The brush management plan would comply with the City's Landscape Technjcaf Manual and would be 

subject to review and approval by the City of San Diego. The plan would be implemented by the 

applicant pursuant to applicable City standards. If due to existing site conditions, a modified brush 

management plan is proposed, compliance with San Diego Municipal Code, Section 55.0889.0201 and 

approval by the Fire Chief would be required in addition to approval by the Development Services 

Department. 

Within the easternmost portion of Neighborhood 4, near the equestrian center, landscape treatment 

shall be compatible with existing plant materials. Street trees shall include California pepper (Schjnus 

mo/le). Slopes and open space vegetation shall consist of native and drought-tolerant shrubs and. 

groundcovers consistent with the existing coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation communities 

inducting: wild lilac (Ceanothus sp.), Lemonadeberry (Rhus jntegri/bf!a), Toyon (Heteromeles arbutjfbfia), 

Rockrose ( Cistus hybrids). Open space pasture consists of disturbed areas which will be revegetated 

with grasses. Open space pasture areas shall be fenced from open space vegetation areas to prevent 

disturbances. 
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With regard to offsite improvements and services, existing public facilities are available to meet the 
needs of the proposed intensity of use. Water and sewer services will be provided by the City of San 
Diego. Water will access the existing 3011 line in Del Mar Heights Road. Sewer will access the 27-inch 
diameter line south of Cannel Valley Road. Police protection for the project area is currently provided 
by the City of San Diego Police Department from their northern area station at 4285 Eastgate Mall, but 
will ultimately be located in the Carmel Valley community. The Del Mar Union Elementaiy and San 
Dieguito Union High School Districts will provide for anticipated school needs. Schools in these districts 
are at capacity. Participation in the North City West Public Facilities Financing Plan and the School 
Facility Master Plan will ensure that the project will provide fair share payment for public facilities. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. LAND USE 

IXISTING CONDITTONS 

Present Land Uses 

Existing uses on the site include an equestrian facility and temporary offices. As shown previously in 
Figures 11-3 and 11-4, the equestrian facility consists of storage facilities, equestrian trails, corrals, and 

_ pastures that cover tfie north_eastem portion of the site. Three structures are located in the southern 
portion of the site; Two of the structures in the southern portion of the site are storage sheds for 
equestrian uses. An additional single story structure is currently used as an office. Carmel Valley Road 
forms the eastern border of the site and is used to access the site. 

Surrounding land Uses 

Existing uses surrounding the site include primarily open space and residential. Carmel Valley 
Neighborhood 4, which borders the site to the west, has been predominantly built out with single- and 
multi-family residential uses. The Precise Plan designates a net residential of 4.42 DU/acre in 
Neighborhood 4 as well as 49 acres of open space, a recreation center, neighborhood commercial, and 
school/park uses. The site is bordered to the north and northwest by vacant land that was used as a 
large nursery. The area immediately to the east of the site currently supports production of crops, 
including tomatoes. The right-of-way for State Route 56 borders the site to the south. A single-family 
residential development and golf course are located to the south of SR-56. 

Future Surrounding Land Uses 

Development of the areas immediately to the north and east of the site is planned in accordance with 
the NCFUA Framework Plan (see Figures N-A-1 and JV-A-2). A detailed list of projects identified on 
Figure JV-A-1 is discussed in Section VJ, Cumulative Effects. As discussed in Section JI, Environmental 

Setting, the areas immediately to the west and south of the site have been developed with residential 
u~es in accordance with the Carmel Valley Community Plan. As shown in Figure N-A-2, the area 
immediately to the north of the site is planned for low-density residential uses, up to 5.2 DU/acre, as 
well as a Middle school. The area immediately to the east of the site is planned for Moderately Low 
Density residential uses (up to 2 DU/acre). The area beyond the moderately-low residential use would 
remain as open space as designated by the Framework Plan. 

Additional projects planned in the immediately surrounding project vicinity and shown on Figure JV-A-3 

include: 
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Del Mar Highlands Estates 

The Del Mar Highlands development would consist of 148 dwelling units and open space on a 389 acre 

site (see Figure IV-A-3). A final EIR has been completed for the project. A decision by the City Council 

on the project is pending. 

SR.-56 

State Route 56 (SR-56) is a planned freeway which would ultimately connect Interstate 5 and Interstate 

15. Two alternative alignments are being considered by the City and Caltrans. _ µnder both alignments, 

the right-of-way for SR-56 would be located immediately to the south of the Seaoreeze Farms project 
-site (Figure ll!-1). - - . 

San DleguHo River Valley Regional Open Space Park 

The San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park (see Figure IV-A-1) is a comprehensive land 

and water use plan for a 340-square mile area stretching from Del Mar to Lake Sutherland. The 

proposed park concept plan provides guidelines and goals for the implementation of a regional open 

space park for the drainage basin. See discussion of policies that apply to project site provided later 

in this section. 

In addition to these projects, development is proposed for Subareas I, N, and V (see SecNon VJ, 

Cumulative Effects). Additional projects include: Fairbanks Highlands, 4S Ranch, Santa Fe Valley SPA, 

and Neighborhoods 4, 8A and 10 of the Carmel Valley Precise Plan. 

Adopted Land Use Policies 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan identifies four If tiers" of land throughout the City: 

Urbanized Area, Planned Urbanizing Area, Future Urbanizing Area and the Environmental Tier. The 

project site is included in the North City Future Urbanizing Area (Figure !V-A-2). As stated in the 

General Plan, Future Urbanizing Areas contain 'land which ls presently vacant and for the most part 

zo[Jed for agriculture. The land ls to be held as an urban reserve to be released for development as 

p!Mned communities are built out or as opportunHies to Implement the balanced housing or land use 

goals of the City arise." The objective is to avoid premature urbanization and to conserve the natural 

environment. Residential development is allowed in the NCFUA, provided it occurs at densities of one 

unit per 10 acres or clusters development at one unit per four acres under a Planned Residential 

Development Permit, and, if greater densities are desired, voter approval of a phase shift from Future 

Urbanizing Area to Planned Urbanizing Area is required. 

In October, 1990, the City Council created the 20-member committee to determine if the NCFUA 

should be planned as a whole or allowed to continue to develop incrementally and piecemeal. In 1991, 

the Committee presented its recommendations to the City Council, the foremost of which included the 
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recommendation that the NCFUA should be comprehensively planned and the planning effort should 

begin with a framework plan, leading eventually to community level subarea plans. In October, 1992, 

the City Council adopted the NCFUA Framework Plan which became a part of the Progress Guide and 

General Plan. Approval of the Framework Plan amended Council Policy 600-30 to exclude the NCFUA 

from threshold determination requirements (City of San Diego, 1992, pg. 14). Council Policy 600-30 

requires that findings related to full utilization of Planned Urbanizing Areas, and the need for additional 

developable land be made prior to approval of phase shifts. Based on the amendments to the policies 

made in accordance with the Framework Plan, the requirements regarding a threshold determination 

would not be required prior to a final decision by the City on the proposed project. 

Envkonment:al ller/Op~n Space: The General Plan category of Environmental TI er s1.p_plies to open space 

- -lands throughout the C:ity; =It-should be noted that the Environmental Tier designated under the 

Framework Plan has been superseded by planning efforts for the City's Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP). The MSCP has not yet been adopted and is still undergoing revisions. The initial tier 

identified in the Framework Plan was designed to protect known environmental and cultural resources. 

The Framework Plan envisions the tier seIVing as the basis for the entire NCFUA' s interconnected system 

of open space. The tier is designed to include a habitat protection area, biological buffer area and a 

transition area. The Environmental TI er is to be secured as a permanent open space system through 

purchase, conveyance to a public agency or non-profit land trust, or via deed restrictions which limit 

uses. 

The Framework Plan allows for refinement of the tier based onsite-specific studies; however, several 

parameters and assumptions are established for this refinement process. Wildlife corridors are intended 

to have a minimum width of 1/8 mile (660 feet) inclusive of buffer and transition areas. The lack of 

sensitive resources within a corridor is not sufficient reason to eliminate portions of the tier. Where 

feasible, the Environmental Tier should incorporate entire geographic and topographic features including 

canyons and drainages, from rim to rim. Road crossings should be minimized and bridges used 

whenever roads cross wildlife corridors. 

General Plan Goals: The Guidelines for Future Growth within the General Plan set specific goals 

including: 

• Preserve and protect environmentally sensitive lands which include but are not limited to 

shoreline, floodplains, hillsides, canyons, wetlands, riparian habitat, endangered species and 
habitats, and prehistoric and historic sites; and 

• Obtain, preserve and maintain interconnected and functional open space systems to meet the 

current City needs and the needs of future growth as outlined in the Open Space Element. 

Various elements of the General Plan also contain environmental goals pertinent to the proposed 

project. Among these goals are: 
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• Transportation Element: Provide a flexible, evolving transportation system, the implementation 

of which retains full consistency with City and regional development goals; 

• Open Space Element: Establish an open space system which provides for the preservation of 

natural resources ... the provision of outdoor recreation ... [and} the protection of health and 

safety; 

• Conservation Element: Wise management and utilization of the City's remaining land resources 

and preservation of its unique landforms and the character they impart to San Diego. Decrease 

reliance on imported water. Retention of premium agriculturally productive lands in agricultural 

usage; and 

_._ Urban Design ilement: Development of a comprehensive concern for the visual and other 

sensoiy relationships between people and their environment. Protect and promote open space 

systems that define communities. Promote mixed usage as a key to an active, lively urban 

environment. 

Framework Plan Goals: Adoption of the Framework Plan in 1992 amended the general plan to provide 

direction for development in the NCFUA. The Framework Plan provides for small urban nodes complete 

with a mix of residential housing alternatives, community services and commercial and employment 

opportunities. The Framework Plan land use map for Subarea III developed by the City is contained in 

Figure N-A-2. Together with the Framework Plan text, the map identifies a mix of uses including 

residential, local mixed use development, service commercial and mixed-use community core. The 

project site is designated for Moderately Low Density Residential (1.6 DU/acre with a density bonus of 

up to 2 DU/acre) and Low Density Residential uses (4 DU/acre with a density bonus of up to 5.2 

DU/acre) for a total of 178 DUs. 

Policy 2.Sb of the Framework Plan requires subsequent Subarea Plans for each of the five Subareas. The 

Subarea Plans are required to locate land uses to achieve average intensities and land use patterns 

shown in the Framework Plan, finalize boundaries of open space system, designate non-motorized 

transportation corridors, include a school facility plan, and conform to other City policies and ordinances. 

Land Use Guiding and Implementing Principles contained in the Framework Plan summarize 

development goals for the NCFUA and for individual Subarea Plans as follows: 

• Create a conservation and land use pattern clearly distinguishable from surrounding 

communities; 

• Incorporate a permanent Environmental Tier of open space lands with high natural resource 

value, functioning as natural habitat, connecting to surrounding open spaces, and defining the 

surrounding built areas; 

• Concentrate residential development in specific areas to create compact communities including 

varied housing types and a mix of shops, services, employment and public activities that can 

be reached by foot, bicycle, and transit; 
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• Limit impact on surrounding communities by providing needed public facilities within the 

NCFUA and avoiding severe traffic impacts in neighboring communities; and 

• Locate compact communities so that they are seIVed but not disrupted by major transportation 

facilities. 

Additional principles are detailed in the Framework Plan to address Land Use, Urban Design, Open 

Space, Transportation, Housing and Public Facilities Needs and Financing. Included among these are 
the following environmental goals: 

• Open Space: ConseIVe biological diversity by setting aside relatively large areas of natural open 
space/habitat, linked with corridors, and protected from human act~viti_~ detrimental to this 

purpose. PreseIVe floodplains and significant topographic features such as canyons, ridges and 

hillsides. Within l:he Environmental Tier, provide for some low-impact forms of recreation such 
as walking, bicycling and nature watching. Where feasible, the Environmental Tier should 

incorporate entire geographic and topographic features. Filling of canyons shall be avoided and 
roads shall not be placed in the bottom of canyons or be allowed to act as barriers or 

impediments to wildlife movement or the suIVival of native species. 

• Transportation: Create a land use and circulation pattern that encourages multi-modal travel 
habits for people living and working in the NCFUA. Give preference to transit on congested 
road segments. Alignments should seek to minimize the need for earthwork and should 

minimize habitat impacts. · 

• Open Space: PreseIVe floodplains and significant topographic features such as canyons, ridges, 
and hillsides. Whenever possible, preseIVe 100-year flood zones as open space. Where it is 

necessaty to flood-proof a property, require the least possible alteration of the natural drainage 
pattern, and minimize impact to downstream properties. Where feasible, the Environmental 

Tier should incorporate entire geographic and topographic features, (i.e., canyons and drainages 
shall be preseIVed from rim to rim or edge to edge). Wildlife corridors shall be the width 

required to provide for a continuous space in which animals can move without fear, undisturbed 

by lighting, noise, and intense human activity. The minimum width for major wildlife corridors 

shall be 1/8 mile (660 feet). The corridor should provide fully-functional indigenous habitat 

throughout. 

Zoning 

The project area is zoned A-1-10 (Figure IV-A-4) which allows for limited development. Permitted 

structures include residences, churches, utility substations or structures associated with agricultural 
pursuits such as stables or stands for sale of crops produced on the property. One dwelling unit per 10 

acres is allowed in the zone, with a ten-acre minimum lot size, except under Planned Residential 

Development (PRD) permits allowing clustering. Clustering requirements are contained in Zoning 
Ordinance Section 101.0900. Clustering is allowed under City Council Policy 600-29 under a PRD. This 
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policy was enacted to uphold the integrity of the urban preseJVe through agricultural zoning and limited 

development until such time as it is necessary to shift to Planned Urbanizing. The policy allows 

development prior to a phase shift at densities permitted by the A-1-10 zone, or at densities of one 

dwelling unit per four acres, if clustered under a PRD permit. In exchange for the density increase, the 

area that is not developed is required to be left in permanent open space, affordable housing units must 

be provided, and all public facilities and associated roads must be sited. 

Portions of the property are within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone (HROZ) which applies to slopes 

greater than 25% with a minimum difference in elevation of 50 feet. The City-identified HROZ is also 

shown in Figure N-A-4. 

City Council Po/Ides -

City Council Policy 600-29, Maintenance of Future Urbanizing Area as an Urban Reserve, lists four 

development alternatives for properties in the FUA that are designated A-1 (in 1992, A-1 zoning applies 

to the entire NCFUA). These are: development pursuant to the A-1 zone regulations (one dwelling unit 

per 10 acres in most of the plan area); rural clustering at the same density; conditional uses which are 

non-urban in character; or clustered residential development at a density of one dwelling unit per 4 

acres. 

City Council Policy 600-30, General Plan Amendments to Shift Land from Future Urbanizing to Planned 

Urbanizing Area, outlines the steps necessary for transferring land from FUA to PUA. Following Planning 

Commission recommendation and City Council approval, a General Plan Amendment is taken to a 

general vote of the people to approve a final shift from FUA to PUA. 

City Council Policy 600-30, described above, requires three findings for Future Urbanizing Areas shifting 

to Planned Urbanizing Areas: (1) the capacity of land identified for development in the Planned 

Urbanizing and Urbanized areas is approaching full utilization according to community plans; (2) a need 

exists for additional developable land, and (3) a process has been developed to identify where the next 

phase of urban development should occur. 

Once placed in the Planned Urbanizing Area, several City Council Policies apply. City Council Policy 

600-10, Adequacy of Public Facilities in Connection with Development Proposals, addresses the timing 

of public seJVices for new developments to insure availability with need. City Council Policy 600-28, 

Requirements for Development Approval in Planned Urbanizing Areas, specifies requirements for the 

approval and financing of development in Planned Urbanizing Areas. 

Resource Protection Ordinance and Council Policy 600-40 

The purpose of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) is to "protect, preseJVe, and where damaged, 

restore the environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego." The RPO limits encroachment into steep 

hillsides, biologically sensitive areas, wetlands, cultural resource areas and floodplains (see Figure N-A-

5). 
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RPO sensitive slopes are lands over 25% slope. Steep slopes comprise approximately 8 acres of the 
site and are located in portions of Bell's Valley in the western portion of the project. Biologically 
sensitive lands are those native communities and communities that support rare, endangered or 
sensitive species. Approximately 15 acres of the subject property are included in steep slope and/or 
biologically sensitive lands. 

The RPO allows encroachment into steep slope and biologically sensitive lands based on the percentage 
of the property which includes these areas. Based on an analysis of sensitive lands present on the site, 
the total amount of allowable development in the project site anticipated by RPO is approximately 
51 acres. Based on a site coverage of sensitive lands of less than 200/o,. there is no allowable 

_ ~ncroachment under RPO on the_project site. 

Development beyond the encroachment allowance is not permitted unless all feasible mitigation to 
protect and preserve the lands is required as a condition of approval. Exceptions to the encroachment 
allowance may be considered for Circulation Element roads, local public streets, public utility systems, 
some public facilities, brush.management for fire protection, and some sand and gravel operations. 
Findings required for encroachment allowances include: 

• Compatibility with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and with any 
applicable community plan or ordinance; 

• Siting, design and construction to minimize, if not preclude, adverse impacts on 
environmentally sensitive lands and to prevent adverse impacts on any adjacent sensitive lands 
and resources; 

• Minimizing the alterations of natural landforms and precluding undue risks from geological and 
erosional forces and/or flood and fire hazards; and 

• Incorporating all feasible measures to protect and preserve the special character and value of 
affected significant prehistoric or historic sites or resources. 

Alternative compliance with the RPO may be approved where it appears that strict application would 
either: 1) result in unnecessruy hardship to the applicant, 2) result in conflict with the City Council policy, 
the Progress Guide and General Plan or any adopted community plan, or 3) preclude provisions of 
ex~raordinary benefit to the general public. 

Alternative compliance cannot be approved unless mitigation measures are adopted, including but not 
limited to purchase or exchange by the applicant of like-kind real property of similar or greater quality 
and quantity, and donation of that property by fee or easement for use as open space. "Like-kind real 
property" is defined as real property containing substantially the same resources as those on the 
impacted property. 

A project may also qualify for alternative compliance if the Development Services Director makes a 
finding of substantial conformity of the proposed project with a previously adopted long range plan 
(such as a plan amendment) which was prepared in conformance with City Council Policy 600-40. 
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Trails Planning 

The project site is designated entirely for residential uses by the Framework Plan. No trails are 
designated by the Framework Plan to extend through the site as a part of the Framework Plan. 
However, the Framework Plan recognized trail planning would occur as part of Subarea planning and 
directed that trails should be considered. Trail networks planned for the San Dieguito River Park are not 
¢ttr.t:¢ntly. planned to extend through the proJect site. El¢.Y.1,¢/itety:ft¢1'$::::tt-pul'd;dii~qilanned::::t-1:l)/:$(rend 
tnre.ugh@filw,pt.e:1et.ts.itt% · · 

San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park 

__ The Focused Planning Area-(FPA) within the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park 
(SDRVROSP) (figure N-A-1) extends into the northern border of the site. The northwestern comer and 
bordering lands are proposed project open space (see figure I!l-1). The park is a regional effort to 
create a comprehensive land and water use plan for the San Dieguito River Valley extending from the 
mouth of the San Dieguito River at th~ Pacific Ocean to Lake Hodges, and ultimately to the inland 
mountains. The FPA roughly corresponds to the viewshed of the San Dieguito River Valley and its 
tributary canyons and is the area where planning and acquisition efforts are focused. Principal goals for 
the regional park, as presented in the Draft Concept Plan, include: 

• Preserve land within the Focused Planning Area of the San Diegulto River Valley as a regional 
open space greenbelt and park system that protects the natural waterways and the natural and 
cultural resources and sensitive lands, and provides compatible recreational opportunities that 
do not damage sensitive lands. 

• Provide a continuous and coordinated system of preserved lands with a connecting corridor of 
walking, equestrian, and bicycle trails, encompassing the San Dieguito River Valley from the 
ocean to the river's source. 

In association with the above goals, implementing principles are contained in the Park Concept Plan. 
Among these are the following: 

• Particularly in areas of new subdivisions, every effort should be made to limit visibility of new 
construction from the valley floor. 

• Dwellings and building pads shall be set back from ridges and bluffs throughout the river valley 
and tributary canyons to reduce their visual impact. 

" Landscaping shall use native vegetation types that blend with the surrounding natural areas. 

• Structures shall be fit to the land instead of the land to the structure. 

• Development shall be designed to avoid sedimentation, erosion, and other potential impacts 
to the watershed and the viewshed. 

6/6/96 IV-A-12 



Seabreeze Farms E!R IV-A - Land Use 

• Where development is permitted clustering shall be encouraged to provide maximum open 

space, and the balance of the property shall be dedicated to open space in perpetuity. 

The Park Concept Plan is divided into landscape units having more specific design guidelines which 

cater to the special characteristics of each unit. Landscape Unit B includes the major tributary drainage 

of Gonzales Canyon which is located immediately to the north of the project site. According to the 

design considerations for Landscape Unit B, future development proposals within this area would 

. include the dedication of open space corridors consistent with the intent of the San Dieguito River Park. 

These open space corridors, which would be provided within Gonzales Canyon, should be of adequate 

size to accommodate both wildlife and human movement. This would provide for the preservation of 

yJable wildlife corridors, while_st!Jl permitting the development of a regional trail system connecting 

Carmel Valley, Los Pefiasquitos "Canyon, and the San Dieguito River Valley. Sensitively sited hiking and 

equestrian trails are therefore desired features within Landscape Unit B. An additional recommendation 

of the plan is that views from canyons be considered. Development on adjacent ridges should be set 

back in order to reduce visibility of development from the FPA. 

Carmel Valley Communlty Plan 

In 1973, the City approved the North City West Community Plan which covers approximately 4,000 

acres immediately to the east of the site (see Hgure !V-A-1). The Community Plan includes the 

following general goals designed to provide the framework that future urbanization should follow. 

• To establish a physical, social, and economically based community; 

• To establish self containment and feeling of community identity among future residents 

of North City West; 

• To preserve the natural environment; 

• To establish a balanced transportation system which is used as a tool for shaping the 

urban environment; and 

• To establish realistic phasing of development within the community based on maximum 

utilization of the privately financed public facilities. 

As _shown in Hgure !V-A-1, the Community Plan area is divided into 10 neighborhoods. The Community 

Plan requires that precise plans be prepared for each neighborhood to provide specific requirements 

for future development within a particular neighborhood. Due to the more specific nature of the Precise 

Plans, the focus of this EIR will be on the relationship of the proposed project with the Precise Plan for 

Neighborhoods 4, .s and 6 which are located adjacent to the project site. 

Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 

The Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 was prepared in October of 1990. Due to the proposed 

annexation to Neighborhood 4, the analysis for this EIR focuses on this precise plan. Land uses 
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approved for the 338-acre Neighborhood 4 include predominantly single family residential uses 
interspersed with open space and one acre of neighborhood commercial uses (figure N-A-3,). Net 
density for Neighborhood 4 is 4.42 DU/acre. The portions of Bell Valley that extend onto Neighborhood 
4 are to be preserved in open space. As shown in Figure Il-3, Neighborhood 4, has been predominantly 
built out with the uses anticipated in the Precise Plan. 

Plans for financing development and maintenance of public facilities are governed by the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan and the School Facilities Master Plan. Improvements for the external road system to be 
made in conjunction with development in North City West are also outlined in the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan. 

_ The Precise Plan contains the following general environmental goals that relate to Neighborhood 4 as 
well as the proposed prefect: -

• Each neighborhood is designed to have its own identity, and the land uses throughout 
the Precise Plan are also intended to function as an integrated self-contained whole (pg. 
8). 

• Cannel Del Mar {Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6] will be an essentially residential community 
consisting of a variety of housing accommodations and supporting facilities such as 
schools, parks, recreation, and convenient commercial facilities. Therefore, these . 
guidelines IUrban Design Element] are intended to produce a visual effect of that is 
residential in character (pg. 39). 

• Open Space generally includes areas such as parks and trail systems through developed 
areas which have been improved to allow for active or passive recreation uses, plazas, 
landscaped slopes, and landscaped areas along major roads within the area {pg. 70). 

The Precise Plan contains detailed design criteria related to environmental issues such as circulation, 
architecture, grading, and lighting. However, the design criteria in the plan are Intended to provide 
guidance primarily for design and construction of dwelling units, and roadways. The proposed project 
does not involve details regarding design of residential units, location of roadways or grading 
characteristics. As a result, the following Impact analysis will focus on the consistency of the project 
with the general goals listed above and the .overall land use intensities of the Neighborhood 4 Precise 
Plan. 

NASMkamar 

In 1990, a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) was adopted by the San Diego Association of 
Governments for the air flight activities tal<ing place at the base. The CLUP was prepared primarily to 
protect NAS Miramar from incompatible land use and provide for orderly growth of the area 
surrounding the air station. The CLUP identifies an Airport Influence Area which includes portions of 
the NCFUA, including Seabreeze Farms. The CLUP specifically identifies noise impact areas and 
Accident Potential Zones as areas where land uses would be impacted by regular flight activity. These 

6/6/96 IV-A-74 



Seabreeze Farms EIR IV-A - Land Use 

zones are located much closer to the actual air field and do not extend north beyond the boundaries 
of the community of Mira Mesa. Thus, Seabreeze Farms would be unaffected by land use restrictions 
associated with NAS Miramar. 

The Navy and the Marine Corps are currently in the process of updating the Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan for NAS Miramar in conjunction with the conversion of the base from naval to marine use. The 
noise impact areas and accident potential zones are being updated as a part of the process. A draft of 
the updated plan and associated environmental documents were submitted for public review in 1995 
(U.S. Navy and USMC, 1995). Completion of the plan, expected in 1996, would not result in noise 
levels which significantly affect the Seabreeze Farms property. 

--
Mumple Spedes Conservation Program 

The project site is located in the study area of the Multiple Species ConseIVation Program (MSCP). The 
MSCP is a cooperative effort consisting of federal, state and local agencies, environmental groups, 
developers and experts in the fields of biology, environment and conseIVation. The City of San Diego 
Metropolitan Wastewater Department 'initiated the MSCP to mitigate for the loss of biological resources 
due to the implementation of the program. The MSCP emphasizes preseIVation of large areas to 
preseIVe multiple rather than single species. 

The MSCP is a two-phase program. The first phase is a planning effort that includes mapping of existing 
and planned land uses, fypes of vegetation, and ownership of over 260,000 acres of vacant lands within 
and adjacent to the Metropolitan Sewerage System seIVice area (the primaiy area of concern). The 
maps identify a network of potential wildlife preseIVes and connecting wildlife corridors. Another 
portion of this phase includes a study of population viability of rare or endangered species, preparation 
of preseIVe design, and preseIVe maintenance criteria. 

The second phase involving preparation of the MSCP Plan, Subarea Plans for individual jurisdictions, and 
associated environmental documentation is in the process of being completed. Jurisdictions within the 
MSCP study area are considering alternative plans for the MSCP PreseIVe. Once an MSCP preseIVe plan 
is approved, individual jurisdictions shall complete subarea plans that further define the characteristics 
of the preseIVe within an individual jurisdiction. As of Januaiy, 1996, a draft of the MSCP Plan and 
as~ociated environmental documentation has been completed and submitted for public review. It is 
anticipated that action will be taken regarding the MSCP Plan in late 1996. Within the NCFUA, It is 
proposed that 90-100 percent of the habitat included in the MSCP preseIVe boundaries be conseIVed 
as natural open space. Areas to be included within the MSCP include portions of Gqnzales Canyon, 
Carmel Valley and a tributaiy located to the east of the site (City of San Diego, 1995c). The project site 
is located outside of the MSCP preseIVe boundaries. 

Affordable Housing Requirements 

The Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 takes an alternative approach to provision of affordable 
housing. Each Neighborhood within the Precise Plan would not be required to individually provide 
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affordable housing units. Affordable housing requirements for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 would be met 
through concentrating high density attached housing solely in Neighborhood 6. There would not be 
an affordable housing requirement for Seabreeze Farms; 
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- ISSUE 1: 

IMPACT 

Would tl}e -p_roposed plan amendment implement the goals, objectives, and 
recommendations of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, and 

· the environmental goals of the Framework Plan for the North City Future Urbanizing 
Area? 

City of San Diego General Plan and Progress Guide Environmental Goals 

Consistency with Open Space and ConseJVation Elements 

The project would be generally consistent with the environmental goals of the Progress Guide and 
General Plan regarding preservation of open space and environmentally sensitive lands. Specifically, 
an open space system would be implemented that prevents grading within nearly all of the sensitive 
biological resources and steep slopes. Two finger canyons would require some filling at the top. The 
portions of these finger canyons which would require fill do not include slopes which exceed 25 percent 
and 50 feet in height. Total grading for the site is estimated at 300,00Q-600,000 cubic yards. 
Development would be restricted primarily to the more level areas in the eastern portion of the site. 
Grading of sensitive biological resources (0.9 acre) and steep slopes (0.003 acre) located in the onsite 
canyons would be limited. As discussed in Section IV-E, Biological Resources, impacts to sensitive 
biological resources would be mitigated to below a level of significance. Impacts to biological resources 
ar~ caused primarily by brush management. As discussed further below, the project would be 
consistent with the goals and principles of the Open Space system as envisioned in the Framework Plan. · 

As discussed in Section IV-!, Agriculture/Natural Resources, implementation of the project would 
preclude use of lands of Statewide Importance as designated by the California Department of 
Conservation. Conversion of land that is considered to be of Statewide Importance to urban uses is 
considered to be an inconsistency with the goal of the General Plan to retain premium agricultural lands 
in agricultural usage. 
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Consjstency wHh Transportation Element 

The project would also be consistent with the goals of the General Plan to provide a, "flexible evolving 
transportation system." As discussed in Section N-B, Transportation/Traffic Circulation, traffic generated 
by the project would contribute a relatively minor amount of traffic to the planned transportation 
system. Measures have been incorporated into the project to accommodate the eventual extension 
ofSR-56. A temporary interchange with Carmel Valley Road and SR-56 would be provided until SR-56 
is completed. When SR-56 is completed the interchange would be removed and traffic from the project 
would utilize Carmel Valley Road and Del Mar heights roads exclusively. 

Consistency with Urba[J [!esign Element 

As discussed in Section IV-£, the project would not result in direct or long-term impacts to views from 
surrounding land uses. The project would represent a visual extension of existing residential uses 
located to the west of the project site. The project design includes preservation of onsite topography 
within Bell Valley. The 8-acre equestrian center would be integrated into the project to allow 
continuation of this recreational use. Two acres of multi-f~ily development is planned adjacent to and 
possibly in conjunction with the equestrian center. It is anticipated that these higher density residential 
units may be made available to residents of a lower income bracket. 

Development Goals and Poljdes 

The General Plan states that phase shifts to allow development into future areas should not occur prior 
to planned communities being built out or as appropriate to implement the balanced housing or land 
use goals of the City. The proposed project represents an extension of the existing residential 
communities to the west and south of the site that have been generally built out in accordance with the 
Carmel Valley Community Plan. The project would be phased so that adequate roadway facilities are 
implemented in conjunction with planned development. 

framework Plan 

Land Uses 

Laod uses proposed would differ from that approved for the site in the Framework Plan. As shown in 
Rgure N-A-2, the project site is approved exclusively for residential uses. The proposed project 
includes residential, equestrian use and open space with pasture uses. Preservation of open space is 
not considered inconsistent as the Framework Plan recommended preservation of significant landforms 
through the Subarea Planning process. 

The Seabreeze Farms site was designated in the Framework Plan for low density or moderately low 
density residential development over the entire site for a total of 178 residential units. There was no 
portion of the site designated for open space. However, the Framework Plan calls for preservation of 
topographical features and biological diversity. The Draft Subarea III Plan, although not adopted, 
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recognized the need to preserve open space on the western side of the property and set aside about 
25% of the property as such. The remaining easterly 74% of the site was recommended to be 
designated at a density of 5-10 dwelling units per acre. The proposed project also recognizes the need 
to set aside this westerly portion as open space. 

The equestrian use represents a continuation of existing land uses on the property, and would not 
represent a significant land use impact. 

Land Use IntensHy 

Table N-A-1 compares the proposed land use intensity with that anticipated for the site by the 
. framework Plan. The intensl~ of residential development proposed would be higher than that of the 
adopted Framework Plan:· 

TABLE IV-A-1 
SEABREEZE FARMS APPROVED LAND USE PLAN COMPARISON 

Single-Family Residential 72 35 
(26 acres 4 du/acre, (5· 10 du/ acre, 250 units proposed) 
46 acres 1.6 du/acre 

approximately 178 total dwelling units) 

Multi-Family Residential 0 4 
(13-22 du/acre, 50 units proposed) 

Equestrian 0 8 

Open Space 0 25 

1 Acreage divisions are estimates. 

Although there is an inconsistency regarding the proposed densities with adopted land use plans, 
adverse indirect impacts typically associated with higher densities would not be associated with the 
proposed project due to adequate mitigation of density-based facilities and services. As discussed in 
Sections IV-B, N-D, N-G, IV-!(, and N-L, implementation of the project would not result in significant 
unmitigable impacts associated with respect to traffic, water quality, air quality, noise, or provision of 
public facilities. 
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Envkonmental Goals 

The project would be generally consistent with the environmental goals of the Framework Plan. The 
environmental goals of the Framework Plan regarding open space and biological resources are generally 
implemented through the goals and principles of the Framework Plan Open Space PreseJVe. As shown 
in Figure IV-A-2, the project site is located outside of the open space preseJVe approved by the 
Framework Plan. The project does not propose any onsite or offsite facilities that would create a direct 
disturbance of the open space preseJVe. As discussed in Section IV-£, Landform Altemation/Visua! 

Quality, proposed uses would not be visible from any pedestrian trails planned within Gonzales canyon 
and would represent anJncremental expansion of existing residential uses in· Cai-met Valley Community 

· -r1an when viewed from 9the( areas within the Framework Plan open space preseJVe areas such as 
Carmel Valley or Del Mar Mesa. As discussed in Section IV-D, Hydrology/Water Quality, measures have 
been incorporated into the project design to reduce impacts to water quality and hydrology within the 
Pefiasquitos drainage to below a level of significance. 

The open space proposed for the development is regarded as an environmental benefit of the project. 
The areas on the site preseJVed as open space would include a majority of the sensitive biological 
resources and steep slopes located onsite. The portion of the Bell Valley and associated finger canyons 
located onsite would be preseJVed as open space. Areas of fill in two finger canyons are outside areas 
of slopes greater than 25 percent and higher than 50 feet. PreseJVation of Bell Valley and sensitive 
biological resources is consistent with the goals of the Framework Plan which call for preseIVation of 
significant topographic features and conseIVing biological diversity. 

Zoning 

The project would be inconsistent with the existing zoning designation of A-1-10. Inconsistency with 
the existing zoning is not, however, regarded as a land use impact. Uses of the type proposed by the 
project have been anticipated for the project site as a part of the approved Framework Plan for the 
NCFUA. Furthermore, the Framework Plan anticipates that rezones would be necessaiy In association 
with implementation of development within the NCFUA. 

City Policies 

Cound/ Policy 600-10 and 28 

The Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) for Carmel Valley is updated on an annual basis by the City, 
with the next update to occur in May 1996 (pers. comm., Gaiy Hess, March, 1996). It would be 
updated in the future after approval of the phase shift vote to accommodate the proposed 
development. Updating the PFFP to accommodate the proposed project shall ensure that adequate 
public facilities can be extended to the site at the time development is proposed. As a result, the 
project is considered to be consistent with the intent of Council Policies 600-10 and 600-28. 

6/6/96 JV-A-19 



Seabreeze Farms EIR IV-A - Land Use 

Because the project area would be annexed to the Carmel Valley Community Plan area, the project 
would not be required to contribute to the PFFP that will be prepared in the future for the Subarea III 
project. However, the loss of funding for the Subarea III PFFP associated with the proposed project 
would not adversely affect the ability of the Subarea III Plan to fund public improvements. Infrastructure 
and facilities would be consistent with the overall Public Facilities Financing Plan for Carmel Valley, which 
would be updated to accommodate the proposed project. The project applicant would contribute fair 
share funding required to provide facilities to the Carmel Valley Community Plan. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

Conversion of agricult~ral land that is considered to be of Statewide Import-a~c~ to urban uses is 
-considered to be an inconsistency with the goal of the General Plan to retain premium agricultural lands 
in agricultural usage. This-is a cumulatively significant impact. 

The proposed land uses on the site represent an inconsistency with adopted land use plans in that a 
lower density residential designation is _being replaced with higher residential land use intensity, an 
equestrian center and open space. Since the equestrian use is a continuation of an.existing use and the 
open space is a desired component of Framework Plan policies, these uses are not considered 
significant. 

Impacts to traffic, water and air quality, noise, and public facilities could potentially result from higher 
density land use, however, implementation of mitigation measures noted in the appropriate sections 
of this document would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

Mitigation is not proposed to avoid the impacts of the project to Agricultural Lands of Statewide 
Importance. Only adoption of the No Project/No Action alternative discussed in Secdon VII, 

Alternatives, of this document would completely avoid impacts of the project to agricultural land and 
the inconsistency with the General Plan. 

ISSUE 2: 

IMPACT 

Would the proposed project result In a conflict with the pwpose and Intent of the 
Resource Protection Ordinance? 

Consistency with Council Policy 600-40 

The level of detail regarding proposed development conforms with that required for a Community Plan 
Amendment. In accordance with City Council Policy 600-40, a general level of analysis was conducted 
to determine the consistency of the project with the RPO. Council Policy 600-40 typically requires a 
parcel by parcel analysis. The project site is under a single ownership and therefore is considered to be 
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a single parcel for purposes of this analysis. Table N-A-2 presents a summary of the sensitive lands and 

a comparison of the allowed and proposed encroachments for the proposed project. 

As shown in Table N-A-2 ,the proposed development area is greater than that allowed under RPO. The 

proposed 53-acre development area is 4% greater than the 51 acres allowed by the RPO. 

Encroachment into sensitive resources is discussed below. 

Notes; 

TABLE IV-A-2 

RPO ANALYSIS 

(1) Acreage accounts for areas where sensitive biological resources and 25% slopes overlap 
(2) Acreage includes limits of grading and the area covered by brush management activities. 

Encroachment Associated with limits of Grading and Brush Management Activities 

The 4.8 acres of total encroachment into sensitive biology includes 0.4 7 acre of grading impact and 4.28 

acres of brush management. RPO allows for encroachment exemptions for brush management activities 

into sensitive biological resources if the brush management does not impact a state or federally listed 
species, if the brush management does not involve grading, and if selective thinning of vegetation is 

used. 

Enqoachmerit into steep slopes includes 3.4 acres of grading. For the purposes of analysis, all areas 

on the propeey containing 25% slopes, including many which are less than 50 feet in height, were used 

to calculate encroachment. As noted In Section IV-£, nearly all slopes greater than 25% and greater 

than 50 feet In height would not be impacted by grading. All of the steep slopes on the western 

perimeter of the site (visible from offsite to the west) would not be impacted by grading but some 

would be by brush management. RPO allows for exemptions for brush management into the hillside 

encroachment allowance when native vegetation and/or root stocl< is retained and when permanent 

irrigation Is not utilized. 
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With regard to cultural resources, grading is planned to occur on a portion of the site containing an 
archaeological site that it is not anticipated to be RPO significant based on the type of site, the integrity 
of the site, and on the number and type of artifacts (see Sectjon N-Ffor details). 

In summary, the proposed encroachment into RPO resources is comprised primarily of brush 
management activities that would impact biological resources and slopes. The proposed land uses were 
designed to avoid grading of sensitive resources as much as possible. Impacts to biological resources 
are mitigable to a level below significance by measures noted in SecNon N-C Impacts to grading and 
brush management would be minimized by measures noted in SecNon N-E. In addition, the project 
would preseIVe approximately 25 acres in open space. The project is consistent with the purpose and 
intent of RPO and CoUI"!_Cil Policy 600-40 because development has been sited -to ~'1-oid alteration of the 

- steeper, more visible slopes -and because impacts from grading, brush management on slopes and 
biology are minimized. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

The project would be consis~ent with the intent of the Resource Protection Ordinance. Future projects 
that comply with the limits of disturbance and mitigation requirements (substantial conformance) would 
be eligible for alternative compliance under Council Policy 600-40. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

No significant impacts to land were identified. Mitigation measures required to reduce biology, slope 
and cultural resource impacts are included in SecNons N-C N-E, and !V-F. 1;: 

ISSUE 3: Would the Plan amendment be compatible with existing and future land uses in the 
project vicinity? Would the proposed uses be consistent with the Cannel Valley 
Community Plan and Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan? Would the proposed project 
meet the goals and objectives set forth in the NCFUA for affordable housing? 

Consistency with the Carmel Valley Community Plan/Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan 

Carmel Valley Communlty Plan 

The project would be consistent with the general goals of the Community Plan regarding future 
development. Table N-A-3 compares the environmental goals of the Community Plan with the 
proposed project. 

