
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Project No. 636444 

SCH No. 2021100394 

SUBJECT: All Peoples Church: The project consists of the development of a 54,476-square-

foot (SF) sanctuary/multi-purpose building (under one roof) and a 71,010 SF two-

level parking garage (367 parking spaces). The project site is a 5.99-acre parcel 

located at the northeast corner of Interstate 8 (I-8) and College Avenue of the Navajo 

Community Plan area. The vacant site is outside the City’s Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) preserve, the Multi-habitat Planning Area. The 

proposed project would include a 900-seat church with accessory uses (i.e., Sunday 

school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose room/gym), a parking structure and 

surface parking, site improvements, and off-site improvements to College Avenue. 

Of the 900 seats, 587 seats would be fixed in place, and 3,690 SF would 

accommodate the remaining non-fixed seats. Congregation gatherings would 

primarily occur on Sundays; small group activities may occur during the weekdays or 

on Saturdays. No primary educational school spaces are proposed as part of the 

project. The project would also include on-site water quality basins to treat 

stormwater runoff and a sewer/stormwater connection to existing City facilities. The 

project would require City approval of a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to 

modify the Navajo Community Plan, Planned Development Permit (PDP), Site 

Development Permit (SDP) and various easement vacations via the Process 5 

process. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Portion of Lot 67 of Rancho Mission of San Diego, 

County of San Diego, State of California, as described in grant deed November 3, 

1975, at document 76-306249) The site is not included on any Government Code 

listing of hazardous waste sites. APPLICANT: Kendall Laughlin, All Peoples Church 

 

UPDATE: July 31, 2023. Clarifications, revisions, additional information, and/or 

typographical corrections have been made to the final Environmental Impact 

Report when compared to the draft environmental document. In accordance 

with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15088.5, the addition 

of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications and would not result in new impacts or new mitigation does not 

require recirculation. 

 



 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (a): “Significant new information” 

requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure or additional data or 

other information showing that: 

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 

from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 

result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 

level of insignificance. 

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 

impacts of the project, but the projects proponents decline to adopt it. 

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 

conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 

precluded. 

 

The modifications made to the final environmental document do not affect the analysis 

or conclusions of the Environmental Impact Report. All revisions are shown in a 

strikethrough and/or underline format. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

 

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego’s Environmental Analysis Section 

under the direction of the Development Services Department and is based on the City’s 

independent analysis and conclusions made pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Statutes Section 21082.1 and San Diego Land Development Code Sections 128.0103(a) 

and 128.0103(b). 

 

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego, as the 

Lead Agency, has prepared the following Environmental Impact Report. The analysis addressed 

the following issue area(s) in detail: Land Use, Biological Resources, Historical Resources, 

Noise, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, and Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs). 

The Environmental Impact Report concluded that the project would result in significant but 

mitigated environmental impacts to Biological Resources, Historical Resources; Noise; and 

TCRs. All other impacts analyzed in the draft EIR were determined to be less than significant. 

 

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the 

significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, 

identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives 

to the project. 

 

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

 

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the draft 

Environmental Impact Report and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. 

Copies of the Environmental Impact Report, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the offices of the Development Services 

Department, or purchased for the cost of reproduction. 

 

State of California 

State Clearinghouse 
 

City of San Diego 

Central Library (81A) 

Benjamin Branch Library (81D) 

 

Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals 

US Fish & Wildlife Service (23) 

California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (32) 

Sierra Club (165) 

San Diego Audubon Society (167) 

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A) 

California Native Plant Society (170) 

Endangered Habitats League (182A) 

Historical Resources Board (87) 

Carmen Lucas (206) 

South Coastal Information Center (210) 

San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 

Ron Christman (215) 

Clint Linton (215B) 

Frank Brown – Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216) 

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217) 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218) 

Native American Heritage Commission (222) 

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 

Native American Distribution (225 A-S) 

Caltrans District 11 (31) 

University of California San Diego Library (134) 

Navajo Community Planning Group (336) 

San Carlos Area Council (338) 

Del Gardens Senior Social Club (339) 

Mission Trails Regional Park (341) 

Malcolm A. Love Library (457) 

Daily Aztec (459) 

Richard Drury 

Stacey Oborne 

John Stump 

Mark Nelson 

Larry Dawon 



Kris Dill 

Josh Billauer 

Linda Thompson 

Christina Callahan 

Sandra Einstein 

Lesile Reinbold 

Geraldine Luna 

Adam Hertel 

Michael Livingston 

Amy E. Waczek 

Teri Frazier 

Katie Williams 

Dana Stewart 

Jordan and Alex Chaim 

Steve Behar 

Jerett Sigrist 

Robin Kastner 

Valerie Bale 

Mike Irick 

Frank Cavignac 

Marion Luebbermann 

Donna Valerie 

Barbara Rose 

Steve Colombel 

John Larry Granger 

Mardine Davis 

Jaclyn walker 

Bryan Stephens 

Isabela Rodriguez 

Lee Fuhr 

Joseph Schafstall 

Isabela Rodrigues, Esq. 

Lee Fuhr 

Ann Stice 

Kathleen Bruton 

Karen and Scott Miller 

April Brice 

Ronald Cantor 

Lyndy Cuevas 

Marchelle Egley Sparks 

Robert Martin 

Vicki Tilton 

Mike Murray 

Deanne Plamer 

 



RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

 

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

 

( ) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the draft 

environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are incorporated 

herein. 

 

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental 

document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses are 

incorporated herein. 

 

 

  August 31, 2022  

Courtney Holowach Date of Draft Report 

Senior Planner 

Development Services Department  July 31, 2023   

 Date of Final Report 

 

Analyst: Courtney Holowach 
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ALL PEOPLES CHURCH 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

1. INTRODUCTION
Letters of comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) were received from a number 
of agencies, organizations, and individuals (see below table) during the 45-day public review from 
August 31, 2022, to October 17, 2022. There were 156 comment letters and/or e-mails received by 
City Development Services Department (DSD) during the DEIR public review period and seven late 
letters were received after the public review period closed at 5 p.m. on October 17, 2022. 

Comments that address environmental issues related to the DEIR are addressed in full. In some 
cases, comments resulted in minor corrections to the DEIR or additional information being provided 
for clarification purposes. Comments that (1) do not address the adequacy or completeness of the 
DEIR; (2) do not raise environmental issues; or (3) do request the incorporation of additional 
information not relevant to environmental issues, do not require a response, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a). Individual comments within each letter are bracketed and subsequently 
numbered in the margin of the comment letter. Bracketed/numbered comment letters are placed 
before the responses to the letter. 

Information provided in the response to comments (RTC) clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor 
modifications to the DEIR. Minor clarifications have been made to the information contained in the 
DEIR as a result of the RTC and are reflected in the Final EIR (FEIR) by strikeout (deleted) and 
underline (inserted) markings. No significant new information has been added that would require 
recirculation of the document, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Table RTC-1 
 LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

Letter Commenter Date Page 

Agencies 

A1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) October 14, 2022 RTC-20 

A2 California Department of Transportation October 14, 2022 RTC-28 

Organizations 

O1 Campo Band of Mission Indians September 7, 2022 RTC-30 

O2 San Diego County Archaeological Society October 10, 2022 RTC-31 

O3 Navajo Community Planners October 12, 2022 RTC-32 

Individuals 

I1 Summer Adleberg October 16, 2022 RTC-41 

I2 Stephanie Ballinger October 17, 2022 RTC-43 

I3 Janice Baranski October 8, 2022 RTC-45 

I4 Steve Behar September 1, 2022 RTC-46 
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Letter Commenter Date Page 

I5 Linda and Michael Bennett October 12, 2022 RTC-47 

I6 John Benz October 17, 2022 RTC-49 

I7 Deborah Black October 11, 2022 RTC-50 

I8 Dennis Black October 16, 2022 RTC-51 

I9 Benjamin Bloom October 10, 2022 RTC-54 

I10 Peggy Bocko October 7, 2022 RTC-55 

I11 Katie Booth October 17, 2022 RTC-56 

I12 Chip Brent October 17, 2022 RTC-57 

I13 Cameron Bresnick September 7, 2022 RTC-58 

I14 Janis Brown October 14, 2022 RTC-59 

I15 Christina Callahan October 17, 2022 RTC-60 

I16 Elaine Camara October 4, 2022 RTC-61 

I17 Gregg Cantor October 16, 2022 RTC-62 

I18 James Carry October 15, 2022 RTC-63 

I19 Jordan Chaim October 13, 2022 RTC-64 

I20 Shari and Joseph Colloca, Robin Kastner, Maureen 
Champion, Rosemary and Victor Ghosn, Adeline and 
Yann Renard, Hortencia and Ted Bendrick, Wendy 
and Dustin Jones, Amy and John Pecoraro, Kathy 
and Bill Connell, Diana and Rich Sanderson, 
Deborah and Dennis Black, Danielle Black, Kelly and 
Matt Rookus, Denine and Larry Dawson, Stephanie 
and Chad Summers, Sara Moten and Karla and Dan 
DeCoursey, Christine and Ryan Dammann 

October 17, 2022 RTC-65 

I21 Steve Colombel October 9, 2022 RTC-76 

I22 Eddie and Adriana Cuadal October 7, 2022 RTC-77 

I23 Christine Dammann October 17, 2022 RTC-78 

I24 Konrad Davis October 8, 2022 RTC-79 

I25 Mardine Davis October 11, 2022 RTC-80 

I26 Larry Dawson October 3, 2022 RTC-82 

I27 Lew Dawson October 17, 2022 RTC-83 

I28 Lauren Degheri October 14, 2022 RTC-89 

I29 Kendra DeGroot October 17, 2022 RTC-90 

I30 Maria DeLeon October 11, 2022 RTC-91 

I31 Nadine Desteunder October 9, 2022 RTC-92 

I32 Scott Dickson October 16, 2022 RTC-93 

I33 June Dodge October 16, 2022 RTC-94 
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Letter Commenter Date Page 

I34 Bruce Doole October 4, 2022 RTC-96 

I35 Martin Doucett October 8, 2022 RTC-97 

I36 David Einstein October 8, 2022 RTC-98 

I37 David Endow October 17, 2022 RTC-99 

I38 Gene Erquiaga October 15, 2022 RTC-100 

I39 Ryan Evenson October 5, 2022 RTC-101 

I40 James Forbes October 6, 2022 RTC-102 

I41 Teri Frazier October 14, 2022 RTC-103 

I42 Beth Friedenberg October 14, 2022 RTC-104 

I43 Lee Fuhr September 2, 2022 RTC-105 

I44 Marie Garcia October 16, 2022 RTC-106 

I45 Jean and Franklin Gaylis October 2, 2022 RTC-107 

I46 Cap Geis October 6, 2022 RTC-109 

I47 Laura Gingras October 17, 2022 RTC-110 

I48 John Larry Granger October 16, 2022 RTC-111 

I49 Toni and Allen Gruber October 16, 2022 RTC-112 

I50 Lesley Halpern October 16, 2022 RTC-113 

I51 Bryan Harris October 10, 2022 RTC-114 

I52 Shain Haug September 17, 2022 RTC-115 

I53 Marilyn Hinck October 7, 2022 RTC-120 

I54 Jeff Hinck October 11, 2022 RTC-121 

I55 Jon Hoidal October 17, 2022 RTC-122 

I56 John Hood October 16, 2022 RTC-123 

I57 Aleyda Hoskins October 4, 2022 RTC-125 

I58 Redelle Hrastich October 8, 2022 RTC-126 

I59 Loretta Huckabone October 15, 2022 RTC-127 

I60 Loretta Huckabone October 16, 2022 RTC-128 

I61 Sharon Hudnall October 7, 2022 RTC-129 

I62 Sharon Hudnall October 8, 2022 RTC-130 

I63 Jeffrey and Michael Hunt October 7, 2022 RTC-131 

I64 Cheryl Irick October 16, 2022 RTC-133 

I65 Donna Janzen October 6, 2022 RTC-135 

I66 Vivienne Jarvis and Joe Shapiro October 16, 2022 RTC-137 

I67 Dave Jones October 17, 2022 RTC-138 
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Letter Commenter Date Page 

I68 Candy Kalman September 22, 2022 RTC-139 

I69 Lia Jones-Karavokiris October 6, 2022 RTC-140 

I70 Karen Kawamoto October 14, 2022 RTC-141 

I71 Rebecca Kawamoto October 14, 2022 RTC-144 

I72 Robert Kawamoto October 14, 2022 RTC-146 

I73 David and Claudia Kay October 17, 2022 RTC-149 

I74 Allyson Kelley September 27, 2022 RTC-151 

I75 Danielle Kerr October 17, 2022 RTC-152 

I76 Anne and Mohsin Khan October 11, 2022 RTC-153 

I77 Michael Kinnamon October 12, 2022 RTC-154 

I78 Derek and Lily Kinninger October 7, 2022 RTC-155 

I79 George Kirazian October 7, 2022 RTC-157 

I80 Sarah Knoepfli October 11, 1022 RTC-158 

I81 Daniel Kroeger October 16, 2022 RTC-160 

I82 Erik Larson October 4, 2022 RTC-161 

I83 Trish Larson October 4, 2022 RTC-162 

I84 Bob and Jane LeRibeus October 10, 2022 RTC-163 

I85 Phillippe and Natascha Lesage October 3, 2022 RTC-164 

I86 Aaron Levine October 16, 2022 RTC-166 

I87 Lacey Levitt October 4, 2022 RTC-167 

I88 Zita Liebermensch October 11, 2022 RTC-168 

I89 Michael Livingston (Save Del Cerro) October 17, 2022 RTC-169 

I90 Meaghan Loud October 16, 2022 RTC-174 

I91 Michael Lovci October 14, 2022 RTC-175 

I92 Mark Luciano October 13, 2022 RTC-177 

I93 Sandy Luebben October 10, 2022 RTC-178 

I94 Stephanie Macceca October 16, 2022 RTC-179 

I95 Thomas Marshall September 17, 2022 RTC-181 

I96 Robert Martin October 10, 2022 RTC-186 

I97 Anne McColl October 16, 2022 RTC-187 

I98 Medina Family October 3, 2022 RTC-188 

I99 David Mendel October 14, 2022 RTC-190 

I100 David Mendel October 14, 2022 RTC-191 

I101 Julie Middlemas October 14, 2022 RTC-192 
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Letter Commenter Date Page 

I102 Vince Mikulanis October 17, 2022 RTC-193 

I103 Michael Miller October 7, 2022 RTC-195 

I104 Scott and Karen Miller October 9, 2022 RTC-196 

I105 Patricia Mooney September 20, 2022 RTC-197 

I106 Camellia Mortezazadeh October 16, 2022 RTC-198 

I107 Ryan Mosher October 9, 2022 RTC-199 

I108 J.G. Ney October 17, 2022 RTC-200 

I109 Jackie O’Connor October 16, 2022 RTC-202 

I110 Vince Outlaw October 14, 2022 RTC-203 

I111 Rosaura Picasso October 14, 2022 RTC-204 

I112 Michael Poltorak October 7, 2022 RTC-205 

I113 Bill Poulin October 11, 2022 RTC-206 

I114 Irma Poulin October 11, 2022 RTC-207 

I115 David Preciado October 16, 2022 RTC-208 

I116 Julie, Kevin and Kate Prichard October 4, 2022 RTC-212 

I117 Barbara and Jim Recht October 10, 2022 RTC-213 

I118 Mark Remer October 9, 2022 RTC-214 

I119 Stacy Roberts October 16, 2022 RTC-215 

I120 Sheryl Schultz Rose October 16, 2022 RTC-217 

I121 Jeffrey Rosenblatt October 7, 2022 RTC-219 

I122 Rachel Rothman October 11, 2022 RTC-220 

I123 Daniel Saltzman October 15, 2022 RTC-221 

I124 Diana Sanderson October 16, 2022 RTC-222 

I125 Abel Santana October 17, 2022 RTC-223 

I126 Mark Sauer and Donna Valerie October 12, 2022 RTC-226 

I127 Amy Schindler October 8, 2022 RTC-228 

I128 Mark Schulze and Patty Mooney October 11, 2022 RTC-229 

I129 Noah Schuster October 16, 2022 RTC-230 

I130 David Schwartz October 15, 2022 RTC-231 

I131 Cindy Scott September 2, 2022 RTC-233 

I132 Kevin Sheedy October 10, 2022 RTC-234 

I133 Shannon Shepley October 17, 2022 RTC-237 

I134 Charles Sloan September 12, 2022 RTC-238 

I135 Andrew Sloter October 4, 2022 RTC-239 
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Letter Commenter Date Page 

I136 Jaime and Art Smart September 9, 2022 RTC-240 

I137 Jaime Smart October 14, 2022 RTC-241 

I138 Cheryl Smelt October 16, 2022 RTC-242 

I139 Lauren Sommer October 16, 2022 RTC-243 

I140 Sabine Steck October 7, 2022 RTC-244 

I141 Nathan Stein October 16, 2022 RTC-245 

I142 Lisa Stein October 17, 2022 RTC-248 

I143 Dana Stewart October 11, 2022 RTC-250 

I144 Kurt and Susan Stormberg October 9, 2022 RTC-251 

I145 Judy Swinko October 13, 2022 RTC-252 

I146 Jim Treglio October 16, 2022 RTC-254 

I147 Christine van Spronsen October 16, 2022 RTC-255 

I148 Jon Wiggins October 17, 2022 RTC-256 

I149 Brain Woolsey October 16, 2022 RTC-257 

I150 Evan Youngstrom, Lewis and Sarah Dawson, Judith 
Abegglen, Susan and Hailey Andrews, Lisa 
Busalacchi, Goncalo and Nancy Gloria 

October 16, 2022 RTC-258 

Late Lettersa 

L1 Paula Berberick October 20, 2022 RTC-262 

L2 Christine and Ryan Dammann and Shannon Shepley 
(via Joe Colloca) 

October 17, 2022 RTC-263 

L3 Cathleen Elmies October 17, 2022 RTC-275 

L4 Theresa Golden October 18, 2022 RTC-276 

L5 Annemarie Penick October 17, 2022 RTC-277 

L6 David and Celeste Schwartz October 17, 2022 RTC-278 

a The following letters were received after the DEIR public review period closed on October 17, 2022, at 5 p.m. 
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2. MASTER RESPONSES 
The following master responses have been provided in order to address common themes or issues 
that were raised throughout the comment letters received during public review of the DEIR. These 
master responses are commonly referred to throughout the specific responses to comments 
received by agencies, organizations, and individuals. 

Master Response 1: Project Alternatives 

The City received comments stating that the project would be better suited at another location or 
that another use would be preferred on the project site. Specifically, commenters suggested that the 
site be developed with the previously approved Marburn Corporation residential subdivision (which 
is discussed as a project alternative in DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives), low-density residential, 
affordable homes, or some other housing project as an alternate use of the project site. Other uses 
identified by commenters included conversion to open space or green space, a City, dog or 
community park area, a shopping center with apartments or condominiums, or a tiny home village 
for the homeless. Suggestions to keep the site vacant were also made in comments. This Master 
Response has been prepared to address those comments. 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project …” Additionally, “… an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 
Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation.” 

Residential Use 

DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, analyzed the environmental impacts of the previously approved 
Marburn Corporation residential subdivision in DEIR Section 8.4.2. The Marburn Corporation 
residential subdivision, identified as the Reduced Residential Development Alternative, would result 
in similar environmental impacts as the church project. Specifically, the environmental impacts to 
biological resources, historical resources, noise, and tribal cultural resources caused by simply 
grading the project site would be significant and mitigable under the Reduced Residential 
Development Alternative, the same level of significance as those impacts associated with the project. 
Likewise, the amount of traffic produced by the subdivision would be similar to that of the weekday 
trips associated with the church, as disclosed in DEIR Section 8.4.2.1. The Marburn Corporation 
residential subdivision was predicted to generate 260 daily trips, which would be under the 300 VMT 
screening threshold identified in the Transportation Study Manual, similar to the proposed project. 
Additionally, land use, visual effects and neighborhood character impacts associated with the 
Reduced Residential Development Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the project. 
Other variations of a residential use, such as low-density residential, affordable homes or a tiny 
home village, would result in similar physical impacts as the Reduced Residential Development 
Alternative and the project, because a similar grading footprint would be required to implement 
those alternative residential uses. Nevertheless, the Reduced Residential Development Alternative, 
and any other residential alternative, is not considered feasible because it would not attain the 
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primary objectives of the project related to placing the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego 
location on church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation; establishing a 
place of worship that would accommodate the existing and future space needs; and fulfilling the 
institution’s religious mission (identified in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description), nor would it 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 

Other Land Uses 

As discussed in DEIR Section 8.3.2, converting the project site to another land use other than a 
church, such as open space or developing the property as a park, would be inconsistent with the 
intent of the General Plan, Community Plan, and underlying zoning, which all anticipate 
development on the site in the future. Any of these options would prevent an infill site with access to 
utilities, public services, and transit from being developed contrary to the City’s stated planning 
goals. Moreover, none of the alternative land uses, such as dog or community park area, a shopping 
center with apartments or condominiums, or a tiny home village for the homeless, would achieve 
any of the primary project objectives as outlined in DEIR Sections 3.1 and 8.2.1. 

Alternative Locations 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), alternative locations for the project 
would be considered if “any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially 
lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” 
Factors that need to be considered when identifying an off-site alternative include the size of the 
site, its location, the General Plan (or other applicable planning document) land use designation, 
availability of infrastructure, and whether or not the applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site. It should be noted that the availability of an alternative 
site does not in and of itself reduce the project’s impact potential. 

Currently, All Peoples Church occupies several rented (not owned) buildings at 5555 University 
Avenue in the Mid-City community, approximately 2.5 miles south of the project site. As renters, the 
church does not own or control the buildings it currently occupies and the church’s current facilities 
are a part of the Chollas Triangle Park redevelopment plan (https://www.sandiego.gov/cip
/projectinfo/featuredprojects/chollas-triangle-park). The church’s existing location and nearby 
communities are already highly developed, and as a result, available sites of sufficient size in the 
area are not common. Site ownership and site design are important aspects of the site selection for 
the applicant, so that the facility can fully express design features that support the religious nature 
of the facility. Therefore, continuing to rent space is not a realistic option. 

The applicant conducted an extensive survey of area properties before purchasing the land for the 
project, and the proposed location was found to best fit its needs. The applicant does not currently 
own any other similarly sized undeveloped or developed parcels within the project area, and the 
applicant cannot reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to a sufficiently sized 
alternative site within the communities it serves. Developing the project on any of the sites 
suggested by the comments may result in new or more severe significant impacts that would not 
occur at the project site because a currently developed site could be closer to sensitive receptors or 
be on level terrain with residential development, thereby increasing the potential intensity of project 

https://www.sandiego.gov/cip/projectinfo/featuredprojects/chollas-triangle-park
https://www.sandiego.gov/cip/projectinfo/featuredprojects/chollas-triangle-park
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effects. Moreover, sites in the vicinity that are undeveloped are farther from the congregation and 
are frequently located in environmentally sensitive locations, such as steep hillsides or on properties 
with highly sensitive biological resources. 

Some comments suggested alternate locations for the proposed church, including properties the 
church does not own or control or are outside of the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, such as the 
vacant Fry’s Electronics building in Serra Mesa, the vacant Macy’s Parkway Plaza Mall in El Cajon, 
vacant buildings on Fletcher Parkway and in Grossmont Center in La Mesa, and other unspecified 
locations with nearby freeway access. The proposed location is located in San Diego and is relatively 
proximate (to the church’s existing congregation, which is an objective of the project as noted in 
DEIR Section 3.1.1). For these reasons, an alternate location for the project site was not analyzed in 
DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, and no additional analysis is required at this time. 

Master Response 2: Cumulative Impacts 

The City received comments stating that the cumulative impact scenario used in DEIR Chapter 6, 
Cumulative Impacts, was incomplete because it should have included a ministerial development (PRJ-
1061051, Del Cerro House) located at 6353 Del Cerro Boulevard east of College Avenue whose 
application was deemed complete by the City seven months after the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
an EIR for the All Peoples Church project was published October 22, 2021. This Master Response has 
been prepared to address those comments. 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the discussion of cumulative effects should be guided 
by the standards of practicality and reasonableness. "The evaluation of cumulative impacts is to be 
based on either: (A) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or (B) a 
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a 
prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative effect”. Furthermore, as stated in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125: “An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. 
Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the 
time the notice of preparation is published”. 

Pursuant this guidance in CEQA, a plan approach was taken in the DEIR given the built-out and 
developed nature of the Navajo Community Plan area and, specifically, the Del Cerro neighborhood. 
When using the plan approach, a DEIR need not also consider other reasonably foreseeable projects 
in the area, as suggested in the comments. Instead, the cumulative effects of the project described 
in DEIR Chapter 6 are appropriately considered in the context of the General Plan and Navajo 
Community Plan buildout, as well as the nearby Adobe Falls portion of the SDSU Campus Master 
Plan. 

Furthermore, the DEIR’s environmental baseline was defined when the City published and circulated 
the All Peoples Church NOP on October 22, 2021. The application for the Del Cerro House project 
was deemed complete on June 27, 2022, seven months after the baseline condition was established 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. As demonstrated in the DEIR, the cumulative 
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impacts analysis is valid and appropriate given its compliance with the CEQA Guidelines and 
standard City procedures. Therefore, the DEIR adequately addressed the potential for cumulative 
impacts consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15130 and the City’s standard practice 
for setting environmental baseline conditions. 

Master Response 3: Land Use 

The City received comments on the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would result in a less-than-
significant land use impact contained in DEIR Section 5.1. In addition, the City received comments 
noting that the project site is included on the City of San Diego Housing Element Adequate Sites 
Inventory (Inventory) with the potential for the construction of 49 to 52 units. Commenters also 
assert that the City will be unable to meet its housing needs without the development of those 
housing units onsite. This Master Response has been prepared to address those comments, and 
revisions to DEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, and Tables 5.1-1 and 5.1-2 have been implemented in the 
FEIR to clarify that the CPA is a Genera Plan process and that certain residential land use policies 
from the Navajo Community Plan are not applicable to the project and have been removed. 

Land Use Policy Consistency 

As explained in revised DEIR Section 5.1, the project is consistent with the intent of the General Plan 
and the Navajo Community Plan. The Navajo Community Plan identifies the three “overriding” 
objectives for the long-range development of the community (Introduction-Preface, page 1): 
(1) retention of the residential character of the area; (2) provision of adequate community services, 
such as police and fire protection, rubbish collection, etc.; and (3) establishment of guidelines for the 
utilization of canyons and hillsides and enhance the environment of the area as a pleasant 
community in which to live. 

The project does not include a residential component; it instead proposes the development of a 
church, a community service that the Navajo Community Plan acknowledges as a local community 
facility land use on Figure 24. As noted in revised DEIR Section 5.1, the project requires the approval 
of a Community Plan Amendment to add a new "church" use to the Other Community Facilities: 
Exhibit 24 in the Community Plan, as is the case for other religious institutions in the community 
since the City’s planning documents do not provide a separate land use designation or zone for 
churches or places of religious assembly. The project site will continue to retain the Single Family 
residential land use designation on the Navajo Community Plan Land Use map (Figure 4) and the 
property will continue to be residentially zoned (RS-1-7). The applicant’s Community Plan 
Amendment would change the site use to allow for religious assembly. Pursuant to San Diego 
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602 (a) (2), the proposed Planned Development Permit allows 
the applicant to propose a use that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains uses 
that are not permitted in the underlying base zone.” Thus, the project use would be consistent with 
the Navajo Community Plan. 

Moreover, DEIR Section 5.5 discloses that the project’s massing and architectural style would be 
distinctive from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity. As 
recommended in the Community Plan Residential Element policies, the project design is sensitive to 
the existing neighborhood as the church/sanctuary structure has been situated in the topographic 
low point of the site near the College Avenue/I-8 westbound off-ramp and set back from the 
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adjacent, lower profile residential and commercial structures to the east and north; would feature 
extensive landscaping, including screening along the common property line with the nearby 
residential yards to conceal and soften views of facilities, walls and rooftops; would produce a 
positive visual appearance through its comprehensive design from public vantage points along local 
roads/freeway that surround the site; and it would screen or conceal parking areas and on-site 
retaining walls with landscaping or structures from public vantage points along local roads/freeway. 
The project also complies with Circulation Element policies with the implementation of College 
Avenue frontage improvements, including a signalized intersection, an upgraded sidewalk, 
pedestrian linkages into the site, and striping to create a bike lane. 

Regarding the Community Plan objective related to canyon and hillsides and development 
enhancing the environment “as a pleasant place in which to live”, DEIR Section 5.5.6, Landform 
Alteration, notes that no naturally occurring steep slopes or natural topography occur on the project 
site. The project design, therefore, as described in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and 
Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, focuses on reducing potential conflicts with 
adjacent residential uses. Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character for 
additional discussion on this topic. 

Also, refer to revised Table 5.1-1, City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies 
Consistency Evaluation, and revised Table 5.1-2, Navajo Community Plan Goals and Recommendations 
Consistency Evaluation, in DEIR Section 5.1.3 for a comprehensive and thorough analysis of the 
project’s consistency with applicable General Plan and Community Plan policies. General Plan and 
Community plan policies regarding the CPA and residential nature of the site have been removed 
using strikethrough changes in the FEIR. 

Regional Housing Policy Consistency 

Appendix D to the Housing Element Adequate Sites Inventory, which identifies the project site as 
having the potential for 49 units, includes the following preface (page HE-D-1): “Inclusion of a site on 
this list does not indicate that a site will be developed or redeveloped or will be required by the City 
to develop or redevelop with housing … it indicates that the site has unrealized capacity for housing, 
based on its zoning and/or land use designation in the applicable community plan, that could 
reasonably be realized during the 2021–2029 period. The Adequate Sites Inventory assists in 
meeting the State law that requires that each jurisdiction demonstrate enough zoned housing 
capacity to meet each Housing Element Cycle’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).” The 
Inventory further explains that it is based upon a broad survey of potentially developable land and 
acknowledges that “many factors affect housing development feasibility, trends, and developer and 
property owner choices within the City, and that the City cannot mandate housing development on 
private property or property owned by other government agencies.” 

Recent modifications to Housing Element law adopted through Senate Bill (SB) 1333 and amended 
Government Code Section 65356, known as the “No Net Loss” provisions, require the City to monitor 
housing production during the eight year planning period for the Housing Element to ensure that 
the City maintains housing capacity to meet its RHNA target. The City, therefore, in preparing its 
Adequate Sites Inventory, made conservative estimates of site capacity (90% of the net potential 
housing units based on the zone/land use designation) and identified enough sites to provide a 
substantial (61%–62%) buffer above its RHNA targets to ensure that the City can meet its targets. 
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Moreover, the City monitors its Housing Element Inventory regularly through the Housing Element 
planning period to ensure sufficient housing capacity exists and the City also identifies opportunities 
to increase housing capacity in a manner consistent with the General Plan and Climate Action Plan. 

As a result, the project will not ultimately affect the City’s overall housing capacity because the 
Housing Element Adequate Sites Inventory includes a substantial buffer and the project site will 
retain the Single Family residential land use designation on the Navajo Community Plan Land Use 
map (Figure 4) and the property will continue to be residentially zoned while the church is 
operational. Regardless, comments on the City’s housing capacity do not pertain to the adequacy of 
the DEIR. 

Master Response 4: Aesthetics 

The City received comments expressing concern with regard to the project’s visual or aesthetic 
compatibility with the nearby residential neighborhoods and changes to views along College Avenue 
at its entryway to the Del Cerro neighborhood of the Navajo Community Plan area. This Master 
Response has been prepared to address those comments. 

Neighborhood Character 

With regard to the aesthetic characteristics of the project relative to its surroundings, DEIR 
Section 5.5.1.5 states that the existing patterns of development in the Navajo community as a whole 
are predominantly one- and two-story suburban single-family residential structures, although there 
are several multistory multifamily, commercial, and institutional buildings interspersed throughout 
the area. DEIR Section 5.5.1.5 further notes that a variety of architectural styles exist in the project 
area, including ranch-and contemporary-style homes, commercial and institutional buildings, and 
concludes that there is no common architectural theme. Recognizing the lack of an architectural 
theme within the Navajo community is important factually toward assessing project impacts to 
neighborhood character, in accordance with the City’s significance determination thresholds (refer 
to Section 5.5.4.1). 

DEIR Section 5.5.4.2 acknowledges that the project’s massing and architectural style would be 
distinctive from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes and two-story residences and 
commercial structures in the project vicinity. To address that potential distinction, the project was 
consciously designed to place the church/sanctuary building in the southernmost portion of the site 
near the I-8 interchange, at an elevation 30 feet below grade of and 195 feet set back from the 
nearest residences. This design is in direct contrast to a proposal that could have placed the 
church/sanctuary in the northern portion of the property at grade with the nearby homes, which 
would have created a more obtrusive condition. Further, as shown in the landscape concept plan in 
DEIR Figure 3-6, extensive landscaping is proposed to soften the project’s appearance and provide 
buffer screening of the structures and on-site retaining walls when viewed from the nearby homes 
and public roads (i.e., College Avenue and I-8 interchange). The amount of landscaping would 
exceed the minimums required by the SDMC. 

DEIR Section 5.5.4.2 applies the City’s significance determination thresholds when assessing the 
project’s impacts to neighborhood character and visual quality. As stated in the City guidelines, 
projects that severely contrast with surrounding character must be evaluated in the context of the 
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height and bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity and would have to exceed 
those patterns of development by a substantial margin to be considered significant. In addition, the 
DEIR analysis references the following impact thresholds (as outlined in DEIR Section 5.5.4.1) for 
evaluating the project’s impacts on neighborhood character. Would the project: 

 Have a negative visual appearance that meets one or more of the following conditions: 

– The project would create a disorganized appearance and would substantially conflict 
with City codes; 

– The project would significantly conflict with the height, bulk, or coverage regulations of 
the zone and does not provide architectural interest; and/or 

– The project includes crib, retaining, or noise walls greater than 6 feet in height and 
50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would be 
visible to the public. 

– Have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast to adjacent 
development where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural 
theme; 

– Be located in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an 
interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or 
natural topography through excessive height, bulk, signage, or architectural projections; 
and/or 

– Result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community identification symbol 
or landmark (e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historic landmark) which is identified in 
the General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal program. 

The analysis in DEIR Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, broadly considers the 
visual characteristics of all the existing developed areas and undeveloped slopes within the 
viewshed that surrounds the project site, including the residential, commercial, institutional uses 
and open space nearby. The discussion focused on views from publicly accessible vantage points, 
such as local roads and the I-8 freeway, as private views are not protected by CEQA or the City. The 
analysis does not artificially constrain the discussion to the immediate project vicinity but takes into 
consideration the entire visual setting within which surrounds the site and from where changes in 
visual character would be visible beyond the Navajo Community area into the northern edge of the 
College Area community, as well as along the Interstate 8 corridor. 

As described in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
Character, approximately 80% of the roofline, or the vast majority of the church/sanctuary building 
and the parapet wall around the building, would comply with the 30-foot height limit established in 
the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). To prevent the structure from appearing box-like in 
appearance and to create architectural interest, three pitched roof towers are proposed to extend 
15 to 18 feet above the 30-foot height limit with a single 8-foot tall cross is proposed above the 45-
foot roof tower on the western elevation facing College Avenue. DEIR Figures 3-2 and 3-3 show these 
architectural projections. 

The project proposes, as detailed in DEIR Table 3-1, Proposed Development Deviations, a Planned 
Development Permit (PDP) for the deviation to SDMC 131.0431(b) to allow for architectural 
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projections 53 feet above grade where 30 feet above grade is permitted. Consistent with San Diego 
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0605, Findings For Planned Development Permit, approval of the 
PDP requires the decisionmaker to make three findings that the project will: not adversely affect the 
applicable land use plan, not be detrimental to the applicable land use plan, and will comply with the 
regulations of the Land Development Code including any proposed deviations pursuant to 
Section 126.0602(b)(1) that are appropriate for this location and will result in a more desirable 
project than would be achieved if designed in strict conformance with the development regulations. 

As noted above, the City’s CEQA significance determination thresholds state that a project would 
have to exceed the zoning regulations by a substantial margin and present a disorganized 
appearance with no architectural interest to result in a significant visual character impact. That is not 
the situation presented here. The church is not proposed at the same topographic grade as the 
nearby structures, but rather would be placed in the southern portion of the site at a base elevation 
that would be over 30 feet lower than and set back 195 feet from the nearest residential properties. 
The project would feature architectural design elements, such as contemporary Spanish Colonial 
Revival styling with arched entrances and windows, and extensive landscaping and buffer 
treatments that exceed the City’s standards. Collectively, these project features would combine to 
create visual interest, softening and screening of the project when viewed from the surrounding 
public vantage points, as illustrated in DEIR Figures 5.5-4a and 5.5-4b. 

DEIR Section 5.5 notes that there is no consistent architectural styling or theme in the area that 
would be disordered by the project; however, the DEIR Section 5.5 does recognize that the project 
design would not resemble the low-stature residential subdivision style of the nearby neighborhood 
and instead would reflect the architectural styling of the SDSU academic buildings and other 
structures in the project area. The DEIR Section 5.5.4 analysis simply notes the relationship to the 
SDSU buildings, it does not rely on the presence of these other structures as a rationale for its 
significance determination. Rather, the analysis objectively applies the City’s thresholds to the 
project’s design and context to conclude there the project would not result in a significant 
neighborhood character impact. 

The DEIR Section 5.5.4 indicates that the project will introduce a community service into the Del 
Cerro community and alter the residential character of the area. Nevertheless, the project’s height, 
bulk, signage, or architectural projections would not result in a negative visual appearance due to its 
topographically-sensitive site layout, cohesive architectural styling, and below grade placement of 
retaining walls combined with the heavy use of screening vegetation and landscape treatments to 
soften its appearance from nearby public and private viewing areas. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area, and 
impacts would be less than significant, as concluded in the DEIR. 