Nei,ghborhood 4 Predse Plan 

Table !V-A-4 is a comparison of the land uses approved for Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan and that 
anticipated with implementation of the proposed project. As shown in Table N-A-4 implementation 
of the project would result in a 24% increase in the total number of residential units approved for the 
Precise Plan area. 
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TABLE IV-A-3 

CONSISTENCY w1m CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN GOALS 

To establish a physical, social, and economically based 
community. 

To establish self containment and feeling of community 
identity among future residents of North City West 

To preserve the natural environment 

To establish a balanced transportation system which is 
used as a tool for shaping the urban environment 

To establish realistic phasing of development within the 
community based on maximum utilization of the 
rivatel financed ublic facilities. 

The proposed residential uses would be consistent with type of residential communities 
developed in the adjacent neighborhoods 

The visual character of the project would be similar to the residential quality of the existing 
precise plan uses. The proposed development would include open space and equestrian uses 
accessible to future residents of the project and surrounding communities. 
Implementation of the project would not involve significant unmitigable impacts to sensitive 
biological resources and steep slopes. · 
Measures are incorporated into the project site to provide access to SR,56 and other 
regional transportation as well as reduce potential impacts from project traffic to below a 
level of significance. 
The Carmel Valley Public Facilities Financing Plan shall be amended to include funding/timing 
for construction of facilities required by the proposed project. 

TABLE IV-A-4 

SEABREEZE/NEIGHBORHOOD 4 PRECISE PLAN COMPARISON 

Single Family Residential/Multi-Family 215.02 (951 dwelling units) 254 (1,251 dwelling units) 

Open Space 49.44 74.44 

Recreation Centers 1.8 1.8 

School/Park 16.10 16.10 

Neighborhood Commercial 5.0 5.0 

Equestrian 0 8.0 

Major Collector Streets 52.31 52.31 

Although implementation of the project would substantially increase the total number of units approved 

for the Precise Plan it is not anticipated that the increase in units would have an adverse impact on the 

community. As discussed in Sections IV-B, IV-D, IV-a IV-K, and IV-! implementation of the project 

would not result in significant unmitigable impacts associated with traffic, water quality, air quality, noise 

or public facilities. In addition, the project would contribute to the Carmel Valley PFFP to ensure that 

public facilities required for the project and the precise plan area as a whole are implemented. The 300 

dwelling units proposed would add to Facilities Benefit Assessment (FBA) funding for the PFFP. Onsite 
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equestrian uses would continue to be available to the surrounding communities with implementation 
of the project. 

As shown in Table IV-A-4, implementation of the project would increase the amount of open space in 
the Precise Plan area by 30 percent. The open space associated with the project would connect with 
open space planned in Bell Valley as a part of the adopted Precise Plan. The addition of open space to 
the precise plan is considered to be_ an environmental benefit of the project. 

The project would be generally consistent with the environmental goals of the Precise Plan. Table IV-A-

5 contains a comparison between the goals of the Precise Plan and the proposed project. 

TABLE IV-A-5 

CONSISilNCY WITH GOALS OF NEIGHBORHOOD 4 PRECISE PLAN 

Each neighborhood is designed to have its own identity, and the land uses 
throughout the Precise Plan are also intended to function as an integrated 
self-contained whole (pg. 8). 

Carmel Del Mar [Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 61 will be an essentially 
residential community consisting of a variety of housing accommodations 
and supporting facilities such as schools, parks, recreation, and 
convenient commercial facilities. Therefore, these guidelines [Urban 
Design Element] are intended to produce a visual effect that is residential 
in character (pg. 39). 

Open Space generally includes areas such as parks and trail systems 
through developed areas which have been improved to allow for active or 
passive recreation uses, plazas, landscaped slopes, and landscaped areas 
along major roads within the area (pg 70). 

C,;nnpatibility with Existing and Future Land Uses 

E>dsting Uses 

The proposed development would include open space and equestrian uses 
accessible to future residents of the project and community. Future 
residents would rely on existing neighborhood commercial services within 
Neighborhood 4 until Subarea Ill is developed. 

The proposed visual character of the proposed development would be 
predominantly residential interspersed with open space and equestrian 
uses. 

Proposed open space would include undisturbed areas as well as 
equestrian trails and pasture areas. 

The site is currently surrounded to the north and east by vacant land and to the west and south by 
residential uses and open space associated with Bell and Carmel Valley. Development of the project 
site would represent a departure from the character of existing onsite uses and vacant uses adjacent to 
the site. This change in character would be perceptible when viewed from residential areas located to 
the west and south of the site. Residents of existing homes within the vicinity of the site are likely to 

6/6/96 IV-A-24 



Seabreeze Farms £JR N-A - Land Use 

experience short tenn impacts associated with construction of the project including unsightly views as 

well as noise and dust generated by construction equipment. 

Although the visual character of the site would change, implementation of the project would not result 

in significant conflicts with existing surrounding land uses. Measures have been incorporated into the 

project to reduce potential impacts associated with project traffic and noise. The project would also be 

required to contribute funding for construction of public facilities required by the project. Major 

landfonns onsite would be prese1Ved as open space with project implementation. The project can also 

be regarded as a visual extension of the residential character of existing uses. 

-
Future Land Uses 

As shown in Figures N-A-1 and 2, upon buildout of Subarea Ill, the project would be surrounded to the 

north and east by residential development planned for densities ranging from 1.6 to 4 du/acre 

according to the Framework Plan. Compatibility issues are not anticipated between the proposed 

project and the Subarea HI development. The proposed project would represent a visual extension of 

the residential character of these planned developments. As described above measures have been 

required for the project that will reduce potential noise, traffic and public facility impacts to below a level 

of significance. 

Miramar Naval Air Station 

The project would be compatible with the proposed plans for the Miramar Naval Air Station. The 

project site is located approximately seven miles to the north of the Miramar Naval Air station. As a 

result, the project site is located outside of the Accident Potential Zones identified in the CLUP for 

Miramar. As discussed in Section !V-K, Noise, future residential of the project site would not 

experience any long tenn significant adverse noise impacts associated with military operations at 

Miramar. 

Regional Resource Conseivation Planning .Efforts 

The location of the draft MSCP preseIVe within the project vicinity generally corresponds to the 

Environmental Tier approved by the Framework Plan. As shown in Figure IV-A-2, the tier does not 

extend through the project site. As a result, it is-Ret would $Wt conflict with the goals of the MSCP 

regarding prese1Vation of sensitive biological anticipated that implementation of the project logical 

resources and corridors for wildlife movement. 

Implementation of the project would be compatible with the objectives of the San Dieguito River Park. 

The northern border of the site is located with the focused planning area for the San Dieguito River Park 

and is designated in part in open space (see Figure !ff-A). As discussed in Existing Conditions the 

Guidelines for the Gonzales Canyon landscape unit relate primarily to visibility of development, 

prese1Vation of resources, and provision of trails within the major canyons contained within the FPA. 

The closest major canyon to the site is Gonzales Canyon, which is located to the north of the site. Upon 
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buildout of the Framework Plan land uses for Subarea III, the project would be surrounded by residential 
uses which would block views of the site from any trail network proposed for the canyon area. In 
addition, the project would not involve construction of any offsite facilities that would directly impact 
resources within the vicinity of Gonzales Canyon. 
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SIGNITICANCI OF IMPACTS 

Implementation of the project would be consistent with the intent of the Carmel Valley Community Plan 
and the Neighborhood 4 Precise Plc\n. The project would also be compatible with existing and future 
surrounding land uses. 

MIDGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required. 
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B. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

The following section is based upon the Traffic Study for Seabreeze Farms prepared by Kimley-Hom and 

Associates in March, 1996. This study is contained in Appendix B of the technical appendices. 

The significance of a project's impact on traffic circulation is typically determined by related changes to 

the level of seNice (LOS) at affected street segments and intersections. Level of seivice is a qualitative 

measure of a roadway's operating performance and of the motorists' perception of roadway 

performance, expressed as a letter designation from A to F, with A representing the best operating 

conditions and F the worst. For planning purposes, application of these standards is-considered a good 

approximation of typical opefatin-g conditions. 

When evaluating daily traffic volumes, the City of San Diego and County of San Diego generally consider 

LOS C an acceptable operating condition in newly developing communities. A LOS C operating 

condition corresponds to the maximum design volume of the street classification. Furthermore, the City 

considers LOS D, where the- traffic volume exceeds the design volume by less than 30 percent, an 

acceptable operating condition in more urbanized environments where further improvements in the 

level of seNice is not feasible or practical. In the traffic analysis, the rationale in determining the 

significant traffic impacts is based on City of San Diego criteria since the City is the lead agency on the 

subject project. Table 2 of Appendix B gives average daily vehicle trip thresholds corresponding to 

levels of service A through F for the various street classifications. 

IXISTING CONDITTONS 

Regional Circulation System 

Regional access to the project site would be provided by SR-56 and Interstate 5. Other major circulation 

element roadways include Carmel Valley Road, Del Mar Heights Road, and Carmel Country Road. 

Characteristics of the project vicinity circulation system based on existing plans are discussed below. 

State Route 56 (SR-56) 

SR:-56 is a planned six-lane freeway which, upon completion will bisect the NCFUA. The segment of 

SR-56 to the west (in the Carmel Valley community) is currently under construction. Interchanges will 

be provided at Carmel Country Road, Carmel Creek Road, and El Camino Real. The segment to the east 

(in the Rancho Pefiasquitos community) has been recently completed. The adopted Framework Plan 

assumed future interchanges at Camino Santa Fe (Subarea III) and at Camino Ruiz in Subarea N. The final 

alignment of the mid-section of SR-56 through the NCFUA has not yet been determined. One of two 

alignments through Subarea N is considered most likely: a northerly alignment and a central alignment. 
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Extension of Del Mar Heights Road (Carmel Valley Road) 

Del Mar Heights Road is proposed to be extended to the existing Carmel Valley Road as a four-lane 
major street. 

Camino Ruiz 

Camino. Ruiz is a planned four- and six-lane street which will seIVe regional north-south travel demand. 
Camino Ruiz will extend north from its present terminus in the Rancho Pefiasquitos community through 
Subarea I to the north. An interchange is proposed at Camino Ruiz and future SR-56. 

Study Area Street Segments 

Figure IV-B-1 shows the study area considered for the traffic analysis. The study area extends from the 
west side of Interstate 5 to Camino Ruiz to the east, and from Del Mar Heights Road to SR-56. Existing 
street classifications of the existing study area roadways are also shown in Figure IV-B-1. 

Figure JV-B-2 depicts the existing traffic volumes on the study area roadways. Based on these volumes, 
existing level of service operating conditions for each street segment are depicted in Table /V-B-1. As 
shown in this table, all street segments studied currently are characterized by LOS B or better traffic 
conditions. 

Carmel Country Rd 

Carmel Creek Rd 

Del Mar Heights Rd 

El Camino Real 
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TABLE IV-B-1 
SEABREEZE FARMS SUMMARY OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Del Mar Heights Rd - Carmel Creek Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 9,000 

Carmel Creek Rd - Carmel Canyon Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 9,000 

N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps 4 Ln Major Arterial 9,000 

N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps 4 Ln Major Arterial 1,000 

Carmel Canyon Rd - Carmel Country Rd 6 Ln Primary Arterial 24,000 

Carmel Country Rd - El Camino Real 6 Ln Primary Arterial 24,000 

S/0 Del Mar Heights Rd 6 Ln Major Arterial 10,000 

N/0 Del Mar Heights Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 16,000 

40,000 A 

40,000 A 

40,000 A 

40,000 A 

60,000 A 

60,000 A 

50,000 A 

40,000 8 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR JV-B - Transportation/Trame Circulafjon 

Table JV-B-3 depicts existing traffic volumes and LOS for freeway segments in the study area. The table 
shows that the 1-5 freeway segment between Carmel Mountain Road and SR-56 is characterized by LOS 
E under existing conditions. 

Study Area Intersections 

Existing peak hour traffic conditions were evaluated for six (6) key intersections. It should be noted that 
intersections and freeway interchanges were analyzed based on the "operational analysis method" 
presented in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual, as required by the Congestion Management Program. 
This method defines leyel of service in terms of delay, or more specifically, the av.erage stopped delay 

· per vehide. 

Table JV-B-2 summarizes existing intersection LOS. All study area intersections generally operate well 
(i.e., LOS C or better) during the peak hours. 

6 

7 

12 

13 

14 

15 

TABLE IV-B-2 
SEABREEZE FARMS SUMMARY OF PEAK HOUR 

INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE EXISTING CONDITTONS 

Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Canyon Road 7.6 B 

Carmel Country Road/Carmel Canyon Road 12.8 B 

Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Country Road 16.1 C 

Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real 19.2 C 

Del Mar Heights Road/1·5 SB Ramps 10.7 B 

Del Mar Heights Road/1-5 NB Ramps 4.1 A 

6.2 B 

12.7 B 

14.0 B 

15.6 C 

11.9 B 

5.0 B 

(Al. Average delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(BJ LOS - Level of Service 

ISSUE 1: In conjunction with other development proposals In the Future Urbanizing Area., 
what cumulative trdfflc Impacts would the project have on the community or 
region;,/ transportation network? 

The cumulative condition considers development of Seabreeze Farms and Subarea IV plus a new State 
Route 56 interchange, located one-mile west of the proposed Camino Ruiz interchange, and 
development of the 4-S Ranch area at higher intensities as proposed by the property owner. Outside 
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Seabreeze Fanns EIR N-B - Transportation/Traffic Ckculaaon 

TABLE IV-B-3 

SEABREEZE FARMS SUMMARY OF FRIIWAY SIGMINT LIVEL OF SE.RVICI 
EXISTING CONDIDONS 

Carmel Mountain Rd to SR-56 4 

Interstate 5 SR-56 to Del Mar Heights Rd 5 

Del Mar Heights Rd to Via de la Valle 5 

Notes: # Lanes - Number of lanes in one direction; HOV - High Occupancy Lanes 
Capacity - Capacity in one direction 

9,200 

11,500 

11,500 

Peak Hour % - Percentage of average daily traffic occurring during the peak hour 
Direction Split -Percentage of peak hour traffic traveling in peak direction 

211,000 0.075 0.550 

199,000 0.082 0.570 

192,000 0.082 0.570 

Peak Hour Volume -Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel/ For facilities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes 
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio 
LOS - Caltrans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level of service 

0.970 

0.920 

0.920 

8,973 0.98 E 

10,110 0.88 D 

9,754 0.85 D 
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Seabreeze Fanns EIR JV-B - Transportation/Traffic Orculation 

the study area, SANDAG's 2015 Series VIII regional growth forecast and transportation network 

provided background data. The effect of future transit services, commuter rail services and Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP) assumptions for transportation demand management were also incorporated. 

SANDAG computer models were used to estimate future traffic volumes on the street system proposed 

for the Future Urbanizing Area. The SANDAG Series VIII traffic model was adapted for use in the traffic 
analysis by modifying land uses and trip generation rates to represent the project as currently proposed 
for each of the five NCFUA Subareas and for adjacent communities. The model was calibrated using 
SANDAG's existing 1990 land use files and regional networks. 

)11e adopted Framewor1< Plan ide11tifies a future circulation system within the NCFUA to serve demand 

generated by futureNCFUA development, as well as regional demand. This future circulation system 

was assumed in the long-range travel forecasts performed as a part of the analysis. Two alignments for 
State Route 56 were modeled. A Central alignment and Northern alignment are currently being 

evaluated by the City of San Diego and ~!trans~ Based on traffic model results, the alignment of State 
Route 56 has very little affect on project traffic distribution patterns in the vicinity of Seabreeze Farms; 

therefore only one alignment (i.e., the Central alignment) was considered in the Traffic Study. 

IMPACT 

Cumulative Buildout Condition - Street Segments 

The future street classification for the SR--56 Central alignment is shown in Figure JV-B-3. Projected daily 
traffic volumes are shown in Figure JV-B-4. To assess the future daily traffic operating conditions on key 

street segments in the project area, these projected daily traffic volumes were compared tO traffic 

volume thresholds previously described. Table IV-B-4 summarizes average daily traffic (AD1) volumes 

and LOS while Table IV-B-5 depicts freeway segment LOS for the same condition. The Seabreeze Farms 
proposed land uses would generate approximately 2,900 average daily trips (ADT's). 

All street segments studied would operate at acceptable (LOS D or better) conditions, based on daily 
traffic volumes, assuming implementation of the future circulation system identified in the adopted 

Framework ~Ian improvements, and completion of the regional circulation system. In fact, most street 
segments would operate at LOS C or better. 

All freeway segments studied on I-5 are expected to operate at poor level of service F conditions during 

peak hour in the peak direction of travel. However, all segments of SR-56 would be characterized by 

adequate LOS D or better conditions. 

Cumulative Buildout Condition - Intersections 

Projected morning and afternoon peak hour turning movements were estimated using methods 
described in a previous section of this report, for fifteen (15) key intersections in the NCFUA and 

6/6/96 /V-8-7 



.l.fill!lliQ 
PAOJEC T BOUNDARY 

6-LANE FREEWAY 

6-LANE EXPRESSWAY .................. ~ ... bt,.,.o 
6-LANE PRIMARY AATERIAL O O O O O 0 

~ 
No Scale 

6~LANE MAJOR 

5•LANE MAJOR 
12 WESTBOUND LANES. 
3 EASTBOUND LANES! 

4.LANE MAJOR 

-'·LANE COLLECTOR 

LOUAS SANT.A FE 

Source: Kimley-Horn 

Seabreeze Farms Plan Amendment EIR 

Future Roadway Classifications -SR-56 Central Alignment - With Project 

FIGURE 

IV-B-3 



LEGEND 

PR0.£CT 80UNOAAY ----------

JIOAOWAYS 

CUL-DE-SAC 

HIGHWAYS 

A1JERAGE OAIL Y lRAFflC 30 

LDll>S SA>l_lA FE 

~ 
No Scale 

Source: Kimley-Horn · 

;: 
> 
li( 

~ 
,: ... 

BOSQUE IM 

11)1\~ 

~ 2 
i e 

% ROAQ 

'\ft CAAIIEL 

' 
CAIIINO DEL NORTE 

' I 

.t.q, 
'J..'J.. /'\<' 

ROAD 

POWAY PKWY 

~ 
g 

Seabreeze Farms Plan Amendment EIR 

Buildout Alternative - Future ADT 

FIGURE 

IV-B-4 .___ _ ____, 



. 

Seabreeze Farms EJR JV-B - Transportatjonffiafljc CirculaNon 

TABLE IV-B-4 
SEABREEZE FARMS 

SUMMARY OF DAILY TRAfflC VOLUMES AND SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 
BUILDOUT CONDIDONS 

N/0 Carmel Valley Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 20,000 40,000 
Camino Ruiz 

S/0 Carmel Valley Rd 6 Ln Major Arterial ~1,pQO 50,000 

-Del Mar _Hajgh~s Rd· SR-56 EB Ramps 6 Ln Major Arterial 31,000 _ 50,000 
Camino Santa Fe 

S/O-SR-56lB Ramps 4 Ln Collector 5,000 30,000 

S/0 Del Mar Heights Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 4,000 40,000 
Carmel Canyon Rd 

N/0 Carmel Country Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 5,000 40,000 

Del Mar Heights Rd · Carmel Creek Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 16,000 40,000 

Carmel Creek Rd · Carmel Canyon Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 16,000 40,000 
Carmel Country Rd 

N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps 4 Ln Major Arterial 16,000 40,000 

S/0 SR-56 EB Ramps 4 Ln Collector 15,000 30,000 

Carmel Creek Rd N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps 4 Ln Major Arterial 13,000 40,000 

W/0 Black Mtn. Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 22,000 40,000 

E/0 Camino Ruiz 4 Ln Major Arterial 21,000 40,000 

W/0 Camino Ruiz 4 Ln Major Arterial 18,000 40,000 

Carmel Valley Road E/0 Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 13,000 40,000 

W/0 Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 19,000 40,000 

Camino Santa Fe · Del Mar Heights Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 24,000 40,000 

S/0 Del Mar Heights 2 Ln Collector 5,000 15,000 

W/0 Carmel Valley Rd 4 Ln Major Arterial 24,000 40,000 

Carmel Canyon Rd· Carmel Country Rd 6 Ln Primary Arterial 25,000 60,000 
Del Mar Heights Rd 

Carmel Country Rd· El Camino Real 6 Ln Primary Arterial 60,000 33,000 

El Camino Real· 1-5 NB Ramps 6 Ln Primary Arterial 43,000 60,000 

El Camino Real 
SID Del Mar Heights Rd 6 Ln Major Arterial 22,000 50,000 

N/0 Del Mar Heights Rd 4 LnMajor Arterial 12,000 40,000 

Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd N/0 Carmel Valley Rd 2 Ln Collector 4,000 15,000 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR N-B - Transportallon/Trafff c Orcuf all on 

TABLE IV-B-5 

SEABREEZE FARMS 

SUMMARY Of FREEWAY SEGMENT VOLUMES AND LEVELS Of SERVICE 

BUIIDOUT CONDmONS 

Interstate 5 I Carmel Mountain Rd to SR-56 I 6w/HOV I 13,800 363,000 0.075 I 0.550 i I 0.970 

SR-56 to Del Mar Heights Rd 5w/HOV 11,500 302,000 ·0.082 I 0.570 I 0.920 

Del Mar Heights Rd to Via de la Valle 5w/HOV 11,500 321,000 0.082 0.570 0.920 

State Rte 56 I El Camino Real to Carmel Creek Rd 3 6,900 111,000 0.098 0.550 0.985 

Carmel Creek Rd to Carmel Country Rd 3 6,900 99,000 0.098 0.550 0.985 

Carmel Country Rd to Camino Santa Fe 3 6,900 98,000 0.097 0.550 0.985 

Camino Santa Fe to Camino Ruiz 3 6,900 94,000 0.098 0.550 0.985 

Camino Ruiz to Black Mountain Rd I 3 I 6,900 94,000 0.099 0.550 0.985 

Black Mountain Rd to Carmel Mountain Rd 3 6,900 69,000 0.098 0.550 0.985 

Carmel Mountain Rd to 1-15 3 6,900 63,000 0.099 0.550 . 0.985 

Notes: # lanes - Number of lanes in one direction: HOV - High Occupancy lanes 
Capacity - Capacity in one direction 
Peak Hour % - Percentage of average daily traffic occurring during the peak hour 
Direction Split -Percentage of peak hour traffic traveling in peak direction 
Peak Hour Volume -Peak hour traffic in peak direction of travel I For facilities with HOV lanes, ten percent is assumed to use HOV lanes 
V/C -Volume to Capacity ratio 
LOS - Caltrans District 11 procedure was used to estimate the freeway level of service 

6/6/96 

I 13,893 I 1.01 I F(O) 

I 13,809 I 1.20 I F(1) 

14,677 1.28 F(l) 

6,074 0.88 D 

5,417 0.79 C 

5,308 0.77 C 

5,144 0.75 C 

5,196 0.75 C 

3,776 0.55 I A 

3,483 0.50 I A 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR N-B - Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

adjacent areas. Expected peak hour operating conditions were analyzed for the morning and afternoon 
peak hours at each of these intersections. Table N-B-6 summarizes the findings of this analysis. All 
intersections analyzed were found to experience good LOS C or better conditions during both peak 
hours. 

TABLI IV-B-6 
SEABREEZE FARMS 

SUMMARY OF PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 
BUILDOUT CONDIDONS 

Carmel Valley Road/Project Access 14.9 8 12.2 

2 Carmel Valley Road/Del Mar Heights Road 12.0 8 11.5 

3 Carmel Valley Road/Camino Santa Fe 13.5 8 14.1 

4 Camino Santa Fe/SR-56 WB Ramps 10.7 8 6.6 

5 Camino Santa Fe/SR-56 EB Ramps 10.8 8 8.6 

6 Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Canyon Road 8.7 8 6.3 

7 Carmel Country Road/Carmel Canyon Road 13.5 8 13.0 

8 Carmel Country Road/SR-56 WB Ramps 8.3 8 10.6 

9 Carmel Country Road/SR-56 EB Ramps 12.1 8 14.7 

10 Carmel Valley Rd/Rancho Santa Fe Rd 14.6 8 13.7 

11 Carmel Valley Road/Camino Ruiz 14.5 8 15.2 

12 Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Country Road 18.3 C 23.5 

13 Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real 15.4 C 15.0 

14 Del Mar Heights Road/1·5 SB Ramps 11.7 8 13.1 

15 Del Mar Heights Road/1-5 NB Ramps 8.1 8 18.3 

16 Interstate 5 NB/SR-56 EB 12.7 8 21.6 

17 Interstate 5 SB/SR-56 EB 19.8 C 22.8 

(A) Average delay per vehicle, in seconds 
(8) LOS = Level of Service 
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Seabreeze Fanns EIR N-B - Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Cumulative traffic conditions were analyzed under buildout conditions incorporating the Seabreeze 

Farms traffic into regional traffic models. The buildout condition for the region will require a number of 

traffic improvements in the NCFUA, which are being identified in other transportation analyses (e.g., the 

SR-56 EIRTrafficStudy). These improvements include facilities such as the SR-56 Freeway, dual freeway 

on 1-5, 1-5/SR-56 interchange northbound connector, and other facilities in the NCFU.A. Seabreeze Farms 

will contribute a relatively minor amount of traffic to cumulative traffic conditions that is below the level 

of significance assuming the proposed traffic improvements and phasing plan are implemented. 

-
MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The Seabreeze Farms Project will contribute a relatively minor share to significant cumulative traffic 

impacts in the North City Future Urbanizing Area. The project will be required to implement specific 

traffic improvements and a phasing plan (s~e Mitigation Measure N-B.1) that would ensure that impacts 

remain below a level of significance. 

ISSUE 2: Would the proposed project result in a substantial direct impact upon the existing 
or planned transportn.tion system? Is it necess.,.iy to phase the development of the 
proposed project in accordance with regional transportdtion system improvements? 

Future development of the proposed Seabreeze Farms project site would add 2,900 trips to the 

circulation system. Issue 1 considered the impact to the ultimate bui!dout condition. For the interim 

traffic situation, two alternative traffic scenarios have been developed to determine impacts to the 

interim traffic circulation system(s), and to determine the extent to which development of the project 

should be linked to the phased implementation of local and regional transportation improvements. 

These two interim traffic conditions are referred to as the "Horseshoe Alternative" and the "SR-56 

Expressway Alternative." The performance of roadway segments, freeway segments and intersections 

under each alternative are analyzed both with and without project-related traffic. The more detailed 

analysis presented in Appendix Bis summarized below. 

Horseshoe Alternative 

Figure IV-B-5 depicts the regional network assumptions used in developing this alternative. This 

condition is referred to as the "Horseshoe" because of the semicircular shape of the east/west route 

through the NCFUA via SR-56 and Carmel Valley Road. Project development would be limited to 20 

single-family dwelling units. Under this alternative, the project would tal<e Its sole access via a 

connector road to Carmel Knolls Drive. Following is a summaiy of the findings of the traffic study of the 

Horseshoe Alternative, both with and without project-related traffic. 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR IV-B - Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

Horseshoe Without Project 

Street Segments: Under this scenario, it was found that Carmel Valley Road would experience 
congested LOS E or worse conditions for all segments between Black Mountain Road and 
SR-56. This result is expected, because Carmel Valley will provide the sole east/west 
connection through this area until SR-56 is completed (see Table IV-B-7). 

Freeway Segments: Under the Horseshoe Without Project condition, I-5 between SR-56 and 
Via de la Valle will experience congested LOS F conditions, while SR-56 will be characterized 
by excellent LOS A conditions (see Table IV-B-8). 

lntersections:-All intersections would be characterized by good LOS D or better conditions (see 
Table IV-B-9). 

Horseshoe With Project 

Street Segments: . With proj~ct traffic added to the Horseshoe alternative analysis, roadway 
segment LOS on Carmel Valley Road between Black Mountain Road and SR-56 would be 
characterized by congested LOS E or F conditions under this alternative. These results are 
generally consistent with the Horseshoe Without Project condition. 

Freeway Segments: The freeway capacity analysis for this scenario shows that I-5 between 
SR-56 and Via de la Valle would experience poor LOS F conditions, while SR-56 itself would be 
characterized by excellent LOS A conditions. These findings are consistent with the Horseshoe 
Without Project results 

Intersections: All intersections analyzed would be characterized by good LOS D or better 
conditions. 

SR-56 Expressway Alternative 

This scenario is similar to the Horseshoe Alternative, except SR-56 is assumed to be a continuous facility 
between Black Mountain Road and Carmel Countiy Road. Figure IV-B-6 illustrates the roadway 
cl~sification assumptions of this scenario. Tables IV-B-7, IV-B-8, and IV-B-9indicate impacts with and 
without the project. 

6/6/96 

SR-56 Expressway Without Project 

Street Segments: For the SR-56 Expressway Without Project scenario, it was found that all 
roadway segments analyzed will be characterized by adequate LOS D or better conditions. The 
expected Improvement on Carmel Valley Road, probably due to diversion of east/west traffic 
to the interim SR-56 facility, was found to have occurred under this scenario. 
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Seabreeze Farms E!R !V-B - Transportation/Traffic Circulation 

Camino Ruiz 

Carmel Canyon Rd 

Carmel Country Rd 

Carmel Creek Rd 

Carmel Valley Road 

Del Mar Heights Rd 

El Camino Real 

TABLE IV-B-7 

SEABREEZE FARMS 

SUMMARY OF DAILY TRAFFIC STREET SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 
VARIOUS INTERIM ALTERNATIVES 

N/0 Carmel Valley Rd D D C - -

S/0 Carmel Valley Rd F F A 

S/0 Del Mar Heights Rd A 

N/0 Carmel Country Rd A A A 

Del Mar Heights Rd · Carmel Creek Rd A 

Carmel Creek Rd • Carmel Canyon Rd A A B 

N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps A A B 

S/0 SR-56 EB Ramps C 

N/0 SR-56 WB Ramps A 

W/0 Black Mtn. Rd E E D 

E/0 Camino Ruiz E E D 

W/0 Camino Ruiz E E A 

E/0 Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd E E A 

W/0 Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd E E 

Del Mar Heights - Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd -- C 

S/0 Del Mar Heights A 

SIG Project Access Road F F 

W/0 Carmel Valley Rd C 

Carmel Knolls Dr - Carmel Canyon Road A 

Carmel Canyon Rd· Carmel Country Rd A 

Carmel Country Rd· El Camino Real B 

El Camino Real • 1·5 NB Ramps C 

S/0 Del Mar Heights Rd B 

N/0 Del Mar Heights Rd A 

Rancho Santa Fe Farms Rd N/0 Carmel Valley Rd A 
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Seabreeze Farms EIR JV-B - Transportation/Traf.ic Circulation 

Interstate 5 

State Rte 56 

TABLE IV-B-8 
SE.ABRE.EZE FARMS 

SUMMARY OF FRIE.WAY SEGMENT LE.VE.LS Of SERVICE 
VARIOUS INilRIM ALilRNATIVES 

Carmel Mountain Rd to SR-56 6 w/HOV D D 
SR-56 to Del Mar Heights Rd 5w/HOV F (0) F_((l) 

Del Mar Heights Rd to Vla de la Valle. 5 w/HOV F (0) F (0) 

El Camirio Real t-e Carmel Creek Rd 3 A A 
Carmel Creek Rd to Carmel Country Rd 3 A A 
Carmel Country Rd to SR-56 Eastern Terminus 3 A A 

Carmel Country Road to Camino Ruiz 3 

Camino Ruiz to Black Mountain Rd 3 
Black Mountain Rd to.Carmel Mountain Rd 3 

Carmel Mountain Rd to 1-15 3 

Notes: # Lanes · Number of lanes in one direction: HOV· High Occupancy Lanes 

2 
6 

7 
8 

9 

10 
11 

12 

13 
14 
15 

16 

17 

TABLE. IV-B-9 
SEABREEZE FARMS 

SUMMARY OF PE.AK HOUR INilRSECTION LE.VE.LS OF SERVICE 
VARIOUS INnRIM ALnRNATIVES 

Carmel Valley Road/Del Mar Heights Road 8/8 
Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Canyon Road 8/8 
Carmel Country Road/Carmel Canyon Road 8/8 8/8 BIB 
Carmel Country Road/SR-56 WB Ramps 8/8 8/8 8/8 
Carmel Country Road/SR-56 EB Ramps 8/8 8/8 8/8 

Carmel Valley Rd/Rancho Santa Fe Rd A/A A/A 8/A 

Carmel Valley Road/Camino Ruiz C/C C/C 8/8 
Del Mar Heights Road/Carmel Country Road 8/8 

Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real 8/8 
Del Mar Heights Road/1-5 SB Ramps CID 
Del Mar Heights Road/1·5 NB Ramps A/8 

Interstate 5 NB/SR-56 EB DIG DIG F/F 
Interstate 5 SB/SR-56 EB CID CID F/F 

(A) LOS for AM/PM peak hours. 
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Freeway Segments: The results of freeway segment analysis under the SR-56 Expressway 

Without Project condition indicates that 1-5, between Del Mar Heights Road and Via de la Valle, 

will experience congested LOS F conditions, while SR-56 will be characterized by LOS A and 

D conditions. 

Intersections: All intersections analyzed were found to experience adequate LOS Dor better 

conditions during both peak periods with the exception of the intersections at 1-5 and SR-56, 

which operate at LOS F. As expected, the diversion of traffic from the Carmel Valley 

Road/Camino Ruiz intersection due to the construction of SR-56 restored the level of service at 

this intersectiOf! to a good LOS B condition. 

SR-56 Expressway vWth Project 

Street Segments: The analysis of the SR-56 Expressway With Project indicates that all roadway 

segments analyzed were found to experience acceptable LOS D or better conditions. These 

results are generally consistent with the SR-56 Expressway Without Project condition. 

Freeway Segments: Under this scenario, I-5 between SR-56 and Via de Ia Valle would 

experience poor LOS F conditions, while SR--56 itself would be characterized by LOS A and D 

conditions. These findings are consistent with the SR-56 Expressway Without Project results. 

Intersections: All intersections analyzed would be characterized by adequate LOS D or better 

conditions, during both peak hours, with the exception of the two I-5/SR-56 intersections, 

which operate at LOS F. These results are consistent with the findings of the SR-56 Expressway 

Without Project results. 

Impact Summaiy 

With regard to project phasing, the preceding analysis indicates that full project buildout will have a 

relatively minor impact on interim traffic conditions (i.e., Horseshoe and SR-56 Expressway alternatives). 

Consultation with City of San Diego staff identified specific transportation Improvements required for 

appropriate phases of project development. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The analysis of impacts for the two interim alternatives indicated little change in the level of service 

between without project and with project scenarios. The contribution of Seabreeze Farms traffic ( 1. 7%) 

to the cumulative traffic impact at the Interstate 5 Interchanges is below the City's threshold for 

significance (2%), and thus the project would not have a significant impact. -The mitigation measure 

below would ensure that the phasing plan and traffic improvements required to keep the impact below 

a level of significance are Implemented. 

MmGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 
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Mitigation Measure IV-D.1: As a condition of future tentative maps, transportation system 
improvements will be provided and future development will be phased according to Table N-B-10, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Table N-B-10 indicates which facilities will be funded by the 
Seabreeze Farms project. As shown in this table, development of the project at specified land uses and 
intensities will be tied to appropriate local and regional transportation improvements to be funded by 
the project and other developers in the area. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

TABLE N-B-10 
SEABREEZE FARMS TRANSPORTATION PHASING PLAN 

Phase One: 20 DUs + Equestrian 

South Connection Southwest of project to Carmel Construct 2·1ane collector. 
Knolls Drive 

Phase Two: 100 DUs + Equestrian 

South Connection Southwest of project to Carmel Construct 2-lane collector. 
Knolls Drive 

SR-56 Expressway Western SR-56 terminus to Black Construct 4-lane expressway. 
Mountain Road 

Phase Three: 300 DUs + Equestrian 

Carmel Valley Road Project access to Del Mar Heights Improve and widen roadway and 
Road intersection to 40', add signal if needed. 

Del Mar Heights Road From western terminus to east end of Construct 6-lane major. 
Lansdale. 

Del Mar Heights Road Carmel Valley Road to Carmel Valley Build south half of the ultimate roadway 
community boundary. (44'), widen to 50' at intersection. 

Del Mar Heights Road Lansdale to Carmel Valley community Construct 6-lane major. 
boundary. 

SB 

SB 

Others (a) 

SB 

Others (a) 

SB (b) 

Others (a) 

Note: "Responsible Party" shown in table are preliminary. A process of determining exact fair-share contributions to needed improvements shall be 
completed during the development phase. 

(a) Funding shall be provided by Transnet/FBA/City/Others as appropriate. 
(bl Seabreeze Farms shall construct and seek reimbursement from others, as appropriate. 
SB Seabreeze Farms 

Phase One of the TPP would require the construction of a secondaiy project access road connecting the 
southern portion of the project to Carmel Knolls Drive. With the provision of this improvement, up to 
20 single-family homes could be constructed. (Under this Phase, as with all subsequent phases, the 
existing equestrian facility on the site will be retained.) Phase Two would require the provision of the 
secondaiy project access and the construction of the SR-56 expressway as a continuous facility through 
the NCFUA. With the provision of these improvements, up to 100 single-family homes could be 
constructed. Phase Three, the final phase, would require the following improvements: 
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• Improve and widen Carmel Valley Road from the project access to Del Mar Heights 

Road; 

• Construct Del Mar Heights Road as a six-lane major from western terminus to Lansdale 

Drive; 

• Construct southern half of ultimate Del Mar Heights Road from Carmel Valley Road to 

Carmel Valley community boundaiy; 

• Construct Del Mar Heights Road as a six-lane major from Lansdale Drive to Carmel 

Valley community boundaiy. 

yYith the provision of-the abQVE= improvements, the project would be permitted to construct all 

proposed land uses (i.e., 250 stngle-family dwelling units and 50 multiple-family dwelling units). 

ISSUE 3: 

IMPACT 

Would the annexation of the property to the Cannel Valley Community Plan impact 
the ability of Subare;, JD to provide the road network required to support the 
Framework Plan density? 

The project's proposed access does not diminish the ability of any other portion of Subarea III to 

develop a transportation system to accommodate traffic generated by post phase-shift development. 

Situated on the southwestern edge of Subarea III, Seabreeze Farms would not "landlocl{" any other part 

of Subarea III, and its proposed access configuration would not deny access to future development in 

Subarea III. 

As noted in the discussions above, the impacts of the project on regional traffic circulation systems for 

a variety ofbuildout and interim situations is being analyzed and appropriate mitigation will be required. 

SIGNJBCANCE OF IMPACT 

The proposed plan amendment is not considered to have a significant impact on the ability of Subarea 

III to provide the road network required to support the Framework Plan density. 

MlrJ:GATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required. 

ISSUE 4: 

IMPACT 

6/6/96 

Would the traffic generated by development of the proposed project cre.ite adver.se 
traffic and circulation impacts to Neighborhood 4 and the balance of the Crume/ 
Valley CommunHy? 
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The project's primaiy access point will be via an east/west roadway that will tie in to Carmel Valley Road 
south of the future Del Mar Heights Road connection. The connection will serve the majority of the 
single-family residential dwelling units and the equestrian uses. An unsignalized equestrian crossing 
will be provided at this location. A secondaiy access will be provided at Carmel Knolls Road, near the 
southwestern comer of the project. (Under the first phase of the Transportation Phasing Plan, 
connection would be the project's sole access road.) In order to minimize the potential for project
related traffic cutting through neighboring residential streets, this access point will serve only a portion 
of the project and will be physically separated from the northerly section of the project. Under the 
buildout traffic condition, a possible third unsignalized project access point might be provided via 
Carmel Valley Road, south of the primaiy unsignalized access intersection. For the purposes of this 
analysis, it was assumed that 100 residential dwelling units would have exdusive access via the 

- :secondaiy connection to 5='.aITI}el-Knolls Road. 

The amount of project-related traffic on neighboring residential streets will be limited. Comparison of 
with- and without-project intersection capacity analyses for interim traffic conditions indicates only 
relatively minor project impacts. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The project's adverse impacts on Neighborhood 4 and the remainder of Carmel Valley are expected to 
be minimal. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required. 
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C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The descriptions of biological resources presented in this section are based on information compiled 
through field smveys of the site conducted on 5, 12, 18, and 19 January 1996, and a review of previous 
documentation of biological resources within the study area (e.g., SEB 1993, 1995; Caltrans 1989). 
Detailed descriptions of onsite biological resources are presented in the Biological Resources Technical 
Report which is included as Appendix B to this document. 

EXISTING CONDIDONS 

Plant Communities . 

Five native and one non-native habitat types were mapped onsite, as well as developed areas that lack 
vegetation. These habitat types are described below and their acreages are listed in Table JV-C-1. 

Figure JV-C-f illustrates their spatial distribution within the project area. 

Other 

6/6/96 

Agriculture 

Disturbed Habitat 

Developed Land 

TABLE IV-C-1 
HABITAT COVERAGE ONSm 

0.76 

12.16 

44.50 

1.1% 

16.9% 

61.8% 
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Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Coastal sage scrub is one of the two major shrub communities that occur in California. This vegetation 
type occupies xeric sites characterized by shallow soils. Sage scrub is dominated by subshrubs whose 
leaves absdse during summer drought and are replaced by a lesser amount of smaller leaves. Most of 
the coastal sage scrub on the project site is of high quality both structurally and. compositionally. A 
majority of the sage scrub is dominated by black sage (Salvia mellifera) and occurs primarily on the 
steeper slopes of Bell Canyon on the western portion of the site. There are patches of disturbed sage 
scrub that have a high component of non-native, annual, ruderal species such _as mustard (Brassica sp.). 
On the project site, 3-.43 acr~ support Diegan coastal sage scrub and 0.17 acre- supports disturbed 

- Diegan coastal sage scrub. 

Southern Maritime Chaparral 

Southern maritime chaparral is a low to medium height, dense to fairly open chaparral that is dominated 
by a combination of species· that are. characteristic of southern mixed chaparral and other species that 
have a more coastal distribution. Southern maritime chaparral occurs on weathered sandstone 
fonnations and lies within the coastal fog belt. Dominant species of this vegetation type on the project 
site indude chamise (Adenostoma fasdculatum), mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolol), and Nuttall' s 
scrub oak ( Quercus dumosa). 

There is considerable debate among local botanists concerning the differences between southern 
maritime chaparral and southern mixed chaparral as many species are common to both vegetation 
types. The criteria used to distinguish the two communities include several indicator species 
characteristic of southern maritime chaparral such as Del Mar manzanita, Nuttall's scrub oak, and Del 
Mar Mesa sand-aster ( Corethrogyne fllaginifolia var. linifolia); soil types; and relative proximity to the 
coast (that is, within the fog belt). 

Onslte, southern maritime chaparral occurs in fairly small, fragmented patches on the west side of the 
mesa above Bell Valley. The majority of this vegetation type is isolated from other natural habitat by 
open space to the west and disturbance to the northeast. It is estimated that there is 0.84 acre of 
southern maritime chaparral on site. 

Southern Mixed Chaparral 

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. Southern mixed chaparral onsite is 
dominated by chamise, lemonadebeny, mission manzanita, and black sage. 

Southern mixed chaparral occurs along the slopes above the two main (unnamed) drainages that run 
through the property. These slopes are both north- and south-facing. Approximately 3.28 acres of 
southern mixed chaparral and 1.45 acres of disturbed southern mixed chaparral occur on site. 
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Scrub Oak Chaparral 

Scrub oak chaparral is a dense, evergreen chaparral that reaches a canopy height of up to 20 feet. It is 
dominated almost exclusively by Nuttall's scrub oak, with San Diego mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus 

minutHJorus), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and lemonadeberry (Rhus integdfo!ia) as minor 
constituents. Scrub oak chaparral onsite is considered a subassociation of southern maritime chaparral. 
Onsite, this vegetation type occurs in two patches: .a relatively large patch in the southern portion of 
the property along a north-facing slope, and a small patch at the north end of the property just below 
a slope covered with coastal sage scrub and near an area of mule fat scrub. It is estimated that 4.72 
acres of scrub oak chaparral occur onsite. 

Mule Fat Scrub 

Mule fat scrub is a depauperate, tall, herbaceous, riparian scrub community dominated by mule fat 
(Bacchads saliclfolfa), interspersed with shrubby willows (Salix spp.). This habitat occurs along 
intermittent stream channels with a fairly .coarse substrate and moderate depth to the water table. This. 
early seral community is mafntained by frequent flooding or other disturbances, the absence of which 
would lead to a riparian woodland or forest (Holland 1986). It also occurs in areas where there is not 
enough water to support riparian trees. 

The drainage that flows along the western property boundary has a small patch of mule fat scrub at its 
northernmost end. At the eastern end of the large unnamed drainage in the southern portion of the 
property, a small patch of mule fat scrub is present. It is estimated that 0.18 acre of mule fat scrub (0.08 
of which is disturbed) occurs on site. 

Non-Native Grassland 

Non-native grassland is characterized by a dense to sparse cover of annual grasses, often with numerous 
species of showy-flowered, native, annual forbs. This association occurs on gradual slopes with deep, 
fine-textured, usually clay, soils. Characteristic species include wild oats (Avena sp.), red brome 
(Bromus madrftensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (B. diandrus), and mustard. Most of the annual, 
introduced species that comprise the majority of biomass within non-native grassland originated from 
the Mediterranean region, an area with a long history of agriculture and a climate similar to California. 
These two factors, in addition to intensive grazing and 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 found in two small patches on site. One area occurs in the large unnamed 
drainage at the western end of the property, and another small patch is located on a south-facing slope. 
Approximately 0.46 acre of non-native grassland occurs onsite. 
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Altered HabHats 

Within the project site, there are approximately 44.50 acres of developed land, 0.76 acres of agricultural 

land, and 12.16 acres of disturbed habitat. 

Doral Diversity 

A total of 46 plant species, 29 (63 percent) of which are native, were observed during the winter 

surveys of the project site. This high percentage of native species reflects the high diversity and quality 

of the habitats on the remaining undisturbed portions of the site. Plant surveys C?_Dducted in the spring 

would expand the number of native species found onsite. 

Wildlife Diversity 

Amphibians 

One amphibian species w.as observed during the survey work: the Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris 

regilla). A few additional species may occur because the site contains their preferred habitats and it is 

within their known range. These other species are expected to occur mostly in and around the drainage 

areas, but also may be found in shrublands. Potentially occurring amphibians include California toad 

(Bufo boreas halophilus) and garden slender salamander (Batrachoseps ma)ol}. 

Reptiles 

Two reptile species were observed during surveys of the project site: southern Pacific rattlesnake 

( Crotalus viridis he/Jen) and Coronado Island skink (Eumeces s/dltonianus interparietalis). Several other 

species are expected to occur onsite based on knowledge of specific habitat or food requirements and 

documented ranges. These include the San Diego homed lizard (PhJynosoma coronatum bla!nville1), 

orange-throated whiptail (CnemidophQrus hypel)/thrus be/ding1), Great Basin fence lizard (Sceloporus 

occidentalis), side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), southern alligator lizard (Elgaria mult/carinatus), 

and common kingsnake (Lampropeltls getulus). 

Birds 

During the surveys, 19 species of birds were observed utilizing the site. Surveys conducted during 

different times of the year undoubtedly would document additional species, particularly those which 

may use the site during migration or as breeding habitat. The most frequently observed species in 

shrublands onsite were California towhee (Pipilo crissalls), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia 

leucoph.rys), and California quail ( Cal/ipepla califomica). Rock dove, Brewer's blackbirds, and house 

finches were the most common bird species In the disturbed and developed areas. 
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Mammals 

Three species of mammals were documented from the site during the survey work. The most common 
species detected were California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheYJ) and Betta's pocket gopher 
(Thomomys bottae). Scat of the common gray fox (Urocyon dnereoargenteus) also was noted. 
Additional species that likely occur within the project area include raccoon (Procyon lotol'J, striped skunk 
(Mephitis mephitis), and coyote ( Canis la trans). 

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Sensitive Plants 

Two sensitive plant species were-detected onsite during the winter 1996 surveys: Nuttall's scrub oak 
( Quercus dumosa) and California adolphia (Adolphia ca!ifomica) (see Table JV-C-2). OCtNad'aitWfiM@.ru 
~p.:e@mem$.t't1fh;o.as.rrbru-t.e1J,mctufote.e.io.¢.t¢.t.qs.tWiiaep:ceJ:is,k,w¢r.e,,@1¢te¢tett=#v,sprlng,,,,,wp.9¢>:survey.$~ 
Potentially occurring plant species reported from the vicinity include Del Mar manzanita (Arctostaphylos 

glandulosa ssp. crass!fol!a), coast White ceanothus ( Ceanothus verrucosus), summer-holly 
(Comarostaphylis dlversifo!la), short-leaved dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniaessp. brevifol!a), coast barrel 
cactus (Ferocactus vir!descens), Del Mar sand-aster ( Corethrogyne .ilag!nifolia var. lin!folia), and ashy 
spike-moss (Selaginella dnerascens) (see Table !V-C-2). 

Sensitive Animals 

One sensitive animal species, the Coronado Island skink, was observed during the surveys. The 
potential exists for numerous other sensitive animal species to occur including butterflies, amphibians, 
reptiles, birds, and mammals (Table IV-C-3). 

Focused surveys for the federally-listed threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Pol!optila cal!fomica 

califomica) were conducted following the protocol of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Three surveys 
were conducted under favorable weather conditions, each separated by a minimum of one week. No 
individuals or pairs of the gnatcatcher were observed. 

Sensitive Habitats 

Diegan coastal sage scrub is considered a sensitive habitat by several local jurisdictions and resource 
agencies, including the City of San Diego (1990), the County of San Diego (1991), and the CDFG 
(Holland 1986). It supports a number of state and federally listed endangered, threatened, and rare 
vascular plants, as well as several bird and reptile species that are candidates for federal listing. Loss 
estimates for sage scrub habitat in California range from 36 to 85 percent, but since these estimates 
were last made in 1981, additional losses have since accrued (O'Leary 1990). According to Oberbauer 
(1991), the historical reduction of sage scrub in San Diego County is approximately 72 percent. The 
primary mechanism is grazing and, more recently, urbanization. 
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California adolphia 
Ado!phia ca!ifornica 

Del Mar manzanita 
Arctostaphy!os glandu!osa 
ssp. crassifo!ia 

sea kisses 
Ca!andrinia maritima 

coast white ceanothus 
Ceanothus verrucosus 

summer-holly 
Comamstaphylis diversifolia 

short-leaved dudleya 
Dud!eya b!ochmaniae ssp. hrevifolia 

Coast barrel cactus 
Ferocactus viridescens 

Del Mar Mesa sand-aster 
Corethrogyne fi!aginifolia var. linifolia 

willowy monardella 
Monardella linoides ssp. viminea 

Nuttall' s scrub oak 
lluercus dumosa 

ashy spike-moss 
Selaginella cinerascens 

6/6/96 

N-C- Biologkal Resources 

TABLE IV-C-2 

SENSITIVE. PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED OR. POTENTIALLY PRESENT ONSITE 

USFWS: None 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 2, 1-2-1 

USFWS: Proposed Endangered 
COFG: None 
CNPS: List 18, 3-3-2 

USFWS: None 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 4, 1-2-1 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 2, 1-2-1 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 18, 3-3-2 

USFWS: Proposed Endangered 
CDFG: Endangered 
CNPS: 18, List 3-3-3 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 2, 1-3-1 

USFWS: Proposed Threatened 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 18, 3-2-3 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Endangered 
CNPS: List 18, 2-3-2 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 18, 2-3-2 

USFWS: None 
CDFG: None 
CNPS: List 4, 1·2-1 

Clay soils on dry south-facing slopes in 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral. · 

Southern maritime chaparral on sandstone 
soils within the.coastal fog belt. 

' I 

Sandy places in grassland and coastal' sage 
scrub and coastal bluff scrub. 

This species occurs in southern maritime 
chaparral. 

Mesic north-facing slopes and canyons in 
chaparral below about 700 m elevation. 

On sandstone terraces of the Torrey 
Sandstone Formation. 

Dry, south-facing slopes in coastal sage 
scrub and chaparral in coastal San Diego 
County. 

Occurs in coastal sage scrub and 
occasionally in sandy places. 

At the edge of creeks in riparian scrub, • 
riparian woodland, and riparian forest. 

Southern mixed and southern maritime 
chaparral in the coastal area. 

Mesas and open, exposed places in coastal 
sage scrub and chaparral. 

Onsite populations estimated to be about 400+ 
individuals. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; Potential for occurrence is 
moderate to high. 

Nat allserve~; unlikely ta he prnseAt.tffit 
iijrJjli!ifaijtifffitij!ll~@~~W.M~i1J'Mfllf:@&~fa1wmte~ 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Onsite population covers approximately 4.72 
acres; probably exceeds 1,000 individuals. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 
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TABLE IV-C-3 

SENSITIVI ANIMALS OBSERVED OR POTENTIALLY PRESENT ONSITE 

Hermes copper I USFWS:F2 I Coastal sage scrub and ch11parral with Not observed; focused surveys would be 
lycaena hermes CDFG: None redberry. , needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 
quino checkerspot USFWS: F1 Open coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Euphydryas editha quino CDFG: None vernal pools. needed for detection, but are not 

< I 

recommended. 
western spade-foot toad USFWS: None Open coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Scaphiopus·hammondi CDFG: Species of Special Concern vernal pools. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 
San Diego horned lizard I USFWS: F2 Coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Phrynosoma coronatum h/ainvillei CDFG: Species of Special Concern· needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

orange-throated whiptail I USFWS: Regionally Sensitive I Edges of dirt roads and other open places I Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Cnemidophorus hyperythms heldingi CDFG: Species of Special Concern in coastal sage scrub and chaparral. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

coastal western whiptail USFWS: F2 Coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus CDFG: Species of Special Concern needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

Coronado Island skink USFWS:F2 Open chaparral, coastal sage scrub and One observed onsite. 
Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis CDFG: Species of Special Concern grasslands. 
silvery legless lizard USFWS:F2 Sandy washes within shrublands and oak I Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Annie/la nigra argentea CDFG: Species of Special Concern woodlands. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

northern red-diamond rattlesnake I USFWS:F2 I Coastal sage scrub and chaparral; among I Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Crotalus mher ruher CDFG: Species of Special Concern rock outcrops. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

coast patch-nosed snake I USFWS: F2 I Coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and I Not observed; focused surveys would be 
Salvadora hexalepis virgultea CDFG: Species of Special Concern grassland shrublands. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

coastal rosy boa I USFWS:F2 I Rocky areas in coastal sage scrub, I Not observed; focused surveys would be 
lichanura trivirgata roseofusca CDFG: Species of Special Concern chaparral, and cactus scrub. needed for detection, but are not 

recommended. 

white-tailed kite I USFWS: None I Nests in willow riparian areas, forages I Not observed; may forage over property. 
Elanus caemleus CDFG: Species of Special Concern over adjacent urasslands. 

6/6/96 IV-C-8 



Seabreeze Farms EIR 

northern harrier 
Circus cyaneus hurlsonius 

Cooper's hawk 
Accipiter cooperi 
sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus 
turkey vulture 
Cathartes aura 

Loggerhead shrike 
Lanius lurlovicianus 
San Diego horned lark 
Eremophi/a a/pestris actia 
California gnatcatcher 
Polioptila californica 

Bell's sage sparrow 
Amphispiza be/Ii be/Ii 

southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 
Aimophila ruficeps canescens 
Dulzura California pocket mouse 
Chaetorlipus californicus femora/is 

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
Chaetodipus fa/lax fa/lax 

San Diego desert woodrat 
Neotoma /epida intermedia 
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
Perognathos fa/lax 

southern grasshopper mouse 
Onychomys torrirlus ramona 

black-tailed jackrabbit 
Lepus ca/ifomicus bennettii 
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TABLE IV-C-3 { Continued) 

SENSITIVE ANIMALS OBSERVED OR POTENTIALLY PRESENT ONSITE 

USFWS: None 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: None 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: None 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: None 
CDFG: None 
Everett: Declining in S.D. Co. 
USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: None 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: Threatened 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: · Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 
USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS: Regionally Sensitive 
CDFG: Species of Special Concern 

USFWS:F2 
CDFG: None 

Nests in marshes, forages over grasslands, 
open fields, coastal sage scrub, and 
marshes. 
Nests and breeds in oak woodlands, 
forages over grasslands and bpen areas. 

Inhabits ·coastal areas in San, Di
1
ego 

County. 

Forages over many habitats, including 
grasslands and shrublands. 

Forages over grassland and scrub habitats. 

Open, sparsely vegetated habitats such as 
grasslands, vacant lots, and road edges. 
Near obligate of coastal sage scrub, 
primarily below 900 feet elevation in S.D. 
Co. 

Chaparral and coastal sage scrub. 

Primarily coastal sage scrub. 

Dense chaparral and other shrublands. 

Sandy washes, coastal sage scrub, afld 
ruderal areas. 

Coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and other 
xeric shrublands. 

Sparse or disturbed coastal sage scrub and 
grasslands. 

Coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and 
adjacent grasslands. 

Open scrub habitat, primarily coastal sage 
scrub. 

N-C-mologjcaf Resources 

A pair was observed directly off site ; may 
forage over property. 

Not observed; may forage over property. 

Not observed; may forage over property. 

Not observed; may forage over property. 

Not observed; may forage in coastal sage 
scrub and chaparral onsite. 
Not observed; likely to be present. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present; 
focused surveys yielded no observations. 

Not observed; unlikely to be present. 

Not observed; likely to be present; focused 
studies not recommended. 
Not observed, but may be resident onsite; 
trapping necessary for detection, but not 
recommended. 
Not observed, but may be resident onsite; 
trapping necessary for detection, but not 
recommended. 
Woodrat sign present, but possibly a 
different species. 
Not observed, but may be resident onsite. 

Not observed, but may be resident onsite; 
trapping necessary for detection, but not 
recommended. 

Not observed; may be present. 
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The Diegan coastal sage scrub onsite is restricted primarily to the slopes adjacent to drainages, and is 

fragmented due to equestrian activities. Much of the remaining habitat is of good quality (floristically 

and structurally). The highest quality sage scrub occurs along the drainage that runs north/south along 

the western boundary of the property. All impacts to coastal sage scrub are considered significant. 

Southern maritime chaparral is considered sensitive by the City of San Diego (1990), the County of San 

Diego (1991), and CDFG (Holland 1986). Its high sensitivity is based on its scarcity and the large 

number of sensitive species that show high fidelity to this community. Southern maritime chaparral is 

restricted to the coastal fog belt in San Diego County from La Jolla to Carlsbad, with some scattered 

patches to the south at Point Loma, Spooner's Mesa, and Los Penasquitos Canyon. The distribution of 

this community coincides with some of the most developed areas in the County of San Diego. 

The two stands of southern maritime chaparral onsite are isolated to the south by disturbance activities 

but it is juxtaposed to ruderal and native habitat to the north and west. Southern maritime chaparral 

onsite is of moderate quality (floristically and structurally). The remaining habitat patches are not 

contiguous with similar habitat, are limited in size, and are surrounded by development offsite; 

however, impacts would still be considered significant. 

Scrub oak chaparral is considered a sensitive habitat by the City of San Diego (1990). The Draft MSCP 

recommends preservation of southern maritime and scrub oak chaparral that occurs in blocks of 50 acres 

or more, although the City of San Diego considers habitat blocks of five acres or more significant. Based 

on these assumptions of "significance," the small patches of southern maritime chaparral and scrub oak 

chaparral onsite are not considered regionally important resources. Impacts, however, would still be 

considered significant. 

Riparian communities are considered sensitive at the local, state, and federal levels (Ogden et al. 1993). 

According to City of San Diego Guidelines, impacts to riparian systems are always significant. Riparian 

communities are situated along stream courses and adjacent stream banks. A variety of activities have 

contributed to the alteration of riparian and wetland habitats in southern California, including filling, 

draining, clearing of vegetation, water diversion projects, impoundment projects, increasing or 

decreasing nutrient levels within a system, grazing, channelization, increased sediment loading, 

lowering of water tables, human recreational activities, gravel mining, proliferation of exotic species, 

grazing, and urban development (Bowler 1990). Overall wildlife diversity Is normally higher in riparian 

zones than in surrounding habitats. Current estimates of riparian habitat reduction in southern California 

floodplain areas are as high as 97 percent (Bowler 1990). Oberbauer (1991) reports a reduction of 

riparian woodland in San Diego County of approximately 61 percent. 

Riparian habitat onsite is of low quality due to disturbance from agricultural activities and development. 

Much of the mule fat scrub has been affected adversely by erosion and siltation from adjacent 

agricultural fields which alter the streambed and prevent the establishment of an understory stratum. 

However, the riparian vegetation communities found onsite provide cover and food for wildlife species 

using Bell Canyon and impacts would be considered significant. 
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Under the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), mule fat scrub is considered a wetland community. 
In addition, hydric soils could exist over portions of the Bell Valley floodplain, and under RPO this would 
qualify these areas as a wetland. However, a formal wetland delineation was not conducted. 

REGIONAL CONTEXT 

MSCP/NCCP Evaluation 

The Draft MSCP identified McGonigle Canyon and the unnamed canyon (Bell Canyon) to the west of the 
property as important linkage areas or corridors for wildlife. However, the projec:.~ area was not included 
in the draft MSCP preserve design. The project area abuts existing development t6 the west and south, 
disturbed and natural vegetation~to-the north that ultimately dead-ends in development, and agricultural 
lands to the east. Habitat evaluation maps prepared by the City of San Diego 's MSCP identify the site 
as moderate quality habitat in the two small side canyons on the western portion of the property. The 
total area of natural vegetation remaining both onsite and offsite to the north and west totals less than 
50 acres. This small size further minimizes the long-term value of the area as biological open space. 

The NCCP Process Guidelines provide an Evaluation Logic Flow Chart for defining the long-term 
conservation potential of sage scrub habitat (CDFG 1993). Coastal sage scrub is present on the project 
site, but does not comprise the densest sage scrub habitat in the subregion. There are areas that are 
denser, including Los Penasquitos Canyon to the south, Gonzales Canyon to the north, and Torrey 
Highlands (Subarea N) to the south and southeast. The site is not located within a corridor between 
higher value areas and does not support significant populations of target species within the Diegan 
coastal sage scrub. Therefore, onsite habitat has a low potential for long-term conservation. 

ISSUE 1: What direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species, import;mt habitats and plant and 
animal diver.sity would occur as a result of project implementation? 

This section addresses potential impacts to biological resources that would result from implementation 
of the proposed project, and provides analyses of significance for each potential impact. Impacts to 
biological resources can be direct - resulting from the permanent removal of habitat, or Indirect -
resulting from changes in land use adjacent to natural habitat (e.g .. increased light, noise, and urban 
runoff, interruption of wildlife movement, etc.). These often are referred to as "edge effects." Both of 
these types of impacts and their levels of significance are discussed in this section. Impacts can be 
considered "significant," "less than significant," or "no change." 

Explanation of Determination of Significance 

For this section, the following criteria are used to determine the significance of an impact: 

• Substantial effect on a rare or endangered species plant or animal or habitat of that species 
is considered a significant impact. 
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• Substantial interference with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species is considered a significant impact. 

• Substantial reduction of habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants is considered a significant impact. 

Direct Development Impacts 

Anticipated direct impacts were quantified by overlaying the proposed development area on a map of 
the biological resources (see Figure JV-C-Z). All resources within the proposed development area, 
including desiltation basins, were assumed be 100 percent lost. Impact acreages and an analysis of 
significance are presented in Table IV-C-4. 

TABLE IV-C-4 

SEABREEZE FARMS ONSITE PROJECT IMPACT SUMMARY 

Coastal Sage Scrub 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 3.43 0.04 1% 1.20 35% 1.24 2.19 64% y 

Diegan coastal sage scrub-disturbed 0.17 0.00 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.17 100% y 

Total 3.60 0.04 1% 1.20 33% 1.24 2.36 66% y 

Chaparral 
Southern mixed chaparral 3.28 1.86 57% 0.84 26% 2.70 0.58 18% N* 
Southern mixed chaparral-disturbed 1.45 0.11 8% 0.22 15% 0.33 1.12 77% N* 
Southern maritime chaparral 0.84 0.08 10% 0.76 90% 0.84 0.00 0% y 

Scrub oak chaparral 4.72 0.35 7% 2.32 49% 2.67 2.05 43% y 

Total 10.29 2.40 23% 4.14 41% 6.54 3.75 36% y 

Riparian Communities 
Mulefat scrub 0.10 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.10 100% N 
Mulefat scrub-disturbed 0.08 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.08 100% N 

Total 0.18 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.18 100% N 
Grasslands 

Non-native grassland 0.46 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.46 100% N 
Total 0.46 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.00 0.46 100% N 

Other 
Agriculture 0.76 0.76 100% o.o 0% 0.76 0.00 0% N 
Disturbed 12.16 2.82 23% 1.55 13% 4.37 7.79 64% N 
Developed 44.50 38.70 87% 0.0 38.70 5.80 13% N 

Total 57.42 42.28 74% 1.55 43.83 13.59 24% N 

* If this does not support sensitive species. 
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Project implementation would result in the direct loss (from grading) of 44.72 acres (62 percent) of 

native and non-native habitats. Disturbed/developed areas represent 42.28 acres (95 percent) of these 

impacts. Approximately 11.63 acres (83 percent) of the native habitat, within 27.3 acres of 

undeveloped land, would remain following project Implementation (see Figure N-C-3). Direct impacts 

to habitat types, along with a determination of their significance, are as follows: 

• Loss of 0.04 acre (1 %) of coastal sage scrub - significant. 

• No loss of disturbed coastal sage scrub - no change. 

• Loss of 1.86 acres (57%) of southern mixed chaparral - less than significant. 

• Loss of O .11 acre (8%) of disturbed southern mixed chaparral -:- l~~s than significant. 

• Loss of 0.08 acrE: (10%) of southern maritime chaparral - significant: --

• Loss of 0.35 acre {7%) of scrub oak chaparral - significant. 

• No loss of mule fat scrub - no change. 

• No loss of non-native grassland - no change. 

• Loss of 0. 76 acre (100%) of agricultural land - less than significant. 

• Loss of 2.82 acres (23%) of disturbed habitat - less than significant. 

• Loss of 38. 7 acres (87%) of developed land - less than significant. 

Direct impacts to sensitive plant species, along with a determination of their significance, are as follows: 

• Loss of approximately 56 percent of the area occupied by Nuttall's scrub oak -

significant. 

• Loss of approximately 67 percent of the total population of 400+ individuals of 

California adolphia - significant. 

Direct impacts to sensitive animal species, along with a determination of their significance, are as 

follows: 

• Loss of approximately 2.34 acres of potential habitat for San Diego homed lizard, 

orange-throated whiptail, and Coronado Island skink - significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Sensmve Habitats. Habitat remaining after development would be affected adversely by the pressures 

of human and domestic animal presence - a phenomena known as edge effect. The City of San Diego 

currently is estimating that edge effects influence an area extending outward 150 feet from the outer 

edge of brush management Zone 1. Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern maritime chaparral, scrub oak 

chaparral, and southern mixed chaparral, as well as non-native habitats, are within this edge effect area. 

Land within the edge affect areas would not be available for mitigation credit for offsetting development 

impacts. 
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The replacement of vegetation with pennanent structures such as buildings and roads will alter the 
hydrology of the area reducing soil water percolation and increasing runoff. This can result in increasing 
the amount of water that reaches the remaining natural habitat. There are many local examples of the 
formation of wetlands in drainages adjacent to developments that are the result of urban runoff. An 
increased moisture regime in these typically xeric areas likely would result in the replacement of xeric 
to more mesic vegetation types. 

Indirect impacts to the remaining sensitive habitats in open space are considered significant. 

Sensitive Plants. Sensitive plant species potentially would be subjected to a number of indirect impacts 
from development. Th_e increased available water and associated sediment could provide conditions 
for the successful invasion_ ofn<::m-native species that might not have been able to become established 
during pre-development conditions. Such conditions could result in an eventual decrease of some 
sensitive plant species through competitive exclusion. 

Indirect impacts to Nuttall's scrub oak and California adolphia are considered significant. 

Sensitive Animals. Native animals species are likely to be affected adversely by an anticipated increase 
of predatory domestic animals (especially feral cats). Cats are known to prey on ground- and shrub
nesting bird and lizard populations. In addition, lighting from residences and streets may disrupt the 
nonnal activities of many native species and make them more vulnerable to predation. 

Because much of the native habitat remaining following project implementation will be vulnerable to 
lighting and other indirect impacts, indirect impacts to sensitive animals are considered significant. 

Wildlife Corridors. The proposed project would not adversely affect any areas identified in the draft 
MSCP planning preserve area. No restrictions to key wildlife corridors would occur. Impacts to regional 
planning within the context of the MSCP and NCCP would not occur. Hence, impacts to wildlife 
movement and wildlife corridors are considered less than significant. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Native habitats on the project are located on slopes that do not connect with a significant open space 
syst~:m, and hence, the value of the habitats is limited. Nonetheless, future development of the site p_er 
the proposed limits of grading would have the following significant impacts: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Loss of 0.04 acre of coastal sage scrub . 
Loss of 0.08 acre of southern maritime chaparral 
Loss of 0.35 acre of scrub oak chaparral. 
Loss of approximately 56 percent of the Nuttall' s scrub oak. 
Loss of approximately 67 percent of the California adolphia . 
Indirect impact to sensitive animal species . 
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MIDGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Mitigation Measure IV-C.1: This section is intended to provide guidelines and recommendations for 
the mitigation of significant impacts to biological resources as identified above. Replacement ratios for 
the various impacted communities are presented. Proposed mitigation measures are based on the 
requirements of CEQA and the RPO, and on current mitigation measures being considered by the City 
of San Diego for compliance with the Draft MSCP. CEQA requires mitigation to offset biological impacts 
which are considered significant, and the RPO requires adequate mitigation for impacts beyond 
allowable encroachment. 

-
1n order to establish cqmpensatienstandards for the project, specific mitigation ratios have been defined 
based on the quality of the habitat and the condition of the habitat used for compensation at the time 
the parcel is proposed for development (based on RPO guidelines). Because the open space that will 
remain on the project following development is not connected to open space or natural lands offsite, 
onsite preseNation is not a mitigation option for the project. Hence, offsite acquisition is 
recommended. Mitigation-is required for the following significant direct impacts related to grading (see 
Table N-C-5): 

• Loss of 0.04 acre (1%) of coastal sage scrub - at 1:1 by area. 
• Loss of 0.08 acre ( 10%) of southern maritime chaparral - at 2: 1 by area. 
• Loss of 0.35 acre (7%) of scrub oak chaparral - at 2: 1 by area. 
• Loss of approximately 56 percent of the area occupied by Nuttall's scrub oak. 
• Loss of approximately 67 percent of the population of California adolphia. 

Coastal sage scrub 

TABLE IV-C-5 

PROJICT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE RESOURCES, REPLACEMENT RATIOS, 
AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

0.04 ac 1.20 ac 1.24 ac 1:1 1.24 ac 

S~~thern maritime chaparral 0.08 ac 0.76 ac 0.84 ac 2:1 1.68 ac · 

Scrub oak chaparral 0.35 ac 2.32 ac 2.67 ac 2:1 5.34 ac 

Nuttall's scrub oak 56% of pop. 56% of pop. 1:1 present on mit. parcel 
3:1 replanting onsite or offsite 

California adolphia 67% of pop. 67% of pop. 1:1 present on mit. parcel 
3:1 replanting onsite or offsite 
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Prior to recordation of the Final Map and/or issuance of a grading permit, the following mitigation 
measures shall occur. Mitigation should include the placement of a conservation easement on the 
remaining open space lands, plus the applicant shall acquire in fee title or a conservation easement in 
favor of the City an appropriate offsite mitigation parcel. The conservation easement shall allow for 
placement of trails and pastures _ within disturbed areas, implementation of brush management 
measures, and construction of sediment basins. Where trails are adjacent to sensitive biological 
resources, fencing and appropriate signage, such as 0habitat restoration," will be provided. Offsite 
acquisition shall be focused within the NCFUA to the areas east of the project. The mitigation parcel 
should meet the following criteria: 

• the parcel must be at least 0.90 acre in size .. 
- . 

• the parcel-must _occur within an MSCP core area within City of San Diego boundaries. 
• the parcel should support southern maritime chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, coastal sage 

scrub, or other native habitats acceptable to the City. 
• the parcel should support Nuttall's scrub oak and California adolphia. 

As an alternative to acquisition of an offsite parcel, it may be appropriate to simply pay a fee for habitat 
acquisition in lieu of outright purchase of a particular parcel. This may be particularly appropriate for the 
project given the relatively small total project impacts. The fee would be determined by the City of San 
Diego, and would be based on the appraised value of mitigation properties within the immediate 
project vicinity, and a 10 percent administrative fee. 

If the appropriate mitigation parcel lad<S California adolphia and Nuttall's scrub oak, impacts to these 
species could be mitigated by the replacement planting at a 3: 1 ratio within onsite areas proposed for 
preservation as open space or at an acceptable offsite location. The most appropriate area for onsite 
restoration would be on the south-facing slope in the large canyon in the west-central portion of site. 

If onsite restoration would occur, the applicant shall provide verification that a qualified biologist has 
been retained for the purpose of implementing a biological mitigation program for the replacement of 
California adolphia and Nuttall's scrub oak. This verification shall be presented to the City Development 
Service Department Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) prior to construction activities. The 
revegetation plan and monitoring program would be subject to review and approval by EAS prior to 
the. recordation of the final map and/or issuance of the grading permit. 

MHJgation Measure JV-C.2: In addition to the measures described above for direct impacts, indirect 
impacts to sensitive species shall be mitigated by the following: 

• 

• 
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Lighting within the developed areas adjacent to conserved habitat should be selectively 
placed, shielded, and directed away from native habitats. 
Lighting from homes abutting conserved habitat should be screened with vegetation, 
and large spotlight-type lighting that may affect conserved habitat should be prohibited. 
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These lighting restrictions shall be incorporated into the project design and the project CC&R's. The 
above mitigation measures would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Additionally, 
mitigation measures for erosion and sedimentation shall be implemented. See Hydrology/Water 

Quallty Mitigation Measure !V-D.3. 

ISSUE 2: Would compliance with the City's fuel management program result Jn the Joss of 
sensitive plant species or wildlife habitat? 

Impacts associated with the City's fuel management program were quantified by overlaying the 
proposed fuel manag~ment area on a map of the biological resources. Alt reso_ur_ces within the fuel 
management area are ass~me9 be 100 percent lost. Impact acreages and an analysis of significance 
are presented above in Table JV.;C-4. 

Implementation of the fuel management program would result in the loss of 6.6 acres (9 percent) of 
native and non-native habitats, mostly s~nsitive habitat lands. This program would be in compliance 
with the Landscape Technical Manual and would be subject to review and approval by the Development 
Services Department. Impacts to habitat types, along with a determination of their significance, are as 
follows: 

• Loss of 1.20 acre (35%) of coastal sage scrub - significant. 
• No loss of disturbed coastal sage scrub - no change. 
• Loss of 0.84 acres (26%) of southern mixed chaparral - less than significant. 
• Loss of 0.22 acre ( 15%) of disturbed southern mixed chaparral - less than significant. 
• Loss of 0.76 acre (100%) of southern maritime chaparral - significant. 
• Loss of 2.32 acre (49%) of scrub oak chaparral - significant. 
• No loss of mule fat scrub - no change. 
• No Joss of non-native grassland - no change. 
• No loss of agricultural land - no change. 
• Loss of 1.55 acres ( 13%) of disturbed habitat - less than significant. 
• No loss of developed land - no change. 

Implementation of the fuel management program would have no impacts to rare plants beyond those 
described above for direct and indirect impacts of the project W.tffi::tMlM$Hiew$tB.l!fEtMB~F5.iWkttib®M 
mnreeJ:&fi:Jhe::rfo.un=sp:edmens.t:c.fo,thlst='spette.s,,,mte::Jp®teat,&¢ng.tthe=,::::i¥1ertpher:yfM)pr:eoos@1hJir:usn 
rnanagemenb:mn:eyw:\:L'ossg:.lthtfu€lS:¢,Hffll'V!ijtlal.s::W,oml'.ddfa1ga:::s1gmi:ffoa.nt:4mpagt. Implementat1on of the 
fuel management program would have no impacts to sensitive animals beyond those described above 
for direct and indirect impacts of the project 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Future brush management activities are expected to have significant impacts to coastal sage scrub 
(1.20 ac), southern maritime chaparral (0.76 ac), and scrub oal< chaparral (2.32 ac) habitats (see 
Table IV-C-5). 
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MITIGATION, MONITORING AND RE.PORTING 

Mitigation Measure IV-C.3: Mitigation is required for the following significant direct impacts related 
to brush management (see Table !V-C-5): 

• Loss of 1.2 acre (35%) of coastal sage scrub - at 1: 1 by area. 
• Loss of 0.76 acre (90%) of southern maritime chaparral - at 2:1 by area. 
• Loss of 2.32 acre (49%) of scrub oak chaparral - at 2: 1 by area. 
• Loss of Nuttall's scrub oak and California adolphia. 

~ L0:ss,,mf:#lree;Jmdi&1q:uak~'ttW.a.tr.etta¢.ttiM 
-

-I?rior to recordation of the FinaLMap and/or issuance of a grading permit, the following mitigation 
measures shall occur. Mitigation should include the placement of a conservation easement on the 
remaining open space lands, plus the applicant shall acquire in fee title or a conservation easement in 
favor of the City an appropriate offsite mitigation parcel. The conservation easement shall allow for 
placement of trails and pastures within disturbed areas, implementation of brush management 
measures, and construction· of sediment basins. Where trails are adjacent to sensitive biological 
resources, fencing and appropriate signage, such as "habitat restoration," will be provided. !fffl@ii!i' 
wmtm.ee:t?@1frt:brusftmamagemenfr11:efokm:ew.si,antt:Jns.trum:Jfient:to:@i.o.Hmpacti,any:,toos.tJ)atrB,ma¢tus 
sp:ecunensw=4ntattffittp.nn=the\w.toi:ows.t:::iwmnnstm¢l4ti¢/~t.ew§>t~wie.a.v%w®:::\ttra.ny:AndW@uabP.Wlromim 
:acl¢Ip;h1$iitmd/s¢rub.:::.<%\;1hlf:l.dhtkluaEstasqgoss1$1¢@Vtf!Mm4he45.rush::manag~emtm.n.¢i:t:Offs1te acqu1s1t1on 
shall be focused within the NCFUA to the areas east of the project. The mitigation parcel should meet 
the following criteria: 

• the parcel must be at least7.36 acres in size. 
• the parcel must occur within an MSCP core area within City of San Diego boundaries. 
• the parcel should support southern maritime chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, coastal sage 

scrub, or other native habitats acceptable to the City. 
• the parcel should support Nuttall's scrub oak and California adolphia. 

As an alternative to acquisition of an offsite parcel, it may be appropriate to simply pay a fee for habitat 
acquisition in lieu ofoutright purchase of a particular parcel. This may be particularly appropriate for the 
prpject given the relatively small total project impacts. The fee would be determined by the City of San 
Diego, and would be based on the appraised value of mitigation properties within the immediate 
project vicinity and a 10% administrative fee. Acquisition of an offsite parcel or payment to the fund 
shall be required prior to the recordation of the Final Map and/or issuance of a grading permit. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

The measures described above are in addition to those identified in the previous section to mitigate 
direct and indirect impacts of the project grading. 
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ISSUE 3: What effect would the proposed equestrian uses within the open space habitat 
have on sensitive species and habitdts? 

Encroachment into project-level open space by equestrian trails is likely to have an adverse affect on 
remaining sensitive habitats and sensitive species. Trails provide access for the invasion of non-native 
vegetation (i.e., weeds) and native and non-native predators (e.g., cowbirds, cats, dogs, opossums). 
Direct impacts from trampling by unauthorized equestrian activities or grazing could impact sensitive 

habitat area. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Equestrian trails and uses within-natural open space is considered a potentially significant impact. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Mitigation Measure IV-C.4: _Equestrian and hiking trails and pasture areas should be located to avoid 
areas supporting sensitive biological resources, including proposed/future restoration areas. Equestrian 
use should be continued on existing trails and within disturbed areas. A biologist shall be consulted 
when designing any new trails. Fencing of trails and pastures and provision of appropriate signage 
adjacent to sensitive biological resources shall be provided. 

If new trails or pastures are proposed within the conservation easement area, any new site plans must 
be submitted to the Development Services Department for review and approval prior to recordation of 
the Final Map and/or prior to issuance of grading permits. Construction plans shall note sensitive 
biological areas, and prior to grading, a biologist must flag these areas. With implementation of these 
measures, impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

6/6/96 JV-C-21 



Seabreeze Farms EIR IV-D-Hydrology/Water Quality 

D. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

EXISTING CONDITTONS 

Hydrology 

Surface Drmnage Patterns 

The project site is located within the Pefiasquitos hydrographic subunit (HSU 6.10) and drains into the 
Carmel Valley Creek drainage basin (see Figure N-D-1). With the exception of a small portion of the 
northeastern comer of t_!le project site which drains into McGonlgle Canyon, all-0f !~e site surface flows 
-discharge into Bell Valley Creek,which is a tributary to the Carmel Valley Creek, which drains into the 
northwestern corner of the Pefi-asquitos Lagoon and ultimately to the Pacific Ocean. 

Surface drainage throughout the property consists of runoff from seasonal precipitation which collects 
in onsite natural swales and three tributary canyons located on the western portion of the project site. 
There are no major man-made drainage facilities within the project area. No Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) 100-Year floodplains are located on the site (FEMA, 1989). 

Water Quality 

Surface Runoff 

Surface runoff onto the project site comes from two sources which include urban runoff from the 
developed Rancho Pefiasquitos community to the east and runoff from the existing land uses onsite. 
As described previously in Section IV-A, Land Use, the primary existing land uses onsite include a horse 
facility, and undeveloped land. 