Scenic Views 

As stated in DEIR Section 5.5.3, there are no vistas or scenic views designated in the project area by 
the Community Plan or General Plan. Although public views of the project would be available from 
the travel lanes of College Avenue, this these vantage point is not considered scenic vistas. In 
addition, there are no public resources visible from public viewing areas nearby. By placing the 
church/sanctuary building at the topographically lowest portion of the site, the project has been 
designed to minimize its intrusion into the nearby public vantage points, such as College Avenue. It 
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should be noted that the structure would not block a view of a designated public resource from a 
public viewing area, such as local roads. Therefore, as stated in the DEIR, the project would not 
obstruct any vista or scenic views identified in the Navajo Community Plan or General Plan, and its 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Master Response 5: Transportation 

The City received comments raising concerns regarding the increase in traffic and congestion that 
would occur with implementation of the project. Specifically, comments raise concerns over the 
validity of the project’s trip generation rate; suggest that the DEIR did analyze the traffic for all of the 
church’s programming and operations; question the scope and conclusions reached in the Local 
Mobility Analysis (LMA); criticize the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment; and raise concerns 
about the operational transportation changes that would occur along College Avenue. The City also 
received comments questioning the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) traffic 
forecast model adequacy in the VMT analysis as it relates to assessing direct and cumulative 
impacts. None of the comments provided any specific evidence supporting these claims. This Master 
Response has been prepared to address those comments and DEIR revisions to Chapter 3, Project 
Description, and Section 7.1, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, have been integrated into the FEIR to 
clarify the purposes of preparing the LMA and VMT Assessment. 

Trip Generation Rate 

As documented in the VMT Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), respectively contained in 
DEIR Appendices K and J, the project trip generation was estimated for both weekday operations for 
the VMT CEQA review and Sunday service for the access analysis (i.e., LMA). The City’s Transportation 
Study Manual (TSM) methodology for analyzing a regional service facility is to use a SANDAG travel 
demand model for the VMT analysis. However, SANDAG does not have a Sunday travel demand 
model and a VMT analysis is focused on weekday trips. 

Project details related to the topic of trip generation are provided in both the VMT Assessment 
(Appendix K) and LMA (Appendix J). The project trip generation was initially estimated using City trip 
rate from the Trip Generation Manual, May 2003. Additionally, project-specific trip generation was 
developed using data collected from the existing All Peoples Church services at 5555 University 
Avenue and the anticipated expansion of staff, congregation and programs at its proposed location. 
The church’s traffic engineer collected vehicle occupancy data (i.e., number of people per car) for 
four services on Sundays in November and December 2019. The observed occupancy rate was then 
used to estimate the number of vehicles trips based on the maximum number of seats (900) at the 
new location. A comparison of the City trip generation and the project-specific trips generation was 
conducted to identify the higher volume between the two methodologies. Although located in a 
Transit Priority Area (TPA), as mapped by SANDAG and adopted by the City, a transit trip reduction 
was not taken for either trip generation volume. 

The DEIR’s trip generation outlined in Section 7.1.12 and the accompanying appendices referenced 
therein is appropriate and valid as follows: 

1) The weekday trip generation for the project is calculated at 263 ADT based on the project 
building square. The project-specific weekday trip generation based on the forecasted 
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weekday use of the facilities (staff, bible study, and facilities such as the gym) is estimated at 
280 ADT. The higher project-specific weekday trip generation of 280 ADT was used for 
screening in the project’s VMT Assessment and for assessing the potential for project 
impacts in accordance with CEQA. 

2) The Sunday trip generation for the project is estimated at 1,052 ADT. The Sunday project-
specific trip generation is calculated based on a full capacity of 900 seats using vehicle 
occupancy data and service attendance numbers collected by the traffic engineer resulted in 
a trip generation of 1,976 ADT. The higher project-specific Sunday trip generation of 1,976 
ADT was used in the LMA analysis for conducting the project access analysis. 

Therefore, an appropriate project trip generation was developed for the project for both weekday 
and Sunday operations, and weekday trip generation rates were used appropriately in the analysis 
of project VMT impacts under CEQA, as described in DEIR Section 7.1.12. 

Local Mobility Analysis 

Preparation of an LMA is required for a project that generates more than 1,000 ADT if it is consistent 
with Community Plan/Zoning and more than 500 ADT if inconsistent with Community Plan/Zoning. 
The purpose of the LMA is to identify any on- or off-site infrastructure improvements in the project 
vicinity that may be triggered with the development of the project, analyze site access and 
circulation, and evaluate the local multimodal network available to serve the project. However, 
vehicle delay and level of service (LOS) metrics are no longer the basis for transportation impact 
analysis under CEQA. The VMT analysis included in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K 
analyzed the project’s potential transportation VMT impacts under CEQA, as described below. To 
clarify that the LMA was used to identify the project’s infrastructure improvements, rather than to 
assess project impacts under CEQA, clarifications on this topic have been implemented in Chapter 3 
and Section 7.1.12 of the FEIR. 

With regard to the scope of the LMA itself, the LMA dated March 2, 2022, contained in DEIR 
Appendix J, satisfied the requirements of the City’s TSM (September 29, 2022) for analyzing project 
access as follows: 

1) Weekday intersection analysis in the LMA evaluated five (5) intersections in the project area. 

2) Weekday segment analysis in the LMA included three (3) segments. 

3) Sunday intersection analysis included five (5) intersections. 

4) Sunday segment analysis included three (3) segments. 

5) Weekday and Sunday queuing analysis included through lanes on College Blvd/Main Project 
Access. 

6) Queuing was also analyzed at College Ave/Del Cerro Blvd. 

In addition, the collection of traffic data was completed properly. The LMA relied on pre-COVID-19 
baseline traffic data, for weekday AM and PM peak hours and a Sunday AM peak hour (to match the 
church’s service times) in July 2018. 
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Regarding existing off-ramp queues in the project area, the LMA addressed access in the context of 

I-8 off-ramp queuing for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps. The off-ramp queues do not 

exceed the available storage; therefore, the LMA did not identify a requirement for the project to 

provide interchange improvements. 

The LMA used Level of Service (LOS) and vehicular delay for evaluating project access. The LMA 

evaluated intersection LOS, delay and queuing for weekday and Sunday scenarios under five 

scenarios: existing, opening year, opening year plus project, Horizon Year, and Horizon Year plus 

project conditions. In conclusion, the LMA was properly prepared and presents appropriate 

recommendations with regard to access in the project vicinity. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 

According to the City’s TSM (September 29, 2022), transportation VMT analysis for CEQA shall be 

conducted using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand Model. The TSM lists eight screening criteria, 

and one of them uses weekday average daily trips (ADT) for assessing whether a detailed VMT 

analysis is required. The project is forecasted to generate approximately 280 weekday ADT, which 

satisfies the City small project criteria of less than 300 ADT. Therefore, the project is screened out 

from having to conduct a full VMT analysis and is presumed to have a less than significant 

transportation impact in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation analysis contained in DEIR 

Section 7.1.12 and the associated Appendix J implemented the TSM methodology, accurately applied 

the TSM’s VMT screening criteria and properly assessed the project’s VMT impacts in accordance 

with CEQA. 

Furthermore, VMT is by nature a cumulative issue, as noted in Master Response 5. The State of 

California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) determined in its Technical Advisory on Evaluating 

Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) that: A project that falls below an efficiency-based 

threshold that is aligned with long-term environmental goals and relevant plans would have no 

cumulative impact distinct from the project impact. Due to the fact that VMT analysis measures the 

VMT efficiency of a project compared to the average VMT efficiency of the region covered by 

SANDAG, the regional planning agency, the geographic scope for the transportation cumulative 

analysis is the San Diego Region. Accordingly, a finding of a less- than-significant project impact 

would imply a less than significant cumulative impact. 

College Avenue Operational Changes 

Commenters expressed concerns that project traffic combined with the installation of a new traffic 

signal along College Avenue would worsen the existing traffic conditions in the community. As 

shown in the signalized intersection analysis section of the LMA (DEIR Appendix J), under opening 

year conditions with the project’s weekday or Sunday traffic, the new signalized intersection at 

College Avenue and the project’s main driveway would create an additional delay of 10 to 18 

seconds at the new traffic signal and would operate at an acceptable LOS B (refer to Table 22 in the 

LMA). Under Horizon Year conditions, the delay would increase to 12 and 19 seconds and the 

intersection would continue to operate at LOS B (refer to Table 29 in the LMA). The LMA addresses 

issues related to operations and safety for all transportation modes and demonstrates that the 

project’s proposed improvements would support and promote active transportation and transit 
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modes in the project area. The LMA is not used to assess traffic impacts under CEQA, as described 
above in Master Response 5 on that issue. 

Master Response 6: Non-CEQA Issues 

The City received several comments raising issues that do not relate to potential environmental 
impacts or to the adequacy of the DEIR. Such comments, including general statements opposing the 
proposed project, questions about the need for the proposed project, and the extent of the project 
operations, are not within the purview of CEQA. This Master Response has been prepared to 
address those comments. 

General Opposition 

Several DEIR comments oppose the project for many reasons. All comments have been received and 
reviewed; however, opinions and expressions of opposition are unrelated to physical environmental 
impacts, do not pertain to whether impacts were appropriately analyzed in the DEIR, or do not 
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the DEIR. The purpose of an EIR is 
to present objective information on a project’s environmental impacts. Public and agency comment 
allow any errors or omissions to be identified and corrected in the FEIR. Opinions concerning issues 
not within the purview of CEQA (such as socio-economic issues, services offered by the project, 
proximity to other religious uses, etc.), as well as expressions of opposition or support for a project, 
are made a part of the administrative record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration in taking action on the proposed project, but they do not require further response in 
the CEQA document. 

Need for Project 

An EIR is not intended or required to provide justification or demonstrate the need for a particular 
project. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, an EIR identifies project objectives and 
evaluates a proposed project’s anticipated environmental impacts. Alternatives are compared to 
evaluate whether a less environmentally impactful proposal could achieve similar goals. Project 
objectives are meant to capture the high-level goals and purposes of a project without being so 
narrowly defined as to exclude meaningful analysis of alternatives. 

The project objectives, as outlined in DEIR Chapter 3, are to: 

1. Place the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego location that is both visible from and 
convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance. 

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation, 
including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and Del Cerro. 

3. Establish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its staff and 
congregation. 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing topography and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
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5. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing sufficient parking to accommodate 
the maximum projected parking demand. 

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available to its 
congregation. 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities, including Sunday School 
and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces. 

8. Fulfill the institution’s religious mission to be a multi-ethnic, multigenerational local church 
with a global vision. 

Comments received on the appropriateness of the objectives do not pertain to the physical 
environmental impacts of the project and, as such, they are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR 
and do not require further response in the CEQA document. 

Project Operations 

Comments speculate that the project operational details provided in the DEIR will change in when 
the church relocates to the project site and grows in the future. As discussed in DEIR Section 3.2, the 
project includes a 900-seat sanctuary with accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, 
and a multipurpose room/gym). Congregation gatherings would primarily occur on Sundays; small 
group activities may occur during the weekdays or on Saturdays. No primary educational school 
space is proposed as part of the project and the project’s permit would be conditioned to prohibit 
the operation of a primary education school. Speculation on potential uses beyond what has been 
proposed by the applicant are hypothetical in nature and not reflective of the application, design 
and site plan submitted to the City and the project design analyzed in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. The comments do not require 
further response in the CEQA document; however, they are included within the administrative 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

3. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
Responses to specific comments in the letters received by the City during public review are provided 
in this section of the FEIR. The bracketed letters and corresponding responses are arranged in the 
order presented in Table RTC-1. 

Opinions concerning issues not within the purview of CEQA, as well as expressions of opposition or 
support for a project, are made a part of the administrative record and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration but they do not require a response in a CEQA document. General 
opposition to the project expressed in the comments is addressed in Master Response 6. 
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3.1.1 Agency Letters 

3.1.1.1 Letter A1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

 

A1-1 
CDFW’s comments, role, and summary of the project objectives are 
acknowledged. 

Letter A1 
0oeu91!1'1 EnYelq>e I0 93EB350f..2BM--4F1£..U-E0-)070(M00MF9 

A1-1 

State of Catrforna Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego CA 92123 
www.Wildllfeca gov 

October 14, 2022 

Courtney Holowach 
Associate Planner 
City of San Diego 
1222 p t Avenue 
San Diego, CA, 92101 
CHolowacti@sandiego.gov 

GAVIN NEWSOM Governor 
CHARLTON H. BONHA.M, Director 

Subject: A ll Peoples Church (PROJECT) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (DEIR) SCH# 2021 10031M 

Dear Ms. Holowach: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDF\.N) received a Notice of Avatlability of 
a DEIR from the City of San Diego (City) for the Project pursuant the California 
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 CDFW previously submitted 
oomments in response to the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code. 

CDFWROL E 

COFW Is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for al l the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code. §§ 711. 7. 
subc. (a) & 1802: Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEOA Guidelines§ 15386. subc. (a).) 
COFW. in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection. and 
management of fish. wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.) Similarly. for purposes of CECA. 
COFW is charged by law to provide. as available, biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts. focusing specifically on projects and related acti'vities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. 

COFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines,§ 15381 .) CDFW may need to exercise 
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. CDFW also administers the 
Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. The City of San Diego (City) 

1 CEQA Is codified in the Gahforna P1.t,uc Resources Code In secbon 21 COJ et seq. The "CEQA Guideines" 
are found 1n T itle 14 of the Cal1forna Code ot Regulations, corrvnenc1ng with section 15(()0 
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A1-2 
CDFW’s description of the project location, biological setting, and time frame as 
noted in DEIR Chapters 2 and 3 are acknowledged. 
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A1-1 
(cont) 

A1-2 

Courtney Holowach, Planner 
City of San Diego 
October 14,2022 
Page 2 

participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved Multiple Species 
Conservation Program {MSCP) Subarea Plan. To the extent implementation of the Project 
as proposed may result in "take" as defined by State law of any species protected under 
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) that is not 
a "covered species" in the City's MSCP, the project proponent may seek related take 
authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Proponent: City of San Diego (City) 

Objective: The Project proposes the development of a 52,690 square-foot 
sanctuary/multipurpose building and a 71,000 square-foot two-level parking garage. The 
sanctuary/multi-purpose building would include a 900-seat church 'h'ith accessory uses and 
surface parking next to the parking garage. Proposed Project activities include grading, 
excavation, backfill, and paving. It 'hill also include off-site improvements to College 
Avenue and on-site construction of water quality basins to treat storm water runoff and a 
sey.,,er/storm water connection to existing City facilities. The Project would require City 
approval of a Community Plan Amendment to modify the Navajo Community Plan, Planned 
Development Permit, Site Development Permit, and various easement vacations via the 
City's Process 5 procedure . 

Location: The 5.80-acre Project site is bounded by College Avenue on the west, the 
California Department of Transportation right-of-way including westbound Interstate 8 (1-8) 
off-ramp at College Avenue, and City Park and Recreation-owned dedicated parkland to 
the south, single-family homes along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont 
Street to the east, and commercial properties to the north fronting Del Cerro Boulevard. 

Biological Setting: The Project site contains 4.0 acres of se nsitive biological resources, 
such as Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland, that are defined as 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands in San Diego Municipal Code Section 113.0103. The 
project site supports two sensitive vegetation communities: Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including -disturbed; Tier II habitat under the MSCP) and non-native grassland (MSCP Tier 
1118 habitat) . The Project is bounded by mainly developed residential communities and 1-8, 
with the exception of a 2-acre parkland immediately south. Three sensitive plant species 
are present on-site: graceful tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata ; CNPS List 4.2), 
San Diego County sunflower {Bahiopsis laciniata ; CNPS List 4.2), and ashy spike-moss 
(Selaginella cinerascens; CNPS List 4.1). One sensitive animal species, orange-throated 
whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi; CDFWwatch List), is present on-site and is a lso 
an MSCP-Covered Species. 
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A1-3 
The CDFW’s provided comments and recommendations, as well as its 
conclusion that an EIR is appropriate, are acknowledged. 

A1-4 
The DEIR has addressed this issue in Section 5.2, Biological Resources; therefore, 
no project revisions or mitigation is required. 

A1-5 
DEIR Section 5.2.3.2, page 5.2-21, states that, “Potential impacts to nesting birds 
could result if clearing of vegetation or construction occurs during the breeding 
season (February 1 to September 15). Clearing of vegetation or other 
construction activities could cause destruction or abandonment of active nests 
or mortality of adults, young, or eggs resulting in a potentially significant 
impact. This impact would be avoided through compliance with the MBTA and 
California Fish and Game Code as a condition of approval.” Furthermore, per 
the approved biology report (Alden Environmental, August 2020, DEIR 
Appendix C) passerines, raptors, and any listed species do not occur on and 
have a low potential to occur on site. Specific mitigation for buffers is not 
required. 

Compliance with these federal and State regulations is handled as a condition 
of project approval by the City. Therefore, the CDFW’s recommended mitigation 
measures have not been incorporated in the FEIR. 
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Timeframe: Project will be constructed in a single phase, and construction is estimated to 
begin in late 2022 and be completed in early 2024. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFWoffers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in adequately 
identifying and/or mitigating the Project's significant, or potentially s ignificant, direct and 
indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. Based on the Project's 
avoidance of significant impacts on biological resources with implementation of mitigation 
measures, COFW concludes that an Environmental Impact Report is appropriate for the 
Project. 

COMMENT #1: Landscaping and Native Plants 

Biological Resources, Section 5.2.9 

CDFW acknowledges that its prior request to include a discussion about the use of 
native plants is included in the DEIR. The DEIR states that landscaping will include 
"native/naturalized and/or drought-tolerant plant material." Again, COFW advocates 
the use of native plant material during Project landscaping in order to minimize the 
spread of invasive plant species. Such landscaping also provides additional benefits 
such as the attraction of native pollinators and further reduced water consumption. 

COMMENT #2: Pre~onstruction Surveys and Monitoring 

Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation under Biological Resources 
Section I, subsection O and Section II, subsection A 

Issue: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (BIO-1) does not prov ide parameters regarding pre­
construction surveys or monitoring during construction occurring during the avian 
nesting season. 

Specific impact: Table ES-1 indicates pre-construction avian surveys and biological 
monitoring during project construction 'Nill occur. However, BIO-1 does not specify 
survey timing or buffer distances. A Project construction timeline is currently indicated 
to begin in late 2022 and continue until early 2024, in one single phase. 

Why impact would occur: If avian surveys occur in the windoVv'S as they are 
currently defined, impacts to avian species may be significant. Construction is 
currently planned to occur during the entirety of 2023 and early 2024. This timeline 
overlaps with the avian nesting season. 
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Evidence impact would be significant: Per California Fish and Game Code sections 
3503, 3503.5, and 3513 the proposed Project is required to avoid the incidental loss of 
fertile eggs or nestlings, or activities that lead to nest abandonment. 

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) (Regarding Project 
Description and Related Impact Shortcoming) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Biological Resource Protection During Construction 

• To reduce impacts to less than significant: As per CDFW's NOP comment 
letter dated November 24, 2021 , we recommend that avoidance buffers around 
active bird nests be specified in BIO-1 , and generally recommend the following 
buffers from active nests: 100 feet for passerines, 300 feet for listed bird 
species, and 500 feet for raptors. Buffer distances may be reduced depending 
on site-specific circumstances such as screening vegetation, ambient levels of 
human activity, etc. as recommended by a project biologist and if approved by 
the City. In addition, for any species with specific buffer requirements identified 
in the MSCP (e.g., 300 feet from an active Cooper's Hawk nest), the MSCP 
directives should be follo'vVed. 

Additionally, COFW recommends the following be incorporated into mitigation 
regarding pre-construction surveys and monitoring in BIO-1: 

A pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualffied avian biologist 
to ensure that active bird nests will not be disturbed or destroyed on the Project site, or 
adjacent sites. The survey shall be completed no more than three days prior to initial 
ground disturbance. If construction or related ground disturbance activities halt for a 
period of 7 or more days, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within 3 days before 
construction resumes. The nesting bird survey shall include the Project site and 
adjacent areas where Project activities have the potential to affect active nests, either 
directly or indirectly due to construction activity or noise. A qualified biologist shall be 
present to monitor all ground disturbing and vegetation-clearing activities (including but 
not limited to trimming, mowing, grubbing) conducted for the Project. During each 
monitoring day, the biological monitor shall perform clearance survey "sweeps" at the 
start of each workday that vegetation c learing takes place to avoid impacts to sensitive 
biological resources. 

If an active nest is identified during these surveys, appropriate avoidance buffers shall 
be established by a qualified biologist. Construction activities shall not occur within any 
disturbance limit buffer zones until the nest is deemed inactive by the qualified 
biologist. 
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A1-6 
The request to submit data to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB); the notice that filing fees are necessary; and CDFW’s conclusion to its 
comment letter are acknowledged. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determ inations. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 21003, subd. (e).) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected 
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNN DB 
field survey form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link: 
https://wild life.ca.qov/Data/CNDDB/Submittinq-Data. The types of information reported to 
CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants­
and-Animals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of 
environmental document filing fees is necessary_ Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice 
of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental 
review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document fil ing fee is required in order for 
the undenying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, 
§ 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.) 

CONCLUSION 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR to assist the City in identifying 
and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. 

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Alison 
Kalinowski, Environmental Scientist, at Alison.Kalinowski@wildlife.ca.qov or Alex Troeller, 
Environmental Scientist. at Alexandra. Troeller@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

CE;I~~ 
David Mayer 
Environmental Program Manager 
ec: 

State Clearinghouse, - State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.qov 
David Mayer, CDFW - David.Mayer@wildlife .ca.qov 
Jennifer Turner, CDFW- Jennifer.Turner@wildlife.ca.qov 
Jennifer Ludovissy, CDFW - Jennifer.Ludovissy@wildlife.ca.qov 
CEQA Program Coordinator, Sacramento - CEQACommentLetters@wildlife.ca.qov 
Jonathan Snyder, USFWS - Jonathan d Snyder@fws.gov 

Attachments 
Attachment A: Draft M1t1gation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Draft 
Recommendations 
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A1-7 
As explained in Response to Comment A1-4, DEIR Section 5.2 has adequately 
addressed the nesting bird issue and the City will enforce the requirements 
through a condition of approval; therefore, no mitigation is required, and the 
recommended language in this comment for mitigation measure REC-1 has not 
been incorporated into the FEIR. 
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PR Attachment A 
~ Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Draft 

Recommendations 

Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

CDFW provides the following language to be incorporated into the MMRP for the Project. 

Biological Resources (BIO) 

Mitigation Measure (MM) Description 
Implementation 

Responsible Party 
Schedule 

BI0-1: 

A pre-construction nesting bird survey 
shall be conducted by a qualified avian 
biologist to ensure that active bird nests 
will not be disturbed or destroyed on the 
Project site, or adjacent sites. The 
survey shall be completed no more than 
three days prior to initial ground 
disturbance. If construction or related 
ground disturbance activities halt for a 
period of 7 or more days, a nesting bird 
survey shall be conducted within 3 days 
before construction resumes. The Prior to construction 
nesting bird survey shall include the activities and 

City of San Diego Project site and adjacent areas where throughout Project 
Project activities have the potential to construction 
affect active nests, either directly or 
indirectly due to construction activity or 
noise. A qualified biologist shall be 
present to monitor all ground disturbing 
and vegetation-clearing activities 
(including but not limited to trimming, 
mowing, grubbing) conducted for the 
Project. During each monitoring day, the 
biological monitor shall perform 
clearance survey "sweeps'' at the start 
of each workday that vegetation 
clearing takes place to avoid impacts to 
sensitive biological resources. 
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If an active nest is identified during 
these surveys, appropriate avoidance 
buffers shall be established by a 
qualified biologist. CDFW generally 
recommends a buffer of 100 feet for 
passerines, 300 feet for listed bird 
species, and 500 feet for raptors. Buffer 
distances may be reduced depending 
on site-specific circumstances such as 
screening vegetation, ambient levels of 
human activity, etc. as recommended by 
the project biologist and if approved by 
the City. In addition, for any species 
with specific buffer requirements 
identified in the MSCP (e.g., 300 feet 
from an active Cooper's Hawk nest), the 
MSCP directives should be followed. 
Construction activities shall not occur 
within any disturbance limit buffer zones 
until the nest is deemed inactive by the 
qualified biologist. 

Recommendations 

REC-1 

CDFW advocates the use of native 
plant material during Project 
landscaping in order to minimize the 
spread of invasive plant species. Such 
landscaping also provides additional 
benefits such as the attraction of native 
pollinators and further reduced water 
consumotion 

Implementation Responsible Party 
Schedule 

During Construction City of San Diego 
and Post- Construction 
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3.1.1.2 Letter A2: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 

A2-1 
Comments are noted. An encroachment permit is not expected to be required 
to implement the project improvements, all of which would occur outside the 
state right-of-way (ROW). 

Letter A2 

A2-1 

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

California Department of Transportation 

OISIRlCI 11 
<1050 TA YlOR STRECT. MS·2,10 
SAN 0 lfGO. CA 9?110 
(6191 709-5152 I FAX (6191 688-◄299TTY 711 
WWW dot cg 99Y 

October 14. 2022 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

11-SD-8 
PM8.20 

All Peoples Church 
DEIR/SCH#2021100394 

Ms. Courtney Holowach. Associate Planner 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
1222 I'' A venue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Holowach: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
All Peoples Church project located on College Avenue near Interstate 8 (1-8). The 
mission of Callrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves 
all people and respects the environment. The Local Development Review (LDR) 
Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with our mission 
and state planning priorities. 

Safety is one of Caltrans' strategic goals. Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 
the first year without a single death or serious injury on California's roads. We ore 
striving for more equitable outcomes for the transportation network's diverse 
users. 

Caltrans has the following comments: 

The All People's Church/developer has acknowledged the following: 

I. No access to the project site through Caltrans Right of Way (R/W) will be a llowed. 

2. The Callrans R/W fence and footing is to be protected in place as all grading (both 
temporary and permanent) will be on the project site. 

3. The developer p lans to protect a ll Callrons' fencing ir>-place at the project 
boundary. 

'?rovidc o sole ond relobc hOMPOJlotion t"CIWOfk !hot servc-s ol p eopte end rc:;pccis tho crv·ronrnent" 
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A2-2 
A Traffic Control Plan will be prepared, as required by San Diego Municipal 
Code Section 129.0702, and the approved plan will be submitted to Caltrans 
District 11 prior to the commencement of construction. 

A2-1 
(con!) 

A2-2 

Ms. Courtney Holowach. Associate Planner 
October 14, 2022 
Page 2 

14. No fencing is intended to be replaced and/or removed. Therefore, no 
encroachment permit will be necessary for the work within Caltrans R/W. 

Traffic Control Plan 

A Traff ic Control Plan is to be submitted to Caltrans District 1 1, inc luding the 
interchanges at 1-8/College Avenue, at least 30 days prior to the start of any 
construction. Traffic shall not be unreasonably delayed. The p lan shall a lso outline 
suggested detours to use during closures, including routes and signage. 

Potential impacts to the highway facilities 11-8) and traveling public from the detour, 
demolition and other construction activities should be discussed and addressed 
before work begins. 

Caltrans appreciates the opportunity to have reviewed the above referenced 
environmental document for the proposed project. 

Additional information regarding encroachment permits for Traffic Control may 
be obtained by contacting the Caltrans Permits Office a t 1619) 688-6158 or 
emailing DI I .Permits:ii!dot.ca.qov or by visiting the website at 
https://dot.ca.qov/proqrams/traffic-operations/ep. Early coordination with 
Caltrans is strongly advised for all encroachment permits. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Mark McCumsey, LDR 
Coordinator. at (619) 985-4957 or by e-mail sent to Mark.McCumsey@dol.ca.qov. 

Sincerely, 

MAURICE EATON 
Branch Chief 
Local Development Review 

"Pwvi<.lo a mfo <.11K.l roloblc l1amporlutio11 11clwork 1hu 1 ~(.,'Ives ul poop k.l un<.I 10~1:>Cc.ls 1ho L'f'wilo11munl" 
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3.1.2 Organizations Letters 

3.1.2.1 Letter O1: Campo Band of Mission Indians 

 

O1-1 
Section 5.3 DEIR Mitigation Measure HR-1 requires cultural resource 
(archaeological resource) protection during project construction, including the 
use of a Native American consultant/monitor during soil disturbing and 
grading/excavation/trenching activities within native soils. If Native American 
resources or remains are discovered during construction, the mitigation 
measure further outlines specific protocols for involving tribal entities in the 
evaluation and disposition process. The City will keep the Campo Band of 
Mission Indians notified throughout the construction phase of the project, as it 
relates to Native American resources and/or remains, pursuant to DEIR 
Mitigation Measure HR-1. 

Letter 01 

[EXTERNAL] Project Name: All Peoples Church PN.636444 

DT 
Daniel Tsosie <dtsosie@campo-nsn.gov> 

To: DSD EAS 

Cc Marcus Cuero <marcuscuero@campo-nsn.gov> 

6 
Wed 9fl/2022 4:47 PM 

01-1 I . To whom it may concern: We the Campo Band of Mission _Indians have received your le. tier regarding 
"Project Name: All Peoples Church PN.636444". And we are interested due to construction ground 
disturbance and cultural resources that may be on the project. Thank you for reaching out 

Best Regards, 

Daniel Tsosie 
Campo Band of Mission Indians 
Cultural Resource Manager 
Cell : 619-632-8812 
Ofiice: 619-478-9046 ext.278 

(;-, Reply ~ Reply all r Forward 
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3.1.2.2 Letter O2: San Diego County Archaeological Society 

 

O2-1 
Comment noted; refer to Response to Comment O1-1 from the Campo Band of 
Mission Indians. 

Letter 02 
'()\EGO c 0 

,..+ u+.,_ ., .,. 
> i:::...:;.~ ► San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
:0 • ... 
ci "1 F,;nvironmental Ruview Committee 
,s. ' 
"f o<> . 

~Oioc, c P.'" '> 10 October 2022 

To: 

Subject: 

Ms. Courtney Holowach 
Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Uiego, California 92101 

Draft Enviromnental Impact Report 
All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 

Dear Ms. llolowach: 

J have reviewed the historical resources aspects uf I.he su~ject DEIR on behalf of this 
committee of the Sau Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its Appendix D, we concur ,,:vith lhe 
archaeological an<l Native Arnerici:m monitoring program i-;pcciiicd for mitigation for 
potential impacts to historical resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the public review of this DEIR. 

cc: Brian F. Smith & Associates 
SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~1~· 
Envirorunental Reviei.v Committee 

P 0. Box_81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935 
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3.1.2.3 Letter O3: Navajo Community Planners 

 

O3-1 
No specific DEIR inadequacies or deficiencies are noted in this comment. 
Responses are provided below to the other comments contained in this letter 
(refer to Responses to Comments O3-2 through O3-14). 

O3-2 
This comment references various sections of the DEIR; however, without any 
specificity with regard to the inadequacy of the supporting documentation, a 
specific response cannot be provided to this comment. The supporting 
documentation in the City files does not recommend further direct or 
cumulative analysis beyond that which is contained in the DEIR. See Master 
Response 2 regarding the methodology for establishing the project’s cumulative 
baseline conditions and assessing cumulative impacts. Refer to Responses to 
Comments O3-3 through O3-14 for additional responses. 

Letter 03 

03-1 

- l"!J~~~~@- @Jf\711\71l!l~l'f"tl11?~~~~1=~5, I~~- -
- --..;-...~ -,- __,. _..., i, 

Allied Gardens-Del Cerro-Grantville-San Carlos .,. ...,.,,,,,--

Oclobcr 121h, 2022 

City of San Diego Ucvdopmcnt Services Center 
ATTN: Courtney Ho lovvach 
1222 First Avenue 
\-IS 501 

San Diego. CA 92 10 I 

, ~('I- • 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Projecl No.: 636444 

To whom it may concern, 

The Navajo Community Planners Inc, ('·NCPI "), hereby submits the fo llowing comments in 

response to the City of San Diego's (''City") D rnft Environmental Impact R i.!port ('"DrnH EIR") 
dated August 31. 2022, for the ·'All Peoples Church" project ("Project'") (Project Number 

636444). 

Overall, :--.JC!,I feels the Draft EIR re rort for rrojcct 636444 is inadequate with respect to several 

issues as it relies upon con.llicting infonnation and incomplete data. These deficiencies have 

caused the City to underestimate the significance of the Projecfs environmental impact on the 
community. 

03-2 As detailed below, the supporting doc.umcnLation relied upon by the City in pre.paring the Drail 
EIR is inadequate and does not support the conclusions that the project would not have a 
s ignificant impact on: Air Quality (Section 7. 1.2); E ne rgy Usage (Section 7.1.3), Public S(.Tviccs 

and Facilities (Section 7.1 .1 1 ); and Transportation (Section 7.1.12). In addition. the Draft FIR 

relics upon outdatc<l, incompkk, and inadcquak infommtion lo umfcrcstimatc potential 

s ignificant impacts the Project will have on the community with regard to: Land Use (Section 
5. l ), Noise (Sc<,1ion 5 .4), and Visual Effects i.md Neig hborhood Character (Section 5 .5). In 

doing so, the Draft EIR also incorrectly concludes that the Project 's impacts are not cwnulatively 
considerable. 

A t a minimum, the reports upon \vh ic h the Draft E IR is based demonstrate a need for further 

analysis 10 ensure reliable dal:~ is used for the City to make an i1110nned analysis regarding the 
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O3-3 
The comment references the Community Plan Amendment description and a 
table listing the proposed development deviations permitted under a Planned 
Development Permit, as noted in DEIR Chapter 3 The information presented in 
DEIR Chapter 3 reflects the application and site plan, architecture and 
landscape submittals on file at the City. No deficiencies exist to provide an 
informed and meaningful analysis of the project, as required by CEQA. 

O3-4 
Refer to Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with the applicable 
land use policies from the General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning 
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this 
comment. DEIR Section 5.1 states that a non-residential use would be 
constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates 
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies 
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. Therefore, less-than-significant 
land use policy impacts are identified in the DEIR. 

O3-5 
With regard to the Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character impacts of the 
project outlined in DEIR Section 5.5, refer to Master Response 4 on 
neighborhood character. The DEIR discussion in Section 5.5.4 makes multiple 
references to the landscaping proposed to buffer, screen and soften the 
appearance of the project features when viewed from both public and private 
vantage points. DEIR Figure 3-6 contains an exhibit of the proposed landscape 
plan. DEIR Figures 3-3 and 3-5 contain illustrations of example landscaping 
along the project’s west and southwest elevations, including an example of 
screening vegetation on the proposed parking garage. Additionally, project 
simulations contained in DEIR Section 5.5 include illustrations of the proposed 
structures, with landscaping. Thus, detailed information is presented in the 
DEIR regarding landscaping. 

O3-6 
The DEIR Section 5.4 does not address the additional noise sources mentioned 
in this comment because they are not proposed by the applicant. The comment 
contains speculative conjecture on what activities may occur that are not based 

03-2 potential environmental impact of the Project. Repeated concerns expressed by the community 

(cont.) regarding tl1e Project's major potential impacts appear to be glossed -over based on incomplete 

and fla,vcd data. The Oraft EIR fails to adequately address the true cumulative and Project-level 

impacts on the community. 

Specilically. the City should collect additional information regarding 1he potential impacts 

associated with implementation of the Project before fi nalizing the environmental impact rcpmt 
for consideration by decision-making ,mthoritics: 

03-3 I Section 3 - Project Description 

• 3.4.1 - Community Plan Amendment and Table 3-1 

03-4 

03-5 

Section 5 - En,1ironmcntal Analysis 

• 5.1 - Land Use 
The Draft EIR approaches the subject from the pretense that simply adding a 
cross 10 the map eliminates a mul!itude of issues/impacts to the surrounding 

community . IP. s.1 -·101 

Table. 5.1-2 on page 5.1-38 the response in the consistency evaluation section is 

inaccurate. rhe principal objective notes ' ·encourage the development of a variety 
of new housing types with dv.-elling unit densities primarily in the low Lo medium 

density range as shown." The response states - yes. This is counterintuitive, once 
the church is built no housing ,....-ill be built onsitc or in the area because of the 

church - the answer here should be no. 

The DraH EIR fails to provide support for its c-om:lusion that although the Project 

·\vould substantial ly alter the existing and planned residential character of the 
area, the proj ect's height, bulk. signage, or architectural projections would not 

result in a negative visual appearance due to its topogra.phically-sensiLive site 

layout, cohesive architectura l styl ing. and below grade placement of retaining 

walls combined \vilh the heavy use of screening vegetation and landscape 

treatments to soften its appearance from nearby public and private viewing areas." 
(Section 5.5.4.2) 

• 5.4-Nuise 

In particula r, the report does not include any detailed info rmation showing 
the landscaping plan or 

Nothing to illustrate '·the heavy use of screening vegetation and landscape 

treatments to soften its appearance from nearby public an<l private viewing 

areas. 

o 5.4.3.3 - The EIR addresses construction noise and makes reference to some 
parking noise hut makes no mention of noise created by services, special events 
such as outdoor gatherings. or potential for use of lot for snsu events. 
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on information presented by the applicant. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. No response required. 

Noise Monitoring Location #2 was selected to characterize the ambient noise 
experienced within and immediately adjacent to the project site. As stated in 
DEIR Appendix E, the noise source most commonly affecting ambient 
conditions on the project site and vicinity is automotive vehicles operating on 
local roads, mainly those on I-8 and College Avenue (e.g., cars, trucks, buses, 
motorcycles). Locations closer to the site would be on private properties, which 
are not accessible, are more directly exposed to noise from I-8 and College 
Avenue, and likely experience higher noise levels than measured at location #2. 
The measurement data were taken using noise monitoring equipment and is 
accurate. 
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O3-7 
As stated in Master Response 4 on neighborhood character, the DEIR 
Section 5.5 analysis applies the City’s adopted Significance Determination 
Thresholds for Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. Based on the 
thorough analysis contained in DEIR Section 5.5, the project would result in 
less-than-significant impacts and does not rely on the precedence set by the 
SDSU architecture, but rather evaluates the project’s impacts within the entire 
visual setting surrounding the project site. Contrary to the commentor’s claim, 
the project is evaluated for its consistency with the Community Environment 
policies from the Navajo Community Plan in revised DEIR Table 5.1-2 (pages 5.1-
42 and 5.1-43). As stated in the table the project would create a quality design 
using materials, color and texture that give it identity and focus within the 
urban landscape, consistent with the overarching goal of the policies. The 
presence of a cross atop one of the three tower elements on the 
church/sanctuary, which would be eight feet in height, would not be a drastic 
divergence from the local character of the community, as shown in DEIR Figure 
5.5-4a. For the reasons outlined in DEIR Section 5.5, project impacts associated 
with neighborhood character would be less than significant. 