The existing equestrian facility contributes to soil erosion and sedimentation of natural drainages within 
and adjacent to the project site. In addition, manure deposited by horses located at the equestrian 
facility is carried by stormwater runoff into the onsite natural drainages and offsite toward the 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon. Although these existing runoff contaminants are incremental to the drainage basin 
as a whole, cumulative urban and agricultural runoff from land uses upstream of the project site 
substantially degrade water quality ultimately of the lagoon and its tributaries. 

Groundwater 

The quality of the region's groundwater (use of which is considered minor or insignificant) is described 
by the City's Engineering and Capital Projects Department as "poor." The poor groundwater quality is 
due to agricultural use and/or saltwater intrusion from overdraft in the region. Shallow groundwater 
conditions are indicated by standing water in Carmel Valley. It Is likely that a permanent shallow 
groundwater table exists within McGonigle Canyon. It is also likely that during the rainy season, 
shallow perched groundwater conditions could develop within alluvial deposits in many areas. 

6/6/96 IV-D-1 



C 
<d 
(I) 

0 

0 

0 

0 
<d 
0. 

'.; 

h 

!!\ 

; t ~ 

l .,:, 

: ., 

I· 

~
_,. 1~-\-( .. <I .. • "'----,,_ • • _ . "<f;;-(· 7"W 

• ·""\J;[,-:'!' I ••;i / · __ ·. ):_~(! , .. :· 
.,:I· ., 

ifi: 1. I, 
ti./ 

4000 ·+ 
Scale in( F e,~:U~l 

\, "Ji: .. 

Seabreeze Farms Plan Amendment EIR 
Watersheds in the Project Area 

•! 

FIGURE 

IV-0-1 



Seabreeze Farms E!R N-D-Hydrdogy/WarerQuall~ 

Groundwater quality in the Pefiasquitos Unit is generally marginal to inferior for domestic and irrigation 
purposes. In the coastal part of the Pefiasquitos Hydrologic Unit, groundwater salinities range from 750 
to 1,200 milligrams per liter (mg/I) of IDS and usually exhibit sodium chloride levels of 300 to 500 
mg/I. The prevailing sodium chloride character of the groundwater found in both the mesas and 
alluvium-filled valleys can be largely attributed to connate waters. Connate water is the water 
entrapped in the interstices of a sedlmentai:y rod< at the time the rock was deposited. 

ISSUE 1: 

-IMPACT 

Drainage 

What modifications to the natural drainage system would be required for future 
development of the site under the proposed plan? Would the project result in 
changes to the rate and amount of runoff? 

No major diversions from one watershed to another would occur with project implementation. Minor 
diversion (3.9 acres) may occur from Basln B to Basin A. These flows would converge downstream of 
the project site regardless·. Any minor diversion would be identified at the Tentative Map design level 
which would occur sometime in the future to implement proposed developments within the project 
site. 

Development within the project site would ultimately include a storm drain system which would collect 
surface water originating in the developed areas and convey the flows to existing natural discharge 
points located to the west of the project site. The increase in impermeable areas associated with project 
development would result in larger rates and volumes of surface runoff. The existing natural canyon 
drainage system has substantial surplus capacity to convey the surface flows from the proposed 
development. As shown on figure !V-D-2, siltation/retention basins are conceptually located on the 
western edge of the project site at the discharge points of tributai:y canyons to Bell Valley. 

Runoff Volume 

Existing and developed surface runoff quantities generated during a 100-year storm event were 
calculated by separating the onsite canyon systems into two subbasins, A and B, as shown in figure !V
D-~. Subbasin A encompasses 68.1 acres (94.6 percent) of the project site. Subbasin B encompasses 
3.9.acres (5.4 percent) of the project site and drains to the east and ultimately to McGonigle Canyon. 
In the developed condition, all basins would drain to the west. The calculated runoff quantities are 
summarized in Table JV-D-1. These flows are for runoff generated only within the project site. 

As shown in Table !V-D-1, the increase in runoff quantity for a 100-year storm event due to increased 
impervious surfaces would result in a 13.9% total increase. Post development runoff from all of the 
project site during a 100-year storm event Is estimated at approximately 12 7 .1 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) which represents a 15.5 cfs increase. By comparison, the total estimated runoff generated within 
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TABLE IV-D-1 
EXISTING AND DEVELOPED PEAK DISCHARGES 

BELL VALLEY/CARMEL VALLEY 

A1 11 17 18.6 1.6 9.4 

A2 25.6 39.7 45 5.3 13.4 

A3 21.9 34 38.5 . 4.5. 13.2 

A4 9.6 _ 14.9 17.6 2.7 18.1 

Subtotal liB.1 105.6 119.7 14.1 Ave. =22.1 

McGonigle Canyon 

81 2.6 4.0 4.9 0.9 22.5 

82 1.3 2.0 2.5 0.5 25.0 

Subtotal 3.9. 6.0 Z4 1.4 Ave.= 23.4 

Source: Roberts Engineering, January 1996. 

the Cannel Creek watershed for the Q100 existing condition is estimated to be 9,800 cfs. Therefore, the 

estimated increase in runoff from implementation of the proposed project would represent less than 

0.5% of the Q100 existing condition for the Carmel Creek watershed. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Project implementation would not require significant modifications to the natural drainage system. The 

natural drainage system is comprised of Bell Valley and Cannel Valley Creek both of which would be 

preserved in open space. However, drainage from the site must be properly directed through stonn 

drain facilities to ensure that runoff volumes do not exceed the existing runoff volumes. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND RIPORTING 

The future discretionary permits shall incorporate the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure IV-D.1: Future tentative maps shall be conditioned with the following: 

• Prepare a drainage study in accordance with the City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual, 

subject to approval by the City Engineer. The Drainage Design Manual includes the following 

types of requirements: 
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a) Drainage system design shall be coordinated with the City of San Diego Engineering 

Department to ensure compatibility with existing and planned drainage facilities; 

b) Surface drainage shall be designed to collect and move runoff into adequately sized 

stream channels and/or drainage structures; 

c) All project drainage facilities shall be designed to accommodate runoff associated with 

a SO-year storm event, pursuant to direction by the project engineer and the City 

Engineer; 

d) A maintenance plan shall be established for all drainage facilities, pursuant to direction 

by the project engineer and the City Engineer. Such plans ·ty_ptcally require the 

inspection, ~lea~ng and repair of all facilities after each runoff producing rainfall. 

e) Surface and subsurface drainage shall be designed to preclude ponding outside of 

designated areas, as well as flow down slopes or over disturbed areas; 

f) Developed areas shall be surfaced with pervious materials wherever feasible to increase 

infiltration and -decrease surface runoff; 

g) Downstream drainage courses and facilities shall be protected from the potential effects 

of increased runoff volumes or velocities (if applicable) through the use of flow 

equalization and/or energy dissipating structures. Such facilities may include detention 

ponds, drop structures, or other measures, pursuant to direction by the project engineer 

and the City Engineering Department; 

h) Recommendations on the design and location of all surface and subsurface drainage 

facilities provided during geotechnical and engineering obse1Vations of grading and 

construction activities shall be incorporated into the final project design, pursuant to 

direction by the City Engineering Department; 

i) All appropriate compacted areas shall be scarified to induce infiltration and 

revegetation; 

j) Direct surface drainage to natural slopes and manufactured slopes shall be minimized 

by (a) grading away from slopes, (b) providing drainage swales at tops or toes of 

manufactured slopes, where appropriate, and (c) providing an underground drainage 

system; 

k) All manufactured slopes shall be landscaped and irrigated to ensure slope stability, 

reduce erosion, and enhance visual appearance within 90 days of their creation. 

Temporary slope erosion control measures, such as hydroseeding, and slope stability 

measures shall be undertaken; and 

I) Native vegetation shall be preserved wherever feasible, and all disturbed areas shall be 

reclaimed as soon as possible after completion of grading. Native topsoils shall be 

stocl<piled and reapplied as part of site reclamation whenever feasible. 

• Design necessary storm drain facilities extending to a satisfactory point of disposal for the 

proper control and disposal of storm runoff, subject to approval by the City Engineer. 
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• Design appropriate onsite detention basin facilities to ensure that runoff volumes do not exceed 
the existing runoff volumes, subject to approval by the City Engineer. 

ISSUE 2: 

IMPACT 

What effect would project implementation have on water qua/Jty In the Los 
Peiiasquitos drainage basin and downstream water resources? 

Construction and Urban Runoff 

Development of the project would result in an increase in the cumulative amounts of urban pollutants. 
-The greatest potential for cumulative short-term water quality impacts to the Los P_eflasquitos 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 Carmel Valley Creek and ultimately to the 
lagoon. The lagoon is subject to all urb~n pollutants upstream from it, including the project site, and 
degradation of the lagoon water quality is of concern. Centralized storm drainage systems, through 
efficient design, concentrate runoff and increase flow velocities which can result in downstream soil 
erosion if proper energy dissipation is not designed into these structures. 

The long-term water quality impacts would be related to urban runoff from the residential development 
area as well as from the 10-acre equestrian facility. The project would increase the amount of runoff by 
creating an extensive increase in contaminated impeJVious surface areas. The runoff from future streets, 
rooftops and parking areas would convey harmful materials such as oil, rubber, metals (including lead), 
manure, pathogens, trash and other solid wastes. Fertilizers and pesticides applied to landscaping 
would also be carried offsite. These pollutants would adversely affect the water quality in Carmel Valley 
Creek and the lagoon located at its terminus. These pollutants would contribute incrementally to a 
cumulative increase in the amount and concentrations of urban pollutants entering these water bodies. 

With project implementation, siltation and erosion control facilities would be constructed and 
maintained to protect downstream properties. As shown in Figure JV-D-2, desiltation/retention basins 
are proposed to be located at the tributary canyons to Bell Valley. These facilities would accommodate 
the_ SO-year storm flows (0s0) from the project site as well as include an overflow volume which would 
accommodate up to the 100-year storm flows (Q100). It should be noted that these facilities will be. 
designed to comply with the Local Coastal Plan drainage design criteria. Urban pollutants would settle 
out as the water is retained in these facilities prior to release into Bell Valley. Earthen dams would be 
required to impound water during the rainy months, and concrete outlets are anticipated to convey 
flows downstream of the desiltation/retention basins. It is anticipated that thes~ facilities would not 
impound water for eight to nine months out of the year. All permanent drainage facilities would be 
designed and built in accordance with the City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual and would 
incorporate tli.e most current Best Management Practices (BMPs) as defined in the NPDES guidelines 
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and detailed in the "California Storm Water BMP Handbook". Current examples of BMPs for 
erosion/siltation control and pollution control are: 

• Grassed swales at parking lot boundaries for pollutant control; 
• Use of energy dissipation structures and rip-rap to stabilize flow and reduce velocities; 
• Desilting basins for pollutant and siltat.ion control, resource based if possible; 
• Mulching cleared or freshly seeded areas for erosion/sedimentation control; 
• Geotextiles and mats for erosion control; 
• Storm drain inlet/outlet protection for siltation control; 
• Slope drains for erosion control; 
• Check dams or drop structures to reduce velocities; and 
• Silt fences/sand bag barriers for siltation control. 

By definition, BMPs and BATs (Best Available Technologies) evolve and change over time so it is 
expected that specific solutions_ would be proposed at the tentative map stage of the proposed project. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Future development of the site with residential and equestrian uses represents a potentially significant 
cumulative impact on water quality of downstream water bodies from manure, generation of urban 
pollutants, short-term and long-term erosion and sedimentation, as well as construction-related 
contaminant discharge. These impacts can be mitigated, but not to below a level of significance, with 
incorporation of mitigation measures noted below. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND RE.PORTING 

The City of San Diego has developed standards for Urban Stormwater Management Plans that comply 
with the 1987 amendments to the Federal Clean Water Act, administered by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). These standards require applicants to identify and implement Best 
Management Practices (BMP's) to address urban runoff pollution impacts. 

Municipalities in the San Diego region, including the City of San Diego, must also comply with the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (CSWRCB) NPDES Permit No. CA 01085757 which 
consists of wastewater discharge requirements for storm water and urban runoff. To comply with Permit 
No. CA 0108757, the City of San Diego must complete a BMP Program for Stormwater Pollution 
Control. The BMP will detail water quality control measures to be implemented on a City-wide basis. 

Implementation of the following measures would reduce the short-term water quality impacts to below 
a level of significance. Over the long-term, implementation of the City-wide BMP would mitigate the 
project's contribution to the direct and cumulative water quality impactsW6.iiiWi6.'.li to below a level of 

,•:•:•:•,•!•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•.•,•,•.• 

significance. 
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The following mitigation measure shall apply to future discretionary permits and/or tentative maps: 

Mitigation Measure IV-D.2: Future tentative maps or development permits shall be conditioned to 

require that all development within this project area shall comply with all requirements of State Water 

Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 92-08-DWQ (NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002), 

Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Assodated IM'th Constructjon 

Activity. In accordance with said permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a 

Monitoring Program Plan shall be developed during discretionary permit review with the 

commencement of grading activities, and a complete and accurate Notice of Intent (NOi) shall be flied 

with the SWRCB. The SWPPP and Monitoring Program Plan shall include: 

• IdentiflcatiQn ofJotation of BMPs in accordance with the City Drainage Design Manual; 

• Timing of installation of BMPs; 

• Maintenance schedule of BMPs; and 

• Identification of onsite personnel administering the SWPPP and MPP. 

A copy of the acknowledgment from the SWRCB that an NOi has been received for this project shall be 

flied with the City of San Diego when received. Further, a copy of the completed NOi from the SWRCB 

showing the permit number for this project shall be flied with the City of San Diego when received. 

In addition, the owner(s) and subsequent owner(s) of any portion of the property covered by a grading 

permit and by SWRCB Order No. 92-08-DWQ ( Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 

Stormwater Runoff Assodated with Construction Activity'), and any subsequent amendments thereto, 

shall comply with Section C (Spedal Provisions for Construction Activity') of SWRCB Order No. 92-08-

DWQ (p.3). These provisions include: 

• Filing of an NOi; 

• Development of a SWPPP per Section A of Order No. 92-08 DWQ; 

• Development of a MPP per Section B of Order No. 92-08 DWQ; 

• Compliance with lawful requirements of all applicable jurisdictions (municipalities, 

drainage districts, etc.); 

• Compliance with standard provisions and reporting requirements of Section C (p. 10 

Order No. 92-08 DWQ); and 

• Compliance with Notice of Completion requirements of construction. 

MHlgatlon Measure IV-D.3: Future tentative maps and/or development permits shall be conditioned 

with the following: 

Site specific analysis for each development shall incorporate the current Best Management Practices and 

Best Available Technologies (BMPs and BATs) available at that time for pollution control and 
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erosion/siltation control. This plan would address both short-term and long-term erosion control. 
Examples of BMPs and BATs include but are not limited to: 

• Grassed swales at parking lot boundaries for pollutant control; 
• Energy dissipation structures and rip:..rap to stabilize flow and reduce velocities; 
• Desilting basins for pollutant and siltation control, resource based if possible; 
• Mulching cleared or freshly seeded areas for erosion/sedimentation control; 
• Geotextiles and mats for erosion control; 
• Storm drain inlet/outlet protection for siltation control; 
• Slope drains for erosion control; ..... .. _ 

• Check dams o·r arop structures to reduce velocities; 
• Silt fences/sand bag barriers for siltation control; 
• Specified vehicle fueling and maintenance procedures and hazardous materials storage 

areas shall be designated to preclude the discharge of hazardous material used during 
construction (e.g., fuels, ·1ubricants and solvents). Such designations shall include 
specific measures to preclude spills or contain hazardous materials, including proper 
handling and disposal techniques and the use of temporary impeJVious liners to prevent 
soil and water contamination; 

• To reduce the loading of nutrients in urban runoff, landscape design shall incorporate 
the use of low-water requirement vegetation; 

• Slope planting species shall be chosen for low fertilization requirements, and fertilization 
shall be discontinued one year after planting for naturalized areas adjacent to open 
space; and 

• All manufactured slopes shall be maintained per Section 7.3., Maintenance 
Requirements, of the City of San Diego Landscape Technical Manual, requiring 
permanent (or temporary per City direction) irrigation systems to be inspected on a 
regular basis and properly maintained , and shall comply with the Landscape Master 
Plan identified in the Carmel Del Mar Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 Precise Plan. 

Measures are also identified in Section IV-G, Air Quality, which require dust and manure management 
at the equestrian facility. These measures would reduce potential pollutant loading of downstream 
wat~r bodies associated with the equestrian facility (see Measures IV-G.1 and IV-G.2) 
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I. LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY 

EXISTING CONDIDONS 

Visual Character 

The existing visual character of the site is illustrated in Figures IV-E-1 through JV-E-5. The visual quality 
of the site is characterized by equestrian uses and open space areas. As shown in.Bgures JV-E-2 and 

JV-E-3, the site consists of varied terrain from the more level mesa areas in the eastern portion of the 
site to the steep slopes associated with Bell Valley. The pasture areas and associated structures are 
confined mainly to the eastern portion of the site. Open space associated with Bell Valley and 

-associated tributaries consists ~ofdisturbed areas on the valley floor. The slopes of the tributaries that 
extend on site contain native vegetation. As shown in Figure JV-E-3, site photos 3 and 4, the floor of 
Bell Valley contains areas of extensive disturbance adjacent to the southern and central portions of the 
site. The areas immediately adjacent to the site have been disturbed in association with development 
in the Neighborhood 4 Preci.~e Plan. 

The site is visible from surrounding public vantage points including SR-56 and Carmel Valley Road. 
Figure IV-E-4, sHe photo 5, shows the view of the project from the terminus of SR-56. Due to the 
topography of the site only the southern portion of the site is visible. Due to the presence of . 
intervening topography and existing development, views of the site are blocked to east bound travelers 
on SR-56 until travelers reach Bell Valley. Where Carmel Valley road forms the eastern border of the 
site, views of the existing development are partially blocked by perimeter landscaping (see Figure JV-E-

4, site photo 6). Views of the site from southbound travelers are blocked by existing topography until 
they reach the area immediately north of the site. 

Views of the site from Neighborhood 4 and Carmel Knolls Drive are illustrated in Figure JV-E-5, site 

photos 7 and 8. A majority of the existing equestrian uses onsite are visible. Bell Valley is visible from 
the rear of units that have been constructed to the west of the site. Carmel Knolls Drive currently 
extends through the Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan to the border of Bell Valley. As shown in Figure IV-E

S. site photo 7, the southern and central portions of the site are visible near the eastern terminus of this 
roadway. Figure JV-E-6, Site Photo 9, shows views of the site from the future alignment of SR-56 
lo0_king toward the west. 

Views of the project site from the east and north are restricted due to intetvening topography. Existing 
hillsides located immediately to the north of the site restrict views of the site from vantage points such 
as Gonzales Canyon. Views from vantage points immediately east of the site such as Carmel Valley are 
partially to completely blocked due intetvening topography. 

With buildout of land uses approved in the project vicinity the visual character of the project area would 
change substantially and views of the site would be altered. With implementation of the Framework 
Plan, the visual character of the area located immediately to the north and east of the site would change 
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PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEW LOCATIONS 

From weste'rn border of site looking east over the project site. 

From western border of site looking north over the project site. 
< I 

From ·western border of site looking westward at surrounding land uses. 

From western border of site looking southward over Bell Valley and 
Neighborhood 8 development. 

From eastern terminus of SR-56 looking northeast. 

From Carmel Valley Road looking westward. 

From western slopes of BellValley looking eastward. 

From eastern terminus of Carmel Knoll Drive looking northeast. 

From future alignment of SR-56 looking northwest. 

~ 600 
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Photographic Key Map j lV-E-1 I 
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Photographic View Locations 1 & 2 IV-E-2 



I 

S. eabre .• eze F.· arms Plan A. ~. e.ndment. E·I.,~ I FIGURE 

Photographic View Locations 3 &4 IV-E-3 
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Photographic View Locations 7 & 8 IV-E-5 
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from an open agricultural character to that of a mixed use development with open space area within 
the larger canyons such as Carmel Valley and Gol1Zc\les Canyon. The project site would be surrounded 
to the north and east by single family residential uses. Views of the site from areas to the east and north 
of the site would be completely obscured by the inteNening topography and planned development. 

General Topography 

The terrain of the site is characterized by level topography along the eastern border of the site that 
slopes down into lower elevations along the western and southwestern portions of the site (Figure Jl-2). 

The more level area in _the northeastern portion of the site ranges from apptoxim..?-t!=lY 300 feet above 
mean seal level (MSL) to 250 feet above MSL. The site elevations lower in the western and southern 
portions of the site to 175 feet above MSL. The western portion of the site includes a portion of a north
trending valley referred to as Bell's Valley. Bell's Valley represents a tributary landform that extends 
from Carmel Valley. Much of the steeply sloping terrain within the project vicinity is associated with 
Carmel Valley. The floor of Carmel Valley. is located immediately to the south of the site. 

Slopes with a gradient ih excess of 25 percent occur along drainages that extend to the floor of the 
valley (see FigureN-£-7). 

ISSUE 1: 

IMPACT 

Would implementMion of the plan amendment result In substantial alteration of the 
existing visual quality From public vantage points and existing and Future public 
roadways? 

With project implementation, the visual character .of the site would be changed from that of equestrian 
and open space uses to that of a residential area interspersed with open space and equestrian uses . 

. The visual character of Bell Valley would not be altered with project implementation. The portion of 
Bell Valley that extends onto the project site would be retained in open space with sensitive native 
habitat to remain undisturbed. Pastures would be located in the open space ar.eas where the land has 
been previously disturbed. 

SR-56 

The change in visual character change associated with the project would be visible from SR.-56. 
Residential units planned for the southern portion of the site would be visible from the existing and 
proposed alignment extension of SR-56. 

The effect on existing views from SR.-56 are not regarded as adverse. The development would be 
located in close proximity to existing Carmel Valley residential developments. The project would 
represent a visual extension of the residential character of Neighborhood 4 and Neighborhood 8. In 
addition, the major onsite topographical features would not be significantly altered with project 
implementation. 
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The offsite connection to Carmel Knolls Drive would not result in significant long-term impacts to views 

from SR-56. The roadway would be extended over relatively level terrain. Elevation of the road through 

the use of fill slopes would not be necessary. Due to the anticipated elevation of the roadway extension 

relative to SR-56, existing views of Bell Valley from SR-56 would not be obscured. 

It is anticipated that the project and SR-56 would be built prior to buildout of Subarea III. As a result 

the project would be at the eastern border of existing development within Carmel Valley. Proposed 

residential uses would be one of the first developments visible as westbound motorists on SR-56 

approach Carmel Valley. The visual character change to views from SR-56 are regarded as temporary. 

Upon buildout of Subarea III the site would be surrounded by residential development and views of the 

-site would be partially to SQrilRletely obscured. 

Carmel Valley Road 

The proposed project would be visible to s~uthbound and northbound motorists on Carmel Valley Road. 

Due to the proximity of the site to the roadway and that the entire site is visible, the character change 

associated with the project is considered to be an adverse affect to the existing viewshed from the 

roadway. 

The direct impact of the project to the Carmel Valley Road viewshed would be temporary when 

considered in association with the planned visual character of the area. When Subarea III is built out the 

project would represent an increment in the overall residential character of the area surrounding the site. 

As shown in Figure !V-A-2, development of urban uses is planned adjacent to Carmel Valley Road 

throughout Subarea III. The contribution of the project to the cumulative urbanization of views from 

Carmel Valley Road associated with buildout of Subarea III is considered significant. 

Carmel Knoll Drive/Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan 

As indicated in Figure N-E-5, site photos 7 and 8, the entire development would be visible from the 

terminus of Carmel Knolls Drive and from the rear of lots planned adjacent to Bell Valley within 

Neighborhood 4. The proposed development would represent a substantial change to the existing 

viewshed which is characterized by expansive views of the site and the surrounding Carmel Valley. A 

ch~nge to views from private residences and collector streets such as Carmel Knolls Drive is not 

regarded as a significant impact of the project due to the relatively small number of views affected. 

Vantage points such as regional transportation corridors are used or are available to the general public. 

In general private views such as that from residential subdivisions are only available to the residents of 

that subdivision. 

SIGNIFICANCE Of IMPACTS 

Implementation of the project would represent a change for the existing visual character of the uses on 

site. The visual change would not result in direct long term impacts to views from public vantage points 
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when considered in association .with the visual character of existing and planned surrounding 

development. 

Development of urban uses is planned adjacent to Carmel Valley road throughout Subarea III. The 

contribution of the project to the cumulative urbanization of views from Carmel Valley Road associated 

with build out of Subarea III is considered significant. 

As noted in Section !V-K, Noise, subsequent development of the project will require noise walls, most 

notably along SR-56. These walls would have a potentially significant impact on visual quality, 

depending on the height of the walls. Section !V-K includes a mitigation measure that limits noise wall 

height to 6 feet or !es.?. Where a higher noise barrier is required, either a compilJation berm with a 

-maximum six-foot high will! or i!1creased setback would be required. This would mitigate visual impacts 

associated with the noise walls to below a level of significance. 

MIDGATION MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

Measures are not available -that would mitigate the contribution of the project to the cumulatively 

significant impacts associated with urbanization of views from Carmel Valley road. Only adoption of the 

No Project alternative discussed in Section VII of this document would avoid the contribution of the 

project to the cumulative visual impact caused by overall development in this portion of the NCFUA, 

ISSUE 2: 

IMPACT 

Would implementation of the Plan result In a substantial change In topography or 
ground surface relief features? 

In general, proposed development would be restricted to the more level terrain in the eastern portion 

of the site (see Figure JV-E-7). The slopes and floor of Bell Valley would not be disturbed. The limits of 

grading shown in Figure f/1-3 are intended to set a limit of disturbance. The community plan 

amendment is not intended to provide details regarding the location of proposed pads or characteristics 

of any manufactured slopes necessary to implement future development. The grading plan will need 

to be refined as future tentative maps are processed. 

Hgyre !V-E-Bshows the areas of the site that are anticipated to be impacted by grading. At the present 

time, grading is estimated to consist of approximately 300,000-600,000 cubic yards of balanced cut 

and fill, with an average depth of 4 to 8 feet. The estimated grading amounts to an average of 

6,000-12,500 cubic yards of material per graded acre (4 7 acres). The primary area of steep slopes that 

would be affected by grading are the slopes located at the eastern terminus of the finger canyon located 

in the central portion of the site. Maximum slope heights are expected to be 40 feet. 

Grading on the site, in particular the fill proposed for the eastern terminus of the finger canyon, is 
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considered to be significant based primarily on the amount of material to be moved. Grading is limited 

to the more internal slope areas that for the most part are not highly visible from offsite. Grading for 

the site would incorporate the concepts and guidelines of the Neighborhood 4, 5 and 6 Precise Plan for 

landform and grading, which provides suggestions for contour grading, berms, and landscape grading. 

Extension of the roadway from the southern border of the site to Carmel Knolls Drive would not impact 

existing landforms. As shown in Figure IV-E-5, the area in the southern portion of the site and the 

adjacent valley where the roadway is proposed to extend is generally level terrain. Extensive use of 

fill or cut slopes would not be required to accommodate the onsite or offsite portions of the roadway. 

-
. SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS · - -

The limits of grading proposed as a part of the CPA are restricted to the more level terrain along the 

eastern border of the_ site, with the exception of fill grading at the eastern terminus of the finger canyon 

in the central area of the site. Grading for the entire project is estimated to be 300,000 to 600,000 

cubic yards. Significant landforms including the floor of Bell Valley and the slopes of the finger canyons 

that extend from the valley floor would not be significantly altered with implementation of the project. 

However, the amount of grading occurring within the eastern terminus of the finger canyon is a 

significant impact. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Mitigation Me;isure JV-£.1: Any future Tentative Map for the project site will incorporate grading 

concepts and guidelines outlined on pages 66-70 of the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 4, 5 and 6 Precise 

Plan with respect to variable slope gradients, contour grading, slope revegetation, use of berms and 

utilization of landscaping to soften slope interfaces. 

ISSUE 3: 

IMPACT 

Would implementfl.tlon of the Plan result In the loss, covering or modification of 
any unique geologic or physical features, such as canyons, bluffs, or hillside with 
a slope gradient In excess of 25 percent? 

The unique onsite topographic features include the slopes of finger canyons that extend from Bell Valley. 

As shown in Figure JV-E-8, the project would involve grading on slopes greater than 25% that are 

located at the eastern terminus of finger canyons that extend up from Bell Valley. Table IV-E-1 is an 

analysis of the project encroachment into slopes on the site: 
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Development 

Brush Management 

Open Space 

TABLE IV-E-1 

SLOPE ANALYSIS 

30.8 

2.2 

4.6 

IV-£ - Landform Alteration/Visua 

12.8 3.4 47.0 

2.5 5.8 10.5 

3.0 s-.g 14.5 

As noted in Table IV-E-1, approximately 3.4 acres (21 %) of the slopes greater than 25% are located 
within areas planned for grading. However, the project has been designed to avoid slopes greater than 
25% slope that have a slope height greater than 50 feet. (The land use plan would overlap with 
approximately .0036 acres of slopes greater than 25% slope and greater than 50 feet in height) These 
slopes are shown in Figure IV-A-6. The impacted 25% slopes are those that are not as prominent since 
they are located more to the interior of the project and they are less than 50 feet in height. Views. of 
these slopes are restricted mainly to views from development located to the west. 

Additional disturbance of slopes greater than 25% would be required to implement brush management 
activities. As noted in Table IV-E-1, approximately 5.8 acres would be impacted by brush management. 
However, brush management activities consist of selective thinning of vegetation and would not 
involve any grading or extensive clearing. As a result the effects of brush management activities on 
slopes greater than 25 percent are not regarded as significant. 

SIGNIDCANCE OF IMPACTS 

The total encroachment into steep slopes greater than 25% is limited to interior slopes that are not 
greater than 50 feet in height. The impact to these slopes from grading activities and impacts to other 
sl~pes as a result of brush management are not significant. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

No significant impacts are Identified. As a result, mitigation is not required. 
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f. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The following analysis summarizes an historical and archaeological survey report prepared by Gallegos 

&.. Associates in January 1996 for the project site. The report is contained in its entirety in Appendix D 

of this EIR. It should be noted that the report contained in Appendix D condenses relevant information 

on cultural resource Investigations conducted for the Subarea III EIR (DEP No. 93--0204) which are 

specific to the project. The project site is located within the NCFUA Subarea III and the entire 72-acre 

site was surveyed in conjunction with the cultural resources investigation conducted for Subarea III. 

EXISTING CONDIDONS 

-A review of the previous lit~rattI!"esearch conducted for Subarea III in the project vicinity from the South 

Coastal Information Center and- the San Diego Museum of Man indicates that the project site and 

immediately surrounding property has been the subject of several previous cultural resource surveys. 

The distribution of previously recorded ~ites within the study area for Subarea III and the project site 

suggests that prehistoric land use was h.ighly patterned. A field survey completed from December 1992 

to March 1993 using linear transect intervals of 10 to 12 meters between surveyors was conducted by 

Gallegos and Associates. Sources of error for site identification included thick vegetation _which 

generally limits visibility and prior agricultural activity which typically destroys lithic scatters and other 

small or dispersed sites (refer to Section I, Agriculture/Natura/ Resources). High probability areas, such 

as those adjacent to known sites or on top of knolls and ridges, were intensively surveyed for cultural 

resources (p. 2-1, Gallegos &..Associates, 1996). 

The literature review identified only one cultural resource on the project site, CA-SDI-6802. The location 

of site CA-SDI-6802 is on file with the City of San Diego Development Services Department. Cultural 

resource Site CA-SDI-6802 was recorded during a 1978 survey by Polan and was relocated in 1992 and 

1993 by Gallegos and Associates, Inc. The site was identified by Gallegos &.. Associates, Inc. as an 

artifact scatter due to the lack of relocated artifacts and the complete disturbance of the site's surface 

and topography alteration. 

The site in 1978 was described as a prehistoric temporary habitation approximately 50 meters (N/S 

len_gth) by 30 meters (E/W width) and contained hammerstones, cores, flakes, scrapers, a portable 

mefate fragment, and mano fragments. It is believed the site was partially destroyed by plowing and 

the construction of Carmel Valley Road. The site In 1992 was limited to one small core, four flakes, and 

a small fragment of unidentifiable marine shell, and was highly disturbed by the existing equestrian 

facility onsite. Based on the number and type of artifacts, the integrity of the site, and the type of site, 

it is highly unlikely that the site is significant under the Resource Protection Ordinance. 
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ISSUE 1: Would Implementation of the Seabreeze Fanns Plan Amendments adversely affect 
archaeological or historical resources? 

IMPACT 

Implementation of the proposed project would directly impact site CA-SDI-6802. The project area 
where Carmel Valley Road will extend to meet with the road in Neighborhood 4 (Carmel Knolls Drive) 
that currently ends approximately 200-300 feet to the west of the Seabreeze Farms property, was 
surveyed by Cottrell (1982). No cultural resources were recorded as a result of this study (Cottrell 
1982), and therefore no further work would be required. 

SIGNIDCANCE OF IMPACT 

Site CA-SDI-6802 is considered significant until testing has occurred and a determination of significance 
by a qualified archaeologist is obtained. Mitigation of impacts cannot be determined until testing has 
been conducted. Testing provides the necessary information to determine size, depth, content, 
integrity, and potential to address important research questions. 

If a site is recommended as not significant/not important under CEQA criteria, then upon acceptance 
of the report by the agency, no further work is necessary and the site need not be addressed as to 
mitigation of impacts. The final report is submitted to the local repositories at the South Coast 
Information Center, San Diego State University, and the San Diego Museum of Man. 

If a site is determined to be significant/important under CEQA, several options determined by the local 
agency are available. For example, the site may be preseIVed and protected in an open space easement 
and capped with soil. Certain uses may be allowed over a capped site, such as tennis courts, parking 
lots, golf course greens or parks. Mitigation of development impacts can also be achieved through a 
data recovery program. A data recovery program is designed to mitigate development impacts to the 
site by excavation of a predetermined sample of the site. This sample is used to answer important local 
and regional research questions that may include chronology, settlement/subsistence, environmental 
change, diet, and trade/travel. A data recovery program may include collection of surface artifacts, a 
sample excavation of the site using 1x1-m units, backhoe trenching, analysis of artifacts, special studies, 
an_~ a report of finding. Upon completion of the field work, all recovered artifacts are analyzed to 
provide information necessary to answer the research questions, and a report of findings is prepared. · 
Acceptance of the final report by the local agency completes the data recovery program and mitigation 
of impacts has been achieved, thereby allowing the prehistoric site to be developed. 

MIDGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

Mitlgdtlon Measure IV-F.1: In conjunction with subsequent environmental review and prior to approval 
of tentative maps for future development within the project site, testing of site CA-SDI-6802 prehistoric 
resources shall occur and a determination of significance ascertained. 
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Based on City Guidelines for a 1,500 square meter site, the testing program shall include the following, 

but not be limited to: 

1. Prior to the start of the testing program, the applicant shall provide verification that a qualified 

archaeologist has been retained to implement the archaeological testing program. This 

verification shall be in the form of a letter from the applicant to the Principal Planner of the 

Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services Department. All persons 

involved in the archaeological testing of this project shall be approved by EAS prior to 

implementation of the testing program. 

A qualified ar.chaeologist is defined as an individu.al certified by the· S0dety of Professional 

Archaeologists (S.OP.A). ·At least 200 hours of field experience required for certification must 

have been obtained in southern California. Uncertified individuals who believe they meet the 

requirements for certification may submit evidence of their qualifications to the Development 

Services Department. 

2. The archaeologist's duties shall include collection of surface artifacts, excavation, evaluation, 

analysis of collected materials, and preparation of a testing results report in conformance with 

the City's GujdeHnes for the DetermjnaNon of the Slgn/Dcance of Archaeological Sites. These 

duties are defined as follows: 
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a. Surface Collection 

Collection of all artifacts up to 200 artifacts, using 10x10 meter grids. If over 200 artifacts, 

surface collection may be a statistically valid sample of over 10% of the total site area. 

b. Excavation 

Subsurface documentation requires the excavation of a minimum of four standard one by one 

meter (1x1 meter) excavation units. These units are excavated in 10 cm levels through the 

cultural deposit to bedrock or sediment layer that is devoid of cultural remains. Sediments are 

screened through one-eight inch mesh screen. One by one meter units provide information 

regarding site integrity and the quality and range of cultural material in the subsurface deposit. 

c. Evaluation 

In the event that cultural resources are discovered, the archaeologist shall contact EAS at the 

time of discoveiy. The significance of the discovered resources shall be determined by the 

archaeologist, in consultation with EAS. EAS must concur with the evaluation procedures to 

be performed. For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recoveiy Program 

shall be prepared and carried out to mitigate impacts. Any human bones of Native American 

origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for reburial. 

d. Analysis 
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All collected cultural remains shall be cleaned, cataloged and permanently curated with an 
appropriate institution. All artifacts shall be analyzed to identify function and chronology as they 
relate to the histoiy of the area. Fauna! material shall be identified as to species. Specialty 
studies shall be completed as appropriate. 

e. Report Preparation 

A testing results report with appropriate graphics, which describes the results, analyses, and 
conclusions of the above program shall be prepared and submitted to EAS within three months 
following termi~ation of the cultural resources program. Also, any sites-or fe~tures encountered 
shall be recorded with-the South Coastal Information·center at San Diego-State University and 
with the San Diego Museum of Man. 

Prior to the implementation of a testing program, the local Native American community shall be 
informed and encouraged to participate. ~!though, Native American participation is not a requirement 
for implementing the testing program, provisions should be made to allow interested individuals to visit 
the site during the testing program. · The local Native American community shall be informed of the 
results of the testing program. 

If CA-SDI-6802 is determined to be significant by the testing program, it shall either be preseived or 
mitigated through implementation of a Research Design and Data Recoveiy Program to the satisfaction 
of the City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section Principal Planner. 

Implementation of the above measures will reduce impacts to cultural resources resulting from 
construction of this project to below a level of significance. 
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G. AIR QUALITY 

The following analysis focuses solely on the air quality impacts which may be associated with the 
proposed equestrian facility adjacent to residential areas at project buildout. Air quality impacts specific 
to equestrian facilities are odor and dust generation. Odor is generally associated with manure 
generation, characterized by concentrated ammonia entrained in manure and bedding. Dust generation 
is associated with utilization of unpaved areas for equestrian activities, such as training lessons in an 
arena and vehicles utilizing unpaved roads. 

It should be noted that the City has determined that the proposed project is generally consistent with 
anticipated land uses for the project site and is presumably anticipated for the pt1rposes of regional air 

- quality planning process.conducted by the SDAPCD. The proposed project would therefore not have 
an adverse regional air quality impact from mobile emissions associated with project generated traffic. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

As discussed in Section JV-A., Land Use, the project site is partially developed with an existing 
equestrian training and boarding facility. The facility encompasses the northeastern comer of the project 
and can accommodate up to 300 horses and currently accommodates an average of approximately 120 
horses per month. The facility is considered a medium-sized facility in comparison to other existing 
equestrian facilities in coastal San Diego such as the Del Mar Horsepark which is large enough to host 
major accredited horse show events. 

Existing roadways, equestrian trails,. and facilities are unpaved. The facility employs a staff of seven to 
maintain the grounds. Maintenance of the grounds includes removing manure from stalls daily and 
dragging and watering arenas. On average, a single horse can generate 8 tons of manure annually (0.67 
ton/month) and includes waste bedding such as wood shavings and hay. Therefore, the existing facility 
generates approximately 84 tons of manure per month which requires disposal. Currently, the manure 
is deposited in a single unenclosed area and is picked up an average of once a month by a local farmer 
for composting. 

Dragging an arena consists of going over the arena with a tractor and harrow to ensure that the footing 
of_the arena is not compacted. Watering of the arena is done prior to dragging as well as intermittently 
during the course of the day for dust control. Watering of the arena occurs more frequently dudng drier 
times of the year than during wetter times of the year. 

Currently, no sensitive receptors are adjacent to the equestrian facility. Sensitive receptors include 
residences, schools, athletic fields, play areas, hospitals, and senior citizen care facilities. Sensitive 
receptors would generally be adversely affected if located within one-quarter mile of the facility. 
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Regulatory framework 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) regulates air emissions into the San Diego Air 

Basin. Rule 51, the nuisance rule, does not apply to odors emanating from agricultural operations in 

the raising of animals (SDAPCD, Rule 51 ). Due to the subjective nature of determining adverse odor 

levels, no standard currently exists. 

The SDAPCD does, however, regulate visible emissions, such as dust, under Rule 50. Rule 50 (Visible 

Emissions) prohibits a person from discharging into the air from any single source any air contaminant 

for an aggregate perLod of more than three minutes which is darker in ·shade -than Ringlemann 1. 
- Ringlemann 1 is a standa~d o~opacity, or visibility, published by the United States Bureau of Mines. 

In addition to Rule 50, the SDAPCD criterion for identification of major sources of particulate matter less 

than 10 microns (PM1J is 100 pounds per day (lbs/day) (Rule 20.2). It should be noted that no standard 

exists for non-stational)' sources, such as automobile emissions. The SDAPCD criterion for major PM10 

sources is only a comparative measure of a mobile source. 

ISSUE 1: 

IMPACT 

Would implementation of the proposed equestrian center create objectionable 
odors or dust that would Impact future onsite and adj.icent offsite residents? 

The proposed project would construct an equestrian facility which could accommodate up to 

approximately 100 horses on a maximum of 8 acres. This would be a significant reduction in the current 

accom~odation levels of the existing equestrian facility. Planned land uses onsite which may be 

affected by odor and dust generated by the proposed equestrian facility include residences associated 

with the proposed project and residences associated with adjacent projects. Onsite residences would 

be within one quarter mile of the equestrian facility. The closest residences would be proposed onsite 

residences and residences planned immediately to the east. To the west, planned residences would 

be buffered by open space provided by Bell Valley. 

Dust 

The City of San Diego Significance Guidelines state that significant levels of dust generation would be 

those levels identified by the SDAPCD for a major stational)' source which requires air quality modeling 

under SDAPCD Rule 20.3. A significant impact is identified as a project which generates 250 lbs/day 

of PM10• 

PM10 is that portion of total suspended particulates (TSP) (dust) which makes up only a fraction of TSP. 

The PM10 fraction of TSP ranges from 20 to 40 percent. Because soil dust is generally chemically inert 

and is dominated by heavier particles that settle out, it is perceived as more of a nuisance rather than 

a source of adverse health impact. However, the PM10 fraction of dust is respirable and can adversely 
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affect health. It should be noted that PM10 is generally considered negligible beyond 500 feet from the 

emission source, and depends on wind speed and direction as to how far it is carried. 

Regulatory agencies use one universal factor based on the area of disturbance which assumes that all 

other input parameters into emission rate prediction fall into mid-range average values. TSP emissions 

are predicted to be approximately 1.2 tons per month (80 lbs/day) per acre disturbed in the absence 

of any dust control measures being applied. Watering is generally assumed to reduce this rate by 50%, 

with reductions up to 90% possible through the use of chemical binders, chip sealing or other 

aggressive dust control measures. 

The proposed equestrian facility would encompass a maximum of 8 acres. -rven- under a worst-case 

- -assumption whereby the_~ntir~ acreage was left unpaved or non-landscaped, and in the absence of any 

dust control, average daily TSP emissions would be around 800 lbs/day. Therefore, without any dust 

control measures, the equestrian facility would generate significant levels of dust. With typical dust 

control efficiencies, average daily emissions of airborne particulates would be 80 lbs/day. Typical daily 

PM10 emissions would be approximately 16 to 32 lbs/day. 

Odor 

With implementation of the proposed equestrian facility, which would have capacity for a maximum 

of 100 horses, approximately 67 tons of manure per month would be generated at a generation rate 

of 0.67 ton per horse per month. If improperly handled, ammonia entrained in the manure may be 

detectable to onsite residences and adjacent offsite residences located within one-quarter of a mile of 

the proposed equestrian facility. In general, ammonia is entrained in manure and in bedding from the 

horses' urine. The Qty of San Diego has developed Significance Determination Guidelines for air quality 

impacts associated with odor. Detectible odor levels associated with ammonia are considered 

significant and is associated primarily with manure which is allowed to sit uncovered or in wet 

conditions. The significance thresholds identify ammonia is detectible to humans at 46.8 parts per 

million (ppm). Ammonia disperses quickly and rapidly from its liquid state to the air, and therefore, it 

does not take much ammonia to achieve levels of 49 ppm. Wind direction is in predominately to the 

northeast. However, wind directions are dynamic and at times unpredictable. Because wind directions 

in the project vicinity are unpredictable, odors associated with manure may be detected. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Dust 

Implementation of the proposed equestrian facility would generate significant levels of dust without any 

dust control measures. 
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Odors 

Implementation of the proposed equestrian facility would generate detectible odors associated with 

manure if improperly handled. 

MIDGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

With implementation of the following measures, impacts will be reduced to below a level of 

significance: 

~Jtlgatlon Measure W-G.1 fJ?_us_t): Prior to recordation of any future discretionary-tentative map, the 

applicant shall submit to the Development Services Department a plan to control dust at the equestrian 

facility. The plan shall identify: 

• high areas of dust generation; 

• control measures which shall indude at a minimum schedule for watering of dirt arenas 

during diy months and control measures for dirt roads and pathways. 

Prior to approval of building permits, a detailed dust suppression plan shall be submitted and approved 

by the Development Services Department prior to approval. Dust suppression shall be identified on 

plans submitted for the building permit. The dust suppression plan shall be made a condition of future 

discretionaiy permits for use of equestrian facility. 

MltJgation Measure W-G.2 (Odor): Prior to recordation of any future discretionaiy tentative map, the 

applicant shall submit a manure management and facility maintenance plan. The plan shall identify 

facilities to be used for manure placement. These facilities shall be enclosed. In addition, daily manure 

management practices shall be identified. These practices include: 

• a minimum maintenance schedule of daily stall cleaning; 

• proper design of barn areas to minimize standing damp areas; and 

• contracting with a waste hauler to dispose of manure when enclosed facilities are full. 

Pri?r to approval of building permits, a detailed manure management and facility maintenance plan shall 

be submitted and approved by the Development Services Department prior to approval of the building 

permit. Manure placement areas shall be identified on construction plans submitted for the building 

permit. The manure management suppression plan shall be made a condition of future discretionaiy 

permits for the use of the equestrian facility. 
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ISSUE 2: Would implementation of the proposed project create objectionable dust during 
construction that would impact future onslte and adjacent offsite residents? 

IMPACT 

In general, the most significant source of air pollution from project construction will be particulates 
generated during clearing, grading and site preparation. Construction dust is comprised of large 
particles that are redeposited in close proximity to the source, and smaller particles that remain 
suspended in the air semi-indefinitely called total suspended particulates (TSP). Particulate matter of 
10 microns in diameter or less (called PM10) is a fraction of TSP and is respirable into deep lung tissue. 

-The average PM10 emissions factor for construction activities· is approximately 55-pounds per acre per 
day if no dust control measures-are implemented. Applying this emissions factor to an assumed 1-acre 
area of disturbance yields a daily uncontrolled PM10 emissions rate of 55 pounds per day. Such a 
temporaiy (less than six months) emission level is not considered significant on a daily basis; however, 
it is anticipated that dust generated at the project site would be a nuisance to adjacent offsite residents 
and onsite residents and would be cqnsidered a significant impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE Of IMPACT 

Implementation of the proposed project would generate dust which would significantly affect adjacent 
offsite residents and future onsite residents. 

MITTGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

With implementation of the following measures, impacts to adjacent offsite residents and onsite 
residents from construction dust would be reduced to a level below significance: 

Mitigation Measure IV-G.3: The following measures shall be made conditions of approval for grading 
permits associated with future discretionaiy tentative maps and/or discretionaiy permits: 

• Active grading sites should be watered twice daily to reduce dust; 

• All trucks hauling loose materials should be covered and maintain at least two feet of 
free board; 

• Soil stabilizers shall be utilized wherever necessaiy; and 

• Material stockpiles shall be covered and/or watered. 

Dust control measures shall achieve a minimum of 80 percent dust suppression. 
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H. G.EOLOGY/SOILS 

The following discussion is based on existing technical information from the United States Department 

of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey for the San Diego Area (USDA, 1973) and 

Division of Mines and Geology geological maps by Kennedy and Tan (CDMG, 1975). 

EXISTING CONDffiONS 

Geological Formations 

Figure IV-H-1 shows the extei:i,t_ of the five geologic units occurring onsite. These- include .fue Tfi-ltf! 
shfu&ston$41ftJ:t:Erl'arsd%:i:t:miffi®Jfil»@S.t.aMl:Um$1&n,gtom$t.atr#IT:s.ctk:Mis$i0:11:rv.,a11ey&urmat10.1:r,nrmv1wama 
!Wi¢lfffetem1mmfili··AHuV1umhtntkStop.ewash4Qak<.1:tfflw.),w:::tt::shoufoblMm1otethIB;®:::iw.~th)::iiii@iex<e;pti&r:t¢f 
ffi¢,@tu1Uffiir.~uftate¢hWL®hiim,,*ma,,~topew4$.htthe.,,s;ewio:@1mm.tffiattm.n$,:,w'tir?the.,,f~etfii$*-:J40n:nftftmn 
M~{t.m.t¢.mR 

Torrey Sandstone (Tt) 

Torrey Sandstone comprises a very small portion of the project site and is located in the southwestern 

corner. Either undisturbed or properly compacted, the Torrey Sandstone possesses adequate shear 

strength, low expansive potential, and relatively low compressibility characteristics. Torrey Sandstone 

is generally suitable for foundation support for most structures. 

Friars Formation (TJJ 

Friars Formation occurs in the southwestern portion of the site and is the second most prevalent 

formation onsite. The sandstone and claystone are relatively unstable in comparison to other formations 

when exposed to cut slopes. This formation is Identified as slide prone in the City of San Diego Seismic 

Safety Element. It consists of commonly occurring claystone beds which generally require slope 

stabilization measures if exposed in cut slopes or if they lie at shallow depth beneath fill slopes. The 

clays of the Friars formation are moderately to highly expansive and will require either selective grading 

or adequate foundation design. This formation ls rippable with conventional equipment. 

Stadium Conglomerate Formation (Tst) 

Stadium conglomerate consists of a);:'¢¢llillile:,-eopgfsmemte-wr:tfb-a/B''atk9!P.WJih$.fqW,n:#barsae1g.fd1!HrE 
iinB~filiH@l[iiH!iveiy dense, clayey sands known to have a high cobble content. The Stadium 

conglomerate is located at the eelge efi.$.fif~q;B,it.@#.iff the Friars and Mission Valley Formation onsite. 

me1:stacthm:tt¢nffl®)detate,:tc.nfo.m1qrueyt&wo.y.¢r1tes-JMeiJfr1;ars.J&tmatt@1:V\1Ui~H1s;:m1nr0:®ahly::o.:vertamd@,,tbe 
Mli~f&if:{[[i[!M[lf®Jf:'fciii.ni.ln@ffl The Stadium Conglomerate typically does not present constraints to 
development. 
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Mission Valley Formation (Tmv) 

The Mission Valley Formation comprises the primary geological formation onsite and occurs in the 
northeastern portion of the site. It consists of dense sandstones and interbedded siltstones and 
claystones that are moderately cemented. Significant quantities of medium to low expansive clayey 
sands occur within this unit. 

Undifferentiated Alluvium and Slopewash (Qal +Qsw) 

Alluvium is found within Bell Valley and some of the tributary canyons 4t the western edge of the 
project site. Alluvial soils may contain a large amount of cobbles and some boulders within the main 
stream beds. In the tributaries-, alluvial soils are predominately fine-grained sands, silts, and clays. 

Soils 

Figure JV-H-2 shows the extent of the- five surficial soil types occurring onsite. These include the 
Huerhuero complex (LvF3); Las Flores fine loamy sand (LeC2), Huerhuero loam (HrC2), eroded 
Huerhuero loam (HrD2), and Corralitos loamy sand (CsB). The majority of the project site ls comprised 
of the Las Flores fine loamy sand and the Huerhuero complex (Lvf3) and eroded Huerhuero loam 
(HrD2). All soil types onsite are severely erodible by water (SCS, 1973). 

Groundwater 

Running water can be seasonal within Bell Valley. A permanent perched groundwater table could exist 
within the alluvial soils of bordering areas. 

Geologic Hazards 

Landslides/Debris Flow 

As previously noted, ancient landslides are suspected primarily within the Mission Valley Formation in 
the northeastern portion of the site. In addition to the potential for sliding, slide debris often have zones 
of compressible material. 

Faulting and Seismidty 

The project site is not located on any known active or potentially active fault trace. The closest active 
fault is the Rose Canyon Fault located eight miles to the west. According to the City of San Diego 
Seismic Safety Study, a potentially active north-south trending fault is located several miles to the 
northeast of the project site in the Black Mountain Ranch property. This fault was investigated during 
the geologic reconnaissance for Black Mountain Ranch and was determined to be a contact between 
two geological formations and not the result of seismic faulting. 
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The Division of Mines and Geology Planning Scenario for the San D!ego-lljuana Metropolitan Area (DMG 
Special Publication 100, 1990) identifies the project site in an area anticipated to experience a Modified 
Mercalli scale of L6. A Modified Mercalli scale of L6 for seismic activity would result in little damage 
to structures from seismic shaking intensity. 

Uquefact!on 

In the event of a strong earthquake, liquefaction is likely to occur in areas which exhibit shallow 
groundwater depths and loose, unconsolidated alluvial deposits. According to the Division of Mines 
and Geology Planning Scenario for the San Diego-njuana Metropolitan Area (DMG Special Publication 
_1_00, 1990), ground fatlure du_E:! t? seismically induced liquefaction is not likely to_ occur in the vicinity 
of the project site. 

ISSUE. 1: 

IMPACT 

Are there geologic or sol/ conditlons on the property whlch would represent a 
constr;ilnt to development? 

Potential impacts would be associated with development on unstable geological units and soils located 
in the development area of the project site. Based on the proposed land use plan, development 
would potentially occur over every geologic formation and soil type identified onsite. Any unstable 
characteristic of these formations and soils would represent potential constraints to future development. 
In addition, landslide areas would cause instability that represents a potential constraint to 
development. The development constraints associated with onsite geology are discussed below. 

Geologic Units 

Torrey Sandstone(Tst) 

The Torrey Sandstone Formation would not generally constrain future development of the project site. 
This unit would provide suitable foundation support for most structures given its low expansive 
potential and relatively low compressibility characteristics. It also possesses adequate shear strength. 
Cut and fill slopes constructed at 2 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) should be stable to heights in excess of 
4Q (eet. Sandstones within this unit should be suitable for use as fill or capping building areas which 
may contain expansive soils at grade. The occurrence of localized cemented stones or concretions may 
be expected, however, the need for blasting is unlikely. The greatest development constraint 
associated with this formation is related to certain soil elements which may increase the potential for 
erosion. This characteristic is further discussed under Issue #2 of this section. 

Friars Formation (Tf) 

As discussed under Existing Conditions, this formation is identified as slide prone in the City of San 
Diego Seismic Safety Element. It consists of commonly occurring claystone beds which generally require 
slope stabilization measures if exposed in cut slopes or if they lie at shallow depth beneath fill slopes. 
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The clays of the Friars formation are moderately to highly expansive and will require either selective 
grading or adequate foundation design. This formation is rippable with conventional equipment. 

Stadium Conglomerate(Tst) 

Potential geologic hazards would not be associated with development in the Stadium Conglomerate. 
Cut or fill slopes composed of the Stadium Conglomerate would be expected to possess adequate 
stability if graded at inclinations of 2: 1 or flatter. Stadium Conglomerate soils are generally of low 
expansive potential and would be expected to provide adequate support for future structures. Stadium 
Conglomerate is located in a limited area in the southwestern portion of the project site (see Figure N

H-1). 

Mission Valley Formatton(Tmv) 

Proposed development would occur primarily within the Mission Valley Formation. Mass grading would 
be required to create building pads for residential use, the equestrian facility, and the local commercial 
area within this formation. Development within the Mission Valley Formation may be associated with 
significant geologic constraints due to the potential for very weak claystone beds or soft clay seams that 
may be encountered in cut slopes or near the base of fill slopes. This formation is also anticipated to 
contain significant quantities of low expansive sands. Cut and fill slopes at 2 to 1 · gradients that are 
composed of the granular soils of this formation can be expected to possess adequate overall stability. 
The occurrence of localized cemented zones or concretions is likely, but the need for blasting is 
considered very low. 

Alluvium and Slopewash (Qal +Qsw) 

The majority of the alluvium occurs in the canyon bottoms which would remain in the proposed open 
space area. No geology impacts would be associated with alluvium because no development is 
proposed in these areas. 

Geologic Hazards 

Landslides 

Onsite ancient landslides have the potential to impact future development within the project site. Most . 
of the suspected landslides are situated within the Mission Valley Formation area. Exploratory drilling 
and/or trenching would be required to accurately determine the size and subsurface geometry of these 
geologic features. In addition to the potential for sliding, slide debris often possesses zones of 
compressible material that would constrain future development. 

Faulting and Selsmldty 

As previously noted, the project site is not located on any known active or potentially active fault trace. 
The closest active fault is the Rose Canyon Fault, eight miles to the west. A major earthquake occurring 
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on this fault or other regional active fault in the southern California area could subject the project site 

to moderate-to-severe ground shaking. 

Dquefaction 

The potential for liquefaction during a strong earthquake is limited to those soils which are in a relatively 

loose, unconsolidated condition and located below the water table. Such conditions could exist within 

the deeper alluvial deposits which occur in the canyon bottoms. The largest concentrations of alluvial 

deposits would lie beneath the Bell Canyon area and tributayY canyons. Because no development is 

proposed in these areas, minimal risk to the project is anticipated with implementation of proper 

- remedial measures wfiich ind.ud_e recompaction of loose sediments and the use of subdrains. 

Groundwater 

No development is proposed in the Bell Valley canyons or tributaiy canyons. Development of the 

proposed project would uti_lize district water supplies, city storm drain systems, and sewer facilities. 

No use of groundwater' is proposed. No impacts to the proposed project from groundwater are 

therefore anticipated. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

There are no soil or geologic conditions which were observed or known to exist on the project site 

which would preclude development of the project. However, potentially significant geologic and soll 

conditions exist which would require n:ittigation, including landslides, expansive soils, alluvial soils, 

poorly consolidated soils, liquefaction potential and ground shaking due to seismic events. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The following mitigation measure and recommendations to be provided in the geological report shall 

be incorporated into the proposed project. These measures would reduce geology impacts associated 

with unstable geologic formations, soils, and geologic hazards to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure IV-H.1: Prior to grading permit Issuance for any proposed development on the 

p~oject site, a project-specific soils and geological Investigation of the geologic conditions shall be 

submitted to and approved by the City Engineer. The evaluation shall include, but shall not be limited · 

to, an analysis of the following conditions in areas to be graded and developed: gross and surficial slope 

stability, ancient landslide potential, hydrostatic pressure potential, and liquefaction potential. The 

evaluation shall provide remedial grading measures to mitigate any significant impact associated with 

the foregoing conditions including unstable soil, bedrod<, groundwater, or seismic conditions. Grading 

and development plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer to determine compliance 

with the remedial grading measures identified in the project-specific geotechnical report. 
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ISSUE 2: Would development of the site increase the potential for erosion? 

IMPACT 

Implementation of the proposed project would require grading and brush management activities which 
would disrupt soils and result in increased exposure to wind and rain. All soils onsite have a severe 
erosion potential and are highly susceptible to disturbance. 

Grading activities required to construct residential home sites would require measures to control 
erosion. The project would implement City of San Diego Brush Management Zones 1, 2 and 3 which 
require brush dearance, selective thinning of plants and potentially some revegetati~n. Implementation 

. _of Brush Management Zones 2 and 3 would occur at the edge of the proposed limits of grading for the 
proposed project and would consist primarily of thinning, while Zone 1 would be located adjacent to 
residential lots. Some disturbance of severely erodible soils would occur in the Brush Management 
Zones. It is anticipated that the soil disturbance could result in erosion onsite or offsite. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT -

The erosion potential associated with future development on the project site would potentially be 
significant, therefore the following mitigation measures would be required. 

MffiGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The following mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project. Mitigation measures for 
erosion and drainage contained in Section IV-D, Hydrology/Water Quality, along with the following 
measures would ensure that impacts associated with onsite erosion potential would be below a level 
of significance: 

Mitigation Measure IV-H.2: Prior to grading permit issuance for any proposed development on the 
project site, a project-specific landscaping plan shall be prepared. This landscape plan shall include 
short-term and long-term measures which will control erosion from manufactured banks or Brush 
Management Zones, such as those identified in Section JV-D, Hydrology/Water Quality. The landscape 
plan shall also incorporate erosion-resistant ground cover planting on manufactured slopes or Brush 
Management areas immediately upon completion of grading. Additionally, the landscape plan shall 
also comply with the Landscape Master Plan of the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6. 
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I. AGRICULTURE/NATURAL RESOURCES 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Agriculture 

Historical and Existing Agricultural Practices 

Historically, the project area has been used for cattle grazing and cultivation of tomato and barley crops 

(City of San Diego, August 1992; pers. comm., property owners 1996). In the.1 $00' s, major land owners 

_ii:cluding the Lusardi and McG~ni~le families raised sheep, pigs and chickens, and were reported to have · 

cleared oaks, sycamores and alders from valley areas to farm and ranch (City of San Diego, August 1992). 

Historical photographs from 1950 to the present indicate a decrease in agricultural activity in the project 

area. This is primarily due to the marginal agricultural value of the overlying soils and the necessity to 

relocate crops after one or two growing seasons. The last known cultivation of tomatoes onsite was in 

1975 and barley has not been grown for over 30 years (pers. comm., property owners 1996). 

Horse boarding and equestrian use is the only current agricultural practice (pers. comm., property owners 

1996). As shown in the aerial photograph (Figure 11-3), no other portions of the site are currently being 

used for agricultural purposes. 

Site SuitabHity for Agriculture 

Factors which determine suitability of a site for agricultural operations include: climate, topography and 

soil suitability. Each of these factors is discussed below: 

The project site is located in a semiarid Mediterranean climatic region which is typical of San Diego 

County's coastal plains. This climate zone is characterized by mild, wet winters and hot, dry summers. 

The study area has a mean annual temperature of 62 degrees Fahrenheit (62°F) and an average annual 

precipitation of 14 inches, with the heaviest rainfall occurring between the months of November and April 

(USDA, 1973). The summer fog zone extends through the site maintaining relatively high humidity in 

summer. The moderate temperatures and minimal temperature extremes make the project area ideal for 

growing a variety of crops year-round. 

Although the climate would allow year-round farming, crops would require irrigation. Historically, 

irrigation water has been provided by the City of San Diego and onsite wells (pers. comm., property 

owners). While the water quality of City of San Diego water is typically good, accumulation of salts 

contained in irrigation water is reported to produce a buildup of a saline layer in the root zone (CIC 

Research, 1989). 

Onsite soil types are shown in Figure IV-H-2. Loamy alluvial sand - Huerhuero Complex (9-50 percent 

slopes), severely eroded is the predominant soil type occurring over the majority of the slopes. Other soil 

types occurring onsite include Huerhuero loam (9-15 percent slopes), Las Flores loamy fine sand (5-9 

percent slopes) on the mesa top, and Corralitos sandy loam (0-5 percent slopes) on the valley bottoms. 
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The mesa top and gently sloping areas are suitable for agriculture, however, the eastern slopes of Bell 
Valley and northern slopes of Carmel Valley within the project site are too steep to cultivate. 

Soil suitability is a critical aspect of successful agricultural production. Two rating systems are used to 
describe soil suitability: the Soil Capability rating system and the Storie Index rating system. Both rating 
systems describe physical soil characteristics and indicate agricultural suitability. 

The Soil Capability rating system usually gives a clearer indication of the agricultural potential of a soil 
than does the Storie Index rating system. The Soil Capability system shows, in general, the limitations 
of a soil when cultivated for field crops and the way the soil responds to management practices. Eight 
classes are indicated by Roman numerals, ranging from Class I with few limitations that restrict use 

· clown to Class VIII with s~ver~ limitations that preclude use for commercial crops (USDA 1973). There 
are no Class I or II soils within the project area. The Corralitos sandy loam has a Class III rating and the 
Huerhuero loam (5-15 percent slopes) and the Las Flores loamy fine sand have Class N ratings. These 
soils have moderate limitations that either reduce the selection of plants or that require moderate 
conservation practices. The H_uerhuero complex (9-50 percent slopes) fall within Class VIII. The acreage 
of each Soil Capability Class is given below: 

Soil Type Capability Class Storie Index Acres Percent 

Corralitos sand loam Ill 64 5 7 

Huerhuero loam & Las IV 31-38 35 49 
Flores loamy fine sand 

Huerhuero Complex VIII 32 44 
Total 72 100% 

The Storie Index expresses numerically the relative degree of suitability or value of a soil for intensive 
agriculture based on soil characteristics only. It does not take into account other factors such as the 
availability of water for irrigation, the climate or the distance from markets, all of which might determine 
the desirability of growing specific crops in a given locality. As such, the Storie index does not indicate 
land value. 

The Storie Index contains six grades which rate soils on a decreasing numerical scale from 100 down 
to less than 10. Grade 1 soils which have the widest suitability for crop use have Storie Index ratings 
of 80 to 100. Grade 2 soils, with Storie Index ratings of 60 to 80, are suitable for most crops but may 
have minor limitations that narrow the choice of crops that can be successfully grown in these soils. 
Soils in Grade 6, which have a Storie Index rating of less than 10, are generally not suitable for farming. 
There are no soils onsite considered Grade 1 or with a Storie Index rating of 80 to 100. All of the soils 
onsite are Grade 3 and below, having a Storie Index rating of 23 to below 38, with one exception. One 
soil type, Corralitos loamy sand is rated as Grade 2 with a Storie Index rating of 64. 
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Prime Agricultural Soils 

Prime agricultural soils are defined by the California Agricultural Land Policy (California Government 

Code Section 35046) as an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous parcels, which qualifies 

for a rating as Class I or II in the Soils ConseJVation SeIVice (SCS) Soil Capability classification or qualifies 

for a rating of 80-100 on the Storie Index. As indicated previously, there are no onsite soils with a Soil 

Capability rating of I or II, and none of the onsite soils are considered prime based on the Storie Index. 

The California Department of ConseJVation (CDC) maintains another set of criteria to identi(y significant 

agricultural lands. In !heir "Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program", CDC cje$ignates San Diego 

-County Prime Farmland based-on. soil factors including water capacity, temperature regime, Ph, depth 

to water table, soil conductivity, flooding potential, erodibility factor, permeability, rock content and 

rooting depth (CDC 1991). None of the onsite soil types qualify as Prime Farmland under the CDC. 

Farmland of Statewide lmpo.rtanc;e 

Farmland of Statewide Importance is land other than Prime Farmland that has a good combination of 

physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber and oilseed crops and is · 

available for these uses (the land could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land or other land 

but not urban builtup land or water). These soils are also identified by specific criteria for water capacity, 

temperature regime, Ph, depth to water table, soil conductivity, flooding potential, erodibility factor, 

permeability, rock content and rooting depth (CDC 1991 ). The project area supports 16 acres of 

Farmland of Statewide Importance, which generally occur in the vicinity of Carmel Valley Road as shown 

in Figure IV-1-1. Huerhuero loam (5 to 9 percent slopes, eroded) is the only onsite soil type identified 

as meeting the criteria for Farmland of Statewide Importance. CDC also designates San Diego County 

Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmlands. 

Unique Farmland and Additional Farmland of Local Importance 

CDC defines Unique Farmland as land other than Prime and Farmland of Statewide Importance that is 

currently used for the production of specific high value food and fiber crops. It has the special 

combination of soil quality, location, growing season and moisture supply needed to produce sustained 

high quality and/or high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed according to modem 

farming methods (CDC 1991 ). Examples of such crops are citrus, olives, avocados, fruit and vegetables. 

The Unique Farmlands rating is not recognized as a major classification in San Diego County (pers. 

comm. CDC, Escondido Office, May 1993). Farmlands of Local Importance are lands of importance to 

the local agricultural economy; and Grazing Lands are suitable for livestock grazing. The project area 

does not support any Farmland of Local Importance. 
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Wimamson Act 

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 encourages local governments to identify prime 

agricultural lands and authorizes participating counties to establish agricultural preserves within their 

jurisdictions. An agricultural preserve is an area devoted to either agricultural, recreational, or open 

space use or any combination of such uses designated by local jurisdiction. Agricultural preserves are 

established for the purpose of defining the boundaries of those areas within which a county would be 

willing to enter Into contracts pursuant to the Williamson Act. To be eligible to file an application for 

an agricultural preserve and enter into a Williamson Act contract with a county, an applicant must own 

land devoted to agricultural or open space use, as defined in.subdivision (o), Section 51201, California 

-Government Code; recreatignal use, as defined in subdivision (n), Section 51201, California Government 

Code; or a combination thereof.- There are no properties within the project area or Subarea III that are 

within agricultural preserves under the Williamson Act. 

Crop Types and Relative Yields . 

Despite the relatively poor quality of many of the soils in the project area, tomatoes and barley have 

been grown within the project area. As noted previously, the last known date for farming tomatoes is 

1975, and barley has not been grown for over 30 years (pers. comm., property owners). While no 

detailed farming records are available for adjoining property in Subarea III, as much of the land has been 

leased, farmers have produced tomatoes east and north of the project site, which has identical climate 

and similar soils and topography. Historically, ornamental plant nurseries and nursery production 

grounds have been operated north of the project site off Del Mar Heights Road. 

According to the San Diego Soil Survey, those soils classified as "agricultural land" comprise 

approximately 7.03 acres or approximately 10 percent of the site. Onsite agricultural land is suitable 

(with ratings of "good" and "fair") for the production of tomatoes, truck crops and flowers. Table IV-1-1 

provides a break down of the suitability of onsite agricultural land for these commodities. 

As shown in Table N-1-1, tomatoes present the most suitable crop of the site, however only 

approximately 7.03 acres or approximately 10 percent of the onsite soils would be suitable for this crop. 

The primary constraints to tomato production are slope and surface soil texture. Criteria for successful 

gr<?wing of tomatoes include a soil depth of over 36 inches, a surface layer texture of clay, loam or clay 

loam and slopes of less than 15%. Some of the onsite soils onsite are also suitable for other truck crops 

(0.97 acre or approximately 1 percent of the site), and cut flowers (7 acres or approximately 10 percent 

of the site), although characteristics of the soil and topography are significant constraints to the 

successful, long-term production of these commodities. 

Natura.I Resources 

In accordance with classification guidelines established by the State Mining and Geology Board and in 

compliance with the Surface Mining and Recovery Act of 1975 (SMARA), the State Mining and Geology 
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Board has categorized the region into four Mineral Resource Zones. These zones are established based 
on the presence or absence of significant sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas 
independent ofland use and ownership. The criteria for the Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ) are provided 
below: 

TABLE IV-I-1. CROP SUITABILITY 

Notes: Qualities or soil properties which adversely affect suitability for a specific crop: 
1 = slope 3 = permeability rate 
2 = surface layer texture Not rated for that crop 

Source: SGS, 1973 

MRZ-1 

MRZ-2 

MRZ-3 

MRZ-4 

Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are 
present, or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence. 

Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence. 

Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated 
from available data. 

Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ 
zone. 

The classification of mineral deposits in western San Diego County is provided in Special Report 153, 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) in 1983. 
Portland cement concrete (PCC) aggregate has the most restrictive specifications of all aggregate types 
and is the scarcest aggregate resource in the County. Thus, lands containing or potentially containing 
PCC-quality aggregate require special consideration in land use planning to preserve the resource 
potential where appropriate. 

The entire site is within a MRZ-3 zone which means that mineral deposits could occur within the local 
geologic formations but no testing has been conducted to determine significance. The MRZ-3 deposits 
within the project area are Eocene sandstones and conglomerate of the Torrey Sandstone and Friars 
Formation interlaced with Stadium Conglomerate. As noted in Section JV.H, Geology, the Stadium 
Conglomerate typically has a high cobble content, which is generally less desirable than other 
sandstones for aggregate use. The site has not supported any current or historic aggregate mining 
operations nor has aggregate mining been conducted in the Carmel Valley or Bell Valley. 
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ISSUE 1: 

IMPACT 

Would implementation of the Plan result in the conversion of agricultural land to non
agricultural use or impainnent of existing agricultural productivity? 

As shown in Table IV-1-2, nearly 90 percent of the onsite areas ofFarmland of Statewide Importance (a 

total of approximately 16 acres) would be permanently committed to proposed developed areas. 

However, the project site is not currently being used to produce row or truck crops or flowers, and 

onsite soil types and characteristics, availability of irrigation and topography are limiting factors relative 

to agricultural productivity. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair_ e~isting agricultural 

productivity, however, the future-agricultural potential would be eliminated. 

TABLE IV-1-2 

IMPACTS TO FARMLAND 

1 Implementation of each category would preclude use of that area for agricultural purposes and is therefore 
considered an impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The project site has not historically been subject to long-term or intensive tomato cultivation due to 

onsite soil conditions. In addition, the onsite soil characteristics availability of irrigation and topography 

are limiting factors to agricultural productivity. As a result, the direct impact of converting the site to 

no_n_-agricultural uses would not be significant. However, the conversion of Farmland of Statewide 

Importance would represent a significant contribution to cumulative losses of agricultural lands. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

It is beyond the scope of this project to mitigate for the project's contribution to cumulative losses of 

agricultural land. Only implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid this cumulative 

impact. No mitigation is required relative to the direct impact of onsite loss of agricultural land. 
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ISSUE 2: Would Implementation of the Plan result in the prevention of Future extraction of sand 
and gravel resources? 

IMPACT 

There are no existing mining operations which would be replaced during implementation of the 
proposed project. However, the proposed project would preclude mining of potential MRZ-3 
aggregate onsite. 

As shown in Table IV-1-3, impacts of the project to MRZ-3 would be 51.6 acres. Geology maps show 
Quaternary alluvium a12d slopewash deposits assumed to contain usable sand-(-as_ qescribed in Special 

-Report 153 ICDMG, 1983]) in the Carmel Valley. However, these deposits are generally overlain by clay 
loam type soils whieh are-not suitable for sand extraction. The other potential aggregate source is the 
Stadium Conglomerate which exists in a narrow ( 100-300 feet wide) sinuous strand along the periphery 
of the mesa top area. No test data are available and the limited extent of this formation indicates a less 
than significant impact to aggregate reso.urces. 

TABLE IV-1-3 
IMPACTS TO MINERAL RESOURCE 

1 Implementation of each category would preclude use of that area for extraction purposes and is 
therefore considered an impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The loss of potential aggregate resources in the MRZ-3 would be less than significant in that the project 
is limited in size and the potential is low in that area. The project's contribution to the cumulative loss 
of commercially viable aggregate deposits in the County that would supply future needs is minor and 
is considered less than significant given the relatively small acreage and low potential. 

MffiGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

No mitigation is required. 
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J. PALEONTOLOGY 

Paleontology is defined as a science dealing with the life of past geologic periods as known from fossil 
remains. Paleontological resources (fossils) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric animal and plant 

. life exdusive of human remains or artifacts. Fossil remains such as bones, teeth, shells, leaves. etc., are 
found in the geologic deposits (rock formations) within which they were originally buried. Because of 
this, the potential for fossil remains at a given location can be predicted based onknown correlations 
between fossil occurrence and the geologic formations with which they are associated. To evaluate 
paleontological resources in the project area, the presence and distribution of geologic formations and 
the respective potentig.l for paleontological resources were reviewed. The following is a summary of 
-the research conducted f9r th~ project site and associated condusions for paleontological resource 
potential. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Seabreeze Farms is located entirely with the San Diego Embayment area. The San Diego Embayment 
area is a north-west trending basin consisting of Tertiary and Quaternary successional sediments 
deposited on Upper Cretaceous strata. Sedimentary rod<S of the Late Cretaceous, Eocene, Pliocene, 
Pleistocene and Holocene age underlie the general vicinity of the project area. 

The City has identified at least six sites containing paleontological resources either within or adjacent 
to the NCFUA. These sites are listed on Table IV-j-1 and relevant maps are on file with the City's 
Development and Environmental Planning Division. These sites have been typically encountered during 
grading/excavation for specific projects. 

2853,2987 

3170 

3269 

3282 

3284 

TABLE IV-J-1 
KNOWN PALEONTOLOGICAL SITES WITHIN OR ADJACENT TO THE NCFUA 

Outside of NCFUA, north of Carmel Valley 

Within Subarea V, north of Pefiasquitos Canyon, at 
elevation about 180 feet 

Outside of NCFUA, just north of Del Mar Heights Road and 
just east of El Camino Real 

Outside of NCFUA, between Del Mar Heights Road and 
Gonzales Canyon 

Outside of NCFUA, in Carmel Valley, north and east of 
intersection with Shaw Valley 

Boundary of alluvial deposits and outcropping of Bay Point 
Formation 

Santiago Peak Volcanics 

Friars Formation 

Mission Valley Formation 

Alluvial deposits 

Sources: City of San Diego Department of Environmental Planning, "Areas within the City of San Diego Which Have Paleontological Significance;" California 
Division of Mines and Geology, 1975, Bulletin 200. 
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No known paleontological sites occur on the project site. The nearest known site occurs within Subarea 
V, just north of Pefiasquitos Canyon, at an elevation of approximately 180 feet. 

According to the NCFUA Environmental Impact Report, paleontologic resources may be contained 
within four of the five geologic formations occurring onsite. These include the Mission Valley Formation, 
Friars Formation, Stadium Conglomerate, and Torrey Sandstone. These formations are described in 
Section N-H, Geology, and mapped on figure IV-H-1. An assessment of the fossil resource potential, 
type and probable occurrence is presented in Table IV-j-2. The Friars Formation, which occurs on the 
upper slopes of the Bell Valley and Carmel Valley, has a high fossil resource potential. The mesa top 
areas also have a high potential associated with the Mission Valley Formation whereas the Stadium 
Conglomerate Formation has a moderate-to-high potential. The remaining areas have a low-to-

. moderate fossil resource potential. 

Friars Formation (Tf) 

Mission Valley Formation 
(Tmv) 

Stadium Conglomerate 
(Tst} 

Torrey Sandstone (Tt} 

Alluvium & Slopewash 
undifferentiated 
(Qal + Qsw) 
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TABLE IV-J-2 

FOSSIL-BEARING GEOLOGICAL FORMATIONS 

High 

High 

Moderate to High 

Moderate 

Low 

Upper slopes of Bell Valley open 
space area + southern tip of 
project site. 

Mesa top areas including northern 
+ central portion of site. 

Narrow band on upper slopes of 
Bell Valley and Carmel Valley 
(above Friar's Formation}. 

Lower slopes of Bell Valley and 
Carmel Valley. 

Open space areas at bottom of Bell 
Valley and Carmel Valley. 

Marine and non-marine sediments containing 
common terrestrial mammal fossils. 

Eocene fossils (marine vertebrates including 
remains of bony fish and sharks, fossil marine 
invertebrates and rare remains of terrestrial 
vertebrates} similar to those recorded in the 
Miramar Reservoir area outside of the NCFUA; 
Estuarine and near-shore animal fossils (clams, 
snails, barnacles, sea urchins, sharks, rays and 
crocodiles and fossil plant remains} similar to 
those recorded at North City West}. 

Rare terrestrial mammal and marine invertebrate 
fossils. 

Abundant marine invertebrates and vertebrate 
fossils and fossil leaves have been found within 
Torrey Sandstone deposits regionally. 

No fossils have been recorded from the alluvial 
deposits in the area and the relative youthfulness 
of these deposits indicate low fossil potential. 
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ISSUE 1: To what extent would implementation of the proposed plan result in the loss of 
paleontologic;u resources? 

IMPA,CT 

Based on the proposed limits of grading shown in Rgure !ll-2, development of the project site would 
have the potential to impact paleontological resources. Grading operations would cut into nearly all 
of the geologic units described above. These include the Mission Valley Formation, Friars Formation, 
Torrey Sandstone and Stadium Conglomerate. The alluvium and slopewash deposit within the open 
space areas would no~ be affected. The resource potential for these formations r~nges from moderate 

-t-o high. Potentially occurring resources in these formations would be destroyed unless recovered 
during grading. Designation of the upper slopes of Bell Valley in the northern portion of the site as open 
space avoids more than 60 percent of the high fossil potential Friar's Formation. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to paleontological resources would result from proposed construction 
activities in areas with variable resource potential. Specifically, this includes geologic formations with 
identified high paleontological resource potential (e.g., Friars and Mission Valley Formations). 

Regional cumulative impacts to paleontological resources would be similar in nature to those described 
above, with a greater extent anticipated due to the occurrence of proposed development, both within 
and outside of the NCFUA. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Grading for future development on the project site would have the potential for significant impacts to 
paleontological resources. The loss of paleontological resources is a cumulatively significant impact that 
is mitigable to a level below significance. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The mitigation measure provided below shall be incorporated into the proposed project. This measure 
WC?Uld sufficiently insure the recovery of any resources and mitigate the direct potential impact to below 
a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure IV J.1: Prior to recordation of a Final Map or issuance of a grading permit, written 
verification that a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor has been retained to 
implement a paleontological monitoring program shall be provided to the City. Verification shall be in 
the form of a letter from the project applicant to the Principal Planner of the Environmental Analysis 
Section (EAS) of the City of San Diego Development Seivlces Department. A qualified paleontologist 
is defined as an individual with a Ph.D. or M.S. degree in paleontology or geology, who is a recognized 
expert in the application of paleontological procedures and techniques such as screen washing of 
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materials and identification of fossil deposits. A paleontological monitor is defined as an individual who 
has experience in the collection and salvage of fossil materials and who is working under the direction 
of a qualified paleontologist. All persons involved in the paleontological monitoring shall be 
approved by EAS prior to any pre-construction meetings. 