O3-8 
The City requested that the SDSU proposal in Adobe Falls be identified as a 
cumulative project in the area since it is a reasonably foreseeable probable 
future project, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15333. As noted in Master 
Response 2 on cumulative impacts, the ministerial project mentioned in this 
comment was filed seven months after the NOP was filed for the project’s DEIR, 
which is the timeframe for establishing the cumulative baseline conditions for a 
DEIR. As described in the referenced Master Response 5, the VMT analysis 
conducted to assess project impacts under CEQA addresses both project and 
cumulative impacts. Thus, the transportation analysis in DEIR Section 7.1.12 is a 
project as well as cumulative assessment. The nearby ministerial project is 
being processed under the Complete Communities Program. 

O3-9 
The air quality and screening health risk assessment relies on 2014–2016 
meteorological data embedded in the CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 computer 
model, which was the most current data available at the time the analysis was 

03-61 
(cont.) 

03-7 

5.4.3.4 - Noise monitoring station #2 \'-'as not placed at the closest residence point 

to the property. This data point is not going to be as accurate as it should be. 
• 5.5- Visual Effects :md Neighborhood Character 

5.5.4 - lists 3 issues/questions. Issue 2 seems subjec1ive to personal taste but 
issues 3 and 4 a re in conflict with the fi ndings in 5.5.4.3 

"" 5.5.4.3 - notes a less than signi1ican1 neighborhood character impact. The 
document makes mult ip le references to matching designs from SDSU and othe r 

buildings along the 8 lhat arc nol parl of thl: loc'.al community and do not share 

similar architectural features. The Navajo Community Plan, Section: Communi ty 

Environment (page 150) was not cited apart of this E1R and the proposed pn~jccts 

visual effects on neighborhood cha racter. Also. the addi tion of a la rge relig ious 

symhol at the entrance to the community would be a drastic divergence from the 

current conummity character in that area. The less than significa nt character 

impact declaration is not accurate. 

03-8 Section 6 - Cumulative Impacts 
• Mentions CFQA Cluide lines Section 15 130 - lA) a list of past. present. and prohahle 

future projects producing related or e-umulative impacts, including, if necessary, those 

projects outside the control of the agency. 

The report makes note or SDSU's ma ster plan tha t proposes faculty/stall housing 

in Adobe Falls po rtio n of Navaj o and says if s factored in even though the timing 

am.I detail::. arc unknov.n . 

·11,e study does not include city project number l'RJ- 106 1051 . This project is 

currently under review with DSD and \Vas submi tted 5/20/2022. The daLa in the 

sn1dy does not include potential impacts from this project ,vhich is an estimated -

13 l 6 trips including 97 (33 in : 64 out) during the AM peak hour and 12 1 t rips 

induding 78 in: 43 oul) during the I'Af peak hour. 

03-9 Section 7 - Other CEQA Sections [No Potential Significant Impacts Found] 
• 7.1.2 - Air Quality 

The DraH EIR bases iLs conclusion thal '·the health risk impacts from construction 

DP\,1 would not exceed the SDAPC D CEQA significance thresholds adopted hy 

the City'' on the Bluescape Environmental report in Appendix G. 

Th is report ca lculated the cancer risk and non-cancer cll ronic and acute risk 

impacts ut the f\1ax.imally Exposed Individual (tvIEI) for residents and for the 

nearest school in the vicinity of the Project site to be 9.70 in one million. wh ich is 

j usl bclo\V the signilicum:c threshold of lO in une million. (Sec Section 7 .1.2.3 

Table 7-6.) However) th is calculation is inadequate as it is re lies on 
mctcnrologica l data from 2014-2016 despite the fact th:1t the San l>iego County 

Ai r Pollut ion Control District has published data as recently as 202 1. (See 
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conducted in 2021. The link provided in the comment is to ambient air pollution 
monitoring data, not meteorological data. The comment confuses the 
background data, not used in CalEEMod, just reported, with the health risk 
modeling conducted on the construction activities. The document linked to this 
comment lists the current monitoring network in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) 
for criteria pollutants that are used to describe the baseline pollution levels in 
the region. Those data area not relevant to screening health risk assessment 
which uses meteorological data. No recalculation of health risk assessment 
impacts is required. 
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O3-10 
The Energy analysis in the DEIR addresses whether the project’s energy usage 
would be wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary, in accordance with the City’s 
significance determination thresholds. Under the operational petroleum usage 
paragraph on DEIR page 7-10, the energy discussion takes into account the 
range of vehicle trips anticipated for the project, including both the 280 
weekday trips and the 1,976 Sunday trips. Within this context, the DEIR 
concludes that the project’s petroleum use would diminish over time as vehicle 
fuel efficiency improves (based on mandated fuel efficiency standards) and the 
project’s availability to alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the 
project’s petroleum usage would not be wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary 
and less-than-significant impacts are identified. The volume of weekday trips 
referenced in this comment is valid, as described in Master Response 5 on trip 
generation rates. 

O3-11 
The project site plan has been reviewed and approved by City Fire and Rescue 
Department staff and would be built consistent with City fire regulations. 
Although response times goals are contained in Public Facilities, Services, and 
Safety Element of the City’s General Plan, the City’s CEQA significance 
determination thresholds do not consider response times an environmental 
impact unless they trigger the need for new facilities and the construction of 
those facilities would result in physical impacts on the environment. The project 
would not result in the need for new emergency response facilities; therefore, 
the DEIR Section 7.1.11 appropriately concludes that impacts to public services 
would be less than significant. The project would be required to pay 
development impact fees prior to issuance of building permits, a portion of 
which could support maintenance of fire protection and emergency response 
services provided by the City. 

O3-12 
Refer to Master Response 5 regarding trip generation rate which explains the 
methods used for developing the project’s trip generation volume and details 
why it is appropriate and valid. To clarify the methodology, it is standard 
industry practice to use “average” daily trips when estimating a project’s traffic 
volumes. Averaging a project’s weekday trips accounts for minor fluctuations in 

O3-9 I 
(cont) 1 
03-10 

03-11 

03-12 

https ://V1rvt'\'.:.sdapcd.org/contcnt/dam/sdapcd/ documcnts/mon itoring/202 1-

N etwork-Report.µdD (See Appendix G. pp. 13 and 98.) 
'!'he potential risk for nearby residents mid schools should be recalculated using 

the most up-10-date data available. 

• 7.1.3 • Encrg)' Usage 
:) Ilas a subsection titled Operations (7.1.3.l)-in this section they note 280 daily 

trips during weekday - which is just shy of the ''SIGNJFICANTL Y 

IMPACTFUL'' JOO DAILY TRJPS. Appendix J breaks down how this number 

,vas ca1culated but based on the below items the entire traffic study needs to be 
revised and would shov•/ a significant impact if done using accurate data poinL'i. 

Item 8.4.1 in appendix J notes that the gym usage was calculated at 0-10 
users per day. hut the attached document sent to the mayor on 12-21-20 by 

the Atlantis Group notes the gym will be used for youth/community 

sports. The usage of the gym alone will push the weekday usage far 
beyond the 280 trips per day. 
Item 8.4.2 in appendix .I discusses Sunday trip generation and appears to 

use the data from Appendix K page 6 ,vhich is showing data points from 
20 IX and 20 19. The church has already outgrmrn the grow1h projections 

used to calculate the number or !rips that will be generated. 
I Also see Transportation section below.I 

• 7.1.11 - Public Sendces and Facilities 

Potential Impact on Fire-Rescue and Police Services underestimated. 

The document rcforcnc.cs SDFD Engim.'. 31 and SDPD mid sl:ncs that thi: project 

itselhvould be built in a manner that would allow for acceptable access and 
response times to the site. 

The trafiic study fails 10 consider the impact to response times for the 
surrounding community by e ither SLJPU or SLJFLJ. Engine 3 1 is not the 

only one tha1 services the community. 
' l11e study must consider impacts to all engines which serv ice the 

surrounding ai ca. Also, swdy needs to address impact to emergency 
services response times to community, especia lly on Sundays or during 

events wile.re all 300 parking spots \vould be in use for in and out use 
within a window of several hours. 

• 7.1.12 - Transportation 

o Project improperly designated as a ·'small projecf' because the calculation is 

ba3Cd on unreliable <latH pruvidL'.d by the project applic,mt. (Sec p. 7-28.) 

·'The higher weekday project traffic volume was based on the applicant 
forccastcd uses and \Vas calculated at 280 A OT with 31 A\1 peak hour 

trips (31 inbound and O outbound) and I 07 PM peak hour trips (76 
inbound and 3 1 outbound) as shO\vn in Table I. (; Appendix K, p. 4 



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-38 

the amount of vehicles travelling to and from a site over the period of a week. 
On average, 280 daily trips are expected to be produced by the project on an 
average weekday, taking into account all of the services and programs to be 
offered on site, including the gymnasium. The project meets the definition of 
Small Project identified in the VMT screening criteria of the City’s Transportation 
Study Manual (TSM), which is defined as a project generating less than 300 daily 
unadjusted driveway trips using the City of San Diego trip generation 
rates/procedures. 

With regard to staffing, the church currently has a staff of 8 to 25 persons and 
would increase to 25 to 30 persons in the future. Traffic from staffing is 
accounted for in the project’s weekday and Sunday trip forecasts contained in 
DEIR Appendices J and K. 

The City’s Transportation Study Manual requires projects to provide a 
systematic safety review as part of the Local Mobility Analysis. 
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O3-13 
Under the existing Community Plan and zoning, the 5.99-acre parcel could be 
developed with up to 52 single-family homes (assuming 5,000-square-foot lots). 
The Land Development Code Section 141.0302 also allows for accessory 
dwelling units on each of the residential lots. Therefore, the No Project/Existing 
Community Plan Alternative could allow for up to 104 homes. Such an 
alternative would be feasible with the use of retaining walls and fill to produce 
buildable area. The Reduced Residential Alternative (analyzed in DEIR 
Section 8.4.2) reflects the 24-unit residential subdivision previously approved on 
the project site. In both cases, residential development of the site would not 
achieve any of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3 and 
Section 8.2.1. 

O3-14 
To reduce the project’s impacts to biological and historical resources, the 
grading would have to be reduced in areas where such resources occur. The 
northeast area referenced in this comment contains disturbed habitat which 
lacks the necessary natural resources to accomplish the objective of reducing 
the project’s significant impacts to sensitive biological resources, as defined by 
the Reduced Project Alternative. Given that the parking structure would be 
recessed into the terrain in the northern portion of the site and no significant 
impacts are identified in the DEIR related to building height, no significant 
impacts would be avoided by reducing grading in the northeastern portion of 
the site. Construction noise impacts may be lessened by the Reduced Project 
Alternative, but not below significant levels, as stated in DEIR Section 8.4.3.1. 

03-12 
(cont.) 

hlr example, the applicant estimated that use of the gymnasium 

(which takes up a considerable space) would be used by only 0-10 

people on weekdays. This grossly underestimates the number of 

people that would appear for even a youth basketball game for 

instance. 

This estimate is also directly c.ontrad.kted by the applicant's own 

admission that the b'YITI w ill be used for youth/community sports 

(Sec Atlantis Group letter to Yfoyor <lated 12-21-20.) 

Figures for anticipated gatherings were also estimated by the applicant 

\Vithout any substantiation. These figures do not correspond to the size 

and scope of the building and 1ts facilities. 
The Project cannot qualify as a ·'small project" based on the obviously 

ilmved data based entirely upon the "'applicants forecasted uses". 
If the applicant currently has a staff of25-30 persons, it is unreasonable tn 

estimate that they will not have addilional staff when this massive facility 

is huilt. 

Please clarily the findings regarding how the proposed Lrallie signal and 

the existing traffic signal at College/Del Cerro Blvd will be synchronized 

to maximum the be.st possible trallk circulation for the community. 

Please clarify if a s idewalk safety analys is was performed apart of this F.IR 

and 10 what a11Ccls IIK\ proposed project \\,ill have on sidewalk ::;afoty. 

03-13 Section 8 - Project Alternatives 

03-14 

• 8.3.3 No Project/Existing Community Plan 

This section makes note ofa fictional ma'<imum use project that would make use 
of the land and create more t raffic/impact than project #636444. The de1-, ign they 

discuss doesn't appear to be physically leasible in the space given the land 

formation. ' l11e choice to use a made-up project i1-, in conflict with Project# 

699527 that has had an EOT liled for it and was previously approved by city 

council. '11,is project is for 24 homes and would generate fev>' enough trips to 

count as small project by the City. 
• Section 8.43.1 

o The extent to whie-h the Projee-L-s impae-ts can be mi ii gated by the removal ol 3 7 

parking spaces according to the Reduced Pr~ject Alternative should be explored 
further in the report Lo enabk tk cision-makcrs to adequately consider the 

a lterative recom mendation. For example, removal of the 37 parking spaces from 

the northeast comer a<ljac-cnt to the rcsi<lcnces which arc dosl:r to the Project 

grade would likely result in s ignificantly more mitigation of impact on the 

neighboring rcsidcm:.cs than if they ,vcrc removed fmm elsewhere. The Reduced 

Alternative only considers the potential reduction in grading footprint. Instead, 

the Drnft EIR should specify that the removal of thcsc parking spaces from the 
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03-14 I 
(cont.) 

northeast area (adjacent to Lots 1-6) wm1l<l provide a significm11 mitigation of 

issues caused by the Project by retaining any currently existiJ,g height differences 
and preventing additional noise. (Sec Site Plan p. 3-2.) 

Respectfully, 

Dav id S. Smith 
Chair 
\lavajo Community Planners, Inc. 
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3.1.3 Individuals Letters 

3.1.3.1 Letter I1: Summer Adleberg 

 

I1-1 
Comment noted; refer to Master Response 6 regarding the non-CEQA topic of 
general opposition to the project, as well as Master Response 1 regarding 
alternative location or use of the project site. 

I1-2 
Comment noted; refer to Master Response 3 that addresses residential housing 
policy consistency, which is not a CEQA topic. 

I1-3 
Refer to Master Response 3 addressing the project’s consistency with City land 
use policies. The project does not propose changes to the General Plan or 
Community Plan residential land use designation of the site. 

I1-4 
The project is consistent with the Community Plan policies as provided in DEIR 
Section 5.1, and as outlined in Master Response 3 addressing land use policy 
consistency. The church would serve the local community and, as disclosed in 
DEIR Section 7.1.12, Transportation, and Section 5.4, Noise, its operational effects 
on traffic and noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Letter 11 

11-1 I 
11-2 

From: summer adleberg <summer.ad leberg@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:05 PM 
To: DSD EASNoticing <DSDEASNoticing@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandie@o.gov> 
Cc: Coun<:tlMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampil lo@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Project Name: All Peoples Church Project No . 635444 SCH No. 2021100394 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 

Project No. 636444 

SCH No. 2021100394 

Community Plan Area: Navajo 

Counci l District: 7 

I am writing in opposition of t he proposed project to convert a designated residential property to allow 
for non-residential land-use. The site is cLirrently designated for residential use and zo ned RS-1-7, which 

could yield a maximum of 52 dwelling units. The property is entit led and has been approved for 24 

single-family dwelling units. 

The housing shortage and crisi s in San Diego has become one ofthe City's biggest hurdles to overcome 

and has only been exacerbated by the recent pandemic. The City has fai led to build and encourage 

smart development of available properties to accommodate the rate of economic and population 

growth. The City's latest inventory report indicates San Diego is fa lling short of its IO-year housing goal 

of the planned approximately 88,000 new units only 37,0CIO were constructed. While some City 

init iatives indicate the goal fo r increased housing focuses on infill development, the Ci ty's housing 
inventory map indicates t here is capacity to build on thousands of possible sites including the property 

proposed for the All Peop les Church. In order to meet the City's 2021-2029 goal of building 108,0CIO 

units it will need every parcel and unit i ncluding the 24 single-dwelling units alre.idy approved for this 

property. 

11-3 I disagree with the project proponent's conclusion that the proposed project is consistent with the 

Genera l and Navajo Community Plan and that all Land Use impacts w oul d be less than significant 

requiring no mitigation_ The con<:lusion provides no .inalysis of the General Plan Hous ing Element , all 

other aspects if the General Plan have been analyzed. The proposed project parcel is identified i n the 

General Plan Housing Element as a part of t he Adequate Site Inventory with a maximum pot ential of 49 -

52 units. In order to adequately consider and disclose any potential impact s on land Use, pursuant to 

CEQA guidelines, the City must anatyze the impact of the land use designat ion change that would result 
in, at a minimum, the loss of 49. 52 single-dwelling units. 

The EIR concludes that the propo~d project is consistent w ith the principal objective of the Community 
Plan to maintain, enhance and encourage residential housing, the project would maintain the existing 
residential fond use designation and zoning on the site. A project objective is to provide a church-owned 

property for an existing congregation and would invo lve the construction of a non-residential, religious 

assembly use rather than housing. The 2015 Navajo Community Plan clearly outlines the principal 

obj ectives for this community including; 1. Promote a healt hy environment by careful planning and 
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I1-5 
Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). 

(cont.) 11-41 

11-5 

sensitive development of well defined, balanced and distinct communities which encompass a variety of 

residential density patterns and housing types, and 2. Encourage the design of residential areas so as to 

prevent the encroachment of incompat ible uses and minimize conflict (e.g., traffic noise) with more 
intensive non-residential uses. The All Peo ples Church will not promote a healthy environment through 

balanced residential development and will result in increased traffic and noise from more intensive non­

residential development. 

The current CEQA guidelines require al l CEQA lead agencies to analyze a project's t ransportation impacts 

using vehicle miles traveled (VMT). VMT measures the per capita numbe.- of car trips generated by a 

project and distances cars will travel to and from a project, rather than congestion levels at intersections 

(level of service or "LOS," graded on a s.cale of A - F). The City of San Diego has not yet adopted VMT 

standards, nor have they abandoned LOS, t he City of San Diego's published Traffic Impact Analysis 

guidelines still require LOS analysis - not for CEQA purposes. The City has an established method for 

evaluat ing traffic impacts on the community and the environment, the project proponent should be 

required to conduct and publish both VMT and LOS analysis to allow better public input on t he proposed 

project per the City of San Diego's published Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines. 
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3.1.3.2 Letter I2: Stephanie Ballinger 

 

I2-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master 
Responses 1, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
location or use of the site, transportation and need for the project. 

I2-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

I2-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master 
Responses 1, 3, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
location or use of the site, need for the project and regional housing policy. 
Building housing is not one of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3. 
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is 
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar 
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. 

I2-4 
As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan 
Amendment allows a religious assembly use on the project site. 
Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a 
Planned Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use that “complies with 
the applicable land use plan but contains uses that are not permitted in 
the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 5.1 for 
further information. 

I2-5 
Construction of the project would not double the amount of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions in the local area or region. As demonstrated in DEIR 
Section 7.1.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would generate less GHG 
emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on the project site under the 
current zone (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project 

Letter 12 

12-1 

From: Stephanie Ballinger <misskimmel@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:33 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov> 

Cc: DSD EAS <DSOEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church No.636444- Attn: Courtney Holowach 

To Whom It M ay Concern: 

As a proud homeowner in the Del Cerro community, we are shocked, angered, and disappointed to hear 
about All Peoples Church trying to move into our neighborhood. That specific area is NOT zoned for that, 
so it should not even be considered ... it is a d ear violation! The people w ho bought houses near there 
would be very negatively impacted as when they bought their homes the area they want to build on 
specifically states it was not zoned for that. We do not need more churches in this already saturated 
area, we have them all over the place. That intersection is already riddled with tra ffic as i t is .. . and a 
mega church will wreak havoc o n the traffic and the 4 way lights there. Its already a dangerous and busy 
intersect ion for families trying to cross to Hearst . M ay I suggest t he church loo k into the large 
abandoned Fry's off the 15, it has lots of parking and is huge in size and right off the freeway and away 
from neighborhoods in an already industrial area. 

Furthermore, we cannot stand for hat e in this community. My best friend since kindergarten was also 
trying to move closer to Hearst school and reconsidered when she heard about this mega church and 
their ·gay conversion therapy.· We have no place for that in Del Cerro and as a friend of many in the 
LGBTQ community I cannot stand by and watch them do this right in my backyard. Right w hen people 
exit the freeway to enter our community, all they would see would be this mega church, the traffic they 
cause, and their 'conversion therapy· signage. Please do what 's right for the com munity! We don't want 
o r need a mega church here! It's not zoned for it and it"s not wanted ! Thank you for your time. 

Important points to consider: 

OUR THREE MAIN CONCERNS: 

1. We have all acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. There is already an approved 
24 unit housing project e t itled to the land. By r;1pproving the mega project, council members are 
essent ial ly voting NO on housing. 

2. San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-046, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically 
disa llows Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be 
a violation of San Diego ·s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately 
incorporate o r consider appropriat e siting of rel igious institutions and would also need to be revised. 

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT (Vehicle M iles Traveled): The project applicant has admit ted t hey 
expect 95% of the people attending their site to come from out of the area, and t hen leave t he area, in 
essence doublfng the greenhouse gas em issions as they cater to an audience from out of the area. This 
runs counter t o the City's Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Respectful ly, 

Stephanie B 
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would not result in significant GHG emissions and would be consistent with the 
City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the GHG emissions reduction 
strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR 
Appendix B). Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to 
DEIR Appendix K), which concluded that the project would be presumed to have 
less than significant VMT impacts, as described in transportation Master 
Response 5 regarding VMT. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City’s 
CAP and related policies and impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.1.3.3 Letter I3: Janice Baranski 

 

I3-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project, as well 
as the transportation Master Response 5 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). As stated throughout the DEIR, a 
new traffic signal would be constructed at the main ingress/egress to the 
church/sanctuary site and a second right in-right out driveway would be 
installed north of the signalized intersection. 

I3-2 
Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding cumulative impacts and the LMA. 

Letter 13 
./1,.. 7~,., .§f. .iJ~,a,.;,I.; /,, 

5606 LINOFlELD AVENUE 

SAN DIEGO. CAUFORNIA 92120 
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3.1.3.4 Letter I4: Steve Behar 

 

I4-1 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the alternative land use 
for the site. Impacts to biological resources are discussed in DEIR Section 5.2. 
Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, the project would implement 
mitigation to reduce impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Letter 14 

141 I 

f rOIYI: 

To: 
SUbject~ 
Date : 

~ = [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Ctwrch/ 636444 
Thursday, 5eptember 1, 2022 6 : 53:25 AM 

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

Dear City Leaders, 
After having (,:arcfully read the Cnvironmcntal lmpact Report for the All .Peoples Church 
pr~j1.·ct (6] 6444), 1 feel strongly thal tht.'. city should deny this proj ect. Open space, and the 
concomitant biological resources in thal area need to be preserved. Please deny lhis projecl 

Steve Behar, Del Cerro resident 
6254 Caminito llucna Sucrk 
San Diego. CA 921 20 
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3.1.3.5 Letter I5: Linda and Michael Bennett 

 

I5-1 
Project traffic is addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The analyses conducted for 
the project show that it would not result in significant impacts related to vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) and local circulation (upon implementation of intersection, 
sidewalk and bike lane improvements described in the DEIR Section 3.2.5 from 
the Local Mobility Analysis [LMA]). 

I5-2 
Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding cumulative impacts and the LMA. 
Master Response 5 also provides more detail regarding how the VMT analysis is 
cumulative consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for 
assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. 

I5-3 
A new traffic signal would be installed along College Avenue south of the Del 
Cerro Boulevard intersection, as described in the DEIR, and would function in 
accordance with City standards. The claims made in this comment are 
speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5 
regarding the College Avenue operational changes. 

I5-4 
Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts. 

Letter 15 

15-1 

15-2 

15-3 

15-41 

From: M ic.hael Bennett <mabennet t7@cox.net> 
Sent: Wed ne~ ay, October 12, 2022 7:02 AM 
To: DSD EA$ <DSDEAS@ sandiego.gov :> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Environmental Impact Report for All Peoples Church (#636444) 

We w ould like to add our conceins to this repo.-1. 

The biggest impact w e fear from the building of H1is church at this site is the traf fic 
increases which will necessalilv follow. 

Whan the dcvolop111011t was proposed . the church itself was to be tho only contributor to 
the incr~ 8-ed t1offi<.:. It w ould 

have it s g reatest impact on Sundays o r holidays_ 

Nov, _ nol only is lhe C:htJfCh l o acld lo OIH l f.=i.llic prohl~ms, bul Wf': undernland lh~I a high 
rise apartment building is to be 

built on Der Garro Blvd. b etween lvlarne Ave. and Madra Ave . The plan calls for ITILJIUple 
units 'Nith parking and retail 

businesses on the m ound f k.Jor. lt is currently unclear how muctI additional traffic this 
project will add on its ow n 

Unless the City is olannino another s ignal lioht inteHsec::lion 10() 'lards o r so l roin Del Gen o 
Blvd . 10 handle lhe lmtlic 

h orn tt·1e church the cars will need to use adiacent city streets to enter and exit the 
property_ I hese are not v,,1ide 

streets; but. rathe r, t yJ.)k;a l city streets. If the City is plannino on a sional contro lled 
inlerseclion soulh ol Del Cerro 

Blvd. ii would mean soutt1bound traffic on College Ave. would t1avel about 100 ya rds past 
~ I Cerro Blvd. b9fore 

possib~, hcwin(l to ~top c1t this nev,,1 interne<,'tion. In the mor ni nqs ond eveninos the l1e8VY 
lrnflic: slopped al l t1is 

new intersec tion would likely block traffic east and west on Del Cerro Blvd. before 
clearing_ 

We realize that this new development was not anticipated ·when the /\ll Peoples Church 
proposal was f irst rnacJe . 
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15-41 
(cont.) 

We think it is important that this new development be 'included in the environmental impact 
considerations. 

Thanks for your consideration, 

Linda and Michael Bennett 
5543 Trinity Way 
San Diego. CA 92 120 

619- 583- 6036 
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3.1.3.6 Letter I6: John Benz 

 

I6-1 
The environmental setting for the project is described in detail in DEIR 
Chapter 2. As noted in the DEIR, the project would not have significant impacts 
on air quality or greenhouse gas emissions. These comments do not provide 
any specificity with regard to the contents or conclusions reached in the DEIR; 
no additional response is required. 

I6-2 
Building housing is not one of the project objectives listed in DEIR Chapter 3. 
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is 
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar 
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. The need for the project and residential housing needs are addressed 
in Master Responses 3 and 6. 

I6-3 
As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment 
allows a religious assembly use on the project site. Pursuant to San Diego 
Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned Development Permit (PDP) 
allows for a use that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains 
uses that are not permitted in the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR 
Section 5.1 for further information. 

I6-4 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 16 

16-1 

16-2 I 

From: John Benz <johnbenz@cox.net> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 9:40 AM 
To: Holowa ch, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Jennifer Campbell 
<JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn 
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 

<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni van Wilpert 

<MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campil lo < Rau1Campillo@sandiego.gov>; 
Councilmember Vivian Moreno <VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Ela-Rivera 

<SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; info@kentleeforsd.com <info@kentleeforsd.com> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church project 

Dear Courtney and City Counsel members, 

t wanted to take a moment to discuss the upcoming Envi ronmental Impact Report for the A ll Peoples 
Church in Del Cerro. 

If you h i:lve visited t his location site, you w ill immediately see t hat the property is jammed up i:lgainst 
ho mes on the East, a Chevron stat ion to the North, College Ave t o the West, and Hwy 8 to the 

South. The congregation is estimated to be close to 1000 people. Many of t he congregation w ill be 
t raveling long distances to attend services. The State of CA and the City of SD is concerned about 

greenhouse gas emissions. This does not im prove air quality, especially in Del Cerro. And let's be 
honest, people will not be taking the trotleyor bus to get to ch urch on Sunday. 

Secondly, t he City is concerned about housing, Prior t o t he Church purchase of this property, it was 

scheduled to have a 24 house development proj ect to be built. SD can use more homes built. There are 
al ready several houses of worship in Del Cerro and a Tem ple across from the property as well. 

16-3 I Third, RS 1-7 zoning disallows religious assembly without Genera l Plan Amendment. The Navajo 
Comm unity Plan does not incorporate it al.so. 

The community of Del Cerro i s against this proposed plan to build All People's Church. Please vote NO 
on its approval. 

Best regards, 

John Benz 
Del Cerro resident 
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3.1.3.7 Letter I7: Deborah Black 

 

I7-1 
These comments do not provide any specificity with regard to the contents or 
conclusions reached in the DEIR; no additional response is required. The data 
collection for the traffic studies was conducted in 2019, when school was in 
session and prior to traffic changes related to COVID-19 restrictions. No school 
is proposed onsite. Refer to DEIR page 3-2 which states that no primary 
educational school spaces are included as part of the project. 

I7-2 
This comment lacks specificity and directly conflicts with the findings contained 
in the DEIR noise analysis that show project operations would comply with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, and temporary noise impacts would only occur during 
the construction period. Mitigation would be incorporated into the project to 
control construction noise and reduce impacts to less than significant. 

I7-3 
This comment expresses an opinion and does not address the content or 
conclusions reached in the DEIR. 

I7-4 
DEIR Section 5.2 addresses the project’s impacts on biological resources, which 
would be mitigated and reduced to less than significant in accordance with the 
City Biology Guidelines. 

I7-5 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 17 

From: Deborah Black <debeeblack@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 5:4 1 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiegogov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project Name: All People's Church Project # 636444 

To \Nham It May Concern, 

17-1 I am writing this email to express my concerns about the proposed "A ll People's Church~ being built in 
my neighborhood. Many of my neighbors and I feel that This project will have many negative effects on 
our neighborhood 

Much of this community was built in 1956 and the traffic plan and improvements have remained the 
same even as our community has grown.Traffic is already too crowded during peak hours. The traffic 
study was done during a time when Covid kept people in their homes and SDSU was on a vacation 
break. The "A ll People's Church" will surety add so many more vehicles to an already existing traffic 
mess. 

The church will not only have traffic on Sundays. The p lan has proposed a gym, school classrooms 
and offices. All of these will have people coming and going from the church adding to the already 
overcrowded traffic. 

17-2 I The_ noise pollution caused by the amount of c ement structures being proposed and the sound 
bouncing off o f the structures will be tremendous. 

17-3 I Many .of us livin_g here are Christian, but the last thing we want to drive up to see are three ~igantic 
crosses on tha t hill. All other religions are not being represented and that is not showing religious 
equality 

17-4 I This proposal will also have biological reprocussions to the area affecting our natural environment's 
plant and animal life. 

17-5 I I ask you not to approve th is project which WILL negatively affect our beautiful neighborhood which we 
have made our home. 

Thank You. 

Deborah Black 

5651 Raymar Ave 

San Diego, Ca 92120 
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3.1.3.8 Letter I8: Dennis Black 

 

I8-1 
Comment noted but it does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 

I8-2 
Refer to Master Response 5 regarding trip generation. The data and reports 
comply with the guidelines in the City’s Transportation Study Manual. As stated 
in Master Response 5 regarding the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), the report 
was used to identify the project’s infrastructure improvements, rather than to 
assess project impacts under CEQA. The LMA conducted for the project 
determined that a traffic signal is warranted based on the volume of trips in 
and out of the facility from College Avenue. Refer to Master Response 5 
regarding the College Avenue operational changes. 

I8-3 
The project includes a sanctuary with up to 900 seats with accessory uses (i.e., 
Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose room/gym). Changes to 
the project would require an amendment to the permit, triggering a new 
discretionary review. 

I8-4 
The construction phase is proposed as detailed in the DEIR and would be 
conducted in accordance with the hours limits contained in City Noise 
Ordinance. In addition, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requires written notification 
of the construction schedule at least 24 hours prior to initiation of the 
construction activities. The neighborhood concerns expressed in this comment 
are noted. 

I8-5 
The traffic signal is required as outlined in the LMA contained in DEIR 
Appendix J. The data collection for the traffic studies was conducted in 2019 
when school was in session and prior to traffic changes related to COVID-19 
restrictions. 

Letter 18 

18-1 I 
18-2 

From: Dennis Black <denmblack@gmaiLcom> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 11:28 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL) All People's Church/ No. 636444 

Dennis Black 

denmblack@gmail.com 

My concerns with the EIR start with the premise that paid professionals get paid to cra ft a EIR that will sa tisfy 
the planning department's criteria for a good and compliant plan. 

I don't believe I could p rovide evidence as t o its accuracy or t ruth, but common sense does. 
A small neighborhood church of 900 with plans to use it's new, $13 million dollar, 54,476 sq.ft church, with a 

71,010 sq.ft.2 story parking garage, for only a couple hours on Sunday, does no t ring true. 
Starting w ith that sing le fact, you need to question all of the facts they are claiming. 

Many of the traffic studies that deal w ith ADT were numbers g iven to Just in Ras as of LOS Engineering,lnc. by 
the church. 

His analysis was based on the plans t he A ll People's Church gave him. 

His numbers for week days being 280 t otal t rips w ithout mentioning any Saturdays trips. 280 trips is only a to tal 

of 140 cars in and 140 out of the property in 5 days. So 28 people per day wil l drive onto the property each 
w eekday. After the Pastor, his secretary, custodial sta ff, gardeners, de livery drivers, mailman, Amazon, Fedex, 

UPS, that is eleven people so far. Only 17 trips left for counselors, clergy, parishioners, and repairmen. Common 
sense tell s you that nobody puts in an intersection with traffic lights for so few people. 

8 31 This Church is designed as a very act ive, growth oriented, evangelistic, per formanced based group wi th 
1 

- worldwide missions.The sermons the church posted ,on their website, were proof of that. They are competing 

w ith The Rock Church so they belong in a commerc ial area with more than a single street access. 

Once they build, the city has no say in how many parishioners t hey have, t he number o f music concerts or 

theater productions they have. Or t he time o f day t hey have them. 

18-41 3.3.1... Site p rep and demo .. 12-14 months? probab. ly 24mo. Allowing 12hr work days 6 days a week is pretty 
pushy fo r moving into a single family neighborhood that doesn't want you. There should be no Sunday or 
Saturday work and only 7am - 5pm Monday - Friday. All maintenance on heavy equipment and trucks can be 
performed between Spm-9pm M onday - Friday only 

2 years of nonstop construction noise is not fair to the community. 

IB-5 3.4.S ... No additional t raffic signal should be built on College Ave. Col lege Ave south bound from Del Cerro 
Blvd , backs up all the way up the hi ll to Rockhurst Dr on weekdays. Nort h bound College Ave from SDSU is 

backed up to Del Cerro Blvd from traffic dropping off students at Patrick Henry HS. Patrick Henry is the largest 
HS in the San Diego Unified School District. The attendance Area Map for 2022-2023 is on San Diego Unified 

School District website. Students south of interstate 8, between Hoover and Crawford, and all the way east to 
Reservoir Dr, and south to El Cajon Blvd., use College Ave through Del Cerro, to commute to Patrick Henry. Any 

traffic studies done during the Covid lock down or when schools were out o f session for spring break, winter 

break would not be accurate. Still many people are working onl ine fro m home. More businesses are finding 
issues w it h working at home and are requiring employees to return to t he office. Traffic will not decrease, on ly 

increase in the fu ture. 

18-6 I W ith all the du~p truc~s and equipm~nt leav_ing the All _People 's Church site starting at 7am, College Ave and 
Del Cerro Blvd wilt be gridlocked and Fire Station# 31 w ill have response problems anywhere south of Del Cerro 

Blvd and both east and west bound intersta te 8. 

IB-71 5.2. 1.5 .. Sensitive Animal Species .. If you couldn't find a Red Diamondback or a Coastal Horned Lizard in the 
canyon, you d idn't look hard enough or at the wrong t ime of year. They have lived in that canyon since I hunted 

for them decades ago. Boys would sti ll be find ing them if they got off the ir cell phones and got d irty. Probably 
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I8-6 
A traffic control plan would be required by the City prior to the commencement 
of the construction activities. The plan would address any site-specific controls 
needed to maintain access to/from and through the area. As noted in Response 
to Comment A2-2, the traffic control plan would be provided to Caltrans as well. 

I8-7 
According to the project’s Biological Technical Report (DEIR Appendix C), 
vegetation mapping and a jurisdictional delineation were conducted on site on 
October 14, 2014; vegetation mapping was confirmed on April 3, 2019; and 
sensitive plant surveys were conducted on April 9, 2015, and April 3, 2019. As 
noted in Table 5 of the appendix, neither species was observed on site and both 
have a low potential to occur. The project site was heavily graded and disturbed 
in the 1960s during the installation of College Avenue and widening of the 
freeway (I-8). Although vacant, development has historically occurred on the 
property, which is surrounded by developed land and large roadways. 
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I8-8 
The DEIR studies noise in Section 5.4 and concludes that the project would not 
result in operational noise impacts. Heat is not a topic required for discussion in 
a CEQA document. 

I8-9 
This comment does not address the contents of the DEIR. General opposition to 
the project is addressed in Master Response 6. Development of housing on the 
project site is not a project objective as noted in DEIR Chapter 3; refer to Master 
Response 3 on the City’s residential housing policy. 

I8-10 
General opposition to the project is noted and addressed in Master Response 6 
on that issue. Master Response 5 provides more detail regarding how the VMT 
analysis is cumulative in nature consistent with the Office of Planning and 
Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. 
Cumulative impacts analysis is addressed in Master Response 2. 

18-71 
(cont) 

'~] 
18-9 

18-10 I 

more of the m now than 30 years ago. Before the church and Marburn projects, nobody but a few would hike 

down there. It has mostly been open space for 65 years. 
Fig 2·5 Site photo .. ECORP 2020 & 2021... You can see how lush and green t he trees and shrubs are .. They 

absorb both the freeway noise,and reflected heat. How any study about noise and heat could conclude that 
putting that huge 70,010 sqft 2 story parking structure, 54,476 sq h church and 4 acres of blacktop, wouldn't 
significantly affect noise and heat. On a larger scale, the project would cause an "Urban Heat Island" 
Common sense w ill tell you the truth. 
I won't go on further. Please dump this bad project. 

For 66 years the canyon has survived all attempts to build in it. Access to the property by removing houses on 
Marne failed. Modifying College Ave. wit h lef t turn lanes fai led. 

The d isruption of traffic on College Ave always blocked the development. Every San Diego planning board has 

denied development in the canyon for the past 60 years until the Marburn project. 

The fact remains that the All Peoples Church bought a piece of property zoned for ;;i housing development 
NOT a Church. And it looks like if All People's don;t get a church, Marburn w ill go ahead with their project. Does 

that not fit the city's plans for more family housing? 
The Marburn ho using project has been approved and needs to be bui lt to help with the housing needs of the 

area. 

The community should not suffer with a huge infill project at the same time as the 6 story Cerro House 
Project on Del Cerro Blvd. This will adversely impact all of Del Cerro, Allied Gardens

1 
and San Carlos. 

Thank you for your time, 
Dennis Black 
denmblack@gmail.com 
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3.1.3.9 Letter I9: Benjamin Bloom 

 

I9-1 
The DEIR addresses the project’s effects on traffic in Section 7.1.12. Refer to 
Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue operational changes. No 
parking spillover into the community is anticipated because the proposed 
parking supply would exceed City requirements. Furthermore, parking is not a 
CEQA topic, and it is speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church 
would not be met on site when the project exceeds the City’s parking 
requirements. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an 
environmental analysis. Traffic safety impacts are not anticipated based on 
improvements proposed by the project. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding 
general opposition to the project. 

Letter 19 

From: Benjamin Bloom <benjaminbloomCi\'gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 1 o, 2022 7:53 AM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public comment re : All Peoples Church / Project No. 636444 

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

via email 

October 9, 2022 
Ms. Courtney Holowach 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 

1222 First Avenue 
MSSOl 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ms. Holowach, 

I write to you today in reference to the Navajo Community Plan and environmental impact report: 
released August 3 1, 2022. (Navajo) All Peoples Church/ Project No. 636444 / Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/ SCH No. 2021100394. 

19-1 As a Del Cerro resident since 2015, I have seen various forms of proposed development for this land 
come and go. Unfortunately, the envi ronmental impact report mistakenly ignores many of the most 
negat ive impacts to the surrounding community: t raffic congest ion and spil lover of parking into 
neighboring residential areas. 
I urge that the development activity describe in the EIR be placed on hold and t hat the EOIR be revised 
to account for the significant disrupt ion that this project will being, for example: 

An extra t raffic signal which will bring delays t o an already busy College Ave, NB and 

Eastbound/WB Del Cerro Blvd. 

Potential safety hazards for traffic backups from the property that extend to the exit from 1-8 

A fixed amount of parking with inevitable spil lover into the surrounding residential 

neighborhoods. 

These impacts are foreseeable but unlike ly to be mitigated. Based on t hat analysis and opinion, I 
respectfully urge t hat t his project go no further. 

Sincerely, 

Benj amin Bloom 
Del Cerro homeowner 
60S1 Bounty St. 
San Diego CA 92120 
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3.1.3.10 Letter I10: Peggy Bocko 

 

I10-1 
The project proposes a traffic signal at the main entrance and a right-in/right-
out secondary driveway north of the traffic signal. Parking is not a CEQA topic. 
Refer. to Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project 
and College Avenue operational changes. 

Letter 110 

From: Peggy Bocko <peggy@bocko.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 2:26 PM 
To: 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sanrliega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/636444 

My issue with this project is the lack of ingress and egress. One way in and out isn't sufficient for this 
size of project in the event of emergency. I also believe t hat because of t he t ime it takes to exit the 

property after an event o r service that people will elect to park on neighboring st reets or other parking 
areas which will effect those living in t he area. As I recall th is was an i ssue when t he Rock Church 

opened in Liberty Station. Also, t he proposed stopl ight wil l effect t raffic on College Avenue which is 
al ready very busy. This is not an appropriate sight for t his project. 

Thanks, Peggy Bocko 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-56 

3.1.3.11 Letter I11: Katie Booth 

 

I11-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding transportation and general opposition to 
the project.  

Letter 111 

From: Katie Booth <boothkatie@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:55 PM 
To: 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Re: All Peoples Church No. 636444 

Project Name: A ll Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 

To Whom It May Concern, 
111-1 The All Peoples M ega Church Project is a looming cloud that the community of Del Cerro has been 

fighting against for years. I won't speak to the environment impact statistics as I know you 've been 
made well aware of those in detail. We are a tiny close knit pocke t left in the city of San Diego. People 
who live here cherish the small community of neighborhoods and existing schools and churches and 
small non chain store restaurants and grocery stores. There is not hing Mega about Del Cerro and that is 
the way things should stay. We are surrounded by large commercial and private developments from 
Mission Va lley, and SDSU with an entirely new stadium and all that stands to change over t he coming 
years that will filter in ext ra traffic and people. With those project s already funded and still in process 
we cannot account for the added impact those will have to nearby freeways/traffic and how t hat 
impacts our residents and community. This project is not intended to benefit our residents in any 
positive ways but will contribute to extra noise, traffic, and other pol lutions. The space is intended to be 
used at t heir discretion to be sold out at every opportunity. It is not limited to quiet gatherings on a 
Sunday. The monstrosity of a massive building and huge parking structure could easi ly go anywhere in 
San Diego that would not mind it. Nearby Mission Valley has acres of commercial and currently vacant 
lots from closed car dealerships that could make for easy access for such a flagship church location. We 

are not mega, we can't handle m ega we don't w ant mega so please leave our quaint community 
untouched. Not everything needs to be developed, some things are perf ect the way they already are! 

Passionately Yours, 
Active School & Community Volunteer and Proud Home Owner in Del Cerro, 
Katie Booth 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-57 

3.1.3.12 Letter I12: Chip Brent 

 

I12-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Responses 3 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project and land 
use policy consistency.  

Letter 112 

From: Chip Brent <chip@sandiegoproperties.us> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 8:26 AM 
To : OSO EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov>; CouncilMember Joe Lacava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; 

Councilmember Jennife r Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn 
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Coundlmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni van Wilpert <MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; 
CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampil lo@sandiego.gov>; CouncilmemberVivian Moreno 
<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Ela-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; Holowach, 
Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MBlake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] San Diego; Mega Church in 92120 

To The Ci ty of San Diego: 

112-1 I am a forty one y ear resident of the Del Cerro/Allied Gardens community and I am writing to voice my 
opposition, as many others in our comm unity have expressed, over the project known as the All Peoples 
Church. I am a homeowner in 92120 since 1987. My wife and I settled here, ra ised our family and made life long 
relationships working as a husband and wife rea l estate team since 1984. 

I was educated at SDSU (1976-1980) with a degree in geography and minor in economics. The emphasis was 
urban planning. I find j ust about everything of this plan to be a terrible use of what little "open space" we have 
left in the city. The specific parcel in question is a well needed buffer between highway 8 and t he community. I 
also find the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) lacking fo r a number of reasons which was clearly articulated in 
this letter shared by Mr D.F. Schwartz, another member of the community. 

Our City has a checkered past of poorly planned zoning changes that has left many parts of our city needing 
redirection in terms of density and services. Most prominently are the terrible effects of high density multiple 
family housing foisted on our city's central corridor from Park Blvd al l the way to 70th street along El Cajon Blvd 
and University Ave. I refer to it as the " Ray Huffman effect". The name giving credit to t he developer that 
mowed down many beaut ifu l homes in those areas of our city and replaced t hem with apartment s. The affect of 
which created transient populations that rely on cheap housing and access to employment, neither of which 
came about when reflecting back. And all as a result of"up-zoning" without much foresight. 

t understand the use of zoning polices and land use variances to steer our community towards a better 
future. The project i n q uestion is NOT in line w ith t he current use. The changes that will take place will no 
doubt result in many negative conditions, and not many if at all, positive. 

I am asking that this proj ect get a MUCH CLOSER look so this pa rt of the city NOT suffer the results of myopic 
planning like your previous counsel members approved. 

Chip Brent 

Broker/Owner: San Diego Properties 
619-840-2447 
Chip@SanDieqoProperties.us 
CA DRE lie# 00817374 (yes, since 1981) 
http://www.sandiegoproperties.us/ 
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3.1.3.13 Letter I13: Cameron Bresnick 

 

I13-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 113 

[EXTERNAL] Refusal of project 636444 

0 Retention: lnbox 

CB Cameron Bresnick <cameronbresnick@yahoo.com> 

To: DSD EAS Wed 9/7/2022 4;27 PM 

"*Th is email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this email or open ing 
attachments.*"' 

113-1 I We are refusing/ and are against the All People Church Project #636444 because it would result in 

significant changes to the area. 

Sent from my iPhone 

f, Reply r'> Forward 

abouU1lank 
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3.1.3.14 Letter I14: Janis Brown 

 

I14-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. Traffic impact 
uses the VMT metric and is presumed to be less than significant using the ADT 
screening criteria in the Transportation Study Manual. Traffic operational 
changes in the area are addressed in the Local Mobility Analysis (DEIR 
Appendix J). 

Letter 114 

From: Janis Brown <elcl jbrown@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 1:54 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church/No 636444 

Project name: All People's Church 

Project number: 636444 

Hello, 

I wanted to wr ite to you and let you know I do not t hink the All People Mega Church should be in the community 
of Del Cerro . For a few reasons. 

114-1 I know t hings change and evolve. I am open to change w hen it makes sense. I am okay with building living space 

for families and/or st udios fo r rent or fo r sale. I have three daughters and would love for them to be able to live 
near by. Increasing housing would help with the supply and demand. Even t hen t raffic would be at each persons 

schedule w hich in turn would not be heavy at one time. 

Unlike, the case of the Mega Church. This would impact the intersection and t he freeway areas w ith heavy 
traffic all at one time. It w ould imr:iact me w hen do ing errands and traveling to w ork. I knew SDSU would have 

concerts and events that w ould imr:iact me. I am okay w ith that. They have been here lo ng before me. But to 

add another la rge event place to the community would be damaging. 

I a lso believe we have enough places of worsh ip and or churches in our community already. The community of 

Del Cerro has been established for many y ears and has everything needed for our residents. 

Please think about my concerns. On why I am against the mega church in this location. I drive to Point Loma 
often and I hit the Rock traffic. I already work around SDSU events and every day student /facult y traffic and I 
am okay with that. I just th ink adding Mega Church is just too much t raffic to add to our area. 

Thank you for your t ime, 

Ja nis Brown 

5944 Ridgemoor Dr 
San Diego, Ca 92120 
Cell 619-517-7063 
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3.1.3.15 Letter I15: Christina Callahan 

 

I15-1 
The project site plan was reviewed by City Fire and Rescue Department as part 
of the discretionary review process. No impacts to City public services are 
identified in DEIR Section 7.1.11. 

I15-2 
All of the applicable policies from the Navajo Community Plan are contained in 
revised DEIR Table 5.1-2. Contrary to this comment, no policy specifically 
restricts construction on finger canyons. The project would result in less than 
significant drainage and watershed impacts as discussed in DEIR Sections 7.1.7 
and 7.1.14 due to the proposed drainage features being constructed on site. 
The structures would be recessed into the landscape with the church placed in 
the southern portion of the site as far away as possible from the closest 
residential homes. The proposed supply of parking would exceed the City 
parking standards by 37 spaces. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is 
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met 
on site given that it is proposing to construct more supply than required by the 
City. 

I15-3 
The underlying zoning of the project site is not changing. The City does not have 
a zone classification for church or religious institutions. As stated in DEIR 
Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment allows a religious 
assembly use on the project site. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use 
that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains uses that are not 
permitted in the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR Section 5.1 for further 
information. Refer to Master Responses 1 and 3 addressing land use policy 
consistency and alternative locations for the project. No large signs are 
proposed as part of the project design. 

I15-4 
Comment noted; refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to 
the project. 

Letter 115 

From: Christina Callahan <christina.callahan@rocketmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:45 PM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] All people church 

Hello, 

I15~ 1 I My comment is that ingress egress has not been resolved for fire or emergency services, particularly as 
it's adjacent t o WUI. The las.t time th is went around, the fi re chief specifically stood up against building 
in this location. It's too high risk and city services cannot provide safely or adequately to standard. ,.,, I 

115-3 I 
As a community res ident, the Navajo plan specifically states to not build on finger canyons. This will 
negatively impact drainage and watershed, with a higher impact on sewers and urban runoff. The build 
does not meet the landscape, what with the cantilevered design and immense parking requirements. As 
the City eliminated minimum parking within cer tain zones, if t his project meets those requirements, t he 
impact o n surrounding neighborhood is many t imes multiplied - people still drive and park, despite the 
public transportation dream. 

There should not be an exception made to the zoning fo r this project. There are many locations on 
vacant lots within a three mile radius that would suffice their architectural plans and revitalize and serve 
neighborhoods, particularly in Granville and down in university where their location is currently. I 
appreciate they want a massive li t sign on the freeway, but that is not reason enough to approve. 

115-4 I Please consider 'smart design· and urban infi ll, instead of t he immense impact environmentally, socially, 
and aesthetically degradation on one of the few remaining finger canyons, for this project. 

Thank you for considering denying this zoning change. 

Kind ly, 
Christina Callahan 
5672 Linfie ld Ave 
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3.1.3.16 Letter I16: Elaine Camara 

 

I16-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Project 
transportation impacts are addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. Traffic impact 
uses the VMT metric and is presumed to be less than significant using the ADT 
screening criteria in the Transportation Study Manual. Traffic operational 
changes in the area are addressed in the Local Mobility Analysis (DEIR 
Appendix J). Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the 
project. 

Letter 116 

frOIYI: 

To: 
SUbject~ 
Date: 

~ = [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Ctwrc:h no. 636444 
Tuesday, Oc::tC>ber 4, 2022 3:46:42 PM 

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

We live on Lancaster Dr in Del Cerro and we are adamantly opposed to the constn..iction of this major 
project. 
TH is will impede traffic in our area which we can not handle. 

this is a horrible idea for our area\ 

Thanks you 
Elaine Camara 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-62 

3.1.3.17 Letter I17: Gregg Cantor 

 

I17-1 
This comment does not contain specific comments on the content or adequacy 
of the DEIR. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to 
Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, 
alternative location or use of the site, and need for the project. 

Building housing is not one of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3. 
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is 
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar 
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. 

The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602 (a) (2) allows projects 
to propose a Planned Development Permit to allow a use that is permitted by 
the land use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. That process is what 
is proposed to permit the church on a residentially zoned site. The City does not 
have a zone classification for church or religious institutions. Refer to Master 
Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency as it relates to this comment 
on zoning. 

Project impacts associated with biological resources, historical resources, noise 
and tribal cultural resources were determined to be less than significant, with 
incorporation of mitigation measures, as discussed in DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.3, 
5.4, and 5.6. The project’s transportation impacts were determined to be less 
than significant in DEIR Section 7.1.12, as would be the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions impacts described in DEIR Section 7.1.5. 

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.  

Letter 117 

117-1 

From: Gregg Ca ntor <gcantor@murraylampert .com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:49 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sa ndiego.gov> 

Cc: Abalos, Raynard <RAbalos@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; 
Council member Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn 
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember M onica Montgomery Steppe 

<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni van Wilpert <MarnivonWilpert@sand iego.gov>; 

Council M ember Raul Campillo <Rau1Campillo@sandiego.gov>; Councilmem!Jer Vivian Moreno 
<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Council Member Sean Ela-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; 

info@kentleeforsd.co m <info@kentleeforsd.com>; savedelcerro@gmail.com <savedelcerro@gmail.com> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] A ll Peoples Church · Project no. 636444 • SCH No. 2021100394 ·Navajo· District 7 

Dear DSD & Counci lmembers and Navajo Planners, 

As a native San Diegan, owner of a 4-generation local business and lifelong Del Cerro residen t, I'm writing to you 

in opposit ion of A11 Peoples Church/No. 636444. 

Our family has been lo ngtime suppor ters of the San Diego Community including Del Cerro, Allied Gardens and 

San Carlos. We have contributed and volun teered to/ for m any great events and causes in our area including 
Make-A-Wish, SDUSD, Pat rick Henry High School, Lew is Middle School, Hearst Elementary and District 33 Litt le 

League. 

The All Peoples Church project is not good for our community and we stand behind t he many other 

residents who oppose the development for these reasons: 

The land was already approved for a 24~unit housing project. San Diego needs more housing and the Del 

Cerro area does not need another re ligious inst itution, especially one t hat is expected to bring most of 
its attendees from outside our area. 

According to San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, RS 1-7 zoning does not allow for relig ious 
institutions. 

Besides t he negative im pact o n bio logical resources, historical resources, noise and tribal resources, the 

location is situated where the infrastructure can not handle the amount of t raffic this development will 
create. The modific,;1tion of t he North and Southbound lanes of Co llage Avenue, adding another traffic 

signal, would severely impact the traffic in our Del Cerro community. It will a lso significant ly incr ease 

greenhouse gas emissions in the area 

It is o ur hope that the Planning Department, Navajo Planners and City Council all vote against the plan for All 
Peoples Church. 

Sincerely, 

Gregg Cantor 
President/CEO 
Murray Lampert 
Design - Build - Remodel 
285 1 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 3 10 
San Diego, CA 92018 
Office Phone : 619.285.9222 Ext. 318 
Fax: 619.285.9794 
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3.1.3.18 Letter I18: James Carry 

 

I18-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 118 

From: James Carry <james.carry@att.net> 
Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2022 11:43 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sam:liego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] ALL PEOPLES CHURCH 

RE: All Peoples Church No. 636444 SCH No. 2021100394 Community Plan: Navajo Council 
District 7 

This proposed "Church" is actually a homeless shelter in disguise. We don' t want or need a homeless 
shelter ion our neighborhood. The traffic j ams will be monumental and the property values wi ll 
suffer. It will take a quiet, suburban neighborhood into a crowded inner city atmosphere, which is 
antithetical to the environment that we chose when we moved here. 

James Carry 
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3.1.3.19 Letter I19: Jordan Chaim 

 

I19-1 
Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project 
and neighborhood character. Contrary to statements made in this comment, 
the project would not result in significant neighborhood character impacts and 
would not preclude the City’s ability to address the housing situation. Refer to 
Master Response 3 on the City’s residential housing policy. 

I19-2 
The project site is not a pristine wilderness or dedicated open space. Instead, it 
is a vacant parcel that has been previously disturbed by the construction of 
developments on all sides of the property, including I-8, College Avenue and the 
adjacent residential neighborhood. In addition, the property is planned for 
future development in both the General Plan and Community Plan. Due to its 
past disturbance and location surrounded by urban development and regional 
infrastructure (i.e., College Avenue and I-8), the quality of on-site habitat is poor 
and isolated from regional open space systems. Project impacts to biological 
resources would be potentially significant and mitigated to less than significant 
as explained in DEIR Section 5.2. 

Building housing is not one of the project objectives. The 24-unit residential 
subdivision that was previously approved on site is described in the Reduced 
Residential Alternative and it would have similar significant impacts to biological 
resources as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR Chapter 8. 

Letter 119 

from: Jordan Chaim < jkchaim@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thu rsday, October 13, 2022 9:40 AM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Resident Comment : A ll People's Church, Project No. 636444 

Dear Courtney Holowach, 

My family and I live in Del Cerro and recent ly received and reviewed the envi ronmental impact report for the 
proposed All People 's Church Project, No. 636444. I w rite to express our continued opposit io n to t his proj ect. In 

additio n t o t he irrevocable changes any pro ject o f th is size would make to the character and funct ionality of our 
quiet resident ial nelghborhood--a nd the travesty that it would be t o repurpose land zoned for urgently needed 
housing fo r yet another mega church--1 would like to respond direct ly t o the significant environmental effects 

determined by your report. 

The bio logical impacts of a proj ect t his size w ill have a profound and tasting effect on o ur environm ent, and in a 

city as progressive as San Diego, we must cont inue to protect our remaining green space. The costs of destroying 

habita t for local flora and fauna, and of adding another massive concrete st ructure to a regio n acutely feeling 

the effect s of climate change and enviro nmental destruction seems incredibly short•sighted and dangerous. If 
perhaps t his was a housing complex, as it was init ia lly proposed, that would be different, since we are in the 

m idst of an undeniable housing crisis, but I do not believe this project is worth the irrevocable damage it would 
do. 

Thank you so much fo r your t ime and at tention, 

Jordan Karney Chaim, PhD 
(she/he, ) 
jordankarneychaim.com 
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3.1.3.20 Letter I20: Shari and Joseph Colloca, Robin Kastner, Maureen Champion, Rosemary and Victor Ghosn, 
Adeline and Yann Renard, Hortencia and Ted Bendrick, Wendy and Dustin Jones, Amy and John 
Pecoraro, Kathy and Bill Connell, Diana and Rich Sanderson, Deborah and Dennis Black, Danielle Black, 
Kelly and Matt Rookus, Denine and Larry Dawson, Stephanie and Chad Summers, Sara Moten and Karla 
and Dan DeCoursey, Christine and Ryan Dammann 

 

I20-1 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
issue in the FEIR. Specific responses to the comments raised in this letter are 
provided below in Responses to Comments I20-2 through I20-19. 

Letter 120 

From: Joseph Colloca <jcolloca7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 12:10 AM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MB1ake@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS 
<DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe Lacava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Jennifer 

Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Ccunci1member Stephen Whitburn 

<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; Counc(IMember Marni von Wflpert <MarnivonWi1pert@sand1ego.gov>; 
Council Member Raul Campillo <Rau1Campillo@sandiego.gov>; CouncilmemberVivlan Moreno 

<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Ela-Rivera <seanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; 

info@kentleeforsd.com <info@kentleeforsd.com> 
Cc: Robin Kastner <robinjk3@icloud.com>; B1gchez@cox.net <B1gchez@cox.net>; yann.renard@gmail.com 

<yann.renard@gmail.com>; tbendfick@sbcglobal.net <tbendrick@sbcglobal.net>; dubshieh@gmail.com 

<dubshieh@gmail.com>; Johnpecorarol@yahoo.com <Johnpecoraro1@yahoo.com>; kathy.connell@gmail.com 

<kathy.connell@gmail.com>; Diana Sanderson <dianasanderson@cox.net>; Deborah Black 

<debeeblack@gmail.com>; danielle marie mail@yahoo.com <danielle marie mail@yahoo.com>; 

kellyrook1,1s@gmail.com <kellyrookus@gmail.com>; Larry D<Jwson <calexicolaw@sbcglobal.net>; Stephanie 

Summers <stephanielsummers@yahoo.com>; Sara Moten <moten.sara@gmail.com>; Karla Decoursey 

<khdecoursey@gmail.com> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Comment/Response fo r Draft Environmental Impact Report• All People's Church Project 
636444 

Dear M s Holowach, Ms Blake, Councilmembefs, Development Services Dept : 

120• 1 The All People's Church project Envi ronmental Impact Report has been published w ith public comment period 
currently accepting response and comment . 

We are a group of residents collectively submitting our comments for consideration and review. The cover 

letter and detailed content is attached in bot h Word and PDF format. 

Thank you for consideration of our comm ents, observations, and positions on this community impact issue 
It i s our intent along with other individual comment responses and our Navajo Community Planners, Inc. 

response to shed light on what we collectively see as glaring misalignments in this project proposal and raise our 
com munity wide concerns to t he awareness we feel is needed. 

We will answer any questions or provide further elaboration on request. 

Thank you -

Del Cerro Community Residents as signed in t he attachments 
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I20-2 
The project is seeking an amendment to the Community Plan and a Planned 
Development Permit, as permitted by procedures and policies contained in the 
General Plan and San Diego Municipal Code. Statements made in this comment 
are general and lack specificity as it relates to the content and conclusions 
reached in the DEIR. 

120-2 

October 16, 2022 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 
ATTN: Courtney Holowach cholowach@sandiego.gov 

1222 First Avenue 

MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

CC: Martha Blake mblake@sandiego.gov 

Development Services Dept dsdeas@sandiego.gov 
JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov 

JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov 

StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov 
MMontgomerySteppe@sandiego.gov 
MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov 
RaulCampi llo@sandiego.gov 

VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov 
SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov 

info@kentleeforsd.com 

RE: Comment/Response for Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Project Name: All People's Church 

Project Number: 636444 

To All Concerned: 

We join with fellow residents and Navajo Community Planners, Inc in response to the City of 
San Diego's Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Report") dated August 31, 2022 for All 

People's Church project ("Project") 636444. 

We reside in d irect proximity to or bordering the proposed location of this Project. we have 
responded to the Report in full context using verifiable references, thorough discussion and 
review of Report findings, positions, and conclusions using empirical and/or fact-based 

examples for substantiation. 

This Project in its immense scale is seeking departure from the Community Plan and 
replaces a currently-approved-and-extended residential single family home housing project. 

The particularly unique circumstances accompanying Project approval would, we will show: 
1) negate housing & climate priorities made clear by city officials to the public 

2) ignore drastic departures in community plan implementation that will usher in 
permanent and significantly negative environmental impact to neighborhoods 

We reject the Report's positions and conclusions in several key areas and will show the facts 
& reasoning by which the Report justifies those conclusions as wholly inadequate and often 
times contradictory. 
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I20-3 
Refer to Master Response 2 addressing cumulative impacts. Building housing is 
not one of the project objectives. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was 
previously approved on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative 
and it would have similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as 
discussed in DEIR Chapter 8. The City’s residential housing policy is not a CEQA 
issue for consideration in the DEIR, as noted in Master Response 3 on that 
issue. With regard to the project’s consistency with City land use policy, refer to 
Master Response 3 on that matter. 

I20-4 
As stated in Response to Comment I20-2, the project’s approvals are permitted 
by procedures and policies contained in the General Plan and SDMC. The 
project’s consistency with the policies in the Navajo Community Plan is 
addressed in DEIR Table 5.1-2. Revisions to the table removing references to the 
residential character of the site are included in the FEIR in strikeout/underline. 
The residential zoning would continue to exist on the project site with the 
permits in place 

I20-5 
This comment provides a criticism of the neighborhood character analysis 
provided in the DEIR without any specificity. Refer to Master Response 4 for a 
response on the adequacy of the neighborhood character analysis contained in 
DEIR Section 5.5. 

120-3 5 .1.1 Existing Conditions -This is in fact incomplete. It does not include in its 

consideration yet another new and major project in an adjacent parcel. 

A second existing condition impacting all areas of the city as Council and Mayor 
have cemented into the public awareness and committed to take steps to mitigate 
is the housing shortage. The Project is being considered after replacing an existing 
and still-approved single family home project for the exact same land parcel. 

A third existing condition is the San Diego Municipal Code Table 131-04B. The Use 

Regulations table for Residential Zones specifically disal lows religious assembly in 
RS 1-7 Zoning - which this Report confirms will be preserved even after Project 

completion. This is a glaring inconsistency, contradiction, and f lat out vio lation of 
San Diego Municipal Code. Additional issue here is the Navajo Community Plan 
does not appropriately consider or incorporate the site designation of religious 

institutions and would need revision. 

5.1-10 Community Plan Consistency- Project implementation is neither consistent nor 

adherent to the Community Plan. Not only is the Report contradictory and 
meandering in its justificat ion w hich we will show below, but even if it is deemed 

for some reason to be consist ent, that triggers violation of t he Municipal Code as 
any consistency requires preservation of the RS 1-7 zoning. 

Impact 2: Neighborhood Character - this large institutional, single mass structure 
severely degrades and will negatively impact long-established neighborhood 
character- again, t his impact severity is dismissed out of hand in t he Report and we 

will have a full discussion in context of why this Report's conclusion and path t o it is 
severely misguided and should be ent irely rejected. 
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I20-6 
Comment noted. No response required. 

120-6 The Report is quoted in this response and included ln context as reference ... these Report 

quotes are easily identifiable in red italics. At times boldface red italics may be used. These 
are used in this response document to highlight a point or idea and not the original style of 

the Report. 

Thank you for consideration o f this response and public comment, following discussion and 
issues supporting analysis. We look forward to the response. 

Sincerely, 

Shari & Joseph Colloca Robin Kastner & Maureen Champion Rosemary & Victor Ghosn 

6301 Glenmont St 6331 Glenmont St 5611 Raymar Ave 
jcolloca7@gmail.com robinjk3@icloud.com Blgchez@cox.net 

Adeline & Yann Renard Hortencia & Ted Bend rick Wendy & Dustin Jones 
5608 Marne Ave 6341 Glenmont St 6311 Glenmont St 
yann.renard@gmail.com tbendrick@sbcglobal.net dubshieh@gmail.com 

Amy & John Pecoraro Kathy & Bill Connell Diana & Rich Sanderson 
5640 Marne Ave 6321 Glenmont St 5619 Raymar Ave 
Johnpecoraro1@yahoo.com kathy.connell@gmail.com dianasanderson@cox.net 

Deborah & D€nnis Black Danielle Black Kelly & Matt Rookus 
5651 Raymar Ave 5618 Raymar Ave 5762 Del Cerro Blvd 
debeeblack@gmail.com danielle m arie mail@yahoo.com kellyrookus@gmail.com 

Denine & Larry Dawson Stephanie & Chad Summers Sara Moten 
5657 Marne Ave 5626 Raymar Ave 6535 Del Cerro Blvd 
calexicolaw@sbcglobal.net stephanielsummers@yahoo.com moten.sara@gmail.com 

Karla & Dan Decoursey 
5602 Raymar Ave 

khdecoursey@gmail.com 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-69 

 

I20-7 
Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts. 

I20-8 
The housing crisis is not an environmental impact. With regard to the project 
site, it would remain zoned for residential use. Refer to the Master Response 3 
on residential housing policy.  

120-7 

120-8 

5.1.1 Existing Conditions 

The Report does not account for the new project-yet another architectural departure from 
this community's personality- similarly sprung on Del Cerro after having been in the works 
for some time it turns out ... the 114-unit multi-use residential/commercial complex -
Cerro House at Del Cerro Blvd & Marne Ave literally bordering the Project. 

Project operations and environmental reports has to account for this contingency and 
combined impact to resident's daily livability, but that impact is unaccounted for in the 
Report. This is not an insignificant administrative detail. The reality is these projects are not 
mutually exclusive, yet there is no contingency studies, consideration of their si.ze/scope or 
mutual proximity. The area is neither zoned for nor intended to host these large scale, large 
building architectural engineering designs. 

These projects by themselves will negatively impact t his community, let alone as a 
combined force. The accurate existing conditions must include this new large project 

directly adjacent, but is not modeled or risk-assessed. To cast aside risks unchecked 
development with irreversible lasting negative impact to our daily l ives. 

Housing 
A significant existing condition and critical problem to overcome and committed to do so by 
San Diego Council, Mayor, public officials is a housing crisis and a need for more homes. 

This is an existing condition across all of San Diego per city government and housing groups. 

The Project acquired the land parcel - somehow-from the previous project developer who 

obtained full Project approval for 24 single family hom es. The Project Approval has recently 
been extended ... t his would be a bulwark against a housing shortage where many families 
are seeking Single Family Homes in San Diego. We know many of them. This approved plan 

much closer aligned to Community Plan in scale, purpose, design and certainly is aligned 
with the City's strategic call for more homes and housing options. 

The All People's Church Project is now planned for the same parcel zoned RS 1-7; this 
discredits and diminishes a stated city focus on housing. An approval under these 

circumst ances displaces exist ing approved resident ial single family housing in exchange for a 
business opportunistically imposing itself into a community that it primarily does not serve 
as we'll show in following pages. 

It would also mean the City and Council will have voted AGAINST much-needed single family 
homes for families desiring options for them and AGAINST a step toward another housing 
solution for families preferring single family options to Cerrohouse apartment-style living. 

The question Is whether this Project ought to be approved under these circumstances at this 
time for that particular land parcel. 

To gloss over these issues is incomprehensible to our community. We submit that this 
Report Existing Condition section is incomplete, ad odds with the reality on the ground and 
to reject its conclusions. 
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I20-9 
Refer to Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with the applicable 
policies from the General Plan, Community Plan and zoning regulations, which 
addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this comment. The site’s 
underlying land use designation and zoning would remain residential, as stated 
on DEIR page 5.1-10. The City does not have a zone classification for church or 
religious institutions. The DEIR discloses that a non-residential use would be 
constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates 
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies 
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. As described in the DEIR and 
Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, the project has been 
sensitively sited on the property. DEIR Section 5.5 discloses that the project’s 
massing and architectural style would be distinctive from that of the 
surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity, but further notes that 
the project has been carefully designed to respect the residential character of 
the neighborhood. 

I20-10 
Site improvements are a general term used to describe the whole of the 
project’s features, including buildings, paving, landscaping, utilities, and 
circulation elements. As stated above, the DEIR and Master Response 4 on 
neighborhood character both outline the rationale and significance 
determination criteria used for evaluating the project’s visual impacts. The 
comment expresses an opposing opinion on the topic and provides no specific 
criticism of the DEIR analysis. General opposition to the project is addressed in 
Master Response 6. 

120-9 

120-10 

5.1-10. Community Plan Consistency 

"With regard to the principal objective of the Community Plan to maintain, enhance and 
encourage residential housing, the project would maintain the existing residential land 
use designation and zonin9 on the site. A project objective is to provide a church-owned 
property for an existin9 COrl!Jregation and would involve the construction of a non­
residential, religious assembly use rather than housing. Accordingly, the project has been 
designed to be sensitive to the existing neighborhood.,, 

~'The Project would maintain the existing residential land use designation and zoning for the 
site". The institutional nature of the Project is physica lly represented by a massive 54,476 

sqft monolithic building with a separate 71,000 sqft two-level 367-space parking structure. 

These structures and the business purpose they support have nothing - zero - t o do w ith 
encouraging residential housing or promoting residential single family homes either in 
intent or implementation. 

The Report states the zoning will remain residential - on the paper documents! The actual 

end result which is all that really matters is a community saddled with two structural 
monstrosities, increasing traffic and traffic flow problems into and out of Del Cerro, and an 
architectural and land use departure from the whole reason the community is appealing t o 
begin with. This is classic lip service to Community Plan .. t akes "not being worth the paper 
it's pr inted on" to an all-new level. 

The Report even acknowledges a principal objective in t he Community Plan is to "maintain 
and encourage residential housing" while in the next breath pledging its support for this 
goal by the symbolic carry-forward on paper of the residential zoning while the Project 
builds non-residential inst itutional buildings. Our collective heads are spinning w ildly. 

But that's not all. The Report comes full circle to use its own project objectives list (these 
are fully elaborated in context on p.8 in red italic), as a round-about justification for #4: 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing 
tf>pography and surrounding neighborhoods. 

The reference to "site improvement" is not well-defined. Maybe t he parking? Or a massive 
building? Perhaps it's the lush landscape of trees, plants, and shrubs ... camouflage for t he 
massive building and parking structure? The Project seems to deem "site improvement" as 

the Project's t otality in fulfill ing its own purposes. Nothing before➔Now we're here doing 
our work with new buildings and landscape➔Site improvement . This then appears to be 
welded somehow onto "community plan consistency" to support the conclusion it is 
"sensitive to the existing neighborhood"'. It is not. 

Back in the real world we live in, approval means a 900+ seat megachurch on a residentially 
zoned parcel, a 300+ space parking structure, zero housing, and Plan incompliance. The 
Report's ham•handed justification for consistency and sensitivity to existing neighborhoods 
flies in the face observable reality and impact s. In a unified voice we reject not only the 
abandonment of our Community Plan, but the bases of justification employed to do it. 
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I20-11 
The existing church is less than 3 miles from the proposed location. Therefore, 
development of the project site would satisfy this objective, which does not 
indicate that the entire congregation hails from the Navajo Community Plan 
area. In fact, the figure provided from the presentation is consistent with the 
geographic description of the church’s service area and congregation. 

I20-12 
Construction of the project would not double the amount of GHG emissions in 
the local area or region. As demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project 
would generate less GHG emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on 
the project site (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project 
would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions and would be 
consistent with the City’s CAP by complying with the various GHG emissions 
reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to 
DEIR Appendix B). Furthermore, a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) screening 
analysis was conducted for assessing impacts under CEQA (refer to DEIR 
Appendix K), which shows that the project is presumed to not result in 
significant transportation impacts. The project is consistent with the City’s CAP 
and related policies. 

I20-13 
Refer to response to comment I20-11, which references this figure. 

120-11 

120-12 I 
120-13 

In Report's stated project objectives, #2 states, 

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing 
congregation, incfuding its members in City He(qhts, Mid-Cities, College Area, and 
Del Cerro. 

" ... has proximity to its existing congregation ... " is a key objective of the Project per the 
Report's statements. The screen shot below was used by t he Project's own traffic analysis 

representative in a meeting with this community on 12 OCT 2022 showing result s of traffic 
analysis and projections based on meetings with the Project concerning its congregation & 
business plan. 

There is an existing congregation, but it 's not in Del Cerro and surrounding neighborhoods. 
There Is no projected growth or focus here. This is crystal clear. 95% external ... residents 
know if you go point to point in this area you don' t go all the way to the freeway to do it. 

The changes needed for such a massive structure plunging itse lf into a small residential 
community because a parcel of land fi ts their marketing plan are massively imbalanced. 

The Project is a business. And this business is proposing to t o set up shop in our community 
neither having grown up integral to it, nor invested in building any identifiable roots with its 

residents. This business seeks to use an acquired land parcel which is zoned residential now 
and was so at the sale of the parcel, change the zoning post-hoc to accommodate business 
purposes, and then go on to serve a community-based congregation of which 95% reside 

external to this community in which the Project would be located . we reject this Report 
postulation as non-evidenced and completely unbalanced in its application. 

Additionally, environmental concerns with VMT w ill effectively double GHGE as the travel 
on every day of the week w ill be from a distance. This is d irectly counter to the Climate 

Action Plan. 
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I20-14 
As discussed in the DEIR and Master Response 4 on neighborhood character, 
the majority of the church building would comply with the height limit 
established by the RS-1-7 residential zone, the exceptions being the three tower 
elements. The parking structure would be constructed entirely below the grade 
of College Avenue. Neither of the structures would block views of sensitive 
resources from the public right-of-way. Views from private homes referenced in 
this comment are not protected by City policy or recognized as a protected 
vantage point in CEQA. These comments provide general criticism of the 
analysis without considering the specific visual thresholds used by the City 
when preparing its CEQA documents. 