The qualified paleontologist shall attend any pre-construction meetings to consult with the excavation 
contractor. The project applicant shall notily EAS staff of any pre-construction meeting dates, and of 
the start and end of construction. The requirement for paleontological monitoring shall be noted on all 
grading plans. The paleontologist's duties shall include monitoring, salvaging, preparation of materials 
for deposit at a scientific institution that houses paleontological collections, and preparation of a report 
summarizing the resul~ of the monitoring efforts. The duties are defined asfollovy~: 

a. Monitoring 

The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be onsite during all excavation activities in 
previously undisturbed areas of the Mission Valley and Friars Formations, Torrey Sandstone and 
Stadium Conglomerat~ to inspect for well-preserved fossils. The described monitoring program 
is necessary to determine the nature of the material and extent of fossils present. The material 
also shall be screened for any vertebrate remains. The monitoring shall be at least half-time 
during the beginning of grading, with the time either increased or decreased depending on the 
initial results. The paleontologist shall work with the contractor and EAS to determine the 
monitoring locations and the amount of time necessary to ensure adequate monitoring of the 
project. 

b. Salvaging 

In the event that well-preserved fossils are found, the paleontologist shall have the authority to 
divert, direct, or temporarily halt construction activities in the area of discovery to allow 
recovery of fossil remains in a timely manner. Recovery is anticipated to tal<e from one hour to 
a maximum of two (2) days. At the time of discovery, the paleontologist shall contact EAS. 
EAS must concur with the salvaging methods before construction is allowed to resume. 

c. Preparation 

Fossil remains shall be cleaned, sorted, catalogued, and then deposited in a scientific institution 
that houses paleontological collections (such as the San Diego Natural History Museum). 

The following measure shall be required prior to issuance of building permits: 

d. Monitoring Report 

6/6/96 

A monitoring report, with appropriate graphics (including an 800'-scale site map), summarizing 
the results, analysis and conclusions of the above program shall be prepared and submitted to 
EAS within three (3) months following termination of the paleontological monitoring program. 
Building permits shall not be approved prior to receipt of this report. 
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K. NOISE 

EXISTING CONDIDONS 

The primary existing noise sources at the site are vehicular traffic and aircraft. Traffic noise is generated 

by Carmel Valley Road located along the eastern boundary of the site and SR-56 which terminates 

southwest of the site. Distant traffic from Black Mountain Road located approximately 1,500 feet north 

of the site also generates noise at the site. The current traffic volumes, adjacent to the project site are 

approximately 2,900 Average Daily Trips (ADn along Carmel Valley Road, 3,000 ADT along SR-56 and 

1,000 ADT along Black Mountain Road (Traffic Study, Appendix B). Aircraft noise i-s generated by 

aviation activities from. NavaJ Air_: Station· (NAS) Miramar. Noise is also generated by the onsite 

equestrian activities and support fac11ities. 

City of San Diego Noise Criteria 

The City of San Diego requires _that community noise levels be presented in terms of CNEL (Community 

Noise Equivalent Level). CNEL is the average A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day. It is 

obtained after adding five decibels (dB) to sound levels in the evening hours (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) and 

adding ten decibels to the sound levels at night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The five and ten decibel penalties 

are applied to account for increased noise sensitivity during the evening and nighttime hours. The A

weighted scale measures noise levels corresponding to the human frequency response. All sound 

levels discussed in this section are A-weighted. 

The City of San Diego's noise exposure guidelines for new construction projects are summarized as 

follows: 

Residential Uses, Parks, Schools 

A. Exterior noise levels shall not exceed a CNEL of 65 dB at ground level outdoor living areas 

(inducting patios and recreation areas). 

B. Interior noise levels shall not exceed a CNEL of 45 dB within single or multi-family residences. 

Riding Stables 

Exterior noise levels shall not exceed a CNEL of 75 dB at outdoor usable areas. 

Noise Ordinance Criteria 

In addition, the City of San Diego has adopted a Noise Ordinance to regulate construction noise at 

residential properties. The City of San Diego requires that construction noise not exceed an average 

sound level of 75 dB over a 12-hour period at any property developed for residential purposes. 

Construction activities are limited to Monday through Saturday between the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
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Also, noise generated by sources onsite, such as deliveiy trucks, mechanical equipment, etc., are 

subject to standards contained within the City's noise ordinance. The allowable noise limits depend on 

the land use and time of day. Table JV-K-1 depicts the allowable exterior noise limits for various land 

use categories. 

TABLE IV-K-1 

CITY OF SAN DIE.GO SOUND LEVEL LIMITS 

Residential 
All R-1 

All R-2 

R-3, R-4 and all other Residential 

All Commercial 

Manufacturing: all other Industrial, 
including Agricultural and Extractive 
Industry 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

any time 

50 
45 
40 

55 
50 
45 

60 
55 
50 

65 
60 
60 

75 

Note: The sound level limit at a location on a boundary between two zoning districts is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two districts. 

NAS Miramar Aircraft Operations 

NAS Miramar is located approximately seven miles southeast of the project site. Aircraft operated by 

NAS Miramar include F-14, F-16, A-4 and T-2 jets (SANDAG 1990). In addition, the Marine Corps Air 

Station (MCAS) EI Toro has recently relocated F/A 18 aircraft to NAS Miramar (United States Marine 

Corps 1995). Flights are generally flown between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to midnight. However, the 

airport is authorized to fly 24-hours per day. As shown in Figure JV-K-1, the project site is exposed to 

a CNEL of less than 60 dB. It should be noted that the difference between the existing noise contours 

depicted in Figure N-K-1 and the existing noise contours shown in the NAS Miramar Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan (SAND AG 1990) is due to the recent relocation of F / A 18 aircraft from MCAS EI Toro to 

NAS Miramar. 
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However, the noise experience throughout much of the NCFUA relative to aircraft noise is that there 

are a number of intrusive single events even if the CNEL is less than 60 dB. The project area is affected 

by NAS Miramar, however, the noise impact does not preclude locating noise-sensitive land uses within 

the project site. 

ISSUE: Would implementation of the proposed Plan resuk in future noise levels compatible with 
existing and proposed uses, both onsite and oHsite? 

Three noise concerns are typically identified with land use proposals: construction activities, project

related traffic as it impacts the local area and offsite traffic noise impacts which become an incremental 

contribution to the regional noise levels. 

Construction Noise lmpilcts 

Temporary construction noise impacts vary markedly because the noise strength of construction 

equipment ranges widely as a functio:i of the equipment used and its activity level. Short-term 

construction noise impacts tend to occur in discrete phases dominated initially by site clearing and 

grading, then by foundation construction, and finally by finish construction. The earth-moving (grading) 

activities are the loudest sources during construction with equipment noise ranging from 75 to 90 dB(A) 

at 50 feet from the source (Figure !V-K-2). The range of noise levels shown in Figure !V-K-2 are the 

maximum noise levels. The average one-hour average or longer noise levels would be lower than the 

maximum noise levels indicated in Figure !V-K-2. Spherically-radiating point sources of noise emissions 

are geometrically attenuated by 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 may 

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 

each individual construction site to considerably less than its theoretical maximum. 

On-Site Traffic Impacts 

Carmel Valley Road and SR-56 would be the primary traffic noise sources in the future. To determine 

the maximum noise levels that could be experienced onsite, future community buildout traffic volumes 

were used (Kimley-Horn and Associates 1996). The future traffic volume along Carmel Valley Road 

would range from 2,000 to 5,000 ADT and the traffic volume on SR-56 would be 98,000 ADT. 

However, in the interim; prior to SR-56 being connected between 1-5 and 1-15, the traffic volumes 

would be 4,000 ADT along Carmel Valley Road and 74,000 ADT on SR-56 under the SR-56 Expressway 

Alternative. With the Horseshoe Alternative, SR-56 would not be connected and the traffic volume 

would reach up to 21,000 ADT on Carmel Valley Road. 
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Future noise levels were calculated using the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) noise prediction 
model (FHWA 77-108) with California noise emission factors (Caltrans 1987). The future noise levels 

would be associated with the growth of the entire NCFUA and surrounding development of which 
Subarea III is an incremental part. Noise modeling of future traffic conditions indicate that the onsite 
noise levels would exceed 65 dB CNEL at a distance of 3,100 feet from the centerline SR-56. The 
approximate distance to future community buildout first floor CNEL noise contours are depicted in 
Rgure IV-K-3 and Tables JV-K-2, N-K-3 and !V-K-4. The noise contours do not account for the noise 
attenuating effects of any intervening topography or buildings. Rgure JV-K-3 indicates that the 65 dB 
CNEL noise contour would extend into project sensitive uses under direct line-of-sight conditions at 
several locations. However, the intervening topography of the project area would reduce the 

theoretical line-of-sight exposure in many locations. This noise level would not ~e compatible with the 
outdoor living areas of-residential development. - - -

TABLE IV-K-2 
FUTURE TRAFFIC CNEL NOISE CONTOUR DISTANCES 

(Build out) 

State Route 56 98,000 310/1701 980/360 3100/780 

Carmel Valley Road (north of SR-56) 2,000 R.o.w2 R.O.W. R.O.W. 

South of Del Mar Heights Road 5,000 R.O.W. R.O.W. 55/50 

Notes: 
I 

Assumes: 

Notes: 
I 

Assumes: 
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(hard site/soft site) 
Right of Way (R.0.W.) 
Hard site. primarily pared or hard-packed direct areas with structures. 
Soft Site - primarily landscaped/turf areas (par/recreation facilities); source and receiver at approximately same elevation. 
No intervening topography or shielding. 
Traffic Volume Source: Kimley-Horn Associates, Traffic Impact Analysis, Seabreeze NCFUA Subarea Ill, February 9, 1996. 

TABLE IV-K-3 

FUTURE TRAFFIC CNEL NOISE CONTOUR DISTANCE (Horseshoe Alternative) 

(hard site/soft site) 
Right of Way (R.O. W.) 
Hard site. primarily pared or hard-packed direct areas with structures. 
Soft Site · primarily landscaped/turf areas (par/recreation facilities); source and receiver at approximately same elevation. 
No intervening topography or shielding. 

9800/1600 

70/55 

175/105 
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Carmel Valley Road 

Notes: 

J - !hard site/soft site) 
Right of Way IR.O.W.l 

TABLE IV-K-4 

SR-56 EXPRESSWAY ALTERNATIVE, 

4,000 

Assumes: Hard site, primarily pared or hard-packed direct areas with structures. 
Soft Site· primarily landscaped/turf areas !par/recreation facilities); source and receiver at approximately same elevation. 
No intervening topography or shielding. 

Traffic Volume Source: Kimley,Horn and Associates, Traffic Impact Analysis, Seabreeze NCFUA Subarea Ill, February 9, 1996. 

IV-K-Noise 

45/45 140/90 

Outdoor usable areas associated with equestrian land uses would be compatible with future traffic noise 

levels except within approximately 310 feet of the centerline of SR-56. 

Aircraft Noise Impacts 

NAS Miramar is proposed to be realigned or converted to MCAS Miramar. In association with the 

proposed action, assets (e.g., aircraft, equipment and personnel currently stationed at MCAS Tustin and 

MCAS EI Toro, which are scheduled for dosure by 1999, would be relocated primarily to MCAS Miramar 

and MCAS/MCB Camp Pendleton. Navy assets currently stationed at NAS Miramar would either be 

transferred or decommissioned as part of a separate base closure and realignment action. Upon full 

implementation of the proposed action, MCAS Miramar would support 10 helicopter squadrons and 

11 fixed-wing squadrons totaling approximately 340 aircraft and 12,600 personnel (United States 

Marine Corps, 1995). 

Based on future noise contours which have been prepared for the realignment, the project site would 

coptinue to be exposed to a CNEL less than 60 dB (Rgure N-K-1). The noise level would be below the 

City's exterior noise guidelines and would result in a less than significant noise impact. However, as 

previously noted, much of the annoyance associated with aircraft fly-overs derives from single event 

noise events that do not create an overall noise environment that Is incompatible with residential use. 

Single event fly-overs may, however, temporarily interfere with speech, sleep, reading or other noise

sensitive activities. 

6/6/96 /V-K-8 



Seabreeze Farms EIR IV-K-Noise 

Interior Noise Impacts 

In addition to the outdoor guideline, the City requires that indoor noise levels not exceed a CNEL of 45 
dB in the living areas of the single or multi-family residences. Typically, with the windows open, the 
building shells of homes provide approximately 15 dB of noise reduction. Therefore, residences 
exposed to exterior noise levels exceeding a CNEL of 60 dB could have interior noise levels greater than 
a CNEL of 45 dB. Residences adjacent to SR-56 and Carmel Valley Road would be exposed to noise 
levels above a CNEL of 60 dB. Therefore, an interior acoustical analysis would be required for all single 
or multi-family homes exposed to an exterior CNEL greater than 60 dB prior to issuance of building 
permits to ensure that the interior noise levels would not exceed a CNEL of 45 dB. 

Cumulative Noise Levels 

Potential cumulative noise impacts related to implementation of other projects within the NCFUA and 
buildout of surrounding areas would be associated with the generation of traffic and urban uses (e.g., 
from pump stations, recreation areas and landscaping operations). The preceding noise analysis 
addressed the cumulative construction-related and long-term traffic noise impacts both within and 
beyond the project site. In addition, as a result of the combined effect of aircraft and traffic noise, the 
CNEL would be up to three dB greater than either the projected individual traffic or aircraft CNEL. For 
example, at areas exposed to a traffic CNEL of 58 dB and aircraft CNEL of 58 dB, the combined CNEL 
would be 61 dB at that location. 

Offsite Traffic Noise Impacts 

Land use development in Seabreeze Farms would increase the noise exposure at existing offsite 
residences as a portion of the project access traffic will use Del Mar Heights Road, Black Mountain Road, 
Carmel Valley Road and SR.-56. The project would contribute less than approximately ten percent of 
the future buildout traffic volume along these roads. With implementation of the project, the 
community buildout traffic noise levels would be less than one dB greater at existing residences than 
without the project. Offsite traffic noise impacts are thus individually less than significant. While they 
would contribute to a cumulatively significant increase at some locations, those impacts were 
considered during noise mitigation for existing and planned future offsite development. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 

Construction noise would be significant but mitigable. Onsite traffic-related noise would result in a 
significant but mitigable noise impacts at residential areas. Offsite traffic-related noise impacts would 
be less than significant. Noise from NAS Miramar would be less than significant. Cumulative noise 
impacts are not significant because the increase of noise levels to any offsite street attributable to the 
project is 1 dB or less. 
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MITIGATION, MONITORING AND RE.PORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measures JV-K.1: Specific mitigation measures cannot be determined at this time as more 
specific project information will be required. The location and elevation of future residences, timing of 
SR-56, and phasing of offsite traffic improvements will affect specific mitigation requirements. However, 
general mitigation measures could include any of the following measures or a combination of the 
measures: 

Onsite Traffic-Related Impacts 

1) Setbad<S - Locating residential usable open space areas beyond the 65_ dB_ C::NEL noise contour. 

- 2.) Building Orientat~off -~Orient the buildings so that the outdoor living areas of residential uses 
are shielded by the buildings from SR-56 and Carmel Valley Road. 

3) Noise Barriers - Construct berms or noise walls. Generally, a noise barrier six feet in height at 
residences adjacent to Carmel Valley Road would mitigate the traffic noise assuming 
implementation of the Horseshoe Alternative. This alternative would result in the "worst-case" 
traffic volume afong Carmel Valley Road. At buildout, or with the SR-56 Expressway 
Alternative, a noise wall would not be required at homes along Carmel Valley Road. A higher 
noise barrier would most likely be necessary at residences adjacent to SR-56. Noise barriers 
higher than six feet in height will require a combination berm with a maximum six-foot high 
wall. The exact height of the noise barriers would depend on site specific information such as 
the setback distance as well as the building pad and road elevations. Areas where the barrier 
height would result in a visual impact will require increased setbacl<S so that a lower barrier 
height could be considered, or alternatively, homes would not be located in those areas. 

Single and Multi-family residences exposed to a CNEL greater than 60 dB would require an acoustical 
analysis to ensure that the interior noise levels do not exceed a CNEL of 45 dB. To achieve the interior 
noise standard would most likely require that the windows be in the closed position. Therefore, air 
conditioning and/or mechanical ventilation would be required. In addition, sound-rated windows may 
be necessary for some of the residences adjacent to the Carmel Valley Road and SR-56. 

Construction Impacts 

Future grading permits shall be conditioned such 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. All onsite construction equipment should have properly operating mufflers and all 
construction staging areas should be as far away as possible from any surrounding already completed 
residences if later phases of development bring construction sources close to new project housing units. 
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Future Noise Studies 

As a condition of the Planned Residential Development (PRD) permit or Tentative Map, and prior to 
issuance of the building permit, an acoustical report prepared by a qualified acoustician, will be required 
to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures for the residences and usable open space areas have 
been incorporated into the project design and would meet the City's noise criteria. With the 
implementation of the above measures, noise impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 
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L. PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

EXISTING CONDIDONS 

Schools 

Del Mar Union Elementaiy School District (ESD) and the San Dieguito Union High School District (HSD) 
serve the Cannel Valley area. These districts are covered by the North City West School Facilities Master 
Plan adopted in 1981. Provisions for educational services for elementaiy, junior high, and senior high 
school students are made within this comprehensive plan. In the Cannel Valley, senior high students 
attend Torrey Pines High School in Neighborhood 7. Junior high students are.a'C?mmodated at Earl 

. Warren Junior High School in Solana Beach west of I-5. Elementaiy school students attend Del Mar 
Heights and Del Mar Hills Elementaiy Schools. The other grade schools in the Del Mar/Carmel Valley 
area is Carmel Del Mar in Neighborhood 5. The capacities and enrollments of these schools are shown 
in Table IV-L-1. 

TABLE IV-L-1 
DEL MAR/CARMEL VALLEY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 

ELEMENT ARY (K-6) 

Carmel de! Mar 525 546 - 21 104 

Del Mar Hills 486 523 -37 107 

Del Mar Heights 552 499 53 90 

Total Elementary 1,563 1,568 -5 100 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL (7-8) 

Earl Warren Junior High 1,0421 997 45 96 

HIGH SCHOOL (9-12) 

Torrey Pines 2, 1752 2,174 100 

Sunset 135 180 -45 133 

Total High School 2,310 2,354 -44 102 

GRAND TOTAL 4,915 4,919 

I Includes portable classrooms which provide temporary capacity for 362 students; capacity of permanent facilities - 680 
2 Includes portable classrooms which provide temporary capacity for 411 students; capacity of permanent facilities - 1,764 
Sources: Del Mar Union Elementary School District and San Dieguito Union High School District, 1996. 
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Overall, the Del Mar Union Elementary School District has experienced an enrollment growth of 53 
percent since 1991, or an average of 133 new students each year. This growth from new development 
is projected to continue with additional students from the San Diego Housing Commission project 
located in Carmel Valley. The Housing Commission expects up to 100 kindergarten through sixth grade 
students to begin attending district schools in the 1995-96 school year. 

The District has prepared a Relocatable Master Plan to house students on an interim basis until a new 
elementary school is built. The Plan includes adding relocatable classrooms to the existing sites on an 

·· interim basis. Relocatable classrooms are currently used at Del Mar Heights and Del Mar Hills for the 
ldndergarten through sixth grade educational program. To house the new student growth in 1995-96 
on an interim basis, thr~e relocatable classrooms have been added at Del Mar Htlls. apd two relocatable 
-dassrooms have been added· at Garmel Del Mar. 

The Del Mar Union £SD is currently in negotiations to purchase a proposed school site in Neighborhood 
4 of Carmel Valley. This site will be purchased using funds from the North City West School Facilities 
Financing Authority, CFD No. 1 ("Authority"). These funds are from the Mello-Roos Community Facilities 
District created to fund the school facility needs created by the residential development in Carmel 
Valley. Currently, the Authority is undergoing a financial review to determine if the funds will be 
available to construct this school and future schools concurrent with demand as required by City of San 
Diego policy. 

The San Dieguito Union HSD operates three junior high schools of which Earl Warren Junior High School, 
located at 155 Stevens Avenue in Solana Beach - approximately four miles northwest of the project 
site, would serve middle school students from the proposed project. 

Torrey Pines High School is located approximately 1.2 miles east of the site, at 3710 Del Mar Heights 
Road and would serve high school students from the project site. Two special schools are also part of 
the San Dieguito Union· HSD. These schools, Sunset Continuation and North Coast, are responsive to 
students with special educational or timing needs (e.g., students who work during normal school hours 
or are involved in full-time athletic or arts programs). Both are located at 675 Requeza in Encinitas 
(approximately 9.5 miles northwest of the site). Although these schools are geographically removed 
from the site, special need students from the proposed project could enroll at one of these two schools. 

The student generation rates, average school capacities, and school site size requirement for each of 
the school districts serving the project site are identified in Table N-L-2. Table JV-L-1 provides a · 
summary of the enrollment status of existing schools and the capacity of existing and proposed schools 
that could serve the site. The San Dieguito Union HSD includes both permanent and district-owned 
relocatable classrooms in calculating total capacity. For the 1995-96 school year, Table N-L-1 shows 
that junior and high schools are operating near or at capacity- which is actually 138 percent and 123 

· percent of permanent capacity, respectively. In October 1994, the District approved a Master 
Development School and Facilities Needs Analysis, which indicates that there is currently no capacity 
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for additional students district-wide. The San Dieguito Union HSD is currently using portable classrooms 
to alleviate overcrowding in permanent facilities. Currently, Earl Warren has 16 and Torrey Pines has 
19 onsite portables. Although the use of portable classrooms is considered a temporary rather than 
permanent measure, their presence supports absorption of 362 and 411 additional students, 
respectively. Four additional portable classrooms will be added to Torrey Pines High School for Fall 
1996. 

TABLE IV-L-2 
SEABREEZE FARMS SCHOOL CRITERIA 

Del Mar Union Elementary School District {K-6) 

San Dieguito Union High School District 
Junior High (7-8) 
Senior High (9-12) 

0.471 

0.11 
0.22 

0.103 

0.02 
0.05 

475 

6802 

1,7642 

1 Approxil)lately 3 acres are actually school plan. Seven acres are joint·use park property under agreements with the City of San Diego. 
2 Permanent capacity at Earl Warren Junior High School and Torrey Pines High School; doe snot include portable classrooms. 

Parks and Recreation 

3-101 

30 
60 

Development of parks and recreation facilities in the project area are regulated by the City of San Diego 
Progress Guide and General Plan, the Carmel Valley Community Plan and the Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 
6 Precise Plans. 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 neighborhood parks, community parks 
and resource-based parks. Neighborhood park design should be determined by neighborhood 
characteristics and generally provide for multipurpose courts, play areas and picnic areas. They should 
seIVe a population of 3,500 to 5,000 within a 0.5-mile radius and typically encompass ten acres, or five 
useable acres when located adjacent to an elementary school. Community park design should provide 
for a wide range of activities such as those accommodated by athletic fields and recreation buildings, 
and seIVe a population of 18,000 to 25,000 within a 1.5-mile radius. Ideally, these parks should 
comprise 20 acres, or 13 useable acres when located adjacent to a middle school. 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. 
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One population-based neighborhood park which will be maintained by the City of San Diego Parks and 
Recreation Department is proposed within the Neighborhood 4 precise plan area. The school/park 
complex will cover 15.0 acres and shall be open for public use at the time 80 percent of the residential 
development in Neighborhood 4 is completed which is estimated to be in 1997-1998. The school 
plant is located on four acres, leaving a total of 11 acres available for community use. This arrangement 
of securing the school buildings on a smaller acreage and leaving the play fields open for public use 
greatly expands recreational opportunities to the neighborhood. The proposal provides 12 acres of 
neighborhood park use to the community under a joint use concept rather than the more typical five 
acres where the play fields are fenced off as part of the school grounds. 

No existing neighborhoQd or community park facilities are presently located within ;he project site. The 
nearest existing neighbor12ood:and community park facilities, as identified in Figure /V-L-1, are located 
west of the project within the Carmel Valley. _The Carmel Valley Community Plan identifies a total of 
ten neighborhood parks, two community parks and one resource-based park. Table !V-L-3 lists existing 
and the status of proposed parks as of January 1996, and provides information regarding construction 
status and parks adjacent to school sites.· 

Library Service 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan establishes guidelines and standards for branch libraries. 
Ideally, branch libraries should serve a resident population of 30,000 and should be established when 
a service area has a minimum population of 18,000 to 20,000. Branches should be located in activity 
centers, with a 2.0-mile maximum service area and along circulation routes, where trips can be 
combined with other daily trips. Library design should be flexible to accommodate changing users and 
possible conversions to other future uses. 

There are no branch libraries located within the project site. The 13,000-square-foot Carmel Valley 
Library is the City of San Diego library nearest the project, and is roughly 1.8 miles west of the project 
on 3919 Townsgate Drive. It is estimated that the branch is presently below capacity with an estimated 
service area population of 30,000. Based on the circulation of materials, the Carmel Valley Library is 
one of the busiest libraries within the City (pers. comm., Siman 1/12/96). According to the June 1994 
Branch Ubrades Faci!Ity Report, the branch is expected to exceed capacity in 2010 with an estimated 
population of 32,966 (pers. comm. Griswald, 01/12/96). Figure IV-L-1 identifies the locations of 
surrounding branch libraries. There is one library facility planned for construction in Subarea III, east of 
the project site. 

Law Enforcement 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan identifies the Police Facilities Plan as the document 
responsible for Police Department standards. The Police Facilities Plan establishes a seven-minute 
average priority-one and emergency response time as a Department goal. The City's Progress Guide 
and General Plan recommends stations be located near the geographic centers of areas to be served, 
and that they have access to major streets and freeways. 
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TABLE IV-L-3 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED PARKS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Neighborhood Parks 
Neighborhood 1 
Neighborhood 1 Renaissance Park 
Neighborhood 1 Windwood Mini-Park 
Neighborhood 3 Solana Highlands Park 
Neighborhood 4 
Neighborhood 5 Carmel Del Mac. Park 

· · Neighborhood 5 Del Mar Trails Renaissanc~Park 
Neighborhood 6 Carmel Grove Mini-Park 
Neighborhood 6 Coral Cove Mini-Park 
Neighborhood 7 Torrey Highlands 

Community Parks 
Town Center 
Canyonside 
Subarea 18 
Subarea Ill 

Regional Resource Based Park 
Black Mountain 
San Dieguito River Park 
Torrey Pines Golf Course and City Park 
Torrey Pines State Reserve and Beach 
Los Penas uitos Can on Preserve 

Under construction 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
Yes 
No 
No 

N/A 
No 
Yes 
N/A 
N/A 

1 This park is adjacent to a 133-acre open space nature reserve. 

12 
5 

1.1 
12 
12 
12 
3 
3 

1 

7 

17 
20 
35 
35 

80,0002 

420 
1,7503 

3 000 

Carmel Creek 
None 
None 
Solana Highlands Elementary 
To be determined 
C arrriel DetMar Elementary 
None 
None 
None 
None 

None 
None 
None 
None 

None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

2 This acreage represents the Focused Planning Area boundary of the San Dieguito River Park, which is presently 50 percent publicly owned. 
3 State Park beach extends from Sixth Street to Black's Beach, approximately six miles. 

Police protection for the project area is provided by the Northern Division of the San Diego Police 

Department, located at 4275 Eastgate Mall in La Jolla which is 5.4 miles south of the project site. There 

are presently 157 sworn police officers and 16 non-sworn personnel assigned to the division. The City 

of San Diego Police Department presently maintains a city-wide ratio of 1.65 sworn personnel per 1,000 

residents. 

The City of San Diego is divided into "beats" for patrol purposes. The city-wide average police response 

time is seven minutes for emergency and priority one calls. The Northern Division response time is 

seven to eight minutes. The department receives 631.5 calls for service annually per 1,000 population 
on the average (Camacho, pers. comm. 1994). 
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Although the Northern Division is currently operating at a minimum staffing level of 80 percent of 

budgeted strength, the current level of service is within the acceptable range of calls for service/officer 

ratios. Future plans for the addition of vehicles and officers to the Northern Division have a target 

(unofficial) of September 1995, to meet restructuring needs (Curran, pers. comm. 1995). A new police 

station is planned for Carmel Valley South on a yet to be determined site by the year 2000 (Hess, pers. 

comm., March 1996). 

Fire Protection 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan establishes guidelines and standards for fire protection 

services. Fire stations..should be sited to provide rapid response time within urbanized areas. Stations 

- should be buffered from_adja~ent land uses and occupy a minimum of 0.5-acre of land. Sites should 

be acquired before or concurrent with surrounding development. 

Fire protection services for the project site would be provided by the City of San Diego Fire Department. 

As identified in Table IV-L-4, the best current response time to the project site from surrounding fire 

stations, is 4.9 minutes. 

TABLE IV-L-4 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO FIRE STATIONS 

24 13077 Harfield Avenue (Del Mar Heights) 4.9 minutes 

41 4914 Carroll Canyon Road (Mira Mesa) 11.4 minutes 

35 4285 Eastgate Mall (University) 12.5 minutes 

* Response times are approximate. Measurements taken from vicinity of the intersection of SR-56 and Carmel Valley Road. 
SOURCE: City of San Diego Fire Department, 1996. 

Water Service 

Water service for the project site is provided by the City of San Diego. The project site is located within 

th~ Miramar Water Treatment Plant service area. Potable water is presently delivered to the area via 

the 30-inch Del Mar Heights Pipeline. The City has also completed the Green Valley pipeline which will 

provide service to the project area (pers. comm., Lasselle, 1/11/96). The Green valley pipeline is a 30-

inch north-south pipeline that connects the Del Mar Heights pipeline and the Miramar pipeline. 

Domestic drinking water for the site is provided by the Miramar Filtration Plant. The plant capacity is 

adequate to meet current demand. 

The 1995 City Capital Improvements Program (CIP) contains two water related projects that are located 

within the NCFUA. The Black Mountain Reservoir project, located north and east of the project site in 
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Subarea I, would be connected to the filtered water barrel of the Second Aqueduct to provide peak and 
emergency/fire storage for the NCFUA. Initial reservoir capacity would be 15 million gallons, with an 
ultimate capacity of 20 million gallons (City of San Diego, 1995). The Carmel Mountain Road Pipeline 
project, along the southern portion of Subareas III and N, would make more water available from the 
Miramar Filtration Plant to Carmel Valley and points north. The Black Mountain Reservoir project is 
slated for funding in 1995-96 and the Carmel Mountain Road Pipeline project is scheduled for funding 
from 1994-98. 

Planned improvements to the City's domestic water supply system include an expansion of the Miramar 
Water Treatment Plant and the previously mentioned Carmel Mountain Road Pipeline. The Miramar 
Water Treatment Plant is currently operating near capacity during peak demahd periods. The City's 

-water Supply and Transmi5_?ioh F-eport, dated August 1990, recommends an expansion of the treatment 
plant based on an analysis using projected water demands for the years 2010 and 2050. In this report, 
development of the majority of the NCFUA was assumed to occur after the year 2010. Therefore, any 
significant development within the NCFUA planned prior to 2020 may require an update to this report 
to determine potential need ~r expanded water treatment capacity. The City is planning to expand the 
Miramar Treatment Plant. However, due to lack of funding, the schedule for completion of an expansion 
is unknown (pers. comm. Lasselle, 1/12/96). 

The Carmel Mountain Road Pipeline is necessary because the existing Del Mar Heights Pip_eline does 
not have adequate capacity or reliability to serve buildout of Carmel Valley or new development 
planned for the NCFUA. The Carmel Mountain Road Pipeline will consist of a 30-inch east-west 
transmission pipeline between the Rancho Bernardo Pipeline and the Sorrento Valley Pipeline at Carmel 
Mountain Road. The pipeline, in conjunction with the Del Mar Heights and Green Valley Pipelines, will 
greatly increase overall system reliability· by providing a looped backbone delivery system to the 
northwest portion of the City. 

However, based on estimates of future demand for water within the northern part of the City, the 
combination of the Del Mar Heights, Green Valley and Carmel Mountain Road pipelines would not 
provide adequate capacity for the area. A feasibility study, referred to as the 610/712 Zone Study, is 
currently being prepared that will assess future demand and provide guidance regarding the type of 
facilities that will need to be constructed to convey water to the NCFUA (pers. comm .. Lasselle, 
1/1_ 1/96). It is anticipated that the study will be completed in 1996 (pers. comm. Lasselle, 1/11/96). 

The North City Water Reclamation Plant is scheduled to begin operation in 1997. However, it has been 
determined that the project would be outside of the service area for the plant. As a result, the City is 
not requiring that future development within the Carmel Valley incorporate the "dual-piping" method 
for conveying reclaimed water. 
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Sewer Service 

Sewer service for the project would be provided by the San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater 

Department (MWWD) w.fil:dtNop;et.atesdthe:dMetto::=:Sy.s.fem. ffi~kMetroiSystemThe City of San Diego, 
1,vhich is a member oflVWN.'D, has a capacity of219 million gallons per day (MGD), with an unused 

capacity of 41 MGD. Pending approval of plans to expand facilities throughout the litf:@)&¥ifin,Gtty, 
the permitted capacity wd:bn.~r.f;1;~~Jf&ofM\hlWD 1.vould be 240 MGD (pers. comm. Stanton 1/9/96). 

Facilities in the Metro system include the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Facility, ocean outfall, 

pump stations, interconnecting interceptors, and the planned Fiesta Island Replacement Plant, North 

City Water Reclamation Plant and South Bay Water Reclamation Plant. 

-According to the Qean W~er ~Aret, the City of San Diego is required to pmvide secondaiy 1Nastewater 
treatment. The City's 1Nastev,1ater treatment facility v,•ill be upgraded in the next decade to meet the 
requirements of the federal Qean 'Nater Act and the California Regional \Nater Q.iality Control Board. 
The City of San Diego has conducted scientific tests to determine if an alternative chemical treatment 
of effluent •1,1ould be capable of substantially altering effluent characteristics to a le1v1el equivalent to 
secondaiy treatment. In· 1996, based on the results of the technical studies, the M\hl'ND received 
approval of a 'Naiver from secondary treatment standards that 1,yould allm•,• continued operation and 
planned C*pansion of the Point Loma Facility at advanced primaiy treatment levels (,\1W'WD, 1995). 

The existing City of San Diego Carmel Valley Trunk Sewer (CVTS) collects wastewater flows from 

communities between Interstate Highways 15 and 5 as shown in Figure N-L-1. After collecting and 

transporting flows westward through Carmel Valley and crossing Interstate 5, the CVTS turns south and 

continues along Sorrento Valley Road to the City of San Diego Sewer Pump Station No. 65. Wastewater 

flows are then pumped to Sewer Pump Station No. 64, which in tum pumps this flow, and flows from 

other trunk sewers, to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

The CVTS is approximately 6.5 miles in length and consists of pipeline diameters of 18, 21, 24, 27, 30 

and 33 inches. The sewer, built in the early 1970s, was originally constructed of reinforced plastic 

mortar pipe, more commonly known as 'Techite" pipe. Subsequent projects have involved relocation 

and installing larger pipe in some reaches of the Trunk Sewer. The remaining sections of original Techite 

pipe are now deteriorating and in need of frequent repairs. In 1995, Caltrans completed design plans 

to relocate and replace the 24- and 30-inch segments from the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 

El Camino Real, extending east for approximately 9,400 feet, with 36-inch pipe (pers. comm. Wilson,, 

1/16/96). 

Studies previously conducted by the City indicated that the CVTS has adequate capacity for the existing 

drainage basin including the subject project. A draft CVTS capacity study for the Black Mountain Ranch 

Development, completed in August 1992 by James M. Montgomery Consulting Engineers, Inc., 

indicated that a majority of the 18-inch segments, all of the 21-inch segments, and some of the 2 7-inch 

segments are undersized for the projected ultimate peak flow at ultimate buildout of the NCFUA. The 
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Black Mountain Ranch Development plans to gravity flow and pump a portion of its flow to the cvrs. 
The study concluded that, with construction of the planned sewer improvements, capacity of the cvrs 
would be sufficient to accommodate Black Mountain Ranch, assuming an aggressive rate of 
development for the area. 

Extension of the cvrs through the NCFUA is anticipated by the City to accommodate development 
within the individual subareas. The exact alignment and size of anticipated cvrs facilities has not yet 
been determined. Implementation of any cvrs expansion would be the responsibility of both 
developers and the City. When development is proposed, individual developers shall be required to 
show planned improvements to the cvrs facilities necessary to accommodate their project (pers. 
comm. Wilson 1/16/96). __ 

Existing sewage generation on- the project site is estimated to be 560 gallons per day (GPD) based on 
an average flow assumption of 80 gallons per person per day and a current population of approximately 
7 permanent residents. 

Solid Waste 

Solid waste generated within the project site is transported to the Miramar Landfill which is owned and 
operated by the City of San Diego. The Miramar Landfill has a total remaining capacity of 14 million 
cubic yards (pers. comm. Tirandazi, City of San Diego, 12/22/95). 

The State of California, through the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 8939) requires that 
a 25 percent reduction of solid waste to landfills must be achieved by January 1, 1995, and a 50 percent 
reduction in solid waste must be achieved by January 1, 2000. In order to achieve the State-mandated 
reductions, the City has adopted a recycling ordinance and the Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
(SRRE). The SRRE contains recycling measures to be used by the City to meet the State goals. If the 
recycling goals of the State and City are met, the closure date of the Miramar Landfill would be 2004 
(pers. comm. Tirandazi, City of San Diego, 8/24/95). 

Draft feasibility analyses are presently being reviewed for two potential future landfill sites. The City is 
currently in the process of selecting a site for a new landfill to accommodate future waste disposal needs 
of the City. Three alternative sites are being considered. One alternative site is located south of Poway 
arid east of 1-15. Two other sites are being considered in the East Elliott area. The City anticipates that 
selection of a site and acquisition of the necessary property could be completed within 1997 (pers. 
comm. Blum, 1/17/96). 

The current City of San Diego residential waste generation rate is 2.02 tons of refuse per year. 
Assuming an existing project area population of 7, the existing residents would generate an estimated 
14.1 tons of solid waste per year under current conditions, and 7.0 tons in 2006, assuming the goals 
of AB 939 are met. 
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Gas and Electric Service 

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&.E.) would provide gas and electric service to the project. 
The only existing source of gas and electric service for the project site is from the underground electric 
and gas feeder system, within a 150-foot wide SDG&.E. easement which bisects Neighborhood 6 and 
contains 69 kV and 12 kV overhead lines. 

Based on a usage factor of 600 kilowatt-hours (kwH) per month for detached residences, commitment 
to existing consumption of electricity in the project area is estimated at 1,800 kwH per month. Natural 
gas consumption is estimated at 150 therms, based on 50 therms per month per detached residence. 

Telephone Service 

·- -
Telephone service for the project area would be provided by the Pacific Bell Telephone Company. No 
underground cables or conduits are located within the project area. Existing telephone service lines are 
aerial and generally follow Del Mar Heights Road. 

ISSUE 1: 

IMPACT 

Schools 

How would Implementation of the Sub.area Plan affect public seJVices, particularly 
schools, parks, libraries, police and fire protection? 

The project involves the development of 250 single-family homes and 50 multi-family homes. Based 
on the student-generation rates used by the Del Mar Union Elementaiy and San Dieguito Union High 
School Districts, the project would generate a total of 252 students. Table !V-L-5 provides a breakdown 
of the students generated according to grade level and resultant impacts to the individual schools. 

The schools that would be affected by the project are operating at near or capacity: Carmel de! Mar (104 
percent), Del Mar Heights Elementaiy School (90 percent), Del Mar Hills Elementaiy School (107 
percent); Earl Warren Junior High School (100 percent) and Torrey Pines High School (100 percent). All 
of the above schools are currently using portable dassrooms to extend their permanent capacity. 

The Del Mar Union ESD would receive up to 123 new students to be distributed over the three 
identified elementaiy schools. At a typical classroom size of 30 students, five additional classrooms 
would be required to accommodate the additional students and is considered a significant impact. The 
arrival of new students from the phased project would be gradual over a 5-10 year period and would 
probably require installation of additional portable classrooms to handle the load or contribution towards 
construction of a new school. Carmel Creek School is scheduled to be operational in Fall 1998 and the 
Del Mar Union ESD is negotiating the purchase of a school site in Neighborhood 4. These new 
elementaiy schools are planned to serve students from currently built and occupied housing within the 
District and approved new residential units within Carmel Valley and Sorrento Hills. The student 
increment from the project will result in the need for new school facilities. 
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TABLE IV-L-5 
SEABREEZE FARMS STUDENT GENERATION 

DEL MAR UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT (K-6) 

District Total (3 Schools) -5 123 Significant Student increment would require 5 
additional classrooms (at 30 
students/class!oom). 

-JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL (7-8) 

Earl Warren 45 29 Significant Student increment would require 1 
additional classroom (at 30 
students/classroom). 

HIGH SCHOOL (9-12) 

Torrey Pines (includes Sunset) -44 58 Significant Student increment would require 2 
additional classrooms (at 30 
students/classroom). 