I20-15 
The comments provided herein express opinions. Refer to the responses 
provided above for comment I20-14. The towers are addressed both in terms of 
their environmental impacts in the DEIR and their consistency with the 
residential zone as part of the Planned Development Permit, pursuant to SDMC 
Section 126.0602 (a) (2). The SDMC allows applicants to propose deviations 
provided the applicable permit findings can be made. 

120-14 

120-15 

"With regard to the Residential t:lement policies, the site layout and architectural de.1,ign 
incorporate careful planning and sensitive development features that: would create a 
well- defined; balanced and visually consistent design that is distinctive from the 
surrounding residential neighborhood; would be situuted in the topographic low point 
of the site near the College Avem.ie o/J-rump and setback from the adjacent, lower profile 
residential and commercial structures nearby; ... " 

A "well-defined, balanced and visually consistent design that is distinctive from the 
surrounding residential neighborhood." No. This characterization is simply rid iculous. 

It is not "distinctive". It is wholly and entirely out of place. 

Even a casual glance tells you this. Not one, but two colossal structures amid small single 
family residences. Distinctive? It's overwhelming. To maintain "balance and visual 

consistency" requires blocking out views incorporating the immediate surrounding homes 
and neighborhoods. 

The physical imbalance obvious. Think of an aerial or eye-view at-scale picture of 

surrounding immediate neighborhoods with the Project design at scale inset into that 
neighborhood map. This is the perfect visual excercise we used to see in grade school test 
booklets, "Circle the object that doesn't belong ... " 

An 8 year old would ace that test. 

The aforementioned "visual consistency" can only be realized in its own self-contained 

context because of the sheer difference in scale. Balanced? With what, exactly? The 
Report's position and statement that the Project balances with the surrounding 
neighborhood is a contradictory statement as we'll show in the next section of this reply. 

Additionally, t here are three towers that range in height, but are all far beyond the exist ing 
and apparently permanent residential zoning height restrictions by 11'-17' . The Project 
presents the main building at/below height restriction and the towers are not intrusive; 
small architectural relief accents, not a big deal. 

Disagree. These are not small towers -they are large structures that will block, impair and 
change the aesthetic looking in from College Ave, up and across from the 1-8, and out from 
the neighborhoods. Regardless of position, from the largest impact is on the existing homes 

that look straight out and will see massive obstructions at and above line of sight. 

The Project promotes the massive parking structure as "below grade along College Avenue" 

to appease concerns over visual, character, and environmental impacts, i.e. "It'll be mostly 
obscured", which doesn't appear to be the case in design. These towers, though, smashing 
through height restrictions need to be addressed. 

The height festrictions exist for a reason. Zoning is already on the block of being completely 
upended, but to go further and salt it by vacating Plan height restrictions besides, all the 
while concluding Plan consistency and sensitivity .... that is an indefensible position, We 

reject this conclusion and characterization of the impact and visually consistent design. 
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I20-16 
Comments are noted; they do not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
Instead, they express opinions that are addressed in Master Response 6 on 
general opposition and the need for the project. 

I20-17 
General opposition to the project is addressed in the Master Response 6 on 
that issue. 

120-16 

120-17 

The Project's own objectives statement and institutional mission from the Report: 

3.1.1 Project Objectives 

The objectives associated with the project are as follows: 

1. Place the chunh/sanctuury in a centrul Sun Diego location that i~; both visible from 
and convenient to a re9ionalfreeway to facilitate church attendance. 

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing 
cong regation, including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and 
Def Cerro. 

3. F:stablish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its staff 
and congregation. 

4. Desi911 the structures and site improveme,1ts to be sensitive to the existing 
topography and surrounding neighborhoods. 

S. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing suf]kient parking to 
accommodate the maximum projected parking demand. 

6. Develop the church/,;anctuary near where transit connections are readi ly ava;fable 
to it,; congregation. 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual and community-building activities, including 
Sunday School and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor 
und outdoor spuces. 

8. Fulfill the institution 's religious mission to be a multi-ethnic:, mu/ti-generational 
local church with a g lobal vision. 

We disagree. The Project purchased this land opportunistical ly and full y of its own accord 
only post-hoc setting about the process of seeking accommodations, changes, exceptions, 

bypasses. 

Residents on the other hand were taken by surprise with the approved project fad ing 
without a sound, sale of land complet ed, with an entirely new concept now in its place. The 
absence of announcements, flyers, notices, information sheet, or extended dialog - any 
out reach at all-created concerns about what was going o n in our community and why we 
seemingly were being pushed into it. Residents organized and voiced the need for answers. 

In conclusion, this response shows 

Our community is not currently nor projected as a center of congregational 
mat riculation - that, or the driving habits of congregants differs from all of Del Cerro. 

The Project will mainly serve other communities (basketball is alw ays brought up, 
but can we finally get past this? Are we really going t o balance a decision over 

whether the scales t ip in favor of a cavernous basket ball arena in Del Cerra?) 

The Project and this Report represents massive departures from community plan 
realizat ion and is forcing change in a long•established community where this level o f 
change is not needed or being requested by the existing community and 
neighborhoods. 
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I20-18 
The DEIR acknowledged that the project would be different and distinctive from 
the nearby single-family homes. The DEIR’s less-than-significant conclusion 
relied on established Significance Determination Thresholds for addressing 
impacts to visual quality and neighborhood character and are not subjective. 

120-18 5.5.4 Impact 2: Neighborhood Character 

Issue 2: Would the project result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 

Issue 3: Would the project result in a project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would be incompatible 
with surrounding development? 

Del Cerro and surrounding areas residential character is long-established and it~ 

distinctive. It is indeed this distinctive character that led us to this community. The existing 
institutional sites were designed-in and grew up for the most part integral to the community 

and providing services for it. Typical infrastructure; typical services. 

This institutional Project would be opportunistically shoehorned in to a residential-zoned 
parcel by a designation, but in a now-long-established community without forethought. 

The Project is not visually consistent neither in design nor character with the immediate 
community it proposes to reside in. Not even close. 

This fact is crystal clear by visually overlaying the Project plan wi thin the black outline of the 

parcel at full scale as elaborated in the Report onto the Report's own Fig 2.5 Site Picture of 
the Del Cerro community. 

The Report is incorrect- t his Project does not fit with the surrounding architecture, 

aesthetics or neighborhood character. We all see that below p lain as a sunshiny day. 

f7-M 

Site Photoeraph 
Ali.PEOPI.ESCKIJltCH 
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I20-19 
The neighborhood character discussion takes into account all vantage points of 
the project afforded by public locations within the project area, including 
College Avenue, Alvarado Road, I-8, and trolley line. The prior residential 
approval is not relevant to the current project’s goals and objectives, as outlined 
in DEIR Chapter 3. 

120-18 
(cont) 

120-19 

The Project is gargantuan in relation to its surroundings and misplaced for this location. Too 
big, over-scale, architecturally adrift from the residential mid-century character and inte nt. 

At 54,000+ sqft, it is nearly 14% LARGER than a football field! A single build structure 
plopped into residential neighborhood -14% larger than a football field? Let that sink in. 

Neighborhood Character Impact 

The Report's justification basis and "less-than-significant-impactn relies more on the 
massive institutional and university design complexes clear across the 8-lane California 
lnterstate-8. The Report classifies and contextualizes these structures as part of our 
neighborhoods. We live here. It is most certainly part of our contiguous neighborhoods. 

This fact is worth repeating. This Project purchased land zoned as single family home 
residential then proposes to seek approval to ignore that intended purpose, To satisfy " less 

than significant impact'' to neighborhood character, the Project Report assigns our 
residential profile to institutional complexes-far apart from our community. Incredible. 

The Report's rationalization is essentially that "views going north on College Ave are 

minimal viewing ... it's the southbound view with most visual impact". Our personal 
expe rience living here is opposite - from visiting friends and family comments looking in. 

We can assure you heading into the community, not one time did any look behind to 
compare the neighborhood profiles around them to SDSU or Alvarado hospital t o the south. 

Our community character is based of course on our people and natural ly on the distinctive 
visual appeal of our neighborhoods looking INTO our community . We do not agree with," ... 
on your exit note the symmetry to large institutional buildings over yonder." 

Professionals agree. As we see from a sketch o f a home design from the home build 
approved project for 
this parcel, there w as 
no mistaking it: 

" ... The design 
'concept is based on 

the mid-1960s 
architecture of the 

surrounding 
homes' ... ". 

Institutional buildings 
and "southbound 
impact view'' is not 
and never was part of 
our neighborhood 
character. 

urg,,:'"hKkwi'!l, flatroofs 

n..--~---to,y" hamffprie.Olntt."Nlf, S000,000."wil be built on !5000-~IOOI 

lots. Thlothrw-bedroom. thrN•bolt!Yoomhamffwlbel800. 2000.or2275~f--n.. 
--------l► <M•i(n""°""'aptla baalldon-mid•l960a•rchitecn.r.ol-~horna•withlarp 

wndow&. open floor~ IIM and lhlillow-pitcha n><>fa.ar.:l larp windows.• Hid PM •. 

10 
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3.1.3.21 Letter I21: Steve Colombel 

 

I21-1 
The comment does not provide evidence as to why the site is a biological, 
cultural, or historical resource; however, all of these topics are addressed in 
DEIR Sections 5.2 and 5.3. Due to its past disturbance and location surrounded 
by urban development and regional infrastructure (i.e., College Avenue and I-8), 
the quality of on-site biological habitat is poor and isolated from regional open 
space systems, including the Adobe Falls area. No cultural resources were 
identified on site as part of the cultural resources investigation contained in 
DEIR Appendix D; nevertheless, construction monitoring is recommended in 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1. The need for residential housing is not a topic for 
discussion in the DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 3 and 6 on residential 
housing policy and general project opposition. 

Letter 121 

121-1 

From: Steve <bws9S@yahoo com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 12:47 PM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego ~av> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) All peoples chu rch 636444 

Hello, 

l 
As a resident of district 7, I am opposed to the development by All Peoples Church. 

The s. ite provides.bi.ologica l, histor ical. and cultura l r esources. It's proxim it.y to t he nature area by 
adobe falls can provide an extended nature str ip for wildlife to travel. Probably also an area used by 
the original inhabitants of our region. 
Mainly, this is a residential area and our ci ty is in desperate n eed for fami ly housing and this 
provides none. 
Please oppose this project for our neighborhood. 

Respectfully, 
Steve Colombel 
5806 Ridgemoor Dr. 92120 
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3.1.3.22 Letter I22: Eddie and Adriana Cuadal 

 

I22-1 
Comment noted; it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and no further 
response is required. General opposition to the project is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that issue.  

Letter 122 

122-1 

From : cuadal@aol.com <cuadal@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 11:22 AM 
To: 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sanrliega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church No. 636444 

Raynard Abalos 
Deputy Director 
Deve lopment Servk:es Department 

RE: All Pea-pies Church No_ 636444 

I This is to state that we are ''IN FAVOR" of the project for the cons truction for All Peop les Church w hich 

:~~ ~;~c;~~~~~~;~:~;,,~~it~•~•p~:::~~ 1:~,:::~b~~~~~~~i~::~: ,:,".~~'sf;~:•oc~:~~~ ;~i: jobs, 
project, we bel ieve th is wil l be. in fact a "good thing" for a ll of us . 

Sincerely 

Eddie & Adriana Cuadal 
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3.1.3.23 Letter I23: Christine Dammann 

 

I23-1 
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.  

Letter 123 

From: Christ ine Dammann <christinekdammann@gm ail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 3:56 PM 
To: jcol1oca7@gm ail.com; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@s andiego.gov > 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] EIR 

123-1 This email serves as our signat ures that we oppose the ALL PEOPLE' s Church being built in my Del Cerro 
community. 

Christ ine & Ryan Dammann 
6148 Arno Drive 

San Diego, CA 92120 

christinekdammann@gmail .com 
rsdammann@me.com 

Please do not allow this church to be built in our neighborhood ! It w ill have huge negative impacts on 
our lives. 

Thank you, 

Christine & Ryan Dammann 
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3.1.3.24 Letter I24: Konrad Davis 

 

I24-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 
The DEIR was posted on the City’s website during the public review period. No 
additional response is required. 

Letter 124 

124-1 

From: Ko nrad Davis <konrad davis@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sa turday, October 8, 2022 4:14 PM 
To: DSD EASNotic:ing <DSDEASNoticing@sandiego .gov> 

Cc: Ann Davis <davisohana@gmail.com> 
Subjec t : [EXTERNAL] Request for Environmental Impact Report 

To Whom It M ay Concern: 

1
1 am wr iting to request a copy of a draft environmental impact report for the proposed project "All 

People's Church" (P~oject# 636444, SCH# 20~1100394). My family are long term residents of the Del 
Cerro area in Council District 7, and have serious concerns regarding the proposed proj ect. 

Please send me any materials tha t you can provide. 

Thank you, 
Konrad Davis 

CAPT(Ret), USN 
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3.1.3.25 Letter I25: Mardine Davis 

 

I25-1 
Mitigation for project impacts to biological resources and historical resources is 
identified in DEIR Sections 5.2 and 5.3. The mitigation measures are also 
contained in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, DEIR Chapter 9, and 
are made conditions of project approval. The technical appendices were posted 
with the DEIR on the City website during the public review period. 

I25-2 
The project is located in a Transit Priority Area; however, no trip reductions 
were taken. As such, the trip generation rate used in the DEIR is conservative, as 
noted in the transportation Master Response 5 regarding trip generation. It 
should be noted that auto delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar 
measures of vehicular capacity. The project’s traffic congestion listed in the 
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) are no longer used to assess project impacts 
under CEQA. Therefore, the project’s LMA does not assess transportation 
impacts pursuant to CEQA. The project’s transportation impacts were analyzed 
under CEQA in the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment, as discussed in 
Master Response 5. The LMA addressed the project’s infrastructure needs and 
determined that the traffic signal, pedestrian sidewalk improvements and bike 
lane striping are required to facilitate circulation in the project area. The traffic 
signal installation would become a condition of project approval. 

I25-3 
Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, which 
addresses the concerns expressed in this comment. The spatial proximity of the 
parking area to the nearby residential homes is not an environmental impact 
because the project conforms to the City’s setback requirements. 

Letter 125 

From: Mardine Davis <mardinedavis@me.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 4:16 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAl ] Draft EIR Com ments, Project No. 636444 

October 11, 2022 

Comments on draft EIR to Courtney Holowach 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 

1222 First Avenue, MS 501 

San Diego, CA 92101 

Sent via email: OSOEAS@Sandiego.gov 

Proj ect Name: All Peoples Church 
No. 636444 
SCH No . 2021100394 

Commu nity Plan: Navaj o 

Council District 7 

To W hom It May Concern: 

As a concerned member of the Del Cerro comm unity, I have carefully read the draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the All People's Church project. Thank you for your serious considera t ion of my 

comments. 

The draft EIR found that the proposed project could have significant, negative environmental impact 
w ith regard to bio logKal resources (the disruption of environment ally-sensi t ive habitat ) and h istorical 

resources (the possible disruption o f archaeological and Nat ive American art i facts and rem ains-which, it 

notes, are frequent in surrounding areas). The Report suggests that such impacts can be mit igated, but 

seldom makes clear how t his mitigation might occur, and fa ils to provide appendices that might verify 

such assertions. 

Beyond that, a number of its claims are questionable. For example, the EIR minimizes the impact of 

t raffic, mentioning the project's proximity to t ransit connections. In fact, buses run Infrequently along 
College Avenue, and the nearest t rolley stops are walkable only by athletes. There are already f ive t raffic 
signals in the hal f mile between t he east-bound exit off Interstate 8 and Del Cerro Boulevard. Th is 

project proposes to add a sixth, while significantly increasing the volume of traffic along already-busy 
College Avenue. Additionally, the signal ized intersection has not been approved by the City, This impact 

should not be so easily dismissed. 

Similarly, t he Report suggests that t he proposed 55,000 square foot church and 71,000 square foot 

parking garage, with a tower ri sing 21 feet above grade, would not be inconsisten t w ith the aesthetics of 
t his residential neighborhood. In fact, while the proposed build ings might be consistent w it h t he design 
of SDSU, they would be decided ly inconsistent w ith t he single-family hom es that would surround it. As 

the EIR notes, there would be a mere five feet between the parking and adjacent homes. Can t his 

impact be mit igated? 
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I25-4 
The project’s impact to biological resources and hydrology/drainage are 
thoroughly addressed in DEIR Sections 5.2 and 7.1.7. 

I25-5 
All mitigation identified in the DEIR will become conditions of project approval 
and the applicant must implement them. Refer to Master Response 2 regarding 
cumulative impacts. 

I25-6 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. Development of housing on 
the project site is not a project objective; refer to the Master Response 3 on the 
City’s residential housing policy. 

125-4 I Each of the the project's main structures would be larger than the average-sized grocery store, resulting 
in nearly half the acreage being covered by non-pervious sur face. Are we really to dismiss the impact 

this wil l have on sensitive habitat? On storm run-off? 

It seems to me, and to o ther Del Cerro residents who have read the EIR, that t he Report trusts far too 

much on mitigations proposed by All People's Church, and on out-dated information. For example, the 
EIR uses as evidence a SDSU housing project around Adobe Falls (west of College Avenue and south of 
Del Cerro Boulevard). This project was abandoned after a lawsuit in 2007 and superseded by the 

university's expansion in Mission Val ley. 

The t ruth is that the city needs additio11al housi11g, 11ot another church in a part of the city already well­

served by 20 places of worship. These six acres were previously approved for 24 houses, a proposal that 
would add housing with far less environme11tal damage, less t raffic impact, and less disruption t o the 
neighborhood. I, along with many of my neighbors, oppose any amendment of the Community Plan that 
would allow t he All People's Church project. Add housing. It is a far better option. 

Sincerely, 

Mardine Davis 
5840 Del Cerro Blvd. 
(323) 369-8058 
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3.1.3.26 Letter I26: Larry Dawson 

 

I26-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. 

Letter 126 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date : 

HgloJ,,,iad) Courtoe:v oo behdlf of ~ 

Huiowach Co1rtney 
Fw: rEXTERNALl All People~s 0,l.l"Ch / No 6364'14 
Monday, October 3, 2022 11:47:11 AM 

From: Lar ry Dawson <1arrydawson73@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, Octobe r 3, 2022 11:12 AM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego,gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL) All People's Church / No 636444 

"'*This email c-amc from an external source. Be c.autious about c licking on any links in this email or 
opening attachments.•• 

Oppose. See the multitude o f rrohlems listed in the reporl. 'Not one dime o f tax money should be 
spent 0 11 this project. You are destroying our small community. Gridloc.k already exists here. 

Ansvver this question. Why did Col Rich pull out. ~o one knows the answer. PS stop the six story 
;ipt atrocity too. Governments spcciiilty at this point is breaking things. Pcuplc sec it . 

Sent from my iPad 
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3.1.3.27 Letter I27: Lew Dawson 

 

I27-1 
Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, which 
addresses these comments. 

I27-2 
The DEIR assesses the project that is contained in the application to the City. 
Conjecture on potential uses beyond what has been proposed by the applicant 
are speculative in nature and not reflective of the application, design and site 
plan submitted to the City. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits 
speculation in an environmental analysis. 

Letter 127 

127-1 

127-2 i 

From: Lew Dawson <lew.dawson@gmail .com> 
Sent: Monday, Oct ober 1 7, 2022 1 2:lS PM 
To: Evan.Youngs trom@lw.com 

Cc: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Re: Response To Draft Environmental Impact Report For All Peoples Church No. 636444 

To whom it may concern: 

We would like to add an additional section to our response under the Land Use heading (see below for t he 

amended Land Use heading section). In addition to t he Zoning sub-heading previously defined, we have added 

t he Explor;,tion Of Reduced Impact A lternatives sub-heading. 

Land Use 
Zoning 
This approximately six-acre site is zoned under residential RS-1-7. Per cit y zoning regulations in Table 131-04B, 

Use Regulations Table for Resident ial Zones, use category Assembly and Entertainment Uses, 
Including Places of Religious Assembly is designated as " Use or use category is not permitted." The project 

requires a Planned Development Permi t (PDP) entit lement to address the deviation from the cur rent zoning 

ord inances. Zoning ordinances, specifically residential, are important because t hey: 

1. 
2. 
3. Control the character o f a neighborhood, and 

4. 
5 . 
6. 
7. Cont rol noise and traffic flow of a neighborhood 
8. 

While the project has attempted to addresses these concerns, they fall in several short key areas: 

1. 
2. 
3. Having a mult istory, brightly painted structure-regardless 

4. of the argument surrounding subtle architectural features and accents- does not blend in w it h the 
overwhelming majority of single-family dwellings in t he neighborhood. 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8. Having a 900-person church in the neighborhood 

9. w ill produce a substantial increase in both noise and tra ffic at mult iple periods of cer tain days-this 

would not be the case w ith the proposed alternatives. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. The EIR fa ils to account fo r cont inued future 
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I27-3 
The project’s environmental impacts would be reduced by both the Reduced 
Residential Development Alternative and the Reduced Project Alternative, as 
described in DEIR Chapter 8. With regard to infrastructure, the project site is 
surrounded by regional infrastructure that can be easily tapped into through 
minor connections to serve the project. Because of the urban nature of the 
project surroundings, minor utility extensions would be required to service the 
site and no new roads need to be constructed to access the property. Median 
changes to facilitate the traffic signal along College Avenue would be 
implemented. The DEIR is correct in concluding that an alternative location 
would not be feasible, as discussed further in Master Response 1 on this issue. 

I27-4 
DEIR Chapter 8 acknowledges that the Reduced Project Alternative would 
lessen the project’s impact on sensitive habitats. Payment into the City’s Habitat 
Acquisition Fund (HAF) is an allowed approach to mitigating for the loss of such 
habitat per the City Biology Guidelines and regulations. The HAF is a vehicle that 
funds purchases of land or makes improvements to the quality of habitat within 
the City’s preserve system. Although 3.1 acres of sensitive habitat would be 
removed from the site, the replacement location must be of greater biological 
value, pursuant to the City’s Biology Guidelines. Additionally, removal of the 
sensitive habitat from the site is anticipated in the General Plan, Community 
Plan and Multispecies Conservation Plan (MSCP), given the site’s planned land 
use designation and lack of protection by MSCP policies. The impacts would not 
affect the long-term conservation strategies expressed in the City’s MSCP. 
Therefore, the HAF mitigation measure is an appropriate approach to 
compensate for the removal of 3.1 acres of sensitive habitat from an infill site 
with low biological diversity and quality. 

127-21 

(cont) l 
127-3 

127-4 

14. growth in the church's offerings. AppendixJ fails to project for compounding future growth over 
multiple time periods. A primary goal of any church, including this church, is future growt h, particularly 

in tenns of event count and event attendee count. When 
15 activities begin taking place at the church during peak traffic times, when taking into account continued 

future growth, the traffic impact will be untenable for residents. 
16. 

Exploration Of Reduced Im pact Alternatives 
Per section 8.3.1 of the EIR, Alternative Project location, no suitable alternative location is proposed because: 

No oltemotive Jocotion is proposed in the EIR because this site presents special features that make it the best 
choice for a project of this kind. The approximately 6-acre site contains adequate room to accommodate a 
church/sanctuary building; parking, and access. The building site is lower in elevation than surrounding 
residential uses, making it less dominant when compared to level properties. All of the required infrastructure is 
already available to serve the site. Finally, relocating the project to on alternative location away from major 
roads would not allow the applicant to take advantage of freeway access and visibility and transit within the 
community it serves, which is one of the project objectives. As such, the current site presents characteristics that 
make it particularly well suited for the project and an alternative project location is not studied in detail in this 
f/R 

However, no reasonable argument has been made regarding the lack of further exploration in the following key 
areas: 

1. 

2. 
3. Environmental impact reduction 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. Required infrastructure already avai lable 

8. 
Environmental Impact Reduction 

While the EIR addresses mitigations and/or reductions for environmental Impact, such as (Appendix C, Biological 

Technical Report): 

Mitigation for impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub and Diegan coastal sage scrub-disturbed are proposed to be 
mitigated at a ratio of 1:1 where the impact occurs outside the MHPA, and the mitigation occurs inside the 
MHPA. Mitigation for impacts to non-native grassland are proposed to be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 (for 
habitat not occupied by the burrowing owl} where the impact occurs outside the MHPA, and the mitigation 
occurs inside the MHPA. 

No proposed alternatives are explored, specifically, alternatives that would prevent these types of 
environmenta l impacts from initially occurring. A specific example of these environmental impacts is 

(Management Summary/Abstract): 

Development of the site would significantly impoct 3.1 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(including -disturbed) and 0.8 acre of non-native grassland through removal. Mitigation for these 
impacts is proposed to be in the form of payment into the City's Habitat Acquisition Fund. 
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I27-5 
Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an EIR is not required to consider infeasible 
alternatives, such as an alternative location. DEIR Section 8.3.1 describes 
Alternative Project Location options and explains why they are not reasonable 
or feasible. Refer to Master Response 1 on alternative location and use for the 
site that addresses this comment. With regard to comments on infrastructure 
availability, see response to comment I27-3. The lack of infrastructure is only 
one of many factors defined in CEQA for rejecting an alternative location, the 
most important of which is the applicant’s ability to reasonably acquire, control 
or otherwise have access to an alternative site. Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an 
EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably 
ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative, such as an 
undefined location elsewhere in the region. 

I27-6 
This comment is general in character; refer to responses to the specific 
comments contained in this letter. 

I27-7 
The primary metric for addressing the project’s transportation impact under 
CEQA is vehicle miles traveled (VMT); refer to Master Response 5 on 
transportation VMT provided in this FEIR. A VMT analysis was completed in 
accordance with the City’s Transportation Study Manual and concludes that the 
project would not result in significant VMT impacts (see DEIR Appendix K). The 
topics outlined in this comment are not required as part of a VMT analysis. The 
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) does not assess transportation impacts pursuant 
to CEQA but was only conducted to provide an access analysis to determine if 
offsite circulation improvements are required. Both studies are summarized in 
DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 7.1.12.  

127-4 
(cont.) 

Development of the site would also impact the orange-throated whiptail, perhaps directly through injury or 
mortality a nd/or through habitat loss., but the impacts would be less than significant., and no mitigation would be 
required because the orange-throated whiptail is a Covered Species under the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. 

While it is de jure correct that environmental impact can be somewhat offset by a contribution to the City's 

MSCP Subarea Plan, it is de facto destruct ion of a current living and t hriving ecosystem. There are no guarant ees 
that the alternative location, chosen by t he City's MSCP Subarea Plan, will replicate the destroyed environment 
and its inhabitants. Payment in exchange for destruction of t hese environmental resources should be more 

thoroughly scrutinized before proceeding. 

127-5 Further, it appears, through lack of proposed alternatives, that no effort was made to explore alternative pre­
built sites that would meet the same (or similar) objectives w ith little to no net-negative environmental impact. 
For example, t here are already-existing large buildings or warehouses with proper infrastructure for high traffic 
volumes, such as those in indust rial parks o r large business centers. 

127-7 

Required Infrastructure Already Available 

A stated argument for lack of alternatives proposed, in the EIP (section 8.3.1, A lternative Project Location), is: 

All of the required infrastructure is already available to serve the site. 

However, th is project requires infrastructure additions and modifications to College Ave., specifically median 
modification as well t raffic flow management modifications (e.g., roundabout, traffic signal, etc.). This statement 

is rendered false through this argument. While this could be an honest oversight or mistake, this could also be 

interpreted as an intentionally misleading statement by the church or bias against objectivity by the EIP authors. 

On Sun, Oct 16, 2022 at 6:5 2 PM <Evan.Youngstrom@lw.com> wrote: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

After evaluating the draft environmenta l impact report (hereinafter EIR), we have determined there to be 
shortcomings that should be thoroughly and completely addressed before continued consideration of this 

project. We will highlight a number o f fair and reasonable arguments re lated to the inadequacy of both the 
report and the project itself. 

Traffic 

This report does not address the traffic impact of the completed project in a number of areas. No defensible 
study or studies have been produced to provide quantitative metrics to t he follow areas: 

1. Peak-Hour Traffic Impact 

2. Inconsistent & Outdated Data Sampling 
3. Future Projected Traffic Impact 

4 . Cumulative Traffic Impact 
5. Unsubstantiated Statements 
6. Net-Negative Traffic Impact With No M it igation 
7. Alternative Circulation Patterns 

Pe r AppendixJ, Local Mobility Analysis, single samples were collected for three determined peak-traffic periods 

{sect ion 8.3.2): 

Existing counts were coflected between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM for the AM commuter period and 
from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM for the PM commuter period on Tuesday, April 16, 2019J and from 10:45-
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I27-8 
The LMA’s peak hour analysis was conducted in accordance with the City’s 
Transportation Study Manual. The peak hour data used in the LMA are both 
appropriate and accurate for assessing access needs in the project area, as 
described in the transportation tropical response regarding the LMA. 

I27-9 
Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding the cumulative analysis and 
transportation topical on the LMA. 

I27-10 
Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts and Master 
Response 5 which provides more detail regarding how the VMT analysis is 
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for assessing 
transportation impacts under CEQA. The VMT addresses trips from the full 
capacity of the 900-seat church, which accounts for the project’s growth over 
time. Impacts were presumed in the DEIR to be less than significant. 

I27-11 
Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 on VMT analysis and cumulative impacts. 
The LMA is not used for assessing impacts under CEQA, instead a VMT 
screening was conducted, as detailed in the transportation Master Response 5 
on VMT and LMA. 

I27-12 
The analysis of alternatives does not need to be at the same level of detail as 
the project per CEQA Section 15126.6. The City’s Transportation Study Manual 
requires a VMT screening and/or analysis be conducted for assessing 
transportation impacts under CEQA. The screening criteria use average daily 
trips to determine the potential for impacts; refer to Master Response 5 on VMT 
for additional discussion. Traffic patterns or level of service are not the criteria 
used for a VMT screening or CEQA impact analysis. 

127-71 
(cont.) 

127-9 

127-10 

127-12 

11:45 AM on Sunday, April 28, 2019 to capture the time period between the two historically highest 
attended services. 

Subsequent sections will refer to this 
Peak-Hour Traffic Impact 

A single sample of each peak-hour period is statistically insignificant and stat istically dangerous to use for 
inference. One cannot deduce statistical norms and deviational errors of a population with a single sample for a 
given period. In additio n, the collection mechanism used to gather raw traffic dat a has not been defined, leading 

to uncerta inty and doubt about the accuracy and validity of the data. 
Outdated & Inconsistent Data Sampling 

In addition to stated statistical sampling issues, projected traffic data ls outdated by a magnitude of years, Traffic 

projections stated in Appendix J are based upon 2019 traffic analysis data, over three years old, while church 
attendee numbers are from over four years ago (section 8.4.2): 

Using current attendance and vehicle occupancy, a peak hour and daily vehicle 
forecast was determined for the maximum seating capacity of 900 seats as shown in Table 12. 

No current (i.e., 2022) traffic figures nor church attendee fi gures are used to validate these numbers, nor is a 
reasonable argument provided to assert that the 2022 and beyond numbers do not deviate significantly from 
the numbers used in t his EIR. 
Future Projected Traffic Impact 

In addition to being based upon outdated data sampling, as mentioned above, the future projected traffic 

impact data is also improperl y based upon a single-point-in-time analysis. It fails to account fo r traffic growth 
from other sources in the community (e.g., the proposed six-story apart ment complex along Del Cerro 

Boulevard), as well as failing to account for potential growth in the number of services held by the church, 

expansion of t he church's activities to days other t han Sundays, or potential future expansion/restructuring of 
the church building itself t o accommodate more congregants at each service . The data also fails completely to 
consider the increased vehicular and pedestrian t ra ffic incidents and fata lit ies that necessarily accompany 
increased traffic. 

Cumulative Traffic Impact 
No reports on the cumulative traffic impact of this project, particularly in conjunction with other proposed 

developmental proj ects in t he vicinity (i.e., the proposed six-story apartment complex along Del Cerro 

Boulevard) and community/SDSU events (e.g., concerts, graduation, sporting events, etc .), have been provided. 
Evaluation of traffic impact must take into account not only street- level impact s but also region-level impacts. 
Unsubstantiated Traffic Statements 
Sect ion 7.1.2.1 of t he EIR states: 

Under the existing land use designations in the Navajo Community Plan and RS-1-7 zone, the project site con 

build up to 52 single-famffy residences, assuming a 5,000-square-foot (SF) lot minimum over the approximately 
6-acre site. The project would produce less traffic on an average weekly basis than a residential use that would 
be consistent with the existing zoning f or the project site. 

However, no analysis o r figures are provided to back up the assertion t hat t he church project would produce less 
traffic than would single-fam ily residences. It also fails to account for the difference in t raffic patterns produced 

by single-family homes versus a church (i.e., a church wi ll produce large cimounts of traffic cit c1 single time while 
the t raffic produced by single-family homes will be sparse). 
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I27-13 
DEIR Section 7.1.2.1 qualitatively discusses the project’s consistency with the 
land use (and therefore emissions projections) in the regional air quality 
management strategy. However, a quantitative analysis is provided in DEIR 
Section 7.1.2.2 and DEIR Appendix G, which shows that the project would not 
exceed the City’s thresholds for criteria pollutants during project construction 
and operations. As such, less-than-significant air quality impacts are identified 
in the DEIR. 

I27-14 
The CEQA impact determination is based on the project’s VMT not whether new 
delays would be caused along College Avenue because delay is not a metric 
used for assessing impacts under CEQA. Refer to the transportation Master 
Response 5 on Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), VMT and the College Avenue 
operational changes for additional discussion on this topic. 

I27-15 
The LMA recommended a traffic signal as a circulation improvement at the 
project entrance. The City did not request that a round-about or traffic circle be 
studied. 

I27-16 
These comments are repeated from earlier in this letter; see responses I27-1 
and I27-2 above. 

I27-17 
An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which 
would feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of the project, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The alternative land uses and projects 
listed in this comment do not meet any of the project objectives, and therefore, 
are not considered reasonable or feasible. Refer to Master Response 1 
regarding alternative locations or uses. 

127-13 I In addition, no quantitative analysis is provided to give defensible merit to their subsequent claim of air-quality 
impact (Section 7.1.2.1): 

127-1 4 Less than significant impacts would resvlt 
Net-Negative Traffic Impact With No Mitigation 

127-1 5 I 
127-16 

Using rudimentary logic, it can be deduced that adding an additional tra ffi c signal to a currently uninterrupted 
road segment wil l have net-negat ive impact. Thus, the add ition of a traffic light between two established 
intersections, the Del Cerro Blvd and College Avenue intersection and the 8 West exit intersection, wi ll force a 

subset of vehicles to stop for a duration of time. It can be concluded, based upon this same rudimentary logic, 
that t his will cause additional friction for this subset of vehicles desiring to enter the 8 West freeway onramp. 

Further, as can be seen along Col lege Avenue near t he 8 East freeway offramps and onramps, w hen there are 
too many traffic signals within a short stretch of road, it results in stunted traffic fiows, especially when the 
signals get out of sync. Adding another signal to the north side of Col lege Avenue would result in equivalent 
stunted traffic flows, compound ing the issue. 

Alternative Circulation Patterns 

The EIR and Appendix J provides an incomplete proposal and analysis of potent ial t raffic circulation patterns. For 

example, no analysis was provided (nor proposed) with regard to a roundabout o r traffic circle. Alternative 
exploration is requested to understand if there are less impactful solutions available. 
l and Use 
Zoning 
This approximately six-acre site is zoned under residential RS-1-7. Per city zoning regulations in Table 131-048., 

Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, use category Assembly and Entertainment Uses, 
Including Places of Religious Assembly is designated as " Use o r use category is not permitted." The project 

requires a Planned Development Permit (PDP} entitlement to address the deviation from t he current zoning 

ordinances. Zoning ordinances, specifi cally residential, are important because they: 

1. Control the character of a neighborhood, and 
2. Control noise and traffic flow of a neighborhood. 

While the project has attempted to addresses these concerns, t hey fall in several short key areas: 

1. Having a multistory, brightly painted structure-regardless of the argument surrounding subtle architectural 
features and accents-does not blend in with t he overw helming majority of single-family dwellings in the 
neigh borhood. 
2. Having a 900--person church in the neighborhood will produce a substant ial increase in both noise and traffic 

at multiple periods of certain days- this would not be the case with t he proposed alternatives. 
3. The EIR fails to account for continued future growth in the church's offerings. Appendix J fai ls t o project fo r 

compounding future growth over multiple time periods. A primary goal of any church, Including this church, is 

future growth, particularly in terms of event count and event attendee count. When activities begin taking place 
at the church during peak traffic times, when taking into account continued fu ture growt h, the t raffic impact will 
be untenable for residents. 

1 
Proposed Alterna tives 

127-17 The Del Cerro community is in favor of this parcel of land being used to benefit the community of Del Cerro and 

the city of San Diego. Below are ideas from the community for more appropriat e ways to use the space, 

including: 

1. Low-Density Housing 
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127-1 7 
(cont.) 

2. No Project, City-Owned Land 
3. Community Park 

4. Tiny Home Village for t he Homeless 

Low-Density Housing 
When the land was purchased by the developer who sold it to the church, t he plan was to use the land t o build 

single-family residences. This type of development of the property would be entirely appropriate, as the parcel 
is specifically zoned already for single-family homes and the need for housing in San Diego continues to increase. 
No Project, City-Owned Land 

The community has appreciated for years t he natural beauty of the land, as has everyone who drives past the 
College Avenue intersect ion with t he 8 freew ay. Many in the community favor leaving the land with its natural 

landscape, to help the environment. 

Community Park 
A park with paths for w alking and bike/scooter riding, a playground area, and potentfatly a recreation center 
would benefit the community tremendously, particularly with the increase in families expected in the immediate 
area w ith the development of the proposed apartment building along Del Cerro Boulevard . 

Tiny Home Village for t he Homeless 

This parcel of land could also serve as San Diego's first test of a program that has been highly successful in 
combating homelessness in other cities in the nation: a tiny home village for the homeless {such as the one 

recently approved in Chula Vista). 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Evan Youngstrom (6209 Del Cerro Blvd.) 
Lewis & Sarah Dawson (6251 Capri Dr.} 

Judith Abegglen {6225 Del Cerro Blvd.) 
Susan & Hailey Andrews (6228 Capri Dr.) 

Lisa Busalacchi (6235 Capri Dr.) 
Gom;alo and Nancy Glo ria (6240 Capri Dr.) 

Be.st, 

Evan R. Youngstrom 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
Cell: +1.858.209.4449 
Email: evan.youngstrom@lw.com 

https;//www.lw .com 
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3.1.3.28 Letter I28: Lauren Degheri 

 

I28-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As a non-CEQA topic, 
general opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. 
Development of housing on the project site is not a project objective; refer to 
Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding the residential alternative contained in the 
DEIR and the project’s consistency with residential housing policy. 

Letter 128 

128-1 

From: L&D Degheri <degherihousehold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 1:31 PM 
To: 05D EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church - Opposition 

Hello! 

My name is Lauren Degher'1 and I am a San Diego resident in district 7. 1 wanted to write to you and the rest of 
the council members in San Diego to discuss the proposed All People's Church that is proposed for Del Cerro . 

The project number is 636444 for reference. 

I wanted to state my opposition to the project and say it is not a good fit for t he Del Cerro communit y or for the 
c ity of San Diego. The project is sitting on land that is currently zoned for low density housing (RS 1-7) and San 

Diego is in the middle of a housing crisis. We need more housing, not another church that will not be paying 
taxes and taking up centrally located land in San Diego. 

Please review the environmental impact report and encourage your other council members t o vote against this 

project 

If there is anything I can do to help, please let me know. I'm not sure how all of th is works but I do know in 
talking to my neighbors while out on walk, no one I've ta lked to is supportive. Please listen to the people who 

are currently in the neighborhood. 

Thank you for your t ime and consideration. 

Best Regards, 

Lauren Degheri 
619.708.9117 
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3.1.3.29 Letter I29: Kendra DeGroot 

 

I29-1 
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project 
evaluated where improvements are required for site access and determined 
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that 
surrounds the project site which would trigger the need for circulation 
improvements. City staff identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del 
Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of 
the accident history for the latest available five years (2015–2019) at the 
intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no 
specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period. 
Therefore, no safety changes are needed at that location.  

Letter 129 

From: Kendra DeGroot <lcoastalsprout@gmaiLcom> 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 17, 2022 4:40 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All peoples church Del Cerro 

To whom this may concern, 
129-1 I am writing this email in regards to the project name all Peoples Church project number 636444.1 

would like to express my concerns about this project and where it will be locat ed. I live in the 
community of delcerro and I have used the college exit headed westOOund and I have seen many 

collisions happen at this exit as it is now. I am concerned about the size of all peoples church being 900 
seats and how it would impact the safety of that corner and everyone who lives around that area. I how 
la rge this church would be, Headed westbound and I have seen many collisions happen at this exit as it 
is now, I am concerned about the size of all peoples church being 900 seats and how it would impact the 
safety of that corner and everyone who lives around that area. I am also concerned about how large this 
church would be, how it would host parking for its congregation, and most of all the safety as I 
mentioned before. 
Thank you for your time, 
Kendra DeGroot 
I can be reached at 805-345-6324 
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3.1.3.30 Letter I30: Maria DeLeon 

 

I30-1 
The DEIR studied all of the potential impacts mentioned in this comment and 
concluded that the project would not result in significant traffic, air quality or 
long-term noise impacts. The project would add between 280 weekday trips 
and 1,976 trips on Sundays when the church is at full capacity. When compared 
to the approximately 24,000 Sunday trips to 29,000 to 37,000 weekday vehicles 
trips shown in Figure 9 of the project’s Local Mobility Analysis (LMA; DEIR 
Appendix J) that currently use College Avenue, the project’s trips would not be 
substantial; thus, the project’s VMT impacts are presumed to be less than 
significant. In addition, wear and tear on roads is not an environmental impact 
or required content in an EIR. 

I30-2 
There is no need to reengineer or reconstruct the northbound and southbound 
lanes of College Avenue as a result of the project, as demonstrated in the LMA. 
No further response is required. 

Letter 130 

130-1 

From: Maria De Leon <mariadeleonl@cox.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 2:37 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church/No. 636444 

To: the city of San Diego 

RE: Al l People's Church/ No. 636444 

l 
I am a resident of the Del Cerro community and I am extremely concern with t his proposed 

development. The potential traffic and pedestrian congestion that this will bring to the main 
intersection of Colle. ge Avenue and Del Cerro Blvd is extreme. Getting in/out of the community to access 
the freeway will add more stress, traffic time and congestion to an al ready busy road. There are other 
consequences too like more air polution, noise polution, wear and tear of t he roads. There is already a 
lot of potholes on College Avenue before you get to the bridge that are not taken care of by the city. 
One stands to reason that an increased number of cars will also deteriorate the road conditions. 

130-2 I Furthermore, Del Cerro i:i a community established over 60years ago and t he community's 
infrastructure is already in place. What w ill be the cost of reengineering and constructing of the North 
and Southbound lanes of college Avenue? Are we the taxpayers of Del Cerro expected to pay for this? 

Thank you for your attention. 

Concern resident, 

Maria Deleon 

mariadeleonl@cox.net 
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3.1.3.31 Letter I31: Nadine Desteunder 

 

I31-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Additionally, 
property values are not a CEQA issue. Visual simulations of the project (DEIR 
Figure 5.5-4a and 5.5-4b) show that the two-story parking structure would be 
constructed entirely below the grade of College Avenue and not as a high-rise 
parking structure as suggested in this comment. Refer to revised Table 5.1-2 for 
consistency with the Navajo Community Plan. 

I31-2 
Project impacts to transportation and long-term noise exposure would be less 
than significant as outlined in DEIR Sections 5.4 and 7.1.12. 

I31-3 
General opposition to the project is not a CEQA issue and is addressed in 
Master Response 6 for general opposition. 

Letter 131 

131-1 

From: Nadine <ndesteunder@cox.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 5:39 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] EIR for A ll Peoples Church 

**This email came from an external source, Be cautious about c licking on any links in this 
email or opening attachrnentS.** 

RE: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 
SCH No. 2021 100394 

I have several concerns. 

I This seems very unfair for the resident ial homeowners. Their property values w ill be 
affected and the high rise parking structure w ill be an eyesore. This does not fit in w ith 
CPA tor the Navajo Community Plan . 

131-2 I But. my biggest concern is the impact on the traffic flow into the Del Cerro area. We 
already have an overflow of traffic in the AM and PM with people trave ling to Patrick Henry 
High School. There could very well be a back up on 1- 8 gett ing onto College Ave. The 
laroe capac ity facili ty w ill also affect the noise level to a quiet resident area. 

131-3 I Please reco nside1 what this will do to an older. established neighborhood, with limited 
inlets and outlets. This is not what San Diego was meant to be. 
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3.1.3.32 Letter I32: Scott Dickson 

 

I32-1 
Building housing is not one of the project objectives, which are stated in DEIR 
Chapter 3. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on 
site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have 
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. Commentary on the need for the project, as well as the City’s 
residential housing policy, is addressed in Master Responses 3 and 6. 

Letter 132 

From: Scott Dickson <sdickson@ldgcre.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 202210:19 PM 
To: 050 EASNoticing <DSDEASNaticing@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega .gov> 

Cc: CouncilMember Ra ul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project Name: All Peoples Church Project No, 636444 SCH No. 20211003 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 

Project No. 636444 

SCH No. 2021100394 

Community Plan Area: Navajo 

Council District: 7 

Hello, 

132-1 I hope you are well! I'm am a resident of Del Cerro and am w riting to contest the proposed project to 

convert a designated residential p roperty to a non- resident ial property namely the A ll Peoples Church. 

The site is currently designated for residential use and has already been approved for 24 single.family 
dwelling units. 

The housing shortage in San Diego has become one of t he City's biggest difficulties. The City has failed to 
build residential properties to accommodate its rate of economic and population growth. The City's 
housing inventory map Indica tes there is capacity to build on thousands of possible sites, including the 
property proposed for the All Peoples Church in the Del Cerro Comm unity . In o rder to meet the City's 
2021·2029 goal of build ing 108,000 units, the City will need every parcel and unit including the 24 
single•dwell ing units already approved for this property. If t he City approves conversion of t he 
residential property to non-residential property, the City will lose a valuable opportunity to try and meet 
t he 2021-2029 goal. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Scott Dickson 
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3.1.3.33 Letter I33: June Dodge 

 

I33-1 
Comment contains data from the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) but does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. No additional response is, therefore, 
required. 

I33-2 
The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening assumes increases in 
both staffing levels and congregation that are projected to occur over time 
when the church relocates to the project site. The 900-seat capacity is based on 
the church’s application to the City. The DEIR analyzed that projected capacity 
and determined there would not be significant transportation impacts caused 
by the project. The project design includes more parking supply than is 
required by City land development codes. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is 
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met 
on site. 

I33-3 
The church currently rents space 2.5 miles away from the project site. 
Transportation impacts were determined to be less than significant in the DEIR 
Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K. 

I33-4 
The DEIR notes that there are two trolley stations within a mile of the project 
site, however, the VMT analysis conservatively did not assume that the staff or 
congregation would take transit to get to the site when developing the trip 
generation. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on trip generation 
for additional information. Any transit usage by church users would reduce the 
number of trips to/from the project site. 

Letter 133 

133-1 

133-3 

From: June D <junedodge@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 11:17 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Concern about the Proposed All People's Church Complex in Del Cerro 

Hello City of San Diego Representative, Courtney Holowach; 

I'm writing to express my great concern about the proposed Del Cerro All People's 
Church. 

My first concern is the traffic changes that would occur. 

The reports estimate there will be three Sunday services w ith varied numbered of cars 
for each: 85, 94, 61, 61 73 cars entering and leaving the proposed church lot -with only 
30 minutes for people to leave the service, visi1 with fr iends, enter their cars and make 
their way to t he exit while the next set of cars enter the parking area. There is one 
major entry/exit and a small one to the proposed complex. Clearly this transition would 
need more time for people to do, even if they walked quickly and directly from the 
church to their car. This extra traffic would greatly add to the load of traffic that is 
already in the area 

Add itionally, they are building the church wrth seating for 900 attendees - so the cars 
would need to have at least three people per car. The current charts clearly show that 
most of the attendees are in cars that have betwee n 1 and 2 occupants. Having a new 
church will do nothing to correct the driving habits of the attendees. 

Since the numbers in the various reports are all based on current attendance (85, 202, 
130, 152 , 184 attendees per service), why do they need to over-build to have seating for 
900 people? I believe they will change their focus to grow the congregation to fill the 
church so the parking and traffic numbers would soon be woefully inadequate. The 
attendees would start to take over other parking areas and so in addition to causing a 
traffic jam, would be taking away from the parking that is now needed by residents. 

Why is this church being built in a place that is so far away from its congregation? It is 
unreasonable for the current residents to have to put up with addrtional traffic and to 
have to potentially pay for improvements that would be passed on to them without direct 
benefits being earned . Surely there are churches nearer to Pt Loma that those students 
could attend, rather than gassing up a bus each week to carry a load (or loads) of 
students on the freeway each week 

And rather than having the rest of the congregation have to fill the ir various cars to go to 
church, a more reasonable solution would be to find a place nearer to the congregation. 

Although the SDSU trolley station is under a mile from the proposed church, there is a 
height that must be climbed to get to the proposed church, so this path over the freeway 
is not an easy one. Listing it as a way for the congregation to get to church is 
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I33-5 
The DEIR assesses the project description that is contained in the application to 
the City, including the weekday programs and gym usage. Conjecture on 
potential uses beyond what has been proposed by the applicant are speculative 
in nature and not reflective of the application, design and site plan submitted to 
the City. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an 
environmental analysis. 

I33-6 
See response to comment I33-5 regarding speculation on the applicant’s 
operations, as well as Master Response 6 regarding the project’s programming. 

I33-7 
The 24-unit residential housing development previously approved on site was 
projected to produce 260 daily weekday trips, as compared to the 280 daily 
weekday trips associated with the church, based on the prior project’s technical 
study referenced in the Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted by the City. The 
280 trips calculated for the project assume the church is operating at its 900-
seat capacity; therefore, the DEIR does take into account congregation and staff 
growth that would occur in the proposed location. The claims made in this 
comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. 

I33-8 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
non-CEQA issue.  

133-4 I 
(cont.) 

133-6 I 
133-7 

exaggerated. As the church does not guarantee or mention that they anticipate any of 
their people wil l be taking the bus or riding a bike, discussion of those routes is 
superfluous. 

The reports on the proposed church mainly discuss the Sunday use of the buildings, but 
what is to prevent this organization from later opening more weekday programs 
(counseling programs, bible studies, recruitment of new members, basketball games, 
day school. or childcare). or hiring more staff? 

I am also concerned to hear that drug counseling is going to be offered by this church ,n 

this residential area so close to existing schools. These kinds of services should be 
offered in non-residential areas. 

The property is in a residential area and is currently approved for a 24-unit housing 
project. Even if each of those houses had four cars with appropriately planned parking 
and entrances/exits. the number of cars would be fewer than the number estimated for 
this mega-church project. and would not affect the residents living so near (and not so 
near) the proposed church buildings. The congregation will be driving in and out of the 
area - mostly on Sundays, but also on other days. They will need to follow the lead of 
other churches who have increased membership to help pay for the buildings and 
maintenance, so all these reports based on current attendance are questionable. 
Having this church at this location would cause stresses to the community not 
mentioned in the reports. 

133-8 I I encourage you to do all In your power to stop this project from proceeding in our 
residential area. 

Thank you, 
June Dodge 
5856 Eldergardens St 
San Diego CA 92120 
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3.1.3.34 Letter I34: Bruce Doole 

 

I34-1 
The claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the 
evidence, which concludes that that project would not result in significant 
transportation and operational noise impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. The comment does not 
speak to the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the DEIR.  

Letter 134 

frOIYI: 

To: 
SUbject~ 
Date: 

~ = [EXTERNAL] All people's ctiurch 636444 
Tuesday, Oc::tC>ber 4, 2022 12:24:28 PM 

** l'his em ail c<1me from an extt:ma l soL1rce. l:3e cautio us .1bout dicking 0 11 ;my links in this email or opening 
a ttachmentl>.*+ 

134-1 I There's no way th is community of Del Cerro can su~iain the lrallk and additional noise crcat.cd by this massive 
facili ty in t ftis neighborhood. 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-97 

3.1.3.35 Letter I35: Martin Doucett 

 

I35-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that non-
CEQA topic, along with the need for the project. 

I35-2 
The LMA reviewed and approved by City staff demonstrates that adding the 
traffic signal to College Avenue would be a required access improvement that 
would not adversely affect the nearby intersections (refer to DEIR Appendix J). 
Refer to transportation Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue 
operational changes. Construction traffic would be temporary and would not 
contribute to long-term traffic conditions in the community. 

I35-3 
Comments on alternative uses for the site, including open space, are addressed 
in Master Response 1on that issue. 

I35-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and the claims are 
not supported by evidence. 

I35-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  

Letter 135 

135-1 

From: SDGov Webmaster <SDGovWeb@sandieqo.gov> 
Sent: Saturday, October 8, 2022 9:37 AM 
To: DSD-ExpediteProgram <DSD-ExpediteProqram@sandieqo.gov> 
Subject: Form submission from: Email Development Services 

Submitted on Saturday, October 8, 2022 · 09:37 

SENDER: 
doucettphd@gmail.com [1] 

SUBJECT: 
All Peoples Church 636444 

MESSAGE: 

l 
Please do not approve the construction of the All Peoples Church (APC) in Del Cerro. The 
majority of the comm. unity does not want the church. (Drive around the neighborhood and see 
the number of signs that oppose this development.). We have a synagogue across the street 
from the proposed site and a large catholic church about a 1/2 m ile away. We are good on 
places of worship. 

The college off ramp is the only way in and out of the community. Traffic is 
already bad in the morning and afternoons. Common sense tells us that 
adding a traffic light on College Avenue will create even more congestion at the College and Del 
Cerro Blvd intersection as well as back up traffic coming north from SDSU. And the worst of it 
will be during construction with heavy equipment in and out of the area on weekdays and during 
business hours 

135-3 I Many in the community would like to see this area kept as green space or park area. A large 
church, park ing structure and a visible cross is unwelcome and does not represent the 
community. 

Churches do not pay taxes. VVhile APC provides a place of worship they say on 
their website that their congregation is from outside our community. So 
what do they contribute to Del Cerro? Traffic. congestion, and noise. They state that they p lan 
to keep a small footprint and limit services but they are zoned for more that just relig ious 
services and already do provide programming that will only expand and grow over t ime, 
increasing the negative impact in De! Cerro. 

135-5 I And last, I understand that they have been approached and asked to build and invest where 
they are currently renting space in an effort to improve the area. Why don't they build where 
they are wanted instead of a communi ty where they are not wanted? 

Martin Doucett, Ph.D. 
15 year resident of Del Cerro 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-98 

3.1.3.36 Letter I36: David Einstein 

 

I36-1 
The transportation analysis conducted for the DEIR shows that the project 
would not result in significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact. Refer to the 
transportation Master Response 5 on VMT and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) 
which address the transportation information in the DEIR. The claims made in 
this comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. 

I36-2 
The financial issues raised in this comment are not environmental impacts. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and the claims are not 
supported by evidence in the record. As demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.13, 
no infrastructure impacts would arise as a result of the project. 

I36-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 
Comments on an alternative location for the project are addressed in Master 
Response 1. 

Letter 136 

From : David Einstein <david.m.einstein@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, Octobe r 8, 2022 2:31 PM 
To : 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sanrliega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Environmental im pact report for Del Cerro church 

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

To whom it may concern, 

136-1 Thank you for soliciting community comments. Constructing this church would be an 
unmitigated disaster for the nearly entirely residential commun ity of Del Cerra. This has 
become particularly more acute now that a six story apartment building has been 
announced just around the corner from the proposed church. 

The resulting traffic from either of these projects would be hig hly deleterious. but the two 
together would be complete ly unacceptable. Please note that there is an elementary 
school on the same street as the apartment building and around the corner from the 
proposed church. There is already very heavy traffic for parents taking and picking up 
their children at the school. Any further trattic would be highly problematic for those 
parents and unsafe tor the children. Neither of these proposed projects will likely have 
enough parkino to accommodate them. either. which will be a maim problem for 
homeowners in the area. 

136-2 1 The inf.rastructure of this area will be negatively impacted by these projects. If the chu rch 
is tax exempt, they will contribute nothing to this community or the c lty of San Diego. 

This will likely also be a negative factor when considering home prices in the area. I 

cannot speak to some of the other issues that the irnpact report has addressed. 

I36-3 l I imagine nearly the entire co.mmunity o f Del Cerro i s against this project. and I strong ly 
urge the city to not permit it to move forward. 
Surely a church of the s·Ize can f ind another less residential area to build , one with better 
traffic conditions and newer infrastructure. 

Thank you. 

David Einstein. MD 
Sent from my iPad 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-99 

3.1.3.37 Letter I37: David Endow 

 

I37-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. General 
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on 
that non-CEQA topic.  

Letter 137 

From: david endow <davidendow@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:57 PM 
To: 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church: Project No. 636444 

Dear Courtney Holowach: 

137-1 I'm sending this email to strongly object to the A ll Peoples Church project currently proposed for 
the Navajo community plan area w i thin Council District 7. This proposal is extremely short-sight ed 
and attempts to fi ll a need t hat nobody in the community is asking for. This proposal is vague and 
leaves way too much open for interpre tation, w hich leads m e to believe this is purposeful so All 

People's can do whatever they want after approval . 

For example, the project notes that small group activit ies may occur on Wednesdays, Saturdays, 

and other days of the week. They do not limit the occupancy o f said events and have left the impact 

on residents very open-ended as a direct resu lt . Moreover, they note t hat there is no current plan 

for primary educational school spaces proposed but they fully understand that outreach programs, 

Sunday and Saturday school programs, etc are not primary education programs but still leave a 

lasting impression on loca l res idents. 

We do not have the freeway access, nor the street access, to properly house this project. Their 

website alone (https://allpeopleschurch.org/about/staff/) mentions programs for babies through 

fifth grade, freedom ministries, community event s, churchwide gr oups and youth programs. That 

alone tells you that they plan to be in full swing w ell beyond Sundays. As such, we need a better 

plan in place to house 900 people an additional six days a week or t his proposal must be denied 

accordingly. Del cerro Blvd and M adra alone are integral pathways for all Del Cerro and Allied 

Gardens residents. As current ly presented th is Church does nothing but dog the initial artery in and 

out of our beloved neighborhood. 

Thank you so much for your time and please help us direct t his project to an area far more 

appropriate moving forward. The overwhe lming consensus of the comm unity is against this plan. 

We welcome you to drive through so me time and see the No Mega Project signs that are 

EVERYWHERE in the neighborhood! 

Sincerely, 

David Endow 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-100 

3.1.3.38 Letter I38: Gene Erquiaga 

 

I38-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master 
Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
location or use of the site, and need for the project. 

The housing crisis is not an environmental impact nor it is an environmental 
setting for the project, as discussed in Master Response 3 under residential 
housing policy. Refer to Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with 
the applicable policies from the General Plan, Community Plan and zoning 
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this 
comment. The DEIR Section 5.1.2.4 discloses that a non-residential use would 
be constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates 
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies 
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. 

Construction of the project would not double the amount of greenhouse gas 
emissions in the local area or region. As demonstrated through calculations and 
policy analysis contained in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would generate less 
greenhouse gas emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed by the City’s 
Land Development Code (LDC) on the project site (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 
and 7-8). In addition, it would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions 
and would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying 
with the various greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategies outlined in the 
project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). Furthermore, a 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening analysis was conducted 
(refer to DEIR Appendix K) which shows that the project would not result in 
significant VMT impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City’s CAP 
and related policies. 

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 138 

138-1 

From: Gene Erquiaga <ntmggeno@gm ail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, October 1 5, 2022 4:27 PM 
To: Holowa ch, Courtney <CHo1owach@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Mega Project 

October 15, 2022 

Project Name: A ll Peoples Church 
Project No.636444 
SCH No. 2021100394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 
Council Dis t rict: 7 

RE: Opposition to All Peoples Church Mega Project 

Dear Courtney Holowach, 

l'm writing to you regard ing my strong opposit ion to t he A ll Peoples Church Mega Project. 

I've been a Del Cerro resident and home owner since 2001. 
I'm opposing the construction o f the All Peoples Church as I have t he following concerns regarding t his 

mega project moving forward. 
1) San Diego is experiencing a severe housing crisis. This land has already been approved for 24 

housing unit s - which are desperately needed, This is a via ble alternative project that ma kes more 

sense to the community and to the city. By approving this project, you are basically voting NO on 
housing. 

2) Without a general plan amendment - This project would be in v io lation of San Diego's Municipal 

Code. According to the San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-048, Use regulations fo r Resident ial 
Zones, specifical ly disa llows Rel igious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. 

3) The project applicant has admitted t hey expect 95% of the people a ttending their site to come from 
out of t he area, and t hen leave the area. This will g reat ly impact greenhouse gas emissions - in essence 
doubling these emissions. This runs counter to t he City's Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions. 
t urge you to please vote NO on t his pr oject. Our communit y, our city, our plant t hanks you! 

Gene Erqu iaga 
5839 Overlake Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92120 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-101 

3.1.3.39 Letter I39: Ryan Evenson 

 

I39-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 139 

From: Ryan Evenson <cyanevenson@email com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 12:06 PM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego eov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) A ll Peoples Church/No. 636444 

Dear sir or madam, 

139-1 I tam writ ing to voice my concerns re lated to the subj ect project an d EAR. It is my opinion, as a 
homeowner in the subject's project area, that the proposed structure and use would detract from 
the community. Please do not proceed with the proposed Community Plan Amendment. 

Thank you, 

Ryan Evenson 

5774 Malvern Ct, San Diego, CA 92120 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-102 

3.1.3.40 Letter I40: James Forbes 

 

I40-1 
Building housing is not one of the project objectives and a church is an 
allowable use within the residential zone. The project would not result in 
significant impacts related to visual effects and neighborhood character, as 
demonstrated in the DEIR Section 5.5 analysis and further outlined in Master 
Response 4 on neighborhood character. 

I40-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. A rezone is not 
required to implement the project; it requires approval of a Community Plan 
Amendment, Planned Development Permit and Site Development Permit. 
Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned 
Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use that “complies with the applicable 
land use plan but contains uses that are not permitted in the underlying base 
zone.” 

I40-3 
A signalized intersection would be provided at the main driveway to the site, 
which does not necessitate a U-turn movement. All of the circulation 
movements outlined in this comment may be available but are not routes the 
majority of church users would take to access the site as shown in the Local 
Mobility Analysis (LMA) (DEIR Appendix J). As noted in that access analysis, the 
greatest traffic volumes would occur on Sundays when less traffic is using the 
local roads. City staff identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del 
Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of 
the accident history for the latest available five years (2015–2019) at the 
intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no 
specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period. 
Therefore, no safety changes are needed at that location. General opposition to 
the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that issue. 

Letter 140 

140-1 

frOIYI: 

To: 
SUbject~ 
Date: 

,,.,.,__ 
= [EXTERNAL] Impact of All ?eoples Church 
Thursday, October 6, 2022 9:38:39 AM 

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

This is in reference to to 
Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 

I 
The destrnction of any nice open space with such high visibility should always be warily 

c-onsidcrcd, as far as aesthetic and natural impact, but this one is being taken for the 
c-on.structi~1n of a massive c-~1mpkx so oul of cill.~rnctcr for its Sl~rroLm<l!ng::;: as to in:1ncd_iatc_ly 
cause pamc among those of us \-.·ho love o~ir neighborhood. This area is ,.(med residential lor a 
reason. A nd there is no good reason to circumvent the planning .. 

140-21 Furthcnnorc. how many members of this church arc aclu,al members of this 
communily in which lheir churc h is being placed? T would venture it's close to zero. Trit is a 
matter of convenience for the congregation due to our freeway access .. , there are many a reas 
that have good freeway access w hich arc suffering from urban b light,, and a complex of this 
nalure could be sc< . .-n as a source o f community pride and revilalization, rnLl1cr than angsl an d 
destrnclion. More importantly, it likely \vouldn'l have lo circumvenl the :1.oning sla ndards o r 
the community it \Vas trying to join. 

140-3 L astly, 1.md Llfrs. m ight be getting too far inlo lhc. \Vccds... the lrnffic. (,.'.hoke-for our only 
access points in and out or our neighborhc~)d w-ill 11ot only be a source of'misery. bul also a 
source of danger. TI1e only way back to the freeway for this massive congregaiion would be a) 
by performing an illegal U-turn at Del Cerro Blvd, B) by turning left on Del Cerro Blvd and 
d oing a U-tum at the in lcrscclion with Capri, whkh already struggles to accommodate the few 
cars Lhat do this to gel lum~d around on Coll~ge tw e a C) tuming right on Del Cerro R lvd and 
performing an illega l L -turn at the driveway of the bagel shop. D) pulling through the 
Chevron and turning left back on to Del Cerro Blvd, or E) bypassing Del Cerro Blvd to turn 
left on Lambda or Rock.Jrnn;l. whic-h ·would funnel hundred s of cars through lhe n..·s identiaJ 
area \vhere children curremly play on Sundays. Any of these options would be very impactllll 
to the quiet area and safety of our streets if this was as sma ll a group as a little league team 
leaving practice from that fac.ility, let alone a mega church suddenly seeing 900- people 
leaving at the saJil(,.i momcnl. . 

Please don't "green light'' this disaster. 

James 1"orbcs 
Del Cerro. 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-103 

3.1.3.41 Letter I41: Teri Frazier 

 

I41-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; instead, it provides 
general concerns with regard to the appropriateness of the site for a church. 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic.  

Letter 141 

141-1 

From: Teri Frazier<taffitness@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 12:18 PM 
To: D5D EAS < DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: {EXTERNAL) All People' s Church: are the people: 636444 

Attention, 

Project Name : Al l People"s Church 

Project Number:636444 

Our De l Cerro community is not eq uipped fo r t he Infrast ructure 
of such a mega project. 

This property is not zoned fo r a church nor should the community 
plan change it! 

Traffic congestion wi ll be at a stand still. 
Traffic wil l back up north and south bound on College ave 
as it already does this without the church traffic, routinely! 
Adding a signal will back up the traffic fur ther on College 
as well as onto the freeway. 

Please decline approva l of this project . 

Thank you, 
Teri Frazier 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-104 

3.1.3.42 Letter I42: Beth Friedenberg 

 

I42-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 3, which addresses the residential housing policy and the project’s 
land use policy consistency. Regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts, the DEIR concludes that the project 
would not double the amount of GHG emissions in the local area or region. As 
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not result in significant 
GHG emissions and would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) by complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies 
outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 
Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR 
Appendix K), which shows that the project is presumed to not result in 
significant transportation impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the 
City’s CAP and related policies. 

Letter 142 

From: BethTravelPlan <bethtravelplan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 3:37 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha 
<MBlake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT--REPORT SAVE DEL CERRO 

142-1 I have raised a fami ly, lived and worked in Del Cerro for 45 years. The community support fo r Del Cerro to 
remain the community it is as well as honor o ur community and do what is best fo r Del Cerro it paramount. 

Using land that is zoned and approved for 24 housing units titled E to the land, which the city and community 
need and will, bring in needed tax dollars should not be vio lated. 

L Housing Crisis (SD City Council members, the ones whose vote will determine the fate of this proj ect), have all 
acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an approved 24 unit 
housing project e titled to the land. By approving the mega project, they are essentially voting NO on housing. 
M ake it clear there is a viable alternate project. That is an important argument. 

We must follow the Municipal Code. 

2. San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically disa llows 
Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be a violation of San 
Diego's Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately inco rporate or consider 
appropriate siting of religious institut ions and would also need to be revised. 

There is already traffic issues. This area and Freeway exit service Del Cerro as well as SDSU. More traffic can not 
be handled without impacting the community. This is residential community and it's infrastructure can only 
support our neighborhood. Not a facility that is not zoned for this land and bringing in large amount of traffic. 
Especially since th is land is Zoned for homes. 

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they expect 95% 
of the people attending thei r site to come from out of the area, and then leave the area, in essence doubling the 
greenhouse gas emissions as they cater to an audience from out of t he area. This runs counter to the 
City's Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (See attached image from the applicant's 
presentat ion) 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Beth Friedenberg 

BETH FRIEDENBERG 
BethTravelPlan@gmail.com 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-105 

3.1.3.43 Letter I43: Lee Fuhr 

 

I43-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The topics of traffic 
and cultural resources are discussed in DEIR Sections 5.3 and 7.1.12 and 
conclude that project impacts would be less than significant for traffic and less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated for cultural resources. General 
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on 
that topic. 

Letter 143 

143-1 

<') Reply all ~ @ Delete IS> Junk Block 

[EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/ No. 636444 

(D Some conte nt in this message has been blocked because the sender isn't in your Safe senders list. 
I trust content from leefur@gmail.com. I Show blocked content 

CD Retention: lnbox 

LF 
Lee Fuhr < leefur@gmail.com> 

To: DSD EAS Fri 9/2/2022 1 1 :02 AM 

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

I I live in the area of this project and I'm concerned about the environmental impact, the traffic impact 
the cultural impact. From all I know of the project so far, I'm really really hoping it doesn't move forward 
in my neighborhood. 

L Lee Fuhr 
Founder & Creat ive Director @ Cozy 

Founder @ San Diego Digital Designers 

~ Reply r" Forward 

hllp~:.'it>utloo\...oflin·365.~".m1:'1nail1DSDl:.A.S{q:~an<lic_)'l' . .)'l'l":''1ccplinl'Print I.'! 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-106 

3.1.3.44 Letter I44: Marie Garcia 

 

I44-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 
Transportation impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation 
analysis conducted for the DEIR shows that the project would not result in 
significant VMT impacts. Improvements recommended in the Local Mobility 
Analysis (LMA) have been incorporated into the project design, as described in 
FEIR Chapter 3. 

Letter 144 

From: Marie Garcia <mgarcia92120@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:57 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church No. 636444 

Dear DSDEAS, 

144-1 Regarding the proposal t o build the All Peoples Church ( No . 636444) in the Del Cerro neighborhood of San 
Diego, I would respectfully request that the plan be reconsidered. The area is a t ight knit community of single 

fami ly homes and a few apartments. The land being proposed as the site for the church is already congested 
with traffic from SDSU and t he 8 freeway. Building the church in th is location would only add to traffic problems 
in the area. It would also have a negative effect on property values in the neighborhood which would then 
reduce property tax revenue generated by the county. 

Please be a good neighbor and reconsider the proposed locatlon of the church. 

Thank you, 

Marie Garcia 
Resident 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-107 

3.1.3.45 Letter I45: Jean and Franklin Gaylis 

 

I45-1 
Comment noted. However, the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. The DEIR demonstrates the impacts referenced in this comment would be 
less than significant, including transportation (Section 7.1.12), water quality 
(Section 7.1.14) and waste management (Section 7.1.13). General opposition to 
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 145 

145-1 

From: 

To: 
Subject: 

Date: 

Hqlqwa,;;h COJJl10N on behalf of ™ 
HO'®:iKh Co rtnev 
Fw: [EXTERNAL) OPPOSmON TO ALL PEOPLES CHURCH 
Monday, October 3, 2022 8:24:56 AM 

From: Jean <jeangaylis@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 2, 2022 4 :32 PM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: JEAN Edelstein GAYLIS <jeangaylis@gmail.com> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] OPPOSITION TO ALL PEOPLES CHURCH 

• • This email came from a11 cxtcrm1I source. nc cautious about clicking on any l inks in this email or 
opening attachments.** 

To City or San Diego. Development Services Department 

Enclosed please lind a kslim<mial which we. togelher with t)ur neig:hbtmrht>o<l friends. an~ 
submitting to you requesting that you stop the-development oftbc projcc-t bclo""· "ALL Peoples 
Church·· 

Our friends/ neighhours \viii he \\Tiling to you under separate cover. 

Project name: All l•eople·s church 

Project number 636444 

SCII 11umber: 201100394 

Community plan area: Navajo 

Council district: 7 

My husband and my family have been residents of Del Cerro for the past 32 years. 

lJp<m heming ahout the prop<,st:d huilding ol All Peoples chun:h, we l::lrt: strongly (.'.Onsidering 
moving out of the area bcc.ausc this huge big dcvdopmcnt is going to cause-tremendous traffic. 
congeslion on College Avenue as wdl as Dd Cemi Boule\.·ard and \.viii exlrt:mely hinder access to 
and from Higln-vay 8 E. and \Ve:iit. 

:".lot to mention the incredible increase { WHICH SAN L>IEGO CAN:".IOl AJ."f'OIUJ) in use of 
prtcious natural resources such as water and pollution, waste mismanagement, etc 

Our commun ity docs not need th is congc.·stion and addition of hundreds and hundreds of pollution 
bearing cars. and people on our neighbourhood streets. 

We do not welcome any such a project and strongly urge the cily orsan Diego LO s top the 
deve lopment of such a large project on an unsuitable. thin strip of land, right on the highway, 
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145-1 1 p~eventing highway access and ddinitcly posing a dangerous problt:m on our streets, 
(cont.) it it were to be built. 

"111,m.k ,YOU for your consideration, 
\Ve arc vehemently opposed to this project. 

Sincerely. 
Jean and Franklin Gaylis 
6738 Del Cerro Boulevard 
San Diego 
California 921 20 
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3.1.3.46 Letter I46: Cap Geis 

 

I46-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Transportation 
impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation analysis 
conducted for the DEIR shows that the project would not result in significant 
impacts to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts. improvements recommended 
in the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) have been incorporated into the project 
design, as described in FEIR Chapter 3. General opposition to the project is 
noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 146 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date: 

[EXTERNAL] Del Cerro All Peoples Clwch - 11'636444 
ThLXSday, October 6, 2022 9:07:34 AM 

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

To Whom it may concern; 

146-1 I am writing as a very concerned resident of Del Cerro I, along with every resident 
who lives here, uses the path from the freeway off ramps to Del Cerro Blvd. Building 
a Mega Church - Project Name: All Peoples Church - Project No. 63644 - w ith 100's 
of Participants many (if not every) days of the week would make coming home a 
nightmare! 

We are already impacted with traffic problems from Hearst Elementary, State College, 
and 2 other churches that are in our neighborhood. Building this Church in the most 
impacted traffic areas of our neighborhood would make this impossible. The building 
of this Church itself will cause problems and the fin ished project would be an ongoing 
problem forever! 

Please do not OK this proIect and keep our neighborhood accessible to us, the 
people who live here. 

Thank you, 

Cappie Geis 
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3.1.3.47 Letter I47: Laura Gingras 

 

I47-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 3, which addresses the residential housing policy and the project’s 
land use policy consistency. With regard to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) impacts, the DEIR concludes that the project 
would not double the amount of GHG emissions in the local area or region. As 
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not result in significant 
GHG emissions and would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) by complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies 
outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 
Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR 
Appendix K), which shows that the project would not result in significant 
transportation impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City’s CAP 
and related policies. 

Letter 147 

From: Laura Gingras <laura gingras@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:38 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church/No. 636444 

147
_ 1 Our three main concerns are the same as most people in the community: 

1. Housing Crisis (SD City Councilmem bers, the ones whose vote will determine the fate of this project), 

have all acknow ledged that San Diego i s in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an 
approved 24 unit housing project e titled to t he land. By approving the mega p roject, they are 
esse ntially voting NO on housing. Make it clear the re is a viable alternate project. That is an importa nt 
argument. 

2. San Diego Mun icipal Code, Table 131-048, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically 

d isallows Religious Assem bly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be 

a vio lation of San Diego' s Municipal Code. Additionally, t he Navajo Community Plan does no t adequately 

incorporate or consider appropriate siting of re ligious institutions and would also need to be revised. 

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT (Vehicle M iles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they 

expect 9S% of t he people attending their site to come from out of the area, and then leave the area, in 
essence doubling the greenhouse gas emissions as they ca ter to an audience from out of the area. This 

runs counter t o t he City's Climate Action Plan of reduc1ng greenhouse gas emissions. 

laura Gingras 

6455 Ridge Ma nor Ave 
San Diego, CA 92120 
C: 559-280-5262 
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3.1.3.48 Letter I48: John Larry Granger 

 

I48-1 
The vehicle trips calculated for the project and used in the transportation 
analyses assume the church congregation and staffing will increase over time 
ultimately operating at its 900-seat capacity (refer to trip generation 
information in DEIR Appendix k); therefore, the DEIR does take into account 
congregation and staff growth that would occur in the proposed location. The 
claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the 
evidence. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in 
an environmental analysis. 