1 From Table IV·L· 1. 
2 Based on student generation rates in Table IV-L-2: Elementary School - 250 dwelling units X 0.471 students/dwelling unit • 118 students 

50 MF dwelling units x 0.103 students/dwelling unit = 5 students 
Junior High School = 250 dwelling units X 0.11 students/dwelling unit = 28 students 

50 dwelling units x 0.03 students/dwelling unit - 1 student :L 
Senior High School = 250 dwelling units X 0.22 students/dwelling unit = 55 students 

50 dwelling units x 0.05 students/dwelling unit = 3 students 

Earl Warren Junior High School, operating at 96 percent capacity in 1995-96 would receive up to 29 
which can be accommodated with the current remaining capacity for 45 students. However, this 
capacity would probably be filled by the time the Seabreeze Farms project becomes occupied. 

Torrey Pines High School, also operating at capacity in 1995-96, would receive up to 58 new students. 
At -a typical classroom size of 30 students, two additional classrooms would be required to 
accommodate the additional students and Is considered a significant impact. The Torrey Pines High 
School enrollment Is projected to increase to 2,210 students in 1996-97 and the School District plans 
to install 4 additional portable classrooms in Summer 1996 (pers. comm., William Berrier, 1996) to 
keep pace with ongoing growth in the Carmel Valley. It Is anticipated that when Seabreeze Farms 
becomes occupied, Torrey Pines High School will continue to be operating at or near capacity. Similarly, 
4 additional portable classrooms will be added to Earl Warren Junior High School - which the school 
district anticipates will be at capacity when Seabreeze Farms becomes occupied. 

The project would be required to fund Its fair share of the cost of leasing or purchasing State-approved 
portable facilities for students generated by the project. Another option is participation within a Mello-
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Roos Community Facilities District formed to fund school facility needs created by development in 

Carmel Valley Neighborhoods 8A, 10, the Seabreeze Farms Project, and Subarea lII (pending 

preparation/approval of a Subarea Plan). Separate Mello-Roos CFDs would be set up to fund the 

elementary and high school districts. Currently, the North City West School Facilities Financing 

Authority CFD No. 1 is undergoing a financial review to determine if funds will be available to construct 

a new elementary school in Neighborhood 4. 

Parks and Recreation 

Based on the residential generation rate of 2.6 persons per household, the proposed 300 dwelling units 

would result in 780 n~w residents. Based on the City's Progress Guide and Gen(;.ral Plan standards for 

-population-based parks, _the project would be required t6 provide the equivalent of 1.8 acres of 

population-based neighborhood park facilities. 

Through contribution to the Carmel Valley Facilities Benefit Assessment District, the project is proposed 

for inclusion in the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan. At buildout, Neighborhood 4 will 

contain 2,760 residents .. Coupled with the projected 780 new residents from the Seabreeze Farms 

project, the total population of Neighborhood 4 would reach ;?;:'a,540 persons. Planned recreational 
:•:•.• 

facilities for Neighborhood 4 include a 15-acre neighborhood park and school combination where the 

park component will extend over 11 acres and provide the area necessary for recreational activities 

requiring large play areas. The park will be located within 0.25 mile of the proposed project site. This 

adequately covers Neighborhood 4 recreational needs and would accommodate the Seabreeze Farms 

project as well. 

The project will participate in a Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFF~f) and a Facilities Benefit Assessment 

District for Carmel Valley which determine the project's fair share contribution towards parks and other 

public facilities. 

Although the project alone would not result in sufficient population to warrant a community park, the 

combined populations of fue Carmel Valley lift!li::eriJII would warrant development of twe- ;;:; 
abres{of community parks. Project recreational needs associated with community parks would initially 

be met by the Community Park, pool and recreation center to be located adjacent to the library and the 

N~ighborhood 1 Renaissance Park. 

Library Seivice 

As proposed, the project would result in an ultimate residential population of approximately 780. 

Based on the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan population threshold for branch 

libraries, the project would not be required to provide a library facility. 

However, as previously stated, the Carmel Valley library, which presently operates below capacity, is 

expected to reach capacity in the year 2010 with an estimated seIVice population of 32,966. 
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Additionally, the proposed project would participate in a Public Facilities Financing Plan and a Carmel 
Valley facilities benefit assessment district for fair share contribution towards libraries, and other public 
facilities in the Carmel Valley. 

law Enforcement 

The project would increase calls for seivice within the project area. Project development would result 
in the need for one additional officer based on the proposed population of 780 and the current officer 
to resident ratio of 1.65 officers to 1,000 residents. Response time in the Northern Division of the San 
Diego Police Department would remain at seven to eight minutes. 

Apditionally, the proposed proje<:,t would participate in a Public Facilities Financing.Plan and a Carmel 
Valley facilities benefit assessment.district for fair share contribution towards law enforcement, and other 
public facilities in the Carmel Valley. A new police station is planned to be located in the Carmel Valley 
Community south of SR-56. 

A storefront police station is.proposed for Subarea III within the NCFUA. According to the analysis 
conducted for the Framework Plan, the additional storefront station and improved road conditions 
would enable the Police Department to maintain a seven-minute, priority-one and emergency response 
time for the project site. The location and timing of a police station in Subarea III is dependent on the 
preparation and approval of a Subarea Ill plan. 

Fire Protection 

The proposed project would increase emergency seivice calls for local fire stations. The most rapid 
response time from an existing fire station would be approximately 4.9 minutes from Station No. 24. 
Therefore, the project site would comply with the City of San Diego Fire Department response time of 

six minutes. 

Additionally, the proposed project would participate in a Public Facilities Financing Plan and a Carmel 
Valley facilities benefit assessment district for fair share contribution towards fire stations, and other 
public facilities in the Carmel Valley. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

Schools 

The project would generate 123 elementaiy school students that would lead to overcrowded conditions 
at Del Mar Heights and Del Mar Hills Schools and require the addition of up to five portable classrooms. 
This is considered a significant impact. The project would also generate ~f~ middle school students 
at Earl Warren Junior High School which would require 2 additional classrooms and be considered a 
significant impact. Torrey Pines High School, currently operating at capacity, would also be significantly 
affected by the project. The addition of 75 students would require three additional classrooms and be 
considered a significant impact. 
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Parks and Recreation 

As proposed, the project would not significantly impact existing neighborhood, community or resource

based parks in the vicinity of the project. The project would not impact resource-based parks which are 

intended for City-wide use and therefore have no specific population limits or seIVice areas other than 

those of the City. Although development and improvements to the community park located in the 

Carmel Valley will occur with population growth, development of the project would not result in interim 

significant impacts on the community park in Carmel Valley. 

The project would be incorporated into Neighborhood 4 where a 15-acre neighborhood park and school 

combination is planned._ The Neighborhood 4 park is of adequate size to accommo.9~te the incremental 

-population from the Seabreeze Farms project. The requirement to provide the equivalent of 1.8 acres 

of neighborhood park will be met through a fair-share contribution to the Carmel Valley PFFD. Therefore, 

impacts to parks and recreation from this project is considered less than significant. 

Library 

It is anticipated that development of the project would result in long-term less than significant impacts 

on library facilities in Carmel Valley. A new branch library, which would provide seIVice for project 

residents, would be required by the Framework Plan within Subarea III, when the NCFUA population 

reaches 18,000 to 20,000. Location and timing of required library facilities in the NCFUA would be 

dependent upon preparation and approval of a Subarea III Plan and population growth within the area. 

law Enforcement 

The project would require the City to augment police staffing levels by up to one officer. Based on the 

current staffing level of 80 percent of budgeted strength which meets the acceptable range of calls for 

seIVice/officer ratios and planned 1995-96 staffing/vehicle increases, the project would cause a less than 

significant impact. Additionally, the Framework Plan requires construction of police facilities within the 

NCFUA that would address cumulative impacts of Subarea III needs on police service. . The 

implementation of the Carmel Valley PFFD will ensure that funds are available for law enforcement. 

Fire Protection 

The proposed project would increase emergency seIVice calls for local fire stations. The current 

response time of 4.9 minutes to the project site complies with the City of San Diego Fire Department 

response target of six minutes. The response time would still be below 6 minutes with implementation 

of the project. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on fire protection 

services. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The Del Mar Union ESD and the San Dieguito Union HSD are both operating at over-capacity conditions 

for the majority of the schools serving the project area. An individual school, such as Earl Warren Junior 

High School, may have some remaining capacity to absorb students generated by the project. 

However, the cumulative demand from this project and growth within the existing service area and 

approved new residential development in the Carmel Valley and Sorrento Valley would greatly exceed 

the capacity of both school districts. This is a cumulatively significant impact that would be reduced to 

below a level of significance with implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

The proposed project plan antLthe PFFP set forth measures which would potentially reduce significant 

impacts on schools, parks and recreation, libraiy, law enforcement and fire protection to below a level 

of significance. Implementation of these measures, once made a part of the project plan, would occur 

during subsequent discretionaiy actions. and must be made conditions of such actions. 

Mitigation Measure IV-L.1: Prior tb obtaining building permits, the applicant shall provide the City 

with a certification from the Del Mar Union ESD and San Dieguito Union HSD that any fee imposed by 

the Districts pursuant to Government Code Sections 53080 and 65995.3 has been paid. · If necessaiy 

to fully mitigate impacts on Del Mar Union ESD and San Dieguito Union HSD, and subject to applicable 

laws, specific financing plans and/or special districts may be established to provide adequate funding 

for school facilities. Special community facility districts may include but are not limited to the Mello

Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982. 

Mitigation Measure IV-L.2: Prior to approval of the proposed plan amendments, a Public Facilities 

Financing Plan and Facilities Benefit Assessment shall be completed which establishes fair share 

contributions for property within the Carmel Valley Community Planning Area for regional facilities 

including community parks, libraries, fire stations and law enforcement facilities. The project plan shall 

require payment of approved fees. 

ISSUE 2: 

IMPACT 

Water Seivice 

Would Jmplementdtlon of the Plan result In a need for new systems or require 
substantial alterations to existing facilities for the management of water, sewage., 
solid waste., reclaimed water, or power? 

Development of the project would result in increased water consumption. Conversion of generally 

undeveloped open space to residential, commercial, and ~iiestliin use would increase the existing 
··························:-.•.·.················ 

water demand. Development of the project would also result in short-term increased water use for 
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construction purposes, as well as long-term supply for development. Assuming 300 dwelling units and 

water demand for residential units at 525 gpd, the average estimated domestic water use figure for the 

buildout of Seabreeze Farms would be 157,500 gpd. Furthermore, development would require 

establishment of water storage facilities for fire suppression. 

Existing water facilities within the project vicinity are limited to the Del Mar Heights Pipeline and Green 

Valley ffi:l.:!Ml,UII which, with construction of new extensions, are adequate to provide service to the 

proJect (p~~-.- .. -~mm. Lasselle, 1/11/96). the:::p:1t0Jeet::wo.ufokfultt.ffiµtred\t&.:\tMW'\¥atet::fees::::01:r:angeburut 
W.®M'ttgff@p.JµhtlfMWif.§.ffatmli.es} As previously stated, planned improvements to the City's domestic 

water supply system include expansion of the Miramar Filtration Plant and improvements to the Carmel 

Valley Road Pipeline wbich will ensure a long-term continuous supply. 

The additional demand for water created by the project would not be significant in and of itself, but 

could have cumulative impacts relative to the future supply of 'Nater in the region.fflID.qµffll~fl°i 

p.rop:os.&:\lii:mr.o.1.ect\srwatet:ctemandsJiav.e@foerdnduaeaunaiMt:fumre,,w.1ar:m1m1nmm,,stua1es.wormt0:#fs.tmn 
ofwatemsem.1¢.JMt.tfmitm.ehMfill~w:and,·fhe:Jj(.iClllitApthe:,W:atemr~quir.-er:r:retM:s@lf=th'ei:p:ron~·~ifaare::9¢.f:lSlilt!ited 
~~$)Mff4W:b#)ajjj;!'ti®¢.itik¢1l$11tMt{l'jij,qn·i . Future water availability is not guaranteed due to changing 
allocations from the State Water Project, the expected decrease in water supply from the Colorado 

River, and probable future droughts. 

Due to the small si~e of the development, the project is not considered to have a significant impact on 

water se1vice. Application of City water conservation guidelines during the tentative map approval 

stage will ensure that water conservation measures are included to minimize water consumption. 

Additionally, several measures will be included in the Subarea Plan to reduce water consumption 

associated with landscaping, grading and housing such as: 

• Runoff from landscaped areas shall be reduced through utilization of berming, raised planters 

and drip irrigation; 

• Plantings on all manufactured and existing slopes that abut areas of natural vegetation shall 

include annuals, perennials, woody ground covers, and shrubs capable of surviving without 

supplemental water and shall be predominantly indigenous native species appropriate to the 

specific site conditions; 

• All slopes steeper than 6: 1 and greater than five feet in height shall be planted with herbaceous 
or prostrate shrubby ground covers. All internal slopes greater than 15 feet in height shall be 

planted with a combination of trees, shrubs, and ground covers (minimum one-gallon size) at 

an average rate of one tree or shrub per 100 square feet of slope area. A minimum of 50 
percent of shrubs and ground covers shall be a deep root variety (root depth of five feet or 

greater): 

• All shrubs, ground covers, manufactured and disturbed slope plantings, and lawn areas shall be 

permanently irrigated. Irrigation systems shall be fully automatic. Low precipitation sprinkler 
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heads and other water conseivation devices will enable the system to distribute water efficiently 

while maintaining adequate coverage and health of plant materials; 

• Incorporate low-flush toilets, low-flow faucets, and timers on sprinklers (including night-time 

watering) into project design; and 

• Provide infonnation regarding water conservation measures to new residents at the time of lot 

purchase. 

Sewer Service 

Development of the project would result in the generation of approximately 62-,4Q9.gallons per day of 

. ~_astewater. As with water, the ~xisting sewage collection system in the area would be adequate to 

meet the demand generated 15y the project. Construction of onsite sewer facilities including trunk 

laterals and extensions would be required. The project would participate in a fair-share contribution to 

CVTS and other improvements through payment of sewer capacity fees. 

Solid Waste 

As indicated in Table !V-L-6, residential units planned within the project area would generate 

approximately 560 tons per year of solid waste. Approximately 800 tons per year of manure would 

be generated by the equestrian facility. 

TABLE IV-L-6 

SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

1 SOURCE: City of San Diego, 1995 

Gas and Electric Service 

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&.£) would be able to provide gas and electric seJVice to the 

project. Presently, gas and electric seJVice for the project site is provided through the electric and gas 

feeder system within a 150-ft wide SDG&.£ easement in Neighborhood 6 which contains 69 kV and 12 

kV overhead lines. 
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SDG&.E reviews and consults with developers to encourage incorporation of energy-saving devices into 

project design whenever feasible. Forecasting of gas and electricity demand is continually carried out. 

Where projects with large power loads are planned, other area loads are considered and electrical 

substations are upgraded accordingly. Direct impacts to facilities are addressed and mitigated at the 

time development occurs. 

Energy needs anticipated for project buildout are approximately 15,000 therms of gas and 180,000 

kilowatt-hours of electricity. Table IV-L-7provides a breakdown of anticipated energy consumption. 

Although project specific impact analysis would be evaluated at the time of development, SDG&.E 

utilizes the usage fact~rs shown in Table IV-L-7for estimating the energy needs of ~evelopments. 

TABLE IV-L-7 

SEABREEZE FARMS GAS AND ELECTRIC USE 

GAS 

Single-family 250 50 12,500 
50 25 1,250 

250 
50 

1 SOURCE: SDG&E 1996. 

Telephone Seivice 

Telephone service for the project area would be provided by the Pacific Bell Telephone Company. No 

underground cables or conduits are located within the project area. Existing telephone service lines are 

aerial and generally follow Black Mountain Road. Service would have to be extended into the site. 

SIGNIFICANCE Of IMPACT 

Water Service 

Project impacts on the City's existing water supply and infrastructure system would be potentially 

significant, but mitigable through payment of water capacity fees prior to approval of future 

development. 
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Sewer Service 

The impact of the project on sewage treatment facilities would be cumulatively significant if the Point 
Loma Treatment Plant is not expanded and/or reclamation plants are not constructed prior to buildout 
of the subarea. The Point Loma plant is currently operating near its design capacity and this project, in 
combination with other future development within the seJVice area, would significantly impact the plant. 
Direct impacts on sewer seJVice would not be significant in light of the small proportion of the project's 
contribution to regional sewage generation. Impacts to local sewer capacities would be cumulatively 
significant, but mitigable through payment of sewer capacity fees prior to approval of future 
development. 

-Solid Waste 

The project would have a cumulatively significant impact on solid waste disposal in the region. Landfill 
space is currently in short supply and if new landfills are not approved, solid waste disposal will become 
difficult. This project in combination with other future projects in the region would be responsible for 
this impact. However, the project would not have a direct significant impact due to its small percentage 
of the overall waste stream and the expected implementation of an Integrated Management Plan within 
San Diego County which implements a county-wide source reduction, and recycling plan to reduce solid 
waste volumes to landfills. 

Gas and Electric Service 

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to gas and electric seJVice facilities. 

Telephone Service 

No significant impacts to telephone seJVice facilities would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

MmGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Mitigation Measure JV-1.3: A general water conseNation landscaping plan to reduce water 
consumption will be prepared. Measures shall be provided on the landscape plans and be subject to 
approval by the Development SeJVices Department Landscape Review Section. The following 
mitigation measures would assure that the water and sewer infrastructure system in the project area is 
adequate to meet the expected demand. These measures would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

The following mitigation measures would be incorporated into the Plan: 

Mitigation Measure JV-1.4: Prior to approval of Final Maps, the City Development SeJVices Department 
shall review the water and sewer distribution plans to determine their consistency with water and sewer 
distribution plans approved for the NCFUA by the City. 
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Mitigation Measure IV-l.5: Prior to approval of Final Maps, Waste Management Plans shall be 
submitted to the Director of Development Services Department for approval. The plan shall address 
type and quantity of waste materials expected to enter the waste stream; source separation techniques 
and onsite storage of separated materials; method of transport and destination of waste materials; and 
whenever fiscally feasible, implementation of buy-recycled programs. The provisions of the Plan shall 
be incorporated into the mitigation monitoring plan for that project. 

Mitig;,iion Measure JV-L.6: Development within the project shall comply with the construction timing 
and funding requirements to be established in the approved Facilities Benefits Assessment for the 
Carmel Mountain Road Water Pipeline and the Carmel Valley Road Trunk Sewer. The development shall 
also pay its fair share ef other onsite and offsite water facility improvements- ne.cessary to serve the 
proposed development, as identified in the City's Water Master Plan (currently in preparation), the 
Facilities Benefits Assessment, or during City Review of proposed tentative maps. These improvements 
would include roads, parks, police and fire, libraries, drainage and utilities. 
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M. PUBLIC HE.Alm AND SAFETY 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section addresses several public safety issues including vector and nuisance control and equestrian 
crossings. 

Vector and Nuisance Control 

Pathogen carrier control has been an issue in portions of the North City Future Urbanizing Area. The 
weather and topography of the project vicinity combine to periodically produce p_ools of standing water. 
In the past, this situation has provided habitat suitable for development of malaria--canying mosquitoes. 

- - - - - . 

The project area is regionally-significant because malaria has been contracted by individuals in the 
project vicinity. 

The existing equestrian training and boarding facility and associated odor conditions in the northeastern 
corner of the project site ar~ described in Section IV-G-Air Quality. Localized odors and flies are 
common for this type of operation and occur frequently in an agricultural setting. Rats and mice may 
also occur, however, they are generally migrants from nearby fields and have not presented a vector 
problem in the area. Currently, approximately 120 horses are accommodated onsite and roughly 84 
tons of manure are generated monthly. Nuisance problems from odors and flies are kept under control 
by daily cleaning of the stalls, storage of manure and waste bedding in a separate unenclosed area and 
monthly pickups by a local farmer for composting. 

With the exception of caretaker's facilities, no residences are adjacent to the equestrian facility. The 
surrounding areas are either in agricultural use, fallow, or undeveloped, and they do not have significant 
vector or nuisance problems. 

Equestrian Crossings 

Existing onsite equestrian use involves horse feedin~, grooming, training, riding and show areas. A 
directed trail system winds throughout the site and extends offsite to the west and east. There are two 
gates on the north and south end of equestrian center adjacent to Carmel Valley Road. Equestrian 
crossings typically occur at these locations, although the access is not controlled and crossings could 
occur at any place along the road. Carmel Valley Road is a rural two-lane collector road in that area and 
the low current traffic volume (approximately 2,900 ADTs) has not posed a safety problem with 
motorists and equestrians. 
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ISSUI 1: Would the proposed project expose people to potential health hazards? 

IMPACTS 

Three 50 x 50 ft detention basins will be constructed in the finger canyons to detain stormwater runoff 
and control siltation. Intermittent standing water can breed mosquito larvae which could generate a 
mosquito nuisance problem to nearby residences and may also harbor malaria-carrying mosquitoes. 
Design features will be incorporated into the detention basins to reduce the potential for mosquito 
production. Toe basins will meet the design guidelines of the County of San Diego Department of 
Health Services Vector Control Division. The applicable guidelines to control the mosquito population 
and potential vector pr~blems are: 

• steep slopes ancl minimum 4 ft depth, 
• adequate drainage, 
• access for chemical control, and 
• vegetation management. . 

Under the proposed project, the horse ranch will be reduced in size from the current operation, 
relocated to the central portion of the site and will accommodate a maximum of 100 horses. The odor 
generation from horse manure and potential impacts to proposed residences and offsite residences are 
discussed in Section IV-~ Air Quality. In general, continued implementation of the current horse ranch 
management procedures should keep odor and fly nuisance conditions under control. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

There is a potentially significant but mitigable impact on human health where conditions for breeding 
malaria-carrying mosquitoes occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative public safety impacts associated with vector problems would be less than 
significant with implementation of the mitigation measures for the proposed project. 

MIJ1GATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Implementation of air quality measures to control odor (Air Quality Mitigation Measure N-C.2) will 
reduce fly and odor conditions at the equestrian facility to a less than significant level. The following 
measures are aimed at mitigating mosquito-vector safety impacts: 

Mitigation Med.Sure N-M.1: Prior to approval of future planned developments and tentative maps 
within the project site, the City of San Diego Development Services Department shall review future 
tentative maps to ensure that vector and nuisance control measures are incorporated into project 
planning in accordance with the San Diego County Department of Health. These measures include 
ensuring that the design of basins include the following measures: 
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• 
• 
• 
• 

steep slopes and minimum 4 feet depth; 
adequate drainage; 
access for chemical control; and 
vegetation management. 

!V-M -Safety 

ISSUE 2: Would the proposed project expose people to potential safety hazards? 

IMPACTS 

An at-grade trail crossing located near the middle of the equestrian center across Carmel Valley Road 
would provide links to riding and hiking trails in the region. The equestrian cross_ing would be indicated 
wjth road signs and markings._ ljowever no signalized or posted stop sign intersections or a future 
undercrossing are planned-on Carmel Valley Road for the equestrian crossing. 

Carmel Valley Road will serve as the main circulation route from lower Carmel Valley to Subareas III and 
IV with cars traveling at speeds of 35-50 miles per hour. Traffic will increase to 19,000 ADTs with the 
Horseshoe Traffic Alternative_ (see Section IV-B, Transportation and Circulation) which would led to 
unsafe trail crossing conditions. However, completion of SR-56 (by Phase 2 of the project) will divert 
traffic from Carmel Valley Road and the traffic volume is anticipated to decrease to 2,000 ADTs, which 
would be below existing levels. 

The equestrian crossing on a major circulation route road presents a safety hazard for motorists and 
equestrians. The situation is compounded at the crossing located near the equestrian facility gates, 

. . 

where cars make right- and left-tum movements to enter the facility. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The equestrian crossing on Carmel Valley Road presents a safety hazard between high-speed auto traffic 
and the unpredictable nature of horses encountering moving cars at close quarters, horns and other 
noises. This is considered potentially significant but mitigable safety impact. 

MITTGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

M!tlgatlon Measure IV-M.2: Prior to approval of future planned developments and tentative maps 
within the project site, the applicant shall prepare a Public Safety Plan for review by the City of San 
Diego Development Services Department, Caltrans, San Diego County Sheriffs Department, and San 
Diego Trails Council. The Public Safety Plan shall be coordinated with input from the City of San Diego, 
Caltrans, San Diego County Sheriff's Department, San Diego Trails Council, the residents of the proposed 
project, and equestrian trail users to incorporate measures to avoid conflicts between equestrian and 
motor vehicles and ensure public safety such as the following: 

• 
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Trail design and construction along Carmel Valley Road to direct the equestrian crossing 
to designated location(s) and prevent uncontrolled crossings. 
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• Location of the trail crossing away from equestrian facility entrance gates, 

• Installation of equestrian crossing signs and road markings visible under regular and 
low-light conditions, 

• Open access leading to the crossing with no bends in the trail, 

• Sight distance from 150 yards to the equestrian crossing without obstructing structures, 
brush or bushes, and 

• Optional measures when traffic exceeds 5,000 ADTs on Ca~el Valley Road such as 
flashing wa_mJng lights and signs, or restricting access untir- the full buildout 
transportation system is in place. 

• The Public Safety Plan for the equestrian crossing shall be approved by the City 
Engineer. 

IV-M-4 



V. GROWTHINDUCEMENT 

Section 15126(g) of the CEQA Guidelines describes growth-inducing impacts as ''the ways in which the 

proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of new housing, 

dther directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment " If a project has characteristics which may 

"encourage or fadlitate other activities that could signiff cantly affect the environment, either individually 

or cumulatively," then this aspect of the project must be discussed as well. The following discussion 

primarily focuses on two factors: ( 1) potential for stimulation of development of surrounding property 

at a greater density than allowed by existing planning and zoning, and (2) a change in the timing of 

development resulting from extension of public services or road access into a1'. ?trea where previously 

\l~available. The increase-in inte~sity of use proposed by the project in comparison With the Framework 

Plan is not considered in the grqwth inducement section because it would affect the site but not the 

surrounding environment as described in Section 15126(g). This effect is discussed in Section JV-A, 

Land Use. 

This section analyzes the con~equences of growth and focuses on the ability and capacity of existing 

public facilities and services to provide for potential growth induced by the project. 

As previously stated, the project site is located in an area of approximately 12,000 acres identified as 

the North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA). The project site comprises 72 acres of the total site 

area within Subarea III. The Future Urbanizing Area (FUA) designates all lands as agricultural on 'an 

interim basis in order to prevent premature urbanization and protect environmental and fiscal resources 

by preduding leap frog development. City Council Policy 600-30 was amended to exclude the NCFUA 

from the Threshold Determination requirements for phase shifts from the FUA designation to the PUA 

designation. Instead, Subarea Plans are to be prepared. 

A General Plan amendment for a phase shift may be prepared in the NCFUA in conjunction with the 

preparation of a Subarea Plan. If approved by the City Council, the amendment would be brought to 

the voters in a City-wide election for final action in accordance with Proposition A, the Managed Growth 

Initiative (R-264708, 12-16-85). As stated in Section IV-A, Land Use, this project would satisfy the 

requirements for a phase shift based on th~ opportunities it presents for Implementing the City's goals 

for affordable housing and preservation of environmentally sensitive lands located to the west, as well 

as contributing to funding for public facilities in the Carmel Valley area. 

The Growth Inducement section of the Environmental Impact Report for the NCFUA Framework Plan 

(DEP No. 94-0510/SCH 94101024), concluded that implementation of the Framework Plan would have 

a significant growth-inducing impact. The document stated that implementation of the Framework Plan 

would: 

• Foster economic growth through provision of employment opportunities and construction 

activities related to development of the area; 
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• Foster population growth within the area and through the provision of additional housing; and 

• Remove obstacles to growth by providing roadways, utilities, water, and sewer service to 
previously unserviced areas. 

An assessment of Subarea III, which includes the proposed project, concludes that there are no features 
of the proposed Plan which would increase the growth-inducing effects over that which was identified 
for the overall Framework Plan. 

As illustrated in figure J/-4, the NCFUA is surrounded by existing and planned development. Although 
the land to the north is undeveloped, a major project, Black Mountain . Ranch, has already been - - ._ 

-approved, and the EIR(DEP No.-90-0332; SCH No. 91081026) prepared for this project concluded that 
it would be growth-inducing -due to the infrastructure improvements which would result from the 
project and the project's overall influence on surrounding land. Thus, development pressure would 
exist to the northeast of the proposed project without approval of the proposed Plan Amendment. 

East of Seabreeze Farms is vacant land within Subarea III which is expecting to process a Subarea Plan 
in the future. With regard to existing densities surrounding and proposed densities on adjacent vacant 
land, the development type and intensiiy proposed by the project would reflect that of adjacent existing 
and planned uses and, thus, would not encourage adjacent properiy owners to seek substantial changes 
in the land use or increase allowed densities. 

Development of the proposed project would result in construction activities and employment 
opportunities in the region. Construction of the project would occur in phases, and there presently 
exists sufficient construction industry 11infrastructure11 to support the need generated by this project. The 
project would not necessitate the import of construction workers to the region. Job creation would not 
foster economic growth in the surrounding communities for two reasons. First, the employment 
opportunities in the project were generally identified during the Framework Planning effort which 
attempted to provide a housing and jobs balance. Therefore, the jobs created in the Subareas relate to 
populations proposed for the NCFUA. Secondly, as previously stated, surrounding communities are 
developed and would not be pressured to increase existing densities due to job opportunities. 

As discussed In Section IV-L, Public Facilities and SeJV/ces, major water and sewer infrastructure already 
cross the undeveloped area in the NCFUA to the west and east of the project site. Thus, no sewer or 
water lines necessary to support the proposed project would be extended through areas where they 
currently do not exist. With regard to roadways, Carmel Valley Road is the major roadway proposed 
for use by the project. Construction of SR-56 would occur with or without the implementation of the 
proposed project and is the subject of a separate £IR that is currently being prepared. Carmel Valley 
Road is designated as a Circulation Element roadway and is presently proposed to be developed to 
facilitate regional transit. Development of the project site would not extend Carmel Valley Road. It 
should be noted that the proposed project phasing is tied to the abiliiy of others to construct major 
circulation elements such as SR-56. 
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The project site would provide a limited, short-term employment during the construction phases and 

highly limited number of long-term employment opportunities (less than 20) associated with the 

equestrian facility. Neither of these employment opportunities would induce growth due to the very 

limited nature and number of employment positions. 

The project would also provide 300 units of new housing which would generate students and impact 

existing school facilities. However, the project would not provide either a school site or would require 

contribution to school facilities which were not anticipated under the School Facilities Master Plan. 

The project developm~nt intensity would neither set precedents that could be 1:1~ed by surrounding 

-landowners to seel< increased -land use intensities, nor · would its development extend major 

infrastructure across areas where they are not currently available, therefore there are no project-specific 

factors associated with the project which in and of itself would be growth-inducing. 
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VI. CUMULATIVI EFFECTS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that "cumulative impacts be discussed when they 

are significant." Cumulative impacts involve individual effects which may increase in scope or intensity 

when considered together. Such impacts typically involve a number of local projects, and can result 

· from individually incremental effects when these collectively increase in magnitude over time. The 

CEQA Guidelines require that an evaluation of cumulative impacts include either: 

1. A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 

cumulative impacts; or 

2. A summa_ry o{ projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 

dot.ument whicn is designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions. 

Analysis of these data are required to include a summary of anticipated direct and cumulative impacts, 

reference for additional information on. individual projects, and potential options for avoiding or 

mitigating significant cumulative effec~ts. 

A separate discussion of direct impacts as a result of the proposed project, the significance of the direct 

impacts, and available mitigation is provided for each environmental issue in Section IV - Environmental 

Analysis, of this EIR. This Cumulative Effects section provides a summary of the characteristics and 

direct impacts of approved and proposed development activities in the proposed project vicinity, as 

well as the cumulative effects of the related projects in conjunction with the proposed project. 

B. APPROVED OR REASONABLY-FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT 

The cumulative projects list includes approved or proposed local projects which are similar in nature to 

the proposed project residential/commercial planned urban development type. Such projects include 

Montana Mirador and projects within the NCFUA, including Black Mountain Ranch and Fairbanks 

Highlands are a part. Also included on the cumulative projects list are approved or proposed projects 

within the North City West and San Dieguito Community Plan areas. These projects include Rancho 

Cielo, Santa Fe Valley, Santa Fe Hills, Bernardo Mountain, Montreaux, and Rogers. Finally, the 

cumulative projects list includes non-residential projects such as the San Pasqual Community Plan 

Update, San Dieguito River Valley Regional Park, Multiple Species· Habitat Conservation Program 

{MSCP), Del Mar Heights Road extension, SA-680 {deletion of western section), and SR-56 extension. 

A summary of each of these projects is provided in Table VI-1, followed by a discussion of each project. 

Figure Vl-1 shows the location of each project in relation to the proposed project site. It should be 

noted that the environmental impact conclusions summarized for each project are derived from the 

associated environmental documentation. Accordingly, direct impacts identified in association with the 

proposed project may vary from conclusions drawn for the projects on the cumulative projects list. 

Some projects in the cumulative projects list do not yet have environmental documentation or the 

validity of such documentation is in question due to the status of the project; in such cases, only general 

conclusions can be made regarding a project's contribution to cumulative impacts. 
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Subarea II 

Subarea Ill 

Seabreeze Farms -
Del Mar Highlands 
Estates 

Subarea IV-Torrey 
Highlands 

Fairbanks Highlands 

Subarea V - Del Mar Mesa 

Carmel Valley Precise Plan 

Neighborhood 4 

Neighborhood BA 

Neighborhood 10 

Montana Mirador 

Park View Estates #1 

Park Village PRO 

Santa Fe Valley SPA 

TOTAL 

Infrastructure Projects 
San Dieguito River Valley 
Regional Park 

SA 680 Deletion 

SR-56 Completion 

Multiple Species 
Conservation Program 

Del Mar Heights Road Ext. 

Camino Ruiz Extension 

Notes: 
1 Refer to Figure Vl-1 for project location. 

FEIR 

TABLE VI-1 
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

On hold 

On hold 

In process 

3,030 

250 

1,350 

(57) 

FEIR (-104) 

In process 812 

.FEIR 138 

In process 650 

Approved 289 

FEIR 174 

FEIR 371 

On hold 189 

Approved 

Approved 

Screen check 1,214 

Screen check 1,871 

20,398 8,382 

FEIR 

DEIR 

In process 

In process 

In process 

In process 

() Acreages and units were accounted for in the Subarea Plan totals. 
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2,150 

580 
1,300- ._ 

(25) 

(-285) 

322 

249 

1,640 

49 

229 

435 

446 

2,311 

1,659 

11,931 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

North City Future Urbanizing Area (NCFUA) 

The adopted Framework Plan for the NCFUA designates approximately 6,300 acres for development 
and retains approximately 5,900 acres for retention as predominantly natural . open space. 
Approximately 14,800 residential units with an associated population of 38,400 people would be 
generated under the land use densities identified in the Framework Plan. Buildout of the Framework 
Plan would contribute 150,000 average daily vehicle trips to the regional freeway system. The Final ElR 
for the NCFUA Framework Plan was certified on October 1, 1992 by City Council Resolution No. R-28-
??3. The Framework Plan is an ~~endment to the City of San Diego General Plan. - --

ln accordance with Proposition ·A, passed in 1985, land use phase shifts from FUA to a Planned 
Urbanizing Area (PUA) requires a majority vote of the people. The NCFUA was split into five separate 
subareas (I, Il, lll, IV, and V), each requiring development plans at a specific plan level of detail to be 
prepared based on the land l!Se designations and development densities provided in the Framework 
Plan. Each specific plan was to be prepared prior to the shift in land use designation from FUA to PUA. 
The City of San Diego included Proposition C on the City-wide ballot conducted in June of 1994 to shift 
the NCFUA land use designation from FUA to PUA. 

Proposition C did not pass and consequently development within the NCFUA is constrained to 
maximum densities of 1 DU/4 acres in the absence of successful phase shift(s). Unless a future vote of 
the people approves a phase shift in the FUA, development within the NCFUA will occur at a relatively 
slower pace than that projected in the Framework Plan and at a lower density. In addition, the future 
of the completion of a key east-west freeway linkage, SR-56, between l-5 and l-15, through the NCFUA 
is uncertain due to its reliance on the subarea specific plan. The following describes specific 
development plans that are associated with each subarea development for implementation through fair 
share cost funding mechanisms within the NCFUA. However, because Proposition C did not pass, all 
of these plans are on hold, thereby making the Framework Plan the most reliable source of cumulative 
impact information in conjunction with individual projects which occur within the Subareas. 

Subaru/ 

Located 2.7 miles northeast of the project site, Subarea l consists of approximately 5,180 acres, 3,030 · 
acres of which would be developed and 2,150 acres of open space. A total of 5,400 dwelling units are 
planned for the area. The Blad< Mountain Ranch Project is within the subarea. 

6/6/96 

Black Mountain Ranch 

Comprising 4,660 acres, the Black Mountain Ranch II revised tentative map calls for a maximum 
of 940 single-family residential lots and 179 affordable multi-family housing units at a maximum 
density of 1 unit per four acres. Two 18-hole golf courses are proposed. Approximately 900 
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acres would be set aside for future residential, commercial, institutional and resort hotel 
development after a phase shift to planned urbanizing. Approximately 1,766 acres of open 
space would be offered for dedication, an additional 55 acres would be developed for parks and 
1,022 acres of golf course and private community open space would be provided. Other uses 
proposed within the development include circulation element roads, a reclaimed water 
reservoir, a potable water reservoir, community facilities, and school sites. Direct impacts 
resulting from the fJroject indude land use, biological resources, landform/visual quality, cultural 
resources, traffic/transportation/circulation, noise, geology/soils, hydrology/storm drainage/ 
flood control/ water quality, and public facilities (schools and fire). 

Subareall 

Located approximately 2 miles northwest of the project site, Subarea II encompasses approximately 830 
acres that is bisected by the San Dieguito River. The Framework Plan identifies a significant portion of 
Subarea II as an Environmental Tier land use in conjunction with the San Dieguito River Valley Regional 
Park FPA. Approximately 580 acres would be designated as open space and 250 acres for 
development, on which 230 units are planned. 

Subarealll 

Subarea III contains 2,640 acres of which 1,350 acres would be developed and 1,300 acres designated 
as open space. A total of 6,500 units are planned for this area. No Subarea Plan has been prepared for 
a Planned Urbanizing phase shift vote in the June 1996 general ballot. However, Seabreeze Farms and 
the Del Mar Highlands Estates parcels within Subarea III are proceeding with development plans based 
on the NCFUA guidelines or application of PRD regulations. 

Del Mar Highlands Estates 

Located in the western panhandle of Subarea Ill, Del Mar Highlands Estates covers 389 acres. 
The project would involve the creation of 148 residential units based on the existing zoning of 
1 dwelling unit per 4 acres with the addition of 21 units transferred from the 84-acre Shell parcel 
in Subarea III with a 0.25 density bonus and 24 affordable housing units. The ElR identified 
significant and mitigable biological resource impacts to 33.1 acres of coastal sage scrub, 3.2 
acres of southern maritime chaparral, federal/State-listed species and federal C1/C2 candidates. 
Significant and mitigable impacts would occur to one important cultural resource site, steep 

' slopes, traffic ahd circulation, geological, seismic and soils conditions, hydrology/ water quality, 
noise and air quality. 

Subarea JV- Torrey Highlands 

Subarea IV is located 1.9 miles east of the project site. The subarea contains 1,134 acres, of which 812 
acres would be developed and 322 acres designated as open space. Approximately 2,800 units are 
planned. The Fairbanks Highlands project is within Subarea N. 
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Fairbanks Highlands 

The Fairbanks Highlands project site is located 2.6 miles northeast of the project site and covers 
387 acres, The project would involve the development of 93 single-family residences based 
on the existing zoning of 1 dwelling unit per 4 acres. Of the total project area, 61.5 acres would 
be dedicated open space as part of the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Park and MSCP. 
Another 160.6 acres would be deeded to the Ciiy of San Diego for open space, MSCP, school 
site, public road, and utiliiy construction purposes. The project has been approved by the Ciiy. 
Significant impacts include biological resources, landform alteration, noise, geology/soils, 
hydrology/water qualiiy, and public facilities (Schools and Fire). 

Sub.m~a V - Del Mar Mesa 

Located 0.3 mile south and southeast of the project site, proposed development on Subarea V would 
consist of rural residential, a resort site, and over 1,500 acres of dedicated open space. 

Community of Rancho Peiiasquitos . 

Montafia Mirador 

The Montana Mirador project site is located 4.6 miles northeast of the project site, and just east of the 
Blad< Mountain Regional Park. The 635-acre site would retain 446 acres of the total area in undisturbed 
open space. The remaining area would be developed with 397 single-family DUs and 178 multi-family 
DUs. An elementary school site and an off site 18-acre park is also proposed. The FEIR was certified 
in June 1993 and the project was approved. Significant impacts identified in the FEIR include landform 
alteration/visual qualiiy, biological resources, traffic/transportation/circulation, noise, geology/soils, 
hydrology/water qualify, and public facilities (schools and parks). 

Park View Estates Unit #1 

Park View Estates unit #1 is located 5 miles east of the project site, immediately north of the SR-56 
alignment. The approved project consists of a 118-lot subdivision on 51.8 acres. 

Park Village PRD 

Park Village PRD is located 4.5 miles east of the project site, within Rancho Pefiasquitos, south of Park 
View Estates. The project, currently under construction, includes 2,711 dwelling units on 724 acres. 

Carmel Valley Precise Plan 

Precise plans have been prepared and adopted for 8 of the 10 neighborhoods in Carmel Valley within 
the North Ciiy West Communiiy Plan. Precise plans for Carmel Valley Neighborhoods 8A and 10 are 
currently under review for adoption by the City. The Seabreeze Farms project site is proposed for 
inclusion into the Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan area. 
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Neighborhood 4 

The Neighborhood 4 Precise Plan area is adjacent to the project site and covers 338 acres. 
Development of 951 dwelling units, a school/park, roads and a neighborhood commercial 
center is planned over 289 acres. Approximately 49 acres are designated in the eastern sector 
along Bell Valley for open space. Construction on Neighborhood 4 is close to buildout and 
should be completed in 1996-97. The EIR identified significant and mitigable impacts to 
biological resources, steep slopes, traffic and circulation, geological, seismic and soils 
conditions, hydrology/water quality, noise and air quality. 

Neighborhood SA 

The Neighborhood SA Precise Plan area is located 1 mile southwest of the project site and 
covers 403 acres. Development of 952 dwelling units and neighborhood facilities are planned 
over 174 acres. Approximately 114 acres are designated for open space, 87 acres for Future 
Planning Area and. the remainder for roads and public areas. The EIR identified significant and 
mitigable biological resource impacts to 138.7 acres of southern maritime chaparral, 42.3 acres 
of coastal sage scrub, 0.7 acre of isolated seasonal wetlands/vernal pools, federal/State-listed 
species and federal C1/C2 candidates. Significant and mitigable impacts would occur to 3 
important cultural resource sites, steep slopes, traffic and circulation, geological, seismic and 
soils conditions, hydrology/water quality, noise and air quality. 

Neighborhood 10 

The Neighborhood SA Precise Plan area is located 0.85 mile south of the project site and covers 
806 acres. Development of 1,412 dwelling units and neighborhood facilities are planned over 
3 71 acres. Approximately 435 acres are designated for open space. The development of 
Neighborhood 10 is dependent on improvements and future extensions of Carmel Mountain 
Road, Carmel Countiy Road and State Route 56. The EIR identified significant and mitigable 
impacts to biological resources, two important cultural resource sites, steep slopes, traffic and 
circulation, geological, seismic and soils conditions, hydrology/water quality, noise and air 
quality. 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

4S Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Area. (SPA} 

Located 11 miles northeast of the project area, the 3,525-acre 4S Ranch SPA is divided into a 634-acre 
parcel designated as Current Urban Development Area (CUDA) and a 2,891-acre Future Urban 
Development Area (FUDA). The OMWD Phase 1 pipeline includes a 10,000-ft extension along Artesian 
Road to the 4S Ranch Specific Plan Amendment. A General Plan and Specific Plan Amendment are 
currently being proposed for the 2,891-acre parcel to allow a mixture of 5,365 dwelling units, 
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approximately 1,867 acres of park and open space uses, and an 18-acre commercial center. The 
proposed overall density of the 2,891-acre parcel is 1.85 DU/acre. 

The project will have significant and mitigable biological resource impacts to 16-ac of wetlands, 186 
acres of sensitive habitat upland habitats (169 acres of coastal sage scrub), 5.5 acres of riparian/scrub 
woodland and wetland habitat, federal/State-listed species, federal C1/C2 candidates and CNPS List 1B, 
2 and 4 plant species, and the endangered California gnatcatcher. Significant and mitigable impacts 
would occur to 53 important or potentially-important cultural resources sites, steep slopes within the 
viewshed of the La Jolla Valley, traffic and circulation, geological, seismic and soils conditions, 
hydrology/water quality, noise and air quality. The Specific Plan Amendment a~d EIR are anticipated 
to be circulated in 1996~ 

Santa Fe Valley Specific Plan Area 

Located 6 miles north of the project site, The Santa Fe Valley SPA encompasses approximately 3,163 
acres. Approximately 1,404 a~es would be preserved as undisturbed pennanent open space. Another 
3 7 4 acres would be developed mainly as a golf course to act as a buffer between the more sensitive 
natural open space areas and the more intensive urban development proposed for the remainder of the 
site. The Specific Plan proposes development of up to 1,200 residential dwelling units with variable 
densities from 1 du/6 ac to 4 du/ac. In addition to the previously-mentioned golf course, a resort-hotel, 
a 9-hole executive golf course, a congregate care facility, a neighborhood commercial center, 
community facilities, and supporting infrastructure are also proposed as part of the Specific Plan. 
Significant environmental impacts identified in the draft EIR include biology, cultural resources, 
landform/visual quality, traffic/ transportation/circulation, noise, air quality, geology/soils, hydrology/ 
storm drainage/flood control/water quality, and public facilities (fire). The Specific Plan Draft EIR has 
been circulated for public review. 

om£R DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING EFFORTS 

In addition to the residential development plans previously summarized, several infrastructure 
development projects have also been proposed within the vicinity of the proposed project. These 
projects are facilities or planning descriptions and summaries are provided in the following paragraphs; 
the_project locations in relation to the proposed project site are shown on Figure VJ-1. 

San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park 

The San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park is an adopted concept plan to provide resource 
protection and recreational opportunity for the public. The focused planning area for the park 
encompasses 80,000 acres and extends for 55 miles from the mouth of the San Dieguito River at Del 
Mar east to San Felipe Valley. The northern and southern portions of the project site are adjacent to and 
partially located within the focused planning area of the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space 
Park. A program level EIR was prepared to evaluate the concept plan prepared for the Focused Planning 
area of the park. The Final EJR was certified on November 19, 1993. Direct impacts associated with land 
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use, biology, landform/visual quality, cultural resources, traffic/transportation/circulation, and geology/ 
soils were identified. 

Multiple Species Conseivation Program (MSCP) 

The City of San Diego Oean Water Program initiated the MSCP to provide a regional mitigation solution 
for impacts to multiple, rather than single, species and their habitats. The MSCP is a. cooperative effort 
consisting of federal and State resource agencies, local jurisdictions, environmental groups, property 
owners, and experts in the fields of biology, environmental planning and conseJVation. The MSCP is 
part of the statewide Natural Community ConseJVation Plan program, and is· one of many regional 

· -conservation planning eff~rts· ~ing coordinated with the California Department of Fish and Game and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife SeJVice. 

The MSCP is a multi-phase program. The first phase was a multi-year planning effort that included 
mapping of existing and planned land uses, types of vegetation, and ownership of over 260,000 acres 
of land within and adjacent ·to the Metropolitan Sewerage System seJVice area - the Metropolitan 
Wastewater Department's prlmaty area of concern. The draft maps have been used to identify potential 
wildlife preseJVes and a network of connecting wildlife corridors. The program has also included a study 
of population viability for the California gnatcatcher and cactus wren, as well as preparation of preserve 
design and maintenance criteria. The Draft MSCP and accompanying Draft Joint EIR/EIS have been 
distributed for public review. The Draft MSCP identifies a Multiple-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). The 
MHPA was designated cooperatively by jurisdictions involved in the MSCP planning process, in 
consultation with USFWS and CDFG. The biological goal of the preserve envisioned by the MHPA is the 
preseJVation of as much of the core biological resource areas and linkages within the MSCP study area 
as possible. The economic goal is for the ultimate preserve to be affordable and for the costs to be 
shared equitably by the federal and State governments, local jurisdictions, and private landowners. 

:Emergency Water Storage Project 

The Emergency Water Storage Project has been proposed by the SDCWA to identify alternative 
solutions for mitigating the risk of severe damage to and disruption of aqueducts or pipelines that exist 
within the Authority's jurisdiction. The SDCWA is responsible for constructing and operating water 
facilities to receive imported water from the Metropolitan Water District and other sources and distribute 
it to local water districts that are member agencies. A combination of four new or expanded reseJVoir 
sites are being considered for the Emergency Water Storage Project. Each reservoir requires a pipeline 
system and several pump stations. These components would deliver water to the reservoir and send 
water to the existing aqueduct system when needed for emergencies. Each of these alternatives were 
evaluated in an EIR/EIS released in November 1995. The preferred alternative has not been determined 
at this time, but will be identified in the FEIR/FEIS in Spring 1996. 
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SA 680 Deletion 

The deletion of SA 680 involves amending the County of San Diego General Plan Circulation Element. 
The alignment to be deleted begins south of Del Dios Highway at the City of San Diego boundary near 
Artesian Road traversing the Santa Fe Valley and Rancho Cielo Specific Plan areas northerly to the 
Encinitas City boundary. This segment of the alignment is approximately 4.75 miles in length and is 
shown as a major roadway (four-lane divided roadway within a 112-foot right-of-way) on the adopted 
Circulation Element. The connecting SA 680 alignment through the City of Encinitas to I-5 was 
previously deleted from the City of Encinitas Circulation Element in 1986 and from the County 
Circulation Element in 1993. SA 680 as a component of the regional circula~<:m system is currently 
P!Ojected to carry approximate!~ 4~,800 average daily trips between I-15 and Del E>ios Highway based 
on the SANDAG travel forecast. Because the proposed project would remove SA 680 from the 
Circulation Element, the projected traffic would then be reassigned onto other roadways in the region. 
The deletion of SA 680 would result in impacts to transportation and noise. 

State Route 56 

The western portion of SR-56 (SR-56 West/Carmel Valley Restoration and Enhancement Project) has 
been approved and is currently under construction. This project will convert a 1.8-mile section of 
Carmel Valley Road to a six-lane freeway and create an adjacent riparian sediment control channel in 
Carmel Creek (between I-5 and Carmel Country Road). The EIR for this project identified potentially 
significant but mitigable impacts for biological resources, noise, cultural resources, landform 
alteration/visual quality, geology, soils, hydrology/water quality, erosion/sedimentation and 
paleontology. In addition, potentially significant cumulative effects were identified for biological 
resources, hydrology/water quality, erosion/sedimentation and traffic. 

The eastern portion ofSR-56 has also been approved and construction has been completed. This project 
will involve construction of 2.3 miles of a four-lane freeway from I-15 west to Black Mountain Road in 
the Rancho Pefiasquitos community of the City of San Diego. The EIR for this segment of SR-56 
identified potentially significant but mitigable impacts on riparian habitat and growth-inducement. 
Significant impacts which could not be mitigated below a level of significance induded impacts on 
Diegan coastal sage scrub occupied by two pairs of California gnatcatcher, land use, open space 
character, landforrn, visual quality, and noise. These impacts were considered significant on both a 
project basis and a cumulative basis. 

The central alignment of SR-56 through the NCFUA and immediate adjacent areas on the east and west, 
would be constructed in conjunction with the buildout of the NCFUA. Caltrans is considering several 
alignment alternatives, and the City of San Diego is currently preparing the environmental analysis of 
those alignment alternatives. 
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Del Mar Heights Road Extension 

The City has conducted preliminary environmental studies for the extension of the Del Mar Heights Road 

through the NCFUA. This roadway would roughly coincide with the alignment of Black Mountain Road 

in the Subarea III Plan, but would depart from the proposed Black Mountain Road alignment 

approximately 3,000 feet west of the eastern boundary of Subarea III. It would veer south and then 

continue east through Subarea N. Within Subarea IV, the extension of Del Mar Heights Road is called 

Carmel Valley Road. 

C. ASSESSMENT_ OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

LAND USE 

The City of San Diego currently has four land use policies in place that govern development in the area 

of these projects: 

1. City Council Policy 600-29 governs development in the City's Future Urbanizing areas; 

2. City Council Policy 600-30 outlines the steps necessary for transferring land from the 

Future Urbanizing designation to the Planned Urbanizing designation; 

3. The Framework Plan for the North City Future Urbanizing Area (adopted 1992) provides 

a blueprint for development and defines five subareas for preparation of detailed 

subarea plans in order to advance to a phase shift from the Future Urbanizing 

designation to Planned Urbanizing. The Framework Plan EIR identified cumulative 

effects of development of the five subareas; 

4. The City's existing agricultural zone for the area; and 

5. The City's Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) and City Council Policy 600-40 which 

identifies alternative compliance to RPO. 

The projects, as presented at the beginning of this section, are evaluated against these land use 

governing policies, as follows. Both the Fairbanks Highlands and Black Mountain Ranch (Subarea I) 

developments are consistent with Council Policy 600-29. With respect to the subareas within the 

Fr~mework Plan, planning efforts are currently in progress for Subareas IV and V. Evergreen Nursery is 

consistent with the agricultural zone for the site. With regard to both 4S Ranch and Santa Fe Valley 

Specific Plan areas, future subdivision plans and development would be consistent with the specific 

plans. 

The San Dieguito River Park Concept Plan EIR states that land use impacts are potentially significant until 

more detailed plans are available. The San Dieguito River Park is a concept plan and is thus subject to · 

securing adequate funding for implementation. The EIR for the MSCP is currently being prepared. It 

is likely that land use impacts would be potentially significant on a cumulative level, since the proposed 

open space land uses identified in the Draft MSCP would conflict with the existing adopted land use 
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policies. The MSCP is a draft document, currently under public review and subject to revision. The 

Fairbanks Highlands project and Draft Subarea IV plan are consistent with the existing adopted land use 

policies, and would not contribute to a cumulative significant land use impact. As stated in Section IV
A, Land Use, the project area is outside of the MSCP. 

The proposed SA 680 deletion project is not consistent with the County's adopted General Plan. The 

Board of SupeIVisors is recommending amendment of the County's Circulation Element to reflect this 

change. 

AGRICULTURE/NATURAL RESOURCES 

-The area has historically b_een µsed for agriculture, taking advantage of favorable soils, surface water, 

and mild coastal climate. Approximately 16 acres of soils on the project site are classified as Statewide 

Important Farmland. Although the project site no longer has direct value for agricultural use, the 

incremental loss of the Statewide Important Farmland would contribute to a significant unmitigated 

cumulative impact. The pr~posed project is also located in a mineral resource zone of MRZ-3. 

Although the site has not historically been mined for aggregate resources, this designation identifies 

a potential for some resources. However, the project's contribution to the cumulative Joss of 

commercially viable aggregate deposits is minor and is considered Jess than significant due to the 

project's relatively small acreage and low potential. 

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

The traffic study for the project analyzed the impacts of the proposed project both on a cumulative 

buildout condition, and for interim traffic circulation scenarios (prebuildout). The traffic study concluded 

that with incorporation of the proposed traffic improvements and transportation phasing plan, there 

would be no significant cumulative traffic impacts attributable to the project because the analysis 

indicated that the project contribution at failing facilities is below the City's significance threshold of 2%. 

PUBLIC FACILIDES AND SERVICES 

The project would contribute additional students to the Del Mar Elementaiy and San Dieguito Union 

High School Districts. The San Dieguito Union High School District is presently over capacity; therefore, 

any increase in student populations would contribute to the cumulative overcrowded conditions at the 

high school facilities in the area, which will be a significant impact. As mitigation, the applicant will 

demonstrate that agreements have been made with the affected school districts to ensure that 

appropriate funds are made available to the districts prior to recording the final map. Funding could be 

derived from a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District for payment of school fees. The cumulative 

impact to schools will be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Demand for other public facilities would be relatively minor and are considered a significant cumulative 

impact that is mitigable to below a level of significance. 
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AIR QUALITY 

The San Diego area is a non-attainment basin for ozone resulting from emissions of reactive organic 
gasses from autos. The APCD is responsible for strategies to reduce air pollution in the air basin and 
bases its projections of future air quality and pollutant emissions on population and employment growth 
estimates developed by the San Diego Association of Governments. New housing typically does not 
have a significant adverse effect on strategies to improve air quality if the project is consistent with the 
assumptions used in the APCD projection model and does not increase dependency on automobile trips 
relative to other locations. 

SANDAG Series 8 population~ projection takes into account development in the Framework Plan. 
Therefore, the proposals for the area are generally consistent with the SANDAG population and air 
pollutant emission forecast to the extent that the residential development would accommodate new 
residents in th~ area or increase the number of automobile trips or vehicle miles traveled. The 
Seabreeze Farms project is CO!)sistent with the land use policies assumed for the air pollutant emission 
forecast. Therefore, it is not considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. 

LANDFORM ALTERATION 

The combined projects in the area would alter the existing landforms and visual setting from that of 
open expanses of rolling hills, valleys, and mesa typical of rural agricultural areas, to that of clustered 
residential and mixed-use areas separated by open space and 4- and 6-lane roads. By providing 
circulation roads, local access roads, residential building pads, commercial development, and 
supporting facilities, terraced and manufactured slopes would be substantially increased from prior 
agricultural use. These individual and cumulative effects would be lessened by the Resource Protection 
Ordinance, which limits disturbance to steep slopes, cultural resources, floodplains, and biological 
resources. Under Council Policy 600-29, the project would also provide permanent open space. 
Implementation of the San Dieguito River Park Concept Plan and the MSCP would provide significant 
areas of open space and undeveloped land, which would combine and connect with any open space 
proposed as part of development proposals and the incremental addition from the Seabreeze Farms 
project. The cumulative change in landforms and visual setting from development proposals would be 
significant and unmitigated. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The area in which these projects are located comprises approximately 20,000 acres of undeveloped, 
agricultural, or low rural density housing. This large area supports a wide variety of biological species 
and habitats and, by the nature of its size, is an important biological resource within the City and County 
of San Diego. The predominant habitats include Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland 
(formerly active agricultural lands), disturbed areas (current nursery activities), chaparral, riparian 
woodland, and southern oak woodland. 
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Sensitive plant species which have been observed in the area indude California adolphia, summer holly, 
coast barrel cactus, San Diego marsh-elder, and ashy spike-moss. Sensitive bird species which have 
been observed in the area include coastal California gnatcatcher, black-shouldered kite, northern harrier, 
Cooper's hawk, loggerhead shrike, Bewick's wren, and grasshopper sparrow. Other animal species 
known to occur in the area are mule deer, bobcat, San Diego pocket mouse, orange-throated whiptail, 
and San Diego homed lizard. 

These past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to the loss of each of these 
habitats, but primarily coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland. Loss of coastal sage scrub habitat 
would in tum affect the wildlife species which utilize this habitat, such as. the coastal California 
-gnatcatcher, San Diego-homed lizard, and orange-throated whiptail. Large open hocks of non-native 
grasslands, among other habitats, provide raptor foraging habitat. The incremental contribution from 
the proposed project to the loss of coastal sage scrub and sensitive chaparral vegetation communities 
would be a cumulatively significant impact that is mitigable to below a level of significance. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The region in which the project is located drains into Pefiasquitos Lagoon. The opening between 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon and the ocean is seasonally blocked by a sandbar which prevents tidal flushing 
between the two areas. 

Development of the Seabreeze Farms project would potentially increase the amount of erosion from 
exposed soil areas which contributes to sediment-laden runoff into local drainage courses. Erosion can 
be destructive to the immediate area and sedimentation can clog waterways and downstream wetland 
and lagoon areas. Measures would be incorporated into the project to decrease erosion. These include 
limiting the grading to the dry season and immediate stabilization of manufactured slopes. These 
measures to reduce erosion during construction would be combined with long-term measures, such 
as sedimentation basins, to reduce the erosion potential. 

Runoff from urban and equestrian uses can also degrade downstream water quality. Runoff water from 
the project can contain contaminants, such as pesticides, fertilizers, and manure. The Increased runoff 
from impervious surfaces to the lagoons along with additional pollutant burden would result in a 
cumulatively significant unmitigable impact. Implementation of BMPs, as discussed in the Hydrology 
and Water Quality section, would reduce this impact, but not to below a level of significance. 

CULTURAL Rf.SOURCES 

The cumulative study area contains a wide variety and large number of cultural resource sites. Cultural 
Site CA-SDl-6802 located on the project site has been identified as an artifact scatter and is considered 
a potentially significant site under CEQA that requires further testing. It is highly unlikely that the site 
is significant under the Resource Protection Ordinance based on the number and type of artifacts, the 
integrity of the site and the type of site. However, site CA-SDI-6802 is not anticipated to add new 
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information to the cultural records due to its highly disturbed nature. Therefore, the removal of cultural 
resources as part of a salvage measure would not be considered to be a cumulatively significant impact. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The area contains formations with the potential for significant paleontological resources. Recovery of 
scientific information is required in areas where important paleontological deposits occur. The project 
site has the potential to contain significant paleontological resources which could significantly contribute 
to the regionwide loss of these resources. Construction monitoring mitigation measures would reduce 
paleontological impacts to below a level of significance on a project-by-project basi-s. 

However, the removal of paleontological resources as part of a salvage measure contributes 
incrementally towards a regional trend of the loss of paleontological resources from continuing 
urbanization. This impact of the project incrementally adds to this trend and is considered a 
cumulatively significant impact that is mitigable to a level below significance. 
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VII. SUMMARY Of ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TE.RM PRODUCTIVITY 

The majority of the 72-acre project site is currently being used for equestrian facility purposes. 
Undisturbed portions of the site include Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern maritime chaparral, 
southern mixed chaparral, chamise chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, mulefat scrub, non-native grassland, 
and ruderal habitats. These habitats provide forage and breeding grounds for a Variety of small and 
large animals. Both the disturbed and undisturbed areas of the site provide a rural, open space 

::;~:;;;;1:tl~~:.;~~~~:~;.;.:~:.ib;::;~~:~.:::::~:~~. ~:·~:!::::~n*~~=~;:0:: 
acres of Farmland ofState~ide}mportance and a prehistoric cultural resource site has been identified 
within the project site. 

Adoption of the proposed Community Plan Amendment would commit the project site over the long
term to the construction of single-family and multi-family residential units, an equestrian facility and 
roads over an estimated 72 acres. These uses would result In an increase in the long-term economic 
productivity of the project site and would improve transportation efficiency, increase housing and 
provide recreational opportunities in the area. These proposed developments would also permanently 
change the visual character of approximately 39 acres of the project site from an open space, rural 
appearance to a developed appearance with introduced landscaping and single- and multi-family 
homes. The existing agricultural soil and biological resources which are present in the future 
development areas of the site would be eliminated by development and would no longer be available 
over the long-term. A potentially significant cultural resource within the development area would be 
tested for significance prior to approval of tentative maps for development sites. If the site is 
determined to be significant, this would potentially result in damage to the cultural site. Subsequently, 
the site would be either preserved or mitigated through implementation of a data recovery program. 

The remaining 25 acres would be committed over the long-term as a resource-based open space area 
for the primary purpose of wildlife habitat, with secondary benefits as recreational and visual resources. 
Retention of the open space area onsite would involve the preservation of most existing wildlife habitat 
on the site. 

Thus, the net effect on the uses of the environment and long-term productivity in the project site with 
the implementation of amendments to the Progress Guide and General Plan, NCFUA Framework Plan, 
Carmel Valley Community Plan, and Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 would be the long-term 
loss of opportunities for use of the onsite agricultural resources, a permanent change in visual character 
for part of the project site, potential damage or removal of the onsite cultural resource, and brush 
management impacts to biological resources. However, the project would also result in increased 
economic productivity of the site (increased employment, tax revenues, etc.), improved transportation 
efficiency in the area through participation and implementation of planned circulation routes, the 
increase in available housing and recreational opportunities (equestrian facility, and equestrian/hiking 
trails), and the preservation of open space. 
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The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126) require that this section of the £IR address the reasons that the 
proposed project is believed by the applicants to be justified now rather than reserving an option for 
future alternatives. The project site and the rest of the NCFUA are surrounded by developed and 
developing areas. If the proposed project Plan Amendments and associated phase shift are approved, 
the project would be phased, resulting in the construction of homes over time in the project area. The 
majority of homes would be available for occupancy at least several years into the future. In addition, 
the low level of single-family residential development since the Framework Plan adoption in 1992 helps 
justify the proposed phase shift. Therefore, the timing for the adoption of the proposed project 
Community Plan Amendment and associated phase shift are considered by the applicant to be 
appropriate from the standpoint of projected housing need. However, th~ _final determination of 
whether the proposed phase shift i~ appropriate at this time will be made by a voteof the people of the 
City of San Diego, as requfred oy Proposition A of 1985. 

B. ANY SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE. 
INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the permanent changes to the existing 
environment which were discussed throughout Section IV of this document. The existing landform 
would be permanently altered by grading. The majority of the site's open space and the rural character 
of the area would be irreversibly altered by the proposed development of up to 300 residential .units. 
Although approximately 34.7 percent of the project site would be permanently committed as open 
space for preservation of wildlife habitat and the provision of a visual resource and recreational facilities, 
7.54.#15. acres of biological resources would be permanently impacted by brush management and 
construction activities. A cultural resource site would be permanently removed or preserved in place. 
Implementation of the proposed project Plan Amendments would preclude the future use of important 
farmland and mineral resources. 

Approval of the project would commit the City to the development of the 72-acre site with those land 
uses identified in the project plan, precluding other future land use options. In addition, plan 
implementation would lead to increases in traffic, noise and other urban conditions in the project area 
which would be considered to be permanent changes. The City would be irreversibly committed to the 
lor:ig-term provision of the necessary public services and utilities to support the planned development 
for·seabreeze Farms. 

Construction projects for the implementation of the Seabreeze Farms would require the use of fossil 
fuels to power construction equipment, trucks and employees' vehicles. During such construction, 
building materials would be considered permanently consumed, although these could be recyclable in 
part at some future date. Over the long-term, residents, employees and business patrons on Seabreeze 
farms would continue to consume energy derived from nonrenewable sources, such as fossil and other 

fuels. 
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VIII. EFFECTS CONSIDERED BUT FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Based on the Initial Study, which was conducted by the City of San Diego to develop the scope of issues 
for the EIR, and the preceding environmental impact analysis contained in this EIR (Section IV), the 
following issues were found not to have potentially significant effects. These issues are briefly explained 
below: 

AIR QUALITY (Traffic generated) 

The EIR addresses impacts to air quality associated with odor and dust resulting from the f.?roposed 
equestrian uses in clo~e proximity to residential development. The EIR does·n<?t._address air quality 
-impacts associated with traffic.generation because the proposed land uses are consistent with 
anticipated land uses presumably anticipated for the purposes of regional _air quality planning 
conducted by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District. The project would not result in air quality 
impacts related to intersection hot spots or placement of uses adjacent to significant, adverse air quality 
impact conditions. 

um1TIES 

The EIR addresses impacts to utilities for water, sewer, storm water drainage, and solid waste disposal. 
Effects to power, natural gas and communications systems are not considered significant due to the_ 
small size of the project relative and availability of existing service for these utilities. 

ENERGY 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial demand for or consumption of 
energy. Future developments on the Seabreeze Farms site would be in compliance with the energy 
conservation requirements in Title 24 of the California Administrative Code and the Energy Element of 
the Precise Plan for Neighborhoods 4, 5 and 6 and would not be high energy demand land uses. Future 
development on the site would not require the development of a new source of energy. 

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY 

The proposed project would not increase the risk of an explosion or release of hazardous substances 
to_ the environment due to an accident or upset conditions. There are no land uses proposed which 
would be expected to store, use, transport or generate large quantities of hazardous substances. There 
are no high voltage lines in the vicinity of the project site, and there are no known hazardous waste 
substances or contamination which may be an environmental hazard to soil, ground water or the public 
health. 
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IX. ALTERNATIVES 

Section 15126 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR shall "describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic 
objectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives." The range of 
alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the "rule of reason" that requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. An EIR need not consider an alternative 
whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative 
(Section 15126 (d) (5) of the CEQA Guidelines). 

In developing the alternatives to be addressed in this EIR, the potential altema~ives were evaluated in 
terms of their ability fo meet_ the basic objectives of the project while reducing or avoiding the 
environmental impacts identifiecl in Section IV of this EIR. The project is being proposed to meet the 
following principal objectives: 

• Implement a predominantly residential development with onsite equestrian uses accessible to 
future residents and surrounding communities. 

• Preserve tributary and finger canyons associated with Bell valley in open space. 

The following alternatives analysis focuses on "alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse 
environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly" (Section 
15126 (d) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines). Based on the results of the environmental impact analysis 
contained in Section IV, alternatives were identified and evaluated on the basis of their ability to 
eliminate or substantially reduce significant impacts associated with the following issues: 

• Agriculture/Natural Resources • Landform Alteration/Visual Quality 
• Air Quality • Noise 
• Biological Resources • Paleontological Resources 
• Cultural Resources • Public Facilities and Services 
• Geology/Soils • Transportation/Traffic Circulation 
• Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Land Use 

Where the alternative would generate new, additional impacts, those impacts are discussed in this 
analysis, but not to the level of detail as the discussion in Section IV. 

Based on these parameters, four alternatives were considered: 
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A. 
B. 
C. 

D. 

No Project/No Action 
Development Under Existing Land Use Regulations 
Alternative to Avoid Impacts Associated with Brush Management 
Development Consistent with the Framework Plan 
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A. NO PROJECT/NO ACTION 

The No Project/No Action alternative is equivalent to maintenance of existing conditions on the site. 
The site would remain in the City's designated "Urban Reserve" and would not be shifted to the "Planned 
Urbanizing" area. This alternative would mean that the existing equestrian facilities would continue to 
operate. Existing agriculture-related operations onsite would continue. This alternative would preserve 
the existing sensitive resources onsite. 

The significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project, as identified in Section 
N of this EIR and the cumulative impacts of all proposed or approved developments in the area as 

-identified in Section VI, would not occur under this alternative. Specifically, thes-e impacts include 
potential direct and indirect imp-acts to sensitive plant and animal species, substantial change to visual 
character and landfonn, impacts to cultural resources, direct impacts to potential fossil-bearing geologic 
formations, direct and cumulative traffic impacts, air quality degradation, short- and long-term impacts 
on public services and infrastructure capacity, increased runoff and potential degradation of water 
quality and potential conflicts with unstable soils. 

This alternative would not facilitate the objectives of the project or the intent of the Framework Plan. 
The Framework Plan anticipates that residential development would occur on the project site. If existing 
conditions are maintained and development of residential uses onsite does not occur, the housing 
balance anticipated by the Framework Plan for Subarea III would not be realized. 

B. DEVELOPMENT UNDER EXISTING LAND USE REGULATIONS 

This alternative would lead to development of the site in accordance with permitted activities and 
intensities established by the City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan (as amended by the 
Framework Plan), Zoning Ordinance and City Council Policy 600-29, with no phase shift, General Plan 
amendment or Subarea Plan and City Policy 600-40, alternative compliance to RPO. Under this 
alternative, the site would remain designated as "urban reserve" and could be developed under a 
continuation of four development alternatives, which are described below: 

• Development pursuant to A-1-10 zoning regulations at the minimum lot size and density 
permitted in the applicable zone. As with most of the NCFUA, this would result in a maximum 
development intensity in the project site of one unit per 10 acres (A-1-10). Other allowable 
uses would be churches, private stables, commercial riding, training or boarding horse stables, 
and most agricultural uses; 

• Development pursuant to Rural Cluster Development regulations at the density permitted in the 
A-1-10 zone. This development option would allow the same number of units as development 
under the A-1-10 zone described above but with development clustered to allow for efficient 
land utilization and land conservation, and maximum protection of open space and future 
development opportunities; 
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• Development pursuant to Planned Residential Development regulations at a density not to 
exceed one dwelling unit per four acres; or, 

• Development pursuant to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) regulations provided that the 
conditional uses are natural resource dependent, non-urban in character and scale, or are of an 
interim nature that would not result in an irrevocable commitment of the land precluding futures 
uses. 

Development under the PRO regulations offers the opportunity for the greatest intensity of 
development, with deveJopment being permitted at a gross density of one dwell-in_$_unit per four acres. 
-Build out of the site under PRD -regulations on a 72-acre site could result in a total of approximately 18 
dwelling units, or up to 22 units; if affordable units were to be provided and a 25 percent density bonus 
were received. In addition, strictly accessory uses such as commercial, office and recreational facilities 
that would serve only project occupants would be permitted, as would roads required to serve 
development. 

Under this alternative, the site would retain its Future Urbanizing Area designation. Over time, the site 
would gradually be developed. This development would probably occur incrementally, as a series of 
relatively small-scale developments. Dedication of open space areas to the City would be required for 
each future development. The City's Resource Protection Ordinance, CEQA and other environmental 
planning requirements would apply to the PRO developments under this scenario and would help to 
minimize environmental impacts. 

Many of the significant impacts anticipated due to implementation of the project, as identified in Section 
IV of this £IR. and the cumulative impacts of all proposed or approved developments in the area, as 
identified in Section VI, would be substantially reduced under this scenario because of the reduction In 
dwelling units and extent of grading. Impacts which are directly related to the number of housing units 
(e.g., traffic generation, air pollution, noise and demand for public se1Vices and utilities) would be 
proportionately reduced. Due to the substantial reduction in residential units, impacts to public services 
associated with the proposed project including those to schools, parks and solid waste generation 
would be greatly lessened with implementation of this alternative. 

Other impacts could be less than, equal to or greater than, those associated with the proposed 
development, depending on the specific locations and designs of the PRO developments under this 
alternative. These impacts include, but are not limited to, the potential for land use incompatibilities, 
potential direct and indirect impacts to biological resources, change in visual character, potential 
impacts to cultural and paleontological resources, water quality impacts, increase in storm water runoff, 
erosion, and loss of agricultural lands. Densities would be much lower under this alternative than those 
proposed by the development. Impacts to views from public vantage points such as SR-56 and Carmel 
Valley Road would only be avoided if development is clustered in the northeastern portion of the site. 
If development were to occur within Bell Valley, the existing open character of the valley would be 
substantially altered. 
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If the eighteen units allowed under this alternative are clustered in the eastern portion of the site, it is 

anticipated that encroachment of brush management activities into sensitive vegetation could be 

avoided. Mitigation required to mitigate impacts to sensitive biological resources required for the 

proposed project would not be necessary. Any potential inconsistencies with the intent of the Resource 

Protection Ordinance regarding encroachment into sensitive lands would also be avoided. 

Build out of the site under this scenario would not confonn with the intent of the Framework Plan. One 

of the reasons the Framework Plan was prepared was the local concern that development in the NCFUA 

would occur in a piecemeal fashion, leading to a land use pattern that may not be desirable and might 

not efficiently support public facilities and services (City of San Diego 1992c) .. The Framework Plan calls 
- . 

· for the creation of compact residential communities with unique characters, varied ·types of housing, 

and a range of housing affordability, supported by a mix of commercial, employment and public use 

opportunities. The Framework Plan also calls for future development in the NCFUA to promote the use 

of alternative modes of transportation, including pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle and mass transit 

opportunities. Buildout of the project site under this alternative would not be consistent with these 

approved plans. Development woul,d probably not be "compact". Different developments may not 

relate to one another in a way that would promote a community atmosphere or a neighborhood theme. 

The lower densities may not support surrounding planned commercial or office development, public 

uses and alternate transportation facilities. The lack of coordinated areawide planning based on urban 

design principles, could lead to additional negative impacts on visual quality, although the low density 

nature of development and the decrease in total development of the area would more likely reflect the 

existing character of the area. 

Furthermore, under this alternative, the project's contribution to the Public Facilities Financing Plan to 

offset impacts to infrastructure would be substantially less. In addition, the contribution of funding for 

parks and Circulation Element roads would also be substantially reduced. 

C. ALilRNATIVE DESIGN TO AVOID IMPACTS ASSOCIAilD WITH BRUSH MANAGEMENT 

The intent of this alternative is to avoid the need to conduct brush management activities on the project 

site. The product type and limits of grading under this alternative would be identical to that of the 

proposed project and consist of predominantly single.:.family residential lots of approximately 

4,500 square feet. Brush Management Zones 1, 2 and 3 would be within the limits of grading shown 

on Figure 111-2. Residential units would be set back at least 80 feet from the edge of the grading limit. 

With the 80-foot setback, residential units and the rear yard of the lots would be located entirely within 

the limits of grading located on the mesa. Because the project site is irregularly shaped (much longer 

than it is wide), the 80-foot setback from the limits of grading substantially reduces the number of 

single-family residences from 250 under the proposed projed to 175 under this alternative. It is 

anticipated that the 8-acre equestrian facility and 50 multi-family residential units would be retained 

under this alternative. The total number of residential units would be 225, or a reduction of 25 percent 

in units from the proposed project. 
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Implementation of the setback would only avoid significant impacts to sensitive vegetation identified 
for the proposed project brush management activities which would result in disturbance of 
approximately 4:-79fl@:§ acres of sensitive vegetation located on the slopes of Bell Valley (see Figure 

!V-C-Z). Impacts to 0.47 acre of sensitive biological resources associated with project grading would 
not be avoided under this alternative. These impacts would remain significant and require mitigation 
as discussed in Section IV-C: Biological Resources. 

Other significant impacts identified for the project would not be avoided with implementation of this 
alternative. It is not anticipated that the 75-unit reduction would be enough to _qvoid population based 
JlJlpacts of the proposed proj~ct_ related to schools, or traffic generation. Because the location and 
density of the units would be identical to that of the proposed project, the development under this 
alternative would result in impacts to visual quality along Carmel Valley Road, cultural resources, 
paleontological resources, and agricultural lands. Construction of walls along Carmel Valley Road would 
still be required to attenuate exterior noi~e levels experienced by future residents of the development. 

Although this alternative avoids significant impacts to 4.-7§ff)R acres of sensitive biological resources 
associated with brush management, significant impacts to other environmental resources are not 
substantially reduced or avoided under this alternative. 

D. DEVELOPMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE FRAMEWORK PLAN 

This alternative would lead to the buildout of the site in accordance with the adopted uses and 
intensities established by the NCFUA Framework Plan. As shown previously in Section IV-A, Land Use, 

in Table JV-A-1 and in Figure IV-A-2, under the Framework Plan, the site would be developed with 
residential uses ranging from approximately 1.6 to a maximum of 4 DU/acre. A total of approximately 
178 units would be allowed (see Figure JV-A-Z). 

Although all 72 acres of the site are designated by the Framework Plan for residential use, it is 
anticipated that the site would be developed in accordance with the Resource Protection Ordinance and 
Framework Plan Open Space Element. The 178 units would be single-family residences. No multi
family residential development or equestrian facility would occur with implementation of this 
alternative. With implementation of this alternative, the land use inconsistencies associated with the 
pro]ect would be avoided. The site would be developed at the densities anticipated by the approved 
Framework Plan. The densities developed under this alternative have been incorporated into the 
approved planning process for the Framework Plan. 

The proposed project site plan provides for preservation of topography associated with the steep slopes 
and floor of Bell Valley in open space. As discussed in Section JV-C: Biological Resources, a majority 
of the native habitat is located on the slopes of Bell Valley and associated tributaries. Development in 
the western portion of the site, as envisioned by the Framework Plan would likely result in a similar level 
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of disturbance of the landforms and sensitive vegetation due to encroachments allowed under RPO into 
these areas and brush management requirements. 

Because the proposed project has been designed to be consistent with RPO, development of the site 
under the Framework Plan is anticipated to disturb a similar area with similar limits of grading (see Figure 

111-2) as the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of this alternative would result in similar levels 
of impact to the proposed project associated with this area of disturbance which include cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, geology/soils, water quality/hydrology, agriculture, aggregate 
resources and landform alteration/visual quality. Mitigation measures similar to those required for the 
proposed project woul9 also be required for these issues for development under !h!s alternative. 

Traffic generated by deveiopment of 178 units on the site would be less than that of the proposed 
project. However, measures would still need to be incorporated into the project design to minimize 
potential impacts to surrounding roadways. Implementation of this alternative would not substantially 
change the assumptions regarding ADT on Carmel Valley Road from that assumed for the proposed 
project for the construction.of SR-56. It is anticipated, therefore, that noise measures such as noise walls 
would need to be implemented into the design of this alternative. 

The 40 percent reduction of units from the 300 units for the proposed project developed on the site 
under this alternative would not avoid population-based impacts of the project to public facilities and 
services such as schools, water, sewer, police and fire protection, library, and parks and recreation. 
Although school, water and sewer generation would be reduced 40 percent, development under this 
alternative would still be required to participate in the Public Facilities Financing and School Master Plan. 
Impacts to these facilities would still be significant and would not be avoided with implementation of 
this alternative. 

The objective of the project to provide a mix of uses on the site would not be realized under this 
alternative. Multi-family residential units and equestrian facilities proposed as a part of the project 
would not be implemented. ttsti&ulddM::,nb.:t¢.ltthat:p¢.temiiakffit:egu:esttl:atj/:6pertsp:a¢e:::¢o.nne.ctf¢ms 
are,,,wa¢:,0Nliie',:fmmew..o.tK,:B1antg:o:a1s.ta®Hi1W.s.faw.rthdmpJeroent®&r:tor:the\p.r.oposJ@l\p.r¢1¢¢t4se.e.,,:@$.6. 
S:eami>:n,::HWi®Nlffir:WIJlseW 
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