I48-2 
Refer to Master Response 3 regarding the residential housing policy in the City. 

I48-3 
The DEIR Section 5.4 addressed all anticipated noise sources. Amplified music 
outside the confines of the church/sanctuary building is not proposed by the 
applicant. DEIR Section 7.1.2 addressed the project’s operational air quality 
emissions and concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 

I48-4 
The traffic signal on College Avenue would increase delays but not cause any 
other intersections to operate poorly, triggering the need for access 
improvements in those other locations. The CEQA determination of significant 
impact is based on the project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT); it does not 
consider whether new delays would be caused along College Avenue. Refer to 
the transportation Master Response 5 regarding VMT, LMA, and the College 
Avenue operational changes. 

I48-5 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 148 

148-1 

From: JLG <grako@att.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 202210:00 AM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Project 636444 

1

1 am writing in opposition to the proposed development at the intersection of the 8 Freeway and 
College Ave. This intersection is the only viable entrance to that freeway from hundreds of 
residents in a large segment of the Del Cerro area. The church, while now at 900 members, will 
only grow if its business plan is successful and that will be a major traffic issue for that area. 
Additionally, while the church services on Sunday which will bring in a large number of cars all 
at once, the organization plans other activities during the week which will substantially add to 
traffic already made more heavy by San Diego State University. 

I4B-2 I The area was zoned for residential housing, and with the supposed housing shortage in San 
Diego, why is the city allowing a business/church to occupy an area where there is an 
a lternative housing plan? 

148-3 I Environmental_ .conce~ns s~ou.ld also addre:5s .no ise. The chu~ch us~s e.lect ronic a~plif.ied. music 
during its services which will clearly be an issue for surrounding neighbors who might never get 
a peaceful Sunday morning any longer. Additionally, the many cars arriving from surrounding 
areas will also increase pollution, noise and disturbances to t he this peaceful community 

148-4 l The addi.tion of a n.ew. traffics. ignal which has been discussed is problem_atic for seve. ra_l 
reasons. The incline between north and south traffic on College Avenue 1s severe and 1s likely to 
present problems 1n implementing. It will also s low the flow of traffic by adding yet another 
lighted intersection within a very short distance to the freeway and beyond to SDSU 
Commuting hours will be a nightma re. 

148-5 I We have lived here for five years. Del Cerro is a w ond.• rf. ul neighborhood that works w ell with 
the current university, synagogue, churches and other community agencies. This is an issue 
about severely reducing the quality of l ife for the families and people who live here. Please do 
not destroy this wonderful area of San Diego by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 

John Larry Granger 
5827 Overlake Avenue 
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3.1.3.49 Letter I49: Toni and Allen Gruber 

 

I49-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. An analysis of the 
project’s transportation impacts was conducted and presented in DEIR 
Section 7.1.12. No significant impacts are identified in the DEIR. 

I49-2 
As correctly stated in this comment, a primary school is not a proposed use. In 
order to operate a school, the church would have to obtain a permit 
amendment through the City. It is speculative to suggest that school would be 
operated on site, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in 
an environmental analysis. 

I49-3 
Neighborhood character was analyzed in DEIR Section 5.5 and determined to 
be a less-than-significant impact; refer to Master Response 4 on neighborhood 
character contained in this FEIR. Refer to the Master Response 6 regarding the 
need for the project. Housing values are not required topics of discussion in 
EIRs. General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. 

Letter 149 

149-1 

From: Toni Donnet <toni.donnet@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 6:06 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church/No. 636444 

Dear Ms. Court.ney Ilolowach, 

My husband, Allen Gruber, and I are Del Cerro Resid ents. \'Ve have been San Diego residents since the 
1970s and Del Cerro resid ents for over 12 years. 

We are very concerned ahout the significanl increase in traffic caused hy a project this large. There a re 
two way~ to enter Del Cerro, the much more efficient entry and exit being fro m College Avenue, where 
traffic issues already exist. 

On most weekday mornings, when SDSU has classes, there is a backup of traffic coming from and going 
onto Highway 8 and College Avenue to get to and from class, to say nothing of the traffic that already 
rnixcs wilh Lhc rcsidcnls leaving Lhc neighborhood Lo go to work. \.'Vit.houl a 900 seal Church , College 
Avenue and Del Cerro Blvd is a very husy inlerseclion. 

\·Vhile the Church itself ,,ill be holding services primarily o n S-unday, there ·will be addit ional use liming 
the week, as well as offices, school classrooms and a m ulti purpose gym that ,\ill undoubtedly be 
utilized during the ·week. This is all additional t raffic into and out of the neighborhood. 

149-2 I Your repor t indicates no intent to create a p1·imary educational school, but it docs no t indicate tliat such 
a n ad<lilional use will not he forLheoming once the Church is huill. With classrooms already includ ed in 
the planned structure, it makes perfect sense to a11ticipate using the facil ity for an educational arm as 
well. 

149-3 Del Cerro is a residential neighborhood and ,vithout question this Mega Project vdll change the 
neighborhood's character, indefinitely. There arc many churches in the neighborhood to satisfy the 
religious needs of the Del Cerro and SDSU resident'>. All Peoples Church is not fulfilling a use that docs 
not already exist 

A :'vlega Project belongs i11 a Commercial setting where housing values will not be ha rmed by its 
-presence. 

Nothing about All Peoples Church belongs at the gates of Del Cerro. The Church obviously wants this 
location in order to have access to and proselytize the man y thousands of SDSL" st udents. 1t benefits 
lhe Church while harming our heauliful neighhorho<xl. 

\'\' e ask that this mega project be reject e<l a nd that the land be use<l in conformity with the Del Ce rm 
neighborhood. 

Thank you. 

Toni a nd Allen Gruher 
5821 Hamplon Court 
San Diego, CA 92120-4501 
619 549 8072 
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3.1.3.50 Letter I50: Lesley Halpern 

 

I50-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. An analysis of the 
transportation effects of the project was provided in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and 
less-than-significant impacts were identified. All of the circulation movements 
outlined in this comment may be available but are not routes the majority of 
church users would take to access the site as shown in the Local Mobility 
Analysis (DEIR Appendix J).  

Letter 150 

From: Lesley Halpern <halpern07@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 9:22 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444 

150-1 After reviewing the EIR and after the church con firming 95% of t heir parishioners would be coming from the 

South (freeway entrances) rather than t he neighborhood, I have great re servations t ha t all those exiting will not 
wait in a que for the light at the main church entrance to t urn left towards the 8 freew ay. They will likely 

become impatient and choose to instead exit the North parking lot right t urn only driveway and w ill be faced 
with 'No U Turns' at t he t raffic Hght at Del Cerro Blvd/College Ave intersections and w ill have to go further into 
the neighborhoods to achieve their U Turns. Also to be considered is that the church has events/services during 

many evenings which could result in backup traffic on College going nort h bound.as many people are no longer 
working from home and utilize the 8 via College Ave to commute. 

Thank you, 

Lesley Halpern 
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3.1.3.51 Letter I51: Bryan Harris 

 

I51-1 
The DEIR studied all of the environmental concerns expressed in this comment 
in Sections 5.1 (Land Use), 5.2 (Biological Resources) and 7.1.7 (Hydrology) and 
7.1.14 (Water Quality). Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative effects. 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6.  

Letter 151 

From: Bryan Harri s <bmhar35(@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2022 2:50 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l peoples church 636444 

Hello, 

I am writino to inform you that I do not approve o f the new development plan in Del 
Cerm. This wi ll oreatly impac t our env ironment, decreasino open space. veoetation and 
water ,·un o ff. Beyond that the traffic patterns w ill be greatly influenced by the new influx 
of cars coming and oo ino. There is also a plan for a 6 story apartment complex In the 
area. Del Cerro is a suburban family neighborhood and sho uld not be changed with all of 
this new construction. 

Thank you, 

Bryan Harris 
5890 del Cerro blvd 
Dan Diego, CA 92 120 
6 19 - 867- 6220 
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3.1.3.52 Letter I52: Shain Haug 

 

I52-1 
Comment noted. 

I52-2 
Project transportation effects are addressed in terms of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The analysis conducted for the project shows that 
the additional trips it would produce would not result in significant impacts 
related to VMT. The turn lanes at the main driveway recommended in the Local 
Mobility Analysis (LMA) would be created by narrowing the College Avenue 
median and not simply by restriping the existing pavement. Since the majority 
of church traffic would occur on Sunday mornings when SDSU is not in session, 
the conditions described in this comment are speculative. 

With regard to neighborhood character, refer to Master Response 4 on that 
issue. As noted in that response, the change in site character is described in 
detail and illustrated in figures that contain visual simulations in DEIR 
Section 5.5; impacts were determined to be less than significant based on the 
City’s significance determination thresholds. The request for deviations from 
the residential zone development regulations allows the church structure to 
create visual interest through the creation of three towers and the retaining 
walls allow the structure to be placed as far as possible from the nearby 
residential neighborhood. Both elements of the design help to minimize the 
project’s character changes. 

Given its historical disturbance and infill location isolated from regional open 
space systems, the site’s existing biological resource quality is low. The project’s 
impact to on-site biological resources was determined to be significant and 
mitigable in DEIR Section 5.2. Mitigation measures would be ensured as 
conditions of approval. 

With regard to hydrology and water quality, the project would construct a series 
of drainage facilities and four biofiltration basins to capture, detain, infiltrate 
and treat runoff produced on site. No adverse impacts to drainage or water 
quality would occur, as described in DEIR Section 7.1.7. Therefore, project 
impacts to drainage flows within Alvarado Creek would not occur, consistent 
with the stormwater regulatory framework and permitting requirements. 

Letter 152 

152-2 

From: Shain Haug <shainh_2000@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, September 17, 2022 12:51 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Tom Marshall <tomarsha@cabrillo.edu>; David Smith 

<david.smlth@eldpinc.com> 

Livingston <dlivings2CXXJ@hotmail.com> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] IR for All Peoples Church/No. 636444 

The following was received this morning from Tom Marshall. He is on the email contact 
list by which I send out information about NCPI to our community My communications 
included the means to access the EIR on the city website. I received this as NCPI 
Secretary and I concluded that this resident's position should be received by the NCPI 
Board. On behalf of the Board I am thanking him for his contribution. 
Shain Haug 

On Saturday, September 17, 2022 at 09:33:05 AM PDT, Tom Marshall 
<tomarsha@cabrillo.edu> wrote, 

I am writing to object to several mistakes and some blatant propagandizing 
included in the EIR for All Peoples Church/No. 636444. I am not an expert 
in all the areas that have caught my attention, but I am a nearly lifelong 
resident and user of the general area where this proposed project would be 
built. I pass through the exact area frequently these days. 

The first and most obvious concern for me is traffic. This project would 
hugely alter the flow of traffic in an already heavily impacted area. The 
intersection of College and Del Cerro could become badly backed up in all 
directions with this insertion of a simultaneous traffic load of three-hundred­
er-more cars at times. The traffic load at Friars Road Cost Co, familiar to us 
all in this part of town, where the city has created a dreadful permanent 
snafu, is usually only thirty or forty cars from each direction at its worst. 
Multiply that by five or more, and you will begin to see the mess being 
proposed. The addition of turn lanes in both directions on College will only 
make this worse with so little room for them or for traffic back-ups beyond 
them. This would be especially problematic down the hill toward the 
freeway. Congestion from SDSU traffic in addition to the regular flow of 
neighborhood traffic is already a problem of noise, air pollution, and 
environmental deterioration. Adding the load of churchgoers would make it 
obscene. The EIR is incorrect in judging these impacts to be negligible, 
way wrong and dead wrong. 
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No evidence has been provided in this comment as to the inadequacy of the 
DEIR Thus, no additional response is required. 

152-2 Linked to these proposed traffic changes is the issue of "neighborhood 
(cont.) character." Neighborhood character is certainly challenging to define, partly 

because it changes, but on-going history is one important key to that kind 
of definition. This project, in terms of history or of present look, is 
undeniably a monstrous change for Del Cerro. Its location, admittedly 
taking advantage of a piece of real estate beside the freeway for 
advertising purposes (v. objective #1 in ES-1 ), stands out immediately as a 
big change. These buildings would be the first thing most people see of Del 
Cerro and would set a completely different tone for the neighborhood, 
calling out for attention and appealing to a very restricted portion of the 
population. The proposal's request for a deviation from the rules that apply 
to everyone else, in order to allow the erection of yet another blatant 
advertisement--the cross, is grossly vulgar. Religious assembly is a great 
freedom guaranteed by our laws, but blatant trumpeting of a particular 
religion is not. This eyesore to most of us would be completely out of 
character with Del Cerro and its history. 

My other big area of contention with this EIR and plan also has to do with 
the "character" of Del Cerro but over a much longer term. This location has 
a major ecological function and practical function as a buffer zone from the 
freeway and for the drainage of this area. The spot is not isolated from its 
larger drainage, though corruptions of the landscape over the years may 
have made it seem so. 

My residence in Allied Gardens over parts of seven decades, my childhood 
habit of fishing at Lake Murray, my presidency at Lewis Jr High involving 
me with the Del Cerro community, and my shopping at what is currently 
Windmill Farms on Del Cerro Blvd, all have put me in touch with the 
landscape in and around the neighborhood of this project. I have watched 
the connected Adobe Falls area nearby fill in and get re-landscaped over 
the years. I am, again, no scientific expert about this, but my acquaintance 
with the landscape and changes brought about by human manipulation 
prompt some strong opinions based on my experience as a kid, a birder, a 
botanist, and now an amateur entomologist. 

As kids, we roamed this area and chased its lizards alongside the 
roadrunners. Del Cerro was minimally developed when I first saw it. The 
freeway was not there yet. We lived just east on Maryland in La Mesa 
where a stream flowed west and connected our neighborhood to Del Cerro 
on the other side of the Murrav dam and on into Adobe Falls. When I later 
lived in Allied Gardens. I discovered that this same flow of water connected 
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152-2 further west through Adobe Falls and on into the San Diego River in 
(cont.) Grantville-and it still does. Broken up now by lot-building, landscaping, 

road-building, flood channels, and culverts, this stream (called Alvarado 
Creek on some maps) is an artery for this nursery of flora and fauna. 

The proposed project is another interruption in this flow and its ecological 
service to the larger natural community Even the current situation, with a 
dirt catchment basin at the freeway end of the property under consideration 
for development, maintains a useful role in the water supply and drainage 
of this area. Adobe Falls is presumably still there, though the immediate 
area is closed to any trespassing by the University and held as the "SDSU 
Alvarado Canyon Ecological Area. " Its ecology includes that whole 
Alvarado Canyon corridor in which the building and paving proposed would 
cut down on absorptive surface by a large percentage. This would affect 
both groundwater and surface flow to the lower creek all the way to the 
river. Areas like this, with year-round or a good seasonal flow, are essential 
lo the life cycles of many local fauna and flora. 

For instance, this year in my corner of Allied Gardens, I have observed 
many of our more bright and beautiful neighbors making use of the nearby 
waters of the river (as they used to also use the creek that ran where Allied 
Road was eventually added onto the neighborhood) for sustenance, 
dwell ing, reproduction, and interaction. These include birds (lcterus 
cucullatus), dragonflies (Libellula saturata), moths and butterflies (Leptotes 
marina), spiders and other "creepy"-crawlies (Peucetia viridans), reptiles 
(Uta elegans}, as well as many many delightful others. These species are 
not protected rarities but everyday parts of our neighborhood. And they are 
not there just for our delectation. Their lives form the natural basis of our 
own. Our sciences are just beginning to uncover the interweavings 
involved. Our regulations have begun to respect them. Spots with water like 
Adobe Falls, Alvarado Creek, and the river bend by the mission support 
these life cycles and demand protection. Spots with infrequent water, like 
the parcel proposed for development, also help by absorbing and slowing 
the westward flow of the water on that drainage and deserve protection as 
well. 

The law provides such protection in many ways, even zoning. One of the 
many reasons why "single-family dwelling" zoning should not be allowed 
deviation is the violation of such important open surfaces for absorption of 
rain. Getting less rain these days makes this even more significant. Every 
square foot covered with an impervious (and often pollutant-laden) 
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152-2 
(cont.) 

surfacing is a danger to us all. This project on this site would become a 
grave danger to this natural nursery area. If only for its damselflies and 
dragonflies, this would be a treasured spot Building the proposed 
monstrosity less than a mile upstream from the sensitive nursery area 
(whatever streaming gets through these days) is a direct offense to the 
local ecology. Where the proposal says "all runoff water from the project 
would be collected and treated on the project site in water quality basins 
and discharged into the city storm water system," it is revealing a gross 
error about the best practice in usage of that water. Polluted by automotive 
leakages, yes, this water should be filtered or diverted, but allowed to fall 
on filtering ground and to enter the local water-cycle this storm-water would 
be the resource that it truly is and should be. 

There has been a history of mistakes in regard to local hydrology, leading 
to the point now where people can hardly see what nature was up to here. 
Mistakes have been made in a number of ways over the years of deciding 
what to do with this stream and its drainage. Cement troughs, dirt drain­
basins, culverts, and roads mar its flow. We cannot allow ourselves to add 
to that. There must be no SOP for this proposed project. Attempts at 
mitigation would only fall short and create further hazards for the Alvarado 
Creek area. Further interruption of the natural vegetation and its long-term 
achieved density would disrupt lives and hydrology there. Though the 
report has it accurately that there are "no wetland or riparian communities 
present on the project site," this site is a link with nearby riparian areas like 
the SDSU preserve; it is what they now call an "ecotone" joining wet zone 
to wet. Causes raised there can affect areas well beyond the boundaries of 
this project's own property. The proposal would create effects all along the 
corridor of Alvarado Creek. Raising the ground level, leveling the ground 
level, paving and building (to cover 41 % of the area-sec 7.1. 7), draining 
away run-off, and other aspects of the proposed project will create small 
natural disasters for the immediate area and downstream. The "Impact 
Analysis" in sections 5.2.4.2 & .3 is simply wrong; it follows a seriously 
flawed logic, a classic fallacy, in saying that the lack of wetlands on the 
project site means the project would have no impact on wetlands. This is 
false and falsifying; it shows that the argument here is falsely framed by the 
proposers and suggests that their ignoring actual cause-and-effect in 
nature may not be mere ignorance. 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
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152-2 
(cont.) 

Specific sections of the EIR where falsifications and fallacies show up 
include 5.5.2.1 (failure to "provide for the long term conservation and 
sustainable management" of resources}, 5.5.4.1 (failure to avoid strong 
contrast with surrounding development or natural features), 5.5.4.2 (failure 
to consider the impact in nature beyond immediate property}, 5.5.6.1 
(failure to consider the full impact of grading on hydrology in and around 
the property), 6.1 (failure to consider wider area, though the SDSU 
Ecological reserve is mentioned), 7.1. 7 (failure to avoid impervious 
covering of ground with 41% coverage, and failure to use water as 
resource}, and 7.4 (causing irreversible changes to landscape in and 
around the property-There has recently been a removal of trees on about 
half of the property, possibly the very trees mentioned in the El R as nesting 
places for the Cooper's Hawk that must be preserved). To approve the 
project would be to go against several existing objectives and regulations 
adopted by the city, mentioned in these EIR sections and elsewhere. 

So, as invited to comment "on the sufficiency of the document in identifying 
and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 
the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated" (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204 }, I must say that the only legal and proper choice 
with this project is to determine that "No Project/No Development" may go 
on. 

Most sincerely, 
Rev. Dr. Thomas C. Marshall 
6885 Cartwright Street 
San Diego, CA 92120 

(619) 582-4230 
ToMarsha@Cabrillo.edu 
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3.1.3.53 Letter I53: Marilyn Hinck 

 

I53-1 
These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. However, the environmental concerns expressed in this 
comment are addressed as potential project impacts in DEIR Sections 5.2 
(biological resources), 5.4 (noise), 5.5 (visual/neighborhood character/lighting), 
and 7.1.7 (hydrology). Where significant impacts are identified, mitigating 
measures are identified to reduce the impacts to less than significant. Although 
the project site is vacant, it is planned for future development in both the 
General Plan and Navajo Community Plan. Refer to Master Response 6 on 
general opposition. 

I53-2 
All project lighting and noise would comply with the City regulations in the San 
Diego Municipal Code. 

I53-3 
Transportation is analyzed in the DEIR Section 7.1.12. The project would not 
result in significant impacts to College Avenue, including its intersection with 
Del Cerro Boulevard, based on the Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) analysis in 
DEIR Appendix K. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue 
operational changes. 

I53-4 
Refer to the Master Responses 1 and 2 regarding cumulative impacts and 
alternative location or use. General opposition to the project is addressed in 
Master Response 6. 

Letter 153 

15:,.1 

153-3 

153-4 

From: Jeff and M aril yn Hinck < jeffandmarilyn@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 7:56 PM 
To: 0 50 EAS <DSDEAS@sanrliega.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444 

I live on Del Cerro Blvd west o f College Ave nue. I oppose this project for the following 
reasons: loss of open space "breathing room" for us. as well as habitat for hawks, 
coyotes an other animals: light and noise intrusion on neighboring residents: and traffic 
and c irculation hazards created by the project. 
First. removal o f this ope n space and its veoetation and paving over or build ino on it 
eliminates permeable soil surfaces. It would eliminate huntino omund for the red tail 
hawks that I reoularly see in that area and disrupt the movement corridor of coyotes as 
well as other animals. These losses cannot be offset by dollars. Nor can dollars prov ide 
the respite of open natural spaces like this one in my neighborhood. 
Second, the kind of lig hting used in public spaces such as this proposed project . would 
surely create light pollution for the residents on Marne Avenue and Glenmont Street. They 
are already impacted by the very bright light ing that has increased on the SDSU campus. 
The noise generated by the mere presence of this project and its stated activities would 
also impact their quality o f life. Quiet peaceful Sunday mornings with a cup oi coffee 
wou ld be no more 
Finally, I am very concerned about the increased traffic and c irculat ion hazards created by 
this project. I don' t want my neighborhood to become the next Point Loma, where 
residents have to plan their window of coming and going because of the impact of the 
Rock Church and Hi-Tech High on trattic in their area. The tratt ic corridor on College 
Avenue has already seen Increasing backups at the Del Cerro Blvd intersect ion and the 1-
8 interchance. Cars regu larly run the red lic ht turning southbound from westbound Del 
Gen o Blvd. Cars also speed down the hill southbound through the light on College 
Avenue. Placino another sional southbound on a downhill curve so close to th e Del Cena 
Blvd intersection does not seem safe . The left hand turn lane wi ll not be able to contain 
the cars stacked to turn and will back up in the through lane. In addition, a proposed 
housing project on Del Cerro Blvd will add more reg ular daily tr ips to this intersection. As 
stated in the EIR. All Peoples Church' s objective is to ·-relocate to a church- owned 
property that has pmxirnity to its existino congregation , including its members in City 
Heights, Mid- Cities, College Area. and Del Cerro." It seems that the current location of 
this church on University Avenue is a better match to where th eir congregants live. 

I wou ld like to urge the Navajo Community Planners and the City Council to reject this 
project. 11 is a bad f it for our neighborhood and would negatively impact our quality of life. 

Respectfully. 
Marilyn Hinck 
5664 Del Cerro Blvd 

Sent from rny iPad 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
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3.1.3.54 Letter I54: Jeff Hinck 

 

I54-1 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. The 
church is permitted within the residential zone, upon approval of a Planned 
Development Permit, as discussed in Master Response 3 on land use policy 
consistency. The City does not have a zone classification for church or religious 
institutions. 

I54-2 
The biological mitigation measures outlined in DEIR Section 5.2 are consistent 
with the City Biology Guidelines and MSCP. The project site is located in an 
urbanized area of the City and is not located within or adjacent to any wildlife 
corridor, including the MHPA. Regarding the biological studies, vegetation 
mapping and a jurisdictional delineation were conducted on site on October 14, 
2014; vegetation mapping was confirmed on April 3, 2019; and sensitive plant 
surveys were conducted on April 9, 2015, and April 3, 2019. 

I54-3 
A new traffic signal would be installed along College Avenue south of the Del 
Cerro Boulevard intersection, as described in DEIR Chapter 3 and 
Section 7.1.12, and would function in accordance with the City standards. The 
claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the 
evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an 
environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College 
Avenue operational changes. 

I54-4 
The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives, as 
described in DEIR Section 8.3.3. 

Letter 154 

154-1 I 
154-2 

From : jeff hinck <jeffandmarilyn@cox.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 2: 59 PM 
To: OS□ EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples church/ No.636444 

I'm a longtime Del Cerro Blvd homeowne r, and I oppose this project for the fo llowing reasons: 

...... The project is not zoned fo r t his type of occupancy, and use. The Church already owns land on 
University Avenue which is zoned for a church occupancy . 

.. .. Two types of sensitive habita t would be destroyed and built over. The mitigat ion measures proposed 
are 

totalty inadequate . 

...... W ildlife corridors between Alvarado Canyon/ Lake Murray dam, and Adobe falls would be 
eliminated . 

... ... The EIR was done during a severe drought period and fails t o note that species counts, and variet ies 
were probably not accurate, Therefore do not represent the t rue character of t he area. 

154-3 I , ..... Proposed t raffic circulation measures ( adding an ext ra stoplight between Highway 8 westbound and 
Del Cerro Blvd} will definitely worsen circulat atterns: in an already extremely busy area. 

154-4 I Thi s: project if built would severely effect the area in a negat ive way. The proper alt erna tive shou ld be 
t he "no project a lte rnative". 

Thank you, 

Jeff Hinck 
5664 Del Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego CA 92120 
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3.1.3.55 Letter I55: Jon Hoidal 

 

I55-1 
These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Transportation impacts of the project are addressed in 
DEIR Section 7.1.12 and would be less than significant. Refer to Master 
Responses 3 and 5 on general opposition and residential housing policy. 

Letter 155 

From: Jon Hoidal < jhoidal@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 2:39 PM 
To: Halowach, Courtney <CHolowac:h@sandiego.gov> 
Cc: Blake, Martha <MBlake@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Del Cerro project 

Dear Courtney, 

155• 1 We are very concerned about the approval of a mega church in Del Cerro. Our area has always been a 
quaint residential area with more than enough traffic that services t he neighboring San Diego State ;;.nd 
Allied Gardens and San Carlos neighborhoods. Adding a huge church we're 95% of all the members are 

not even residential occupants of t he area is insane. Think of the traffic? Additionally, isn' t there a 
housing shortage t hat th is property could help alleviate? I understand it's approved for 24 residences. 

I look forward to seeing what you do in this matter. 

Sincerely 

Jon Hoidal 
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3.1.3.56 Letter I56: John Hood 

 

I56-1 
These comments express general opposition to the project but do not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 on general opposition. 
For the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), City staff identified the intersection of 
College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The 
LMA conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five 
years (2015–2019) at the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro 
Boulevard and concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle 
accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, no safety changes are 
needed at that location. The DEIR Sections 5.4, 7.1.2, and 7.1.12 and included an 
analysis of transportation, noise, and air quality impacts, all of which were 
determined to be either less than significant (transportation, operational noise, 
and air quality) or less than significant with mitigation incorporated 
(construction noise).  

Letter 156 

156-1 

From: j ohn hood <john-hood@cox.net> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 10:38 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Draft Environmental Impact Report SAP No. 24008189 

Draf t Environmental Impact Report 

SAP NO: 24008189 
All Peoples Church/ Project No. 636444 

From: 

Johnny Hood 
6385 Rockhurst Drive 
San Diego, CA. 92120 

Date: Oct. 16, 2022 

To: 
The City of San Diego 
All Peoples Church/ Project No. 636444 

SCH No. 20211100394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 

Council District: 7 

Subject: 
All Peoples Church/Project No. 636444 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Liabilities/ Co nee rns/1 mpa ct 
We in t he community of Del Cerro have grave concerns with density and expansion of t raffic, massive 

architectural structure, Influ x o f population, safety, crime and noise. This community is quiet and friendly, a 
seclusion for retired personnel, we have active supportive organizat ions and groups fo r businesses, (Temple 
Emanu-EI, Phobe Hearst Elementary School, Windmill Farms, KnB Bistro, Chevron Gas Stat ion, Madra Liquor & 
Deli, Taco Kings, Nails Sa lon, Einstein Bros. Bagels, Define U Fitness, and others). 

The traffic flow is minimal at the College Blvd/Del Cerro Blvd, pedestrians/ joggers /pets feel safe crossing at the 
intersection, commuters from Allied Gardens, Del Cerro and San Carlos communities utilizes College Blvd/Del 

Cerro Blvd/Madra Ave. wi th minimal congestio n. 

Jf and when the landscape is altered the Del Cerro community will be impacted w ith heavy traffic, noise, sa fety 

to pedestrians/joggers/pets, air quality from vehicles will e levate; so, w ill t he atmosphere at Phobe Hearst 
Elementary school. Traffic at Phobe Hearst Elementary will increase, safety becomes an issue and concerns; not 

o nly with traffic but homeless personnel/sexual predators. 

Parking spaces w ill be affected, traffic noise w ith parking lots and safety concerns in the vicinity of the 

structure(s) and parking area/lots. The business parking lot w ill be impacted with non-business vehicles, 

sani tation w ith the parking lots will constantly be a problem. 

The population will increase (density) along with unwanted criminal activities/personnel to the businesses and 
educational complex in our Del Cerro community. 
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I56-2 
DEIR Section 5.2 identifies significant impacts to biological resources and 
mitigation to offset those impacts. This comment does not provide any 
specificity with regard to the analysis contained in the DEIR. 

I56-3 
Pursuant to state and local law, the City conducted a consultation with the 
Native American groups as part of the Assembly Bill 52 requirements (refer to 
DEIR Sections 2.4.1.2, 5.3, and 5.6 for additional information. DEIR Section 5.3 
identifies Mitigation Measure HR-1 which requires cultural resources 
(archaeological resources) protection during project construction, including the 
use of a Native American consultant/monitor during soil disturbing and 
grading/excavation/trenching activities. If Native American resources or 
remains are discovered during construction, the mitigation measure further 
outlines specific protocols for involving tribal entities in the evaluation and 
disposition process. Similarly, that same mitigation measure would address 
potential impacts to tribal cultural resources, as stated in DEIR Section 5.6. 
Therefore, measures are in place to protect any Native American resources 
encountered during project construction. 

I56-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition 
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 

156-2 I 
,~, j 

156-4 

Biological concerns; The environmental impact from North 1-8/College Avenue are sanctuary for multiple 
species, birds, rodents and floral and fauna, soil erosion. The ecosystem anywhere is fragile, e limination of one 
or few will impact the environment, the flowering plants are food to many species, pollinators, rodents and 
birds. 

Indigenous cultural resources; The history of the Kumeyaay Nations exist from the mountains to the Pacific 
Ocean, scattered and litters of minute or larger deposits of artifacts are layered beneath the landscape, much 
h~ve been developed ijnd ignored of their presence. Some collecting dus.t in museums across t his country and 

globe. We have to be v igi l to the sensi tivities/presence of Indigenous people " s past histories/cultural traditions 

and ancient sites whenever soil is broken for development. It is proper to inform the Kumeyaay Nations of all 

development of properties and famd in Southern California, they ;;i re relev;;,nt, t he travesty of ossimilation ;;ind 
indoctrination of the Indigenous people is how the land cessions by non-Indians were acquired. 

Summary: 
The State, the City, the County al l have duties and services to the people in the State of California, it is in the 

interest of all voices, the elders, children, adults, veterans that sound, positive judgmental decisions are 
balanced with measured opinions and justifications are considered so the community of Del Cerro to continue to 

prosper in their educational support, provide and support their community businesses, govern self-sufficiency 

for community programs/projects and safety for all. 

Density in population, st ructures and traffic will impede and impact numerous negative elements. 

Your dedicat ions/commitment to your communities and people can be beneficial for progress. 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-125 

3.1.3.57 Letter I57: Aleyda Hoskins 

 

I57-1 
The comment does not contain any specific comments on the adequacy of the 
DEIR. The DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.4, and 7.1.12 do address transportation, 
biological resources, and noise effects from the project. General opposition to 
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic. 

I57-2 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in the Master 
Response 6 on that topic. All project lighting and noise would comply with the 
City regulations in the San Diego Municipal Code. 

I57-3 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in the Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 157 

From: 
To: 
~ = [ EXTERNAL] Al Peoples Oiu'ctl/No. 636444 Subject~ 

Date: Tuesday, October ◄, 202110:28:52 AM 

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

To Whom it May Concern, 

157-1 I am \\.Ti ling as a concemed citizen residing on T ,omond Orive (92120) near the location o /' the 
proposed All Peoples Chucrch project No. 636444. TI1e idea ofa church of this size in the 
d esired area is not sound and ridiculous. 

Anyone that lives in this part of town knows that traffic will be greatly impac ted, Animal 
hahitats will be destroyed. Noise pol1ution \\·ill skyrocket and there is no support for such a 
large venue. The idea that a multi/purpose room and gym is to be made indicates that there 
will be lraffo; all of Lhc titrn .. \ and not mostly on Sundays as the projl..\Cl dc:.R'.riplion depicts. 

157-2 I I am not against houses of worship as there are already many in this area. I am against one that 
will d estroy naturaJ habitats, increase traffic causing more problems. create a brighter night 
wilh light pollution <tn<l contaminate th1..· qui1..·t night ,-..-ith added sound pollution. 

157-3 I I ask that you please consider and decline the project (#636444) that is being submitted. 

Thmlk you. 
Aleyda n os.kins. 
619-787-9506 

.. CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE .. This email communication and any attachments 
may contain confidential and privileged information for the use of the designated 
recipients named above. Distribution, reproduction or any other use of this 
transmission by any party other than the intended recipient is prohibited 
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July 2023 RTC-126 

3.1.3.58 Letter I58: Redelle Hrastich 

 

I58-1 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. Transportation impacts of the project are addressed 
in DEIR Section 7.1.12. 

Letter 158 

158-1 

From: Redelle Hrastich <rhrastich@cox.net> 
Sent: Saturday, October 8, 2022 10:53 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] EIReport 

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

Re: All Peoples Church . -11636444 

I 
Building a church on this site would be a nightmare! Traffic would be insane. it 
would destroy a lovely natural canyon environment. There are plenty of churches 
in this area, All Peoples Church would be better off renovating an already existing 
vacant building .... maybe in Mission Valley. Last year I was hit in my car while 
crossing College Ave/Del Cerro blvd ., by a young man in brand new BMW that ran 
the red light. Nothing good can come of this Church building at this site! 
Redelle Hrastich 
5565 Cambria ct. SD, 92 120 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-127 

3.1.3.59 Letter I59: Loretta Huckabone 

 

I59-1 
Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts. The comments 
provide general concerns and do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Transportation impacts of the project are addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. Master Response 5 also provides detail regarding 
how the VMT analysis is used to address both direct and cumulative impacts, 
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for assessing 
transportation impacts under CEQA. 

Letter 159 

159-1 

From: Loretta Huckabone <loretta.huckabone@cox.net> 
Sent: Saturd,;1y, October 15, 2022 10:32 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: Loretta Huckabone <loretta.huckabone@cox.net> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church I No.636444 

I consider Del Cerro to Now to be one of the finest single-fam ily residential neighborhoods i n San 
Diego. It is now under threa t. 

I originally was not opposed to t he All Peoples Church construction beca use I thought it was better than 
a large apartment constructio n. Now I find we face bot h the possibility of t he church construction and 
aa 6-story apartment building. The approval of the church will cause deterioration of quality of life in 
the neighborhood, cause real estate va lues to drop, and make it more likely that a large apartment 
building wi11 soon fol low. 

The church wil l create traffic congestion and unsat isfactory traffic condit ions on College Avenue. 

The location in w hich the chu rch proposes to build is more suitable for open space, which our city 
needs. 

Loretta Huckabone Per:AII Peoples Church N0.636444 
S6S1 Dell Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-128 

3.1.3.60 Letter I60: Loretta Huckabone 

 

I60-1 
Refer to response to comment I59-1 from the same commenter; no additional 
response is required. 

Letter 160 

160-1 

From: Loretta Huckabone <loretta.huckabone(@cox.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 11:02 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Lo retta Hucka bone <loretta.huckabone@cox.net> 
Cc: Loretta Huckabo ne <loretta.huckabone@cox.net> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church 

Re: All Peoples Church636444 

I believe that Del Cerro is NOW one of the finest single-family residential areas, but it is now under a 

great th reat . 

I originally did not oppose the const ruction of t he All Peoples Church because I felt it was better than a 
large apartment building. Now we are faced w ith not only the construct ion of the church but also a 6-
story apart ment building. The approval o f the church w i11 deteriorate the neighborhood and m ake the 
approval o f the 6-story apartment build ing more likely. 

The church w ill create great traffic problems o n Co llege Avenue. 

Please do not approve the construct ion o f the church. The solution to t he problem of housing is not the 
ruinatio n o f t he nice neighborhoods we al ready have. 

Loretta Huckabone 

5651 Del Cerr o Blvd. 

San Diego 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-129 

3.1.3.61 Letter I61: Sharon Hudnall 

 

I61-1 
These comments are general in nature and do not provide specificity with 
regard to the adequacy of the DEIR. DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.4, 5.5, 7.1.2, and 7.1.6 
address the project’s potential for significant impacts on biological resources, 
noise, air quality, aesthetics and public health. All of the impacts would be less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

I61-2 
The claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the 
evidence. Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding the College Avenue 
operational changes and cumulative impacts. The project does not include 900 
parking spaces, it includes 356 parking spaces, as stated in DEIR Section 3.2.2. 

I61-3 
The project site plan has been reviewed and approved by City Fire - Rescue 
Department staff and ingress and egress would be built consistent with City fire 
code regulations. 

I61-4 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

I61-5 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

Letter 161 

., I 
161-2 

From: Sharon Hudnall <sharonannhudnall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 5:34 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiego .gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Draft Environmental Rer:iort -All People's Church Project (No. 636444} 

As a long- term homeowner and rental property owner in Del Cerro residing 
approximately 2.5 blocks from the proposed site for construction of the All 
People's Church complex, I strongly object to this project. My objections concern 
the EIR draft findings concerning the fol lowing: 

1. Construction of the proposed 54.476 SF building and 71.01 O SF parking facility 
on a 6- acre lot will destroy important green space and wildl ife habitat that 
provides a noise and air quality buffer between the 1- 8 freeway and Del Cerro 
Blvd . as well as adjacent residential streets. Further. the massive, multi-story 
project would impair the valued aesthetic elements of the existing gateway to Del 
Cerro. Further, the project poses a threat to the environmental health of the 
community during and permanently after construction. 

2. The operation of the church wil l contribute to gridlock on College Ave . and Del 
Cerro Blvd during peak hours of service. Further, if a proposed II 4-unit. 6 story 
apartment development is constructed within a very close distance to the church 
lot. the combined projects will add over 1.000 vehicles to that intersection. The 
inclusion of a 900- space parking facility indicates it is not a transit-oriented 
development. Further. the church would draw thousands of attendees largely from 
outside De l Cerro and would not be an amenity primarily benefiting the res idential 
community it impacts. 

161-3 I 3. The site would not provide adequate egress for fi re department vehicles in an 
emergency situation. 

4. The project would not generate ongoing tax revenues for the city commensurate 
with the costs of adding and maintaining infrastructure. If the church is not 100% 
energy conserving through solar power generation. it will be a major non-green 
energy consumer. 

161-5 I In short. th e project does not add essential services or amenities and will 
irrevocably impair quality of life in the Del Cerro community. 

Submitted by: Sharon A. Hudnall 
Address: 6373 Lambda Drive, San Diego, CA 92120 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-130 

3.1.3.62 Letter I62: Sharon Hudnall 

 

I62-1 
Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts. 

I62-2 
These comments speculate as to the traffic and safety impacts of the project. 
The church project would add on average 280 daily vehicle trips to the project 
area; refer to the transportation topical resource regarding trip generation. The 
estimate on vehicles provided in this comment is speculation and not based on 
the City’s trip generation methodology in the Transportation Study Manual. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental 
analysis. No significant transportation impacts are identified in the DEIR. 

I62-3 
The project would require connections to the nearby utility infrastructure. 
However, no infrastructure deficiencies would be caused by the project. 
Comments on the reliability of the grid are speculation and not based on 
information contained in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits 
speculation in an environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 2 on 
cumulative impacts for additional discussion. 

Letter 162 

162-1 

From: Sharon Hudnall <sharonannhudnall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturd,;1y, October 8, 2022 9:21 AM 
To: CouncilMember Raul Campillo <Rau1Campillo@..andiego.gov>; D5D EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAl] Fwd: 6-Story Apartment Complex- Del Cerro Blvd. 

Subject: 6- Story Apartment Complex - Del Cerro Blvd_ 

I share the community's serious concerns regarding the high density apartment 
complex (Cerro House) proposed by Tapestry Development/Jeff Katz and strongly 
oppose this project. 

Del Cerro is already a 'complete community. ' The imposition of a 114-unit 
development was not vetted with area residents and violates all standards of 
sound community planning . The apartments will serve as over- subscribed student 
housing with overflow parking slated for adjacent residen tial streets. including 
Lambda Drive where I live (and which is already serving as a parking lot for the 
apartments on College Ave. behind Einstein Bagel). 

The 6-story mixed use complex is out of place on Del Cerro Blvd. and will 
transform it into an 'urban corridor" similar to the crowded area on College Ave. 
directly adjacent to SDSU. This project is clearly an expansion of the College area 
development plan and entirely out of the Navajo Community Plan scope. 

The demolition and construction phases will be hellacious for nearby residents. As 
you have noted. the impacts on traffic and both pedestrian and drivers' safety at 
the intersection will be grave. If the nearby All People's Church project moves 
forward . th ese negative impacts will double -- and. when combined, will add over 
1,000 vehicles during peak service to the College Ave./Del Cerro Blvd . 
intersection. 

Finally, the infrastructure does not currently exist to adequately support these 
projects. Are we going to suffer a series of major power outages and water/sewer 
service disruptions tor the financial benefit of developers who do not live in this 
community? 

If the Cerro House project is inevitable. it must be reduced in size by 50% or more. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my concerns. 

Sharon Hudnall 
6373 Lambda Drive 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-131 

3.1.3.63 Letter I63: Jeffrey and Michael Hunt 

 

I63-1 
The proposed Community Plan Amendment would add a church symbol to the 
project site; no change to its residential designation or zoning is proposed 
because the City does not have a zone classification for church or religious 
institutions. There are a number of other religious institutions located in the 
residential land use designation within this community (as illustrated in Figure 
24 of the Navajo Community Plan). 

I63-2 
Economic issues are not required to be analyzed under CEQA, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. 

I63-3 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that subject. With regard to transportation issues, refer to the 
Master Response 5 regarding the project’s trip generation, Local Mobility 
Analysis (LMA) and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment. DEIR Chapter 4 
and Section 7.1.2 addressed operational noise and air quality impacts and 
concluded that project impacts would be less than significant. 

I63-4 
Refer to the Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding alternative location and 
residential housing policy. 

Letter 163 

1631 l 
163-2 

From: Jeffrey Hunt < jeffreyhuntsd@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7. 2022 4:07 PM 
To: DSD EAS <OSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No 636444 

All Peoples Church/No 636444 

5902 Ridgemoor Dr. 
San Diego, California 92120 

(858) 525-1010 

An issue that I feel strongly about is the APC's Mega project which they propose to build 
in the residential community of Del Cerro - District 7. 

The community of Del Cer ro is in San Diego's master plan as a single family home residential community 
and has been t hat way for the last 65+ years. The APC w ill be asking t he City Council to vote to 
change the master plan to allow a multilevel commerc ial Mega project t o be built in the residential 
community of Del Cerro. 

The APC has filed for and been granted a 501© (3) nonprofit status from the U.S. Internal Revenue 
Service and subsequently acquired 8.5 acres In the communi ty of Del Cerro. The 8.5 acres is located 
on the east side of College Aven ue on the southeast corner of Del Cerro. This 8.5 acres has been zoned 
residential for over 65 years with property taxes paid to the Count y of San Diego, which the city receives 
a portion of those property taxes. The previous property owner Cal Rich development applied for and 
received perm its to bui ld 24, single-family homes. The City Counci l has previously approved that site for 
those residential homes which required no change to the City's master plan. 

The APC purchased the property in question and plans to file an exempt ion and once granted an 
exemption from the state board of equalization, no property taxes would be forthcoming 
on the property or improvements o n the property. All would be removed from the County tax rolls 
yielding no property tax revenue for the County, City, or State of California. This wi ll result in additional 
costs on the city without addit iona l revenue coming in to cover the costs of providing additional city 
services to this facility. 

The purpose of this letter is to ask you to not approve the APCs requirement to change the master 
plan to then force this massive i ndustrial project onto the residential community of Del Cerro. The APC 
mega project wil l drast ically alter the character of the community and generate traffic jams. I believe 
that the traffic impact aspect of the completed Environmental Impact Report by the ACP is 
misleading. There will be more car trips than projected. More traffic means more congestion and air 
and noise pollution. 

The APC project w ill be better suited in one of San Diego's existing commercial/industrial 
zones. The existing proposal for 24 residential homes wi ll not impact traffic adversely and will crea te 
thousands of dollars in property tax revenues, which will benefit San Diego. ln addit ion to the property 
taxes, these homes would generate sales taxes as well. Keeping t his pro perty zoned to residential will 
be a better fit, won't creat e any burdens for the community of Del Cerro and the City of San Diego, and 
will provide much needed housing during a time of a historical housing shortage. 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-132 

 

I63-5 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
issue.  163-5 I W e urge the city co uncil to vote no and not to approve the APCs requ irements to change the city' s 

master plan and allow a large institution in th is community. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey & Michael Hunt 

Del Cerro Reservoir 

Attachments: APC Letter 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-133 

3.1.3.64 Letter I64: Cheryl Irick 

 

I64-1 
Building housing is not one of the project objectives stated in DEIR 
Section 3.1.1. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved 
on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have 
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. 

I64-2 
The DEIR Section 5.5 is correct in stating there are no officially-designated 
public view corridors identified in the Navajo Community Plan (refer to DEIR 
Section 5.5.1.4). DEIR Section 5.5.1.1 notes that the property contains native 
habitat that is currently undeveloped and vacant. DEIR Section 5.5.2.2 and 
revised Table 5.1-2 both refer to applicable policies in the Community Plan that 
place value on natural amenities, including open space, in the community. The 
project site is not designated or zoned as open space. Historically, the site was 
graded and developed through the construction and/or widening of College 
Avenue and widening of I-8 in the 1960s. 

The analysis contained in the DEIR Section 5.5 applies the City’s adopted 
significance determination thresholds for Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
Character. Visual quality and neighborhood character changes associated with 
the project would not result in significant impacts, as discussed in Master 
Response 4 on that subject. 

I64-3 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts. 

I64-4 
The DEIR Chapter 3 states that the church would contain up to 900 seats with 
accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose 
room/gym). This capacity is reflected in the project application. Changes would 
require an amendment to the permit, triggering a new discretionary review. 

Letter 164 

164-2 

164-3 

From: Cheryl Irick <cirick@me.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 7:01 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Co uncilMember Joe Lacava <Joe LaCava@sandiego.gov>; 

Councilmember Jennife r Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen 
Whitburn <StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Counci lMember Raul Campillo 
<RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember M arni van W tlpert <MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; 

Blake, Martha <MBlake@sandiego.gov>; Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; 

CouncilMember Sean Ela-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; Councitmember Vivian Moreno 
<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 

<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov> 
Cc: Mike Irick <irick@csusm.edu> 

Subject; [EXTERNAL] Al l People's Church 

To The City of San Diego 

We are twenty~three year residents of Del Cerro and are w riting to voice our strong opposition to the 
project known as the All Peoples Church. We believe the area should be used for housing and was zoned 
as such. 

We find the Environmental Impact Report {EIR) lacking for a number of reasons which we will articulate 
as briefly as possible. 

In 8 .4 .1.1 and 8 .4.2.1. the report ind icates that the proposed site of the church is not a designated view 
corridor and that there would be no impact to a designated scenic vista if the project is completed. This is 
somewhat circular reasoning and suggests that open space, in and of itself, is not a scenic resource. We 
respectful ly disagree. 

Del Cerro is a relatively sleepy, peaceful, res identia l neighborhood. The Community Plan ensures that it 
will s tay that way. The proposed site provides a natura l, unobstructed, uncluttered expanse which is 
consistent with the nature of the community. It gives a sense of dis tance from highway. That has value to 
the residents which w ill be destroyed by using the open space for a large project. 

Del Cerro is not highly developed and the residents, by a wide margin, do not wan t it to be highly 
developed_ Filling a canyon with a 54,476 square foot church and 71,010 square foot parking structure 
changes the visual quality and neighborhood character in ways which the EIR simply does not address 
The fact that the location isn't a designated view corrk:lor does not mean that the location doesn't provide 
a view . 

T hat area is, in some ways, the ~front porch" of the community. We are a quiet somewhat concealed 
neighborhood, tucked away in central San Diego: one of the most desirable communities in the c ity. 
Approving the project w ill turn the area into something much busier and less desirable than what we know 
and love as Del Cerro. This is partic ularly true in light of the proposed construction of a s ix-story 
apartment complex just around the corner from the proposed church: another unwanted variation from the 
community plan 

If our e lected representatives are unable or unwilling to protect our neighborhoods as the residents of 
these communities choose, then these rep resentatives are not serving the people who elected them. 

The proposed church w ill also significantly impact the f low of traffic into and out of Del Cerro. A lthough 
the proposal is alleged to include only minimal activity at the church during the week, it is inconceivaOle 
that the owners will not at some point attempt to use the facility to its full capacity. What is not now 
proposed can be added later with little to no consideration for the residents, the community . and w ithout 
meaningful public input. Therefore, w e object to the approval of the project on the grounds that the 
reasonably foreseeable uses of the structures exceed what is represented and considered by the 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-134 

 

I64-5 
The trip generation cited in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K factors in 
both an increase in staffing as well as growth in its congregation from current 
levels. Refer to response to comment I33-2 on the same subject. The claims 
made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence. 
However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an 
environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College 
Avenue operational changes. 

I64-6 
An objective of the project is to serve the existing church congregation, which 
includes residents of City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area and Del Cerro. The 
church would not result in significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 
relocating to the site as both the existing and proposed locations are within the 
City. The project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by 
complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the 
project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Section 7.1.5 and DEIR 
Appendix B). 

I64-7 
Refer to the response to comment I64-1. Refer to Master Response 6 on the 
purpose and need for the project. 

164-41 
(cont) 

164-5 

164-6 l 
164-7 

EIR. The willingness of the EIR to accept at face value what the developers have represented 
demonstrates a failure of the review process and unreasonably favors applicants who wish to 
deviate from a community plan for their own purposes. 

We find ttiat the El R's assessment of traffic impact is sorely lacking in a number of respects. First and 
foremost, it is inconceivable that the Church does not anticipate growth of its congregation as a result of 
being in a larger facility. More congregants equals more revenue. The failure of the EIR to anticipate 
congregation growth is a fatal flaw in the review process and represents a failure to anticipate 
reasonably foreseeable uses of a project which already deviates from the Community Plan. 
Accepting the current membership of the Church as its guide, the EIR contains, on its face, an 
undercounting of potential congregants and a flawed assessment of the project's impact on the 
community. 

Traffic on College Avenue and traffic entering and exiting Highway 8 will be significantly impacted by 
having a light-controlled intersection so close to the entrance and exit ramps. The westbound Highway 8 
exit at College Avenue is already difficult to navigate as there is a short lane to allow traffic exiting 
Highway 8 to merge onto College Avenue. An intersection just off the freeway will not only make it more 
difficult to merge onto College, but will also result in the backup of traffic on the exit ramp and, potentially 
Highway 8 itself 

Notably, the light controlled intersection would have the unusual distinction of being built simply 
for the benefit of a single business. That is an irresponsible use of land, public funding, tax 
dollars, and City investment of time and resources. We are unable to identify any other light 
controlled intersections in this area which only serve one business. 

If th is project were serving the existing residents of the community, perhaps the analysis would be 
different. Its possible there would be more community support for it. In fact, The Local Mobility Analysis 
Report indicates that only about 2% of the congregation of the Church lives in the 92120 zip code. 
Approval of the project would run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan to reduce greenhouse gas 
emIssIons 

Additionally; in the midst of the housing crisis the City is attempting to address, it would be an act of pure 
hypocrisy to take this land, which is approved for a 24-unit housing development, and hand it to a church 
instead. There is simply no justification for approval of a project which w il l have such a g reat impact on 
the community but which, because of its religious purpose, will contribute zero revenue in the form of 
property taxes to support itself and the surrounding community. This is especially relevant given the 
negligible percentage of Church members which are actually part of this community . 

The City should decline to approve this project for all the reasons stated above. It's a project which isn't 
consistent with the community plan, would remake and redefine the entrance to our neighborhood, 
increase traffic congestion, run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan and attempts to address a 
housing shortage, and would burden the area with a business serving people who do not live in and 
contribute to the community 

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Mike Irick 
Cheryl Irick 
Residents of Lomond Place 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-135 

3.1.3.65 Letter I65: Donna Janzen 

 

I65-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Responses 5 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project and 
transportation. 

Letter 165 

165-1 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date: 

~ = [EXTERNAL] Al Peoples Oiu'ctl/No.636444 
ThLXSday, October 6, 2022 11:17:55 AM 

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

We strongly oppose this project. The proposed area will be unable to accommodate the 

traffic created by the project. There is one way in and one way out of the neighborhood 

which is already congested. 

We live on Lambda Drive and constantly have cars unsafely swinging onto our street to change 

direct ion as no U-turn is allowed at the intersection of College & Del Cerro Blvd. or at College 

& Lambda Drive. This dangerous driving will only be exacerbated if this proJect moves 

forward. There have been several accidents and we worry that these numbers wi ll only 

increase as the traffi c does. 

This is a small community that is a lready facing chal lenges w ith congestion due to the ease of 

access to the freeway from neighboring communities and SDSU. The last thing we need is 

1,000 plus additional cars adding to this existing problem. 

It is our deepest hope that this project is relocat ed to another part of San Diego. 

Warm regards, 

Donna Janzen, B.A. Gerontology 

Eldercare Consultant 

Senior Care Referral Specialists 

Office: 760-306-7778 

Ce ll: 619-405-4175 

f.ix: 888-240-4949 

Email: danna@SRcareinfo com 

Website: www SRcacelofq mm 

We are a FREE referral agency to assist you, your frioods or your clients find senior care and resources 7 days a 

week. Please do not keep us a secret -we love what we dol 

Senior C.t "e Referra l 5pecia lisls. r,rovides ecuc.atio•1 Jboc1l '.Ind referra s. l o Sl"6 :x •1ousirg 2n:1 c.:ire op.ions. CtJr ro e is .o 

~rovide information an::J opt-ors tnc1t may b€-st r-eet t he fami y er c ·ent's stated 1"01..si1g or : h ical needs, :i1..dget and 

x .>. jon r:re ferer ce\ inv:)h, ed in the ~eJrCh. FJc"lities or agencie\ may :Je ·nc ude::i in our <.ervice i " l 1ey '.Ire ap::iror:r ia.ely 

i:ensed (as -equire c) by the ccu1ts,- and state. Wede r ct o~ erate er !",:1....-e ar v cwrership ir t eres:s in any cft!" e 'aci ities o­

;.: i,;t"1::it-':i : o wti·d1 w~ r efer. In order t c prt.'vi:Je oor ~ervi(es tG (CJIRmer~ ' -ee o f d n rge, we .ire re·mbJr~e:J l:y t he fo:.:irtie:; 

er agen2iH \\•ith w!"or- we 1av~ a re'e---al agreement . Acc:i-d ir g tc cu- .c:g-eement wi: !" t 1ese fccill: ie-s ar d agencies, t 1ey 

rn.iy nut ( lmr~e ·nore L-.i~ec :x1 our referr;,il ·ebti1.,'f1ship tt.'CU' refe· ·.ib :t,,;,1 ~u thUsie mJt re'e··ed 'JY u~, ;.: ric if sud · ;.: n 
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a leg,.1tior is m?de ;.nd :::ro·.·en, it is g·otmd5 for i11me::: ic1te termincfon of OU' refe-rc1I re ,.1tiors1ip w·th tl"e pa·ti:;:ip.;fng 

fclc'lity or cl~e1cy. '-Ne de 1cl enco·~e or rerorn11end ony facilily or ajl,eney as we believe ' l is lhe ronsuner's resp.J1sibilily .c 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-137 

3.1.3.66 Letter I66: Vivienne Jarvis and Joe Shapiro 

 

I66-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines 
its opposition to the project; refer to Master Response 6 regarding general 
opposition in the FEIR. The transportation concerns expressed in this comment 
are noted, but do not provide specific feedback on the analysis provided in the 
DEIR. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) with regard to the DEIR analysis of transportation impacts. No hydrology 
impacts are identified in the DEIR due to the construction of a series of 
drainage improvements and biofiltration basins that would capture and treat 
runoff from the property. With regard to on-site trees, project construction 
would result in a net increase of 92 trees (DEIR Section 3.2.7). 

Letter 166 

166-1 

October 16. 2022 

City of San Diego 
Development Services Center 

1222 first Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

ATT: COURTNEY HOLOWACH, email: DSDEAS@SanDiego.gov. 

Re All Peoples Church, Project No. 636444 Draft EIR Council District 7 

Thank you for the opportunit y t o provide feedback on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

{EIR): We are strongly opposed t o any bu ilding on t he above-mentioned ca nyon located in a 
primarily family-friendly, single-family housing community. In our current configuration, Del 

Cerro is facing significant potential environment al challenges as noted in the Draft EIR Report. 
In essence, there are significant potentia l traffic pressures to be addressed that can increase 
challenges with traffic flow, exhaust from traffic and increased noise. 

Thousands of students t ravel these roads and the bridge to/from SDSU daily. The suggest ed 
building of a church, construction of a two-level parking lot and meet ing additional resource 

needs of t he proposed project is likely to present new/increased environmental demands and 

challenges. The project is planned for implantation in a small natural canyon that currently 
assists with water flow and absorption during spel ls of heavy rain. 

The p roject is planned for implementation in a very awkward location for traffic on College 
Avenue with addit ional traffic from church goers and people seeking assistance at t he church. 

This could not only increase traffic congestion but also increase potential traffic accidents and 
environmental challenges. Ideally, t his area should not be bui lt on if we follow what we have 

learned from many man-made environmentally re lated disasters that we have been 
experiencing all over the country & t he world, All recommended findings of the Draft EIR m ust 

be add ressed. 

We not only need existing trees but also additional trees and areas for recreatio n and for 

wildlife to survive. If t he canyon and others like it are made in to park areas that would g ive 
families/students a place to congregate while caring for the environment. Del Cerro as well as 

other areas in San Diego need to increase environmental improvements rather than hinder 

them. 

Sincerely. 

Vivienne Jarv is 
Joe Shapiro 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-138 

3.1.3.67 Letter I67: Dave Jones 

 

I67-1 
DEIR Chapter 3 states that the church would contain up to 900 seats with 
accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose 
room/gym). This capacity is reflected in the project application and would be set 
as part of the project permits. Changes would require an amendment to the 
permit, triggering a new discretionary review. Conjecture on potential uses 
beyond what has been proposed by the applicant are speculative in nature and 
not reflective of the application, design and site plan submitted to the City. 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
subject. 

Letter 167 

167-1 

From: Dave Jones <dave@verantgroup.com> 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 17, 2022 4:29 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAl ] Al l Peoples Church; pro ject No. 636444 

Dear Courtney Hotowach: 

The purpose of this email is to st rongly oppose t he All Peoples Church project currently pro posed for the 
Navajo community plan area w it hin council d istrict 7. This proposal is extremely short-sided and fu ll of 

wordsmit hing. For example, t he project notes t hat small group act ivit ies may occur on W ednesdays, 

Saturdays, and o ther days of the week. They do not lim it the occupancy of said even ts and have left t he 
impact to residents very open-ended as a di rect result. Moreover, t hey note t hat t here is no current plan 
for primary educatio nal schoo l spaces proposed but they fu lly understand t hat outreach programs, 
Sunday and Saturday school programs, etc are not primary educat ion program s but sti ll leave a lasting 

impression on local residents. 

W e do not have t he freew ay access, nor t he st reet access, to p roperly house t his p roject. Their w ebsite 

alo ne (https://a llpeopleschurch.org/aboutfstaff/) m entio ns programs fo r babies t hrough fift h grade, 

freedom minist ries, community events, churchwide groups and youth p rogram s. That a lone te lls you 
t hat t hey p lan to be in full swing well beyond Sundays. As such, we need a better plan in place to house 

900 people an addit ional six days a w eek or this proposal m ust be denied accord ingly. Del cerro Blvd and 
Madra a lone are int egral pat hways for all Del Cerro and Allied Gardens residents. As curren t ly pr esented 

this Church does nothing but clog the initial artery in and out of our beloved neighborhood. 

Thank you so much for your time and please help us d irect t his project t o an area far more appropriate 

moving forw ard. Have a great rest of your week! 

Sincerely, 

VAVIVJONES 

VERANT GROUP I Bor.Restooront.Entertoinment .Developm ent 

51'15 Morena Place 
San Di~, CA92110 
C 619-347-825-'i 
E Ljgvq@vQ{Qf)IQiP\,P COil) 
W verpntqrQup 1~om 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-139 

3.1.3.68 Letter I68: Candy Kalman: September 22, 2022 

 

I68-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines 
its opposition to the project, which is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
topic. The transportation concerns expressed in this comment are noted, but 
do not provide specific feedback on the analysis contained in DEIR 
Section 7.1.12. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT).  

Letter 168 

168-1 
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3.1.3.69 Letter I69: Lia Jones-Karavokiris 

 

I69-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines 
its opposition to the project. Refer to Master Response 6 on the subject of 
general project opposition. 

Letter 169 

169-1 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date : 

Lia ]QneS-KaravQkiris 

= [ EXTERNAL] Al Peoples Oiu'ctl/No.63644 

ThLXSday, October 6, 2022 11:56:13 AM 

** lllis email camt: from an extmnal source. Be: cautious abuut dicking on any link~ in th is e1m1il or upt:n ing: 
anac.htnentl'i. t,i, 

Tiic City of San Diego 
Development Service<, IJepartment 

RE: All I'cupks Chun:h.-No.63644Nav<1jo Planning Arca 

TI1c t(lllo\ving corn1nc"llt!'. rckr to tlic allOYc-rcforcnccci project located :i: block'> f rom die lw:imc I own on I ambda 
Drl\·c: 

After carefully reviewing the environmental impac-t !'.OJdy, .=tnd given my 15-ycar local commcl'cial rcf'll C!'.latc 
Jc, ·dopmcnl anti manc1gcmr.,11t c,m:cr, this prujcr.;l docs nut appcar suilabk for lhc communil) ' where I h..wc rcsid.:<l 
with my famil y for seven year<,. In addition to significant environmental impact concerns, the planned use does not 

rctlccl the need'!- or dc"ires ofthc neighbo rh(l(l(l . Strong eon"i~k ration ~ould be for thos.c who live in tile community 
<laily an<l pri.:kr other u~s . cspccia li)- for such a large, ccn tndly located property situ:ttc<l at the cntram:e lo Dd 
CetTo. I have not rleard that any()ne a1,pnwes this pr~ject for vario us reasons. I 've al~o heard frnm realtors tl1at w me 
fami lies arc 11ot buying homes i 11 the 11cigllborhood because they tear thi'!- J)fOjcct w ill be approved. Unfortuna tely, 
giv.::n my cxpcricncc. this proj..:ct m.ty :.park the tli.'<:lioc ufwhal i:. one of San Diego's most lrCi1Surctl 
neighhorl1ood'i. Respectfully, please do not approve thi~ project . 

Lia fom.,-s•Kanwoklri:. 
l\.fasters of Public Administration Candidate 2022 
TI1c Un ivcr'!-ity of Southern C'aliforni~, Sol Price Scliool of P11blic Policy 

Luca, Karavoldris 
Cnitcd Srntcs Marine Corp 
V),f-22 Pilot 
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3.1.3.70 Letter I70: Karen Kawamoto 

 

I70-1 
This comment does not accurately reflect the entitlements being sought by the 
applicant cited in DEIR Chapter 3. The project would not rezone the property, 
nor is the applicant seeking to amend the residential entitlements approved on 
site by the prior property owner. Instead, new entitlements are being 
requested, including a Community Plan Amendment, Planned Development 
Permit and Site Development Permit, as described in DEIR Chapter 3. The San 
Diego Municipal Code has provisions to allow projects to propose waivers or 
exceptions to underlying zoning regulations, provided the permit findings can 
be made. Refer to Master Response 3 addressing land use policy consistency 
for the project. 

I70-2 
The residential housing policy in the region is not a CEQA topic; refer to the 
Master Response 3 on the subject. 

I70-3 
Project transportation impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12, as well as 
DEIR Appendix K. Based on the City’s Transportation Study Manual and staff 
guidance, a significant traffic impact would not occur. Master Response 5 
regarding the College Avenue operational changes addresses the additional 
delays that could be experienced by area residents with the project traffic, 
which are not relevant to the CEQA analysis but are provided in support to the 
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) as discussed in the transportation Master 
Response 5 on VMT and LMA. Refer to the Master Response 2 regarding 
cumulative impacts under CEQA. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is 
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met 
on site when the project exceeds the City’s parking requirements. 

Letter 170 

170-2 

170-3 

From: Karen Kawamoto <karen kawamoto@yahoo.c:om> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 5:08 PM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNA L) Environmental Impact Report Project #"636555; Project Name: All Peoples 
Church 

Development Services Departmenc 
City of San Diego 

Re: Proj ect Name: All Peoples Church 
Project Number: 636444 

These comments are in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by All 
Peoples Church to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples Church is 
requesting to amend t he permits that are currently permitted and zoned as RESIDENTIAL. They wa nt 
it to be amended and be permitted to construct and operate a very large {54,476 sf) 
church/sanctuary building - NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current zoning is for low-density residential (RS 
1-7) which according to the San Diego Municipal code, explicitly does not allow for religious 
assembly. 

There are many reasons that this should not be allowed to be changed. The very first and foremost 
being that the City of San Diego has stated many times that we are in a severe housing crisis. In fact, 
the Union Tr ibune dated September 28, 2022, printed the article: "Housing crisis prompts first 
joint San Diego county-city meeting in decades .. The article states "IC will be rhe first time in more 

lhon 22 years lhot lhe Son Diego City Council and the Son Diego Counry Boord of Supervisors hove held o 

joint meeting, and only the second such meeting in nearly 32 years. Leaders said Wednesday chat such a 

meeting is necessary because of the severit'j of the housing crisis and its impact on the economy, 

homelessness, social equity and general quality of life." 

This alone should be reason enough that the current zoning for up to 24 residential 
homes should not be amended to non-residential properties. It is zoned for housing, not retail, not 
religious, not anything else! In our dire need for housing, we need to keep zoning that is reserved for 
housing FOR HOUSING, and not a llow it to be amended. 

Another huge concern is the t raffic that a project of this magnitude will create. I live on Lambda Dr., 
which is one street north of Del Cerro Blvd. There is already a large amount of traffic on College Ave 
going north and south daily. All day, every day, people try to avoid the intersection of College and 
Del Cerro Blvd {because of congestion and traffic jams) and drive down our street instead. Our 
street is quite narrow, so getting in and out of our driveway can be very dangerous as people speed 
by. If a large church is built, ON COLLEGE AVENUE, that includes a sanctuary, classrooms, offices, 
gymnasium, multi-purpose room, etc, the traffic on College w il l be increased immensely. The 
morning commute, SDSU traffic, afternoon commut e, and daily getting on and off the 8 freeway will 
only get worse and more dangerous if a large religious entity is added to the neighborhood! In 
addition to All Peoples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one block 
from College Ave. Due to the outrageous allowance that the City of SD (and now, the State of CA) 
allow high density residences that do not need to have parking for all the residents, the traffic and 
parking all around our quiet neighborhood of Del Cerro will be strongly affected. FOR THE WORSE, 
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I70-4 
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project 
evaluates where improvements are required for site access and to determine 
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that 
surrounds the project site, but not to assess impacts under CEQA. City staff 
identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a 
systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of the accident history 
for the latest available five years (2015–2019) at the intersection of College 
Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no specific pattern of 
pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, no 
safety changes are needed at that location. As noted in that access analysis, the 
greatest traffic volumes would occur on Sundays when less traffic is using the 
local roads and no children would be walking to and from school. A signalized 
intersection would be provided at the main driveway to the site, which does not 
necessitate a U-turn movement. The circulation movement outlined in this 
comment may be available but is not a route the majority of church users 
would take to access the site as shown in the LMA (DEIR Appendix J). 

I70-5 
An objective of the project is to serve the existing church congregation, which 
includes residents of City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area and Del Cerro. 
Alternative locations, such as suggested in this comment, would not achieve the 
basic of objective of serving the church's current congregation. Refer to Master 
Response 1 on the alternative location and use subject. 

I70-6 
Installation of the new traffic signal would not result in significant delay, as 
described in Master Response 5 regarding College Avenue operations, which is 
no longer a metric used for assessing transportation impacts as outlined in the 
Master Response 5 on VMT. 

I70-7 
The church use is what would generate new traffic while the parking structure 
would be an ancillary structure to the church and not produce its own traffic. 
The structure would exceed the City’s parking requirements by 37 spaces to 
make sure it captures the peak demand associated with holiday services (i.e., 

170-4 

170-5 I 

170-7 

170-8 

More cars and more tra ffic equal more dangerous roadways. There is an elementary school located 
about 2 blocks from College Ave on Del Cerro Blvd, Hearst Elementary. Every morning and afternoon 
children are walking to school. There are soccer games and softball games played in the back of the 
school, on Lambda Dr every weekend. Traffic that All Peoples Church will create will make it 
significantly more dangerous for the children in the neighborhood walking to/from and around the 
school. The traffic light that exists traveling north on College at Del Cerro Blvd. does not allow a LI­
Turn option for reasons of safety. So, where are the church members and staff supposed to turn 
around to get to the freeway? They will turn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd, and drive through the 
neighborhood causing more traffic and safety issues. The project applicant expects 95% of the 
congregation to be f rom OUTSIDE of Del Cerro. The church is nm a community church, thus not 
creating or enhancing any community benefits. That just means they could build their church 
anywhere in San Diego since virtual ly all of the members are driving, not walking to the church. 
There are other areas in San Diego that could easily house the church. One close by - the old Fry's 
Electronics building is vacant, has a large parking lot already available and is close to f reeway access, 
This is just one site of MANY that are located in and around San Diego. There are several community 
churches already located in Del Cerro that have many congregants that live in the neighborhood. 

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them ingress and 
egress. Another light on College will just cause more traffic, and for it to be backed up on College 
Avenue going north and south! The off-ramp from 1-8 is too close, and it is a merge from 1-8 West 
that is already dangerous! The city has changed the off ramp several times due to the problems 
associated w ith merging onto College Ave. In addition, the traffic every day gets backed up to Del 
Cerrn Blvd for people going over to SDSU or getting on 1-8 west off of College Ave. If there is another 
light mid-way, t raffic will back up fur1her and cause more congestion and again, an unsafe roadway. 

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for 
residential use only. Al l of these buildings and structures will greatly increase the t raffic and because 
the buildings are trying to be located in a residential neighborhood, all the homes that are on Marne 
Avenue wil l be affected greatly. Their privacy wi ll be largely impacted. The noise and pollut ion from 
the thousands of congregants and their cars, in addition to any large gatherings outside the 
buildings will greatly affect the neighbors on Marne Ave, Many of the residents have lived in their 
homes since they were built in the 1950's and 1960's. Since the property is currently zoned for 
HOUSING, if homes were built, the impact of cars and people would be minimal. As it should be. 

We purchased land and then buil t our home on Lambda Dr in 2000. We have raised 3 children here, 
while they attended the lac.al schools, played sports with the neighborhood kids, and one of our 
children attended SDSU. We are happy to live in this ~bedroom" community that is safe and friendly. 
When we built our home, we knew of the requirements on the height of our home - not to exceed 
30 f t All Peoples Church wants t o change the zoning from residential, in a residential neighborhood, 
and to be able to increase the height limitations to over 30 feet The change in zoning should not 
be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has a current plan approved by the City of 
San Diego t o build homes on the property. It should not be amended. Please leave the zoning as 
residential and do not approve the proposed project number 636444. 

Thank you. 
Karen Kawamoto 
6311 Lambda Dr. 
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Easter and Christmas). All of the potential impacts identified in this comment, 
including traffic, noise and air quality, are thoroughly addressed in the DEIR and 
related appendices. DEIR Sections 5.4, 7.1.2, and 7.1.12 conclude that project 
impacts to these topics would be less than significant, with mitigation only 
required for construction noise. The project design was developed to minimize 
its perceived intrusion into the local community by placing the church in the 
southernmost and lowest elevation of the site, recessing the parking structure 
into the topography below grade, and providing excessive landscaped 
screening atop the parking structure and along the eastern property line 
behind the homes along Marne Avenue. Building housing is not one of the 
project objectives; however, the prior housing development approved on site 
was analyzed in DEIR Section 8.4.2 and its impacts are similar to the proposed 
project. 

I70-8 
The project would not rezone the property because the City does not have a 
zone classification for church or religious institutions. Residential zoning would 
remain intact. Refer to Master Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency 
as it relates to this comment on zoning. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding 
general opposition to the project. 
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3.1.3.71 Letter I71: Rebecca Kawamoto 

 

I71-1 
The project application does not amend the prior property owner’s permits. 
Instead, new entitlements are being requested, as described in DEIR Chapter 3. 
With regard to the project’s consistency with City land use policy, refer to DEIR 
Section 5.1 and Master Response 3 on the subject. The residential housing 
policy is also addressed in the Master Response 3. Refer to the Master 
Response 2 on cumulative impacts. Refer to the Master Response 6 on the 
subject of general project opposition. Refer to the response to comments I70-1 
through I70-8 for specific responses to these same comments. 

Letter 171 

From: Karen Kawamoto <kb3kids@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 5:09 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNA L) Draft EIR for Project No : 636444; Project Name: Al l Peoples Church 

Develo pment Services Depa rtment 

City of San Dlego 

Re: Project Name: A ll Peoples Church 

Project Number: 636444 

171-1 These comments are in response to the dra ft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by All Peoples Church 
to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples Church is requesting to amend t he 
pe rmits that a re curre ntly permitted and zoned as RESIDENTIAL The y want it to be amended and be permitted 
to const ruct and operate a very large (54,476 sf) church/sanct uary build ing - NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current 
zoning is for low-density residential (RS 1-7) which according to the San Diego M unicipal code, explicitly does 

no t allow for re ligious assembly. 

There are many reasons that t his should not be allowed to be changed. The v ery first and foremost being t hat 
t he City of San Diego has stated many t imes that we are in a severe housing crisis. In fact, the Union Tribune 

dated Septem ber 28, 2022, printed t he article: " Housing crisis prompts first joint San Diego county-city 
meeting in decades" The article sta tes «tt w it/ be the first time in more than 22 years that the San Diego City 
Council and the San Diego County Boord of Supervisors have held a joint m eeting, and only the s econd such 
meeting in nearly 32 years. l eaders said We dnesday that such a m eeting is necessary because of the severity of 
the housing crisis and its impact on the econom y, homelessness, social equity and general quality of life." 
This alone should be reason enough t hat the current zoning fo r up to 24 resident ial ho mes should not 

be amended to non-residential properties. It is zoned for housing, not retail, not religious, not anyt hing else ! In 
o ur dire need fo r housing, we need to keep zoning that is reserved for housing FOR HOUSING, and not allow it t o 

be amended. 

Another huge co ncern is t he t raffic that a project of t his magnitude w ill create. I live on Lambda Dr ., which is one 

street north of Del Cerro Blvd. There is a lready a large amount of traffic on College Ave go ing north and sout h 
dai ly. All day, every day, peo ple t ry to avoid the in tersect io n of College and Del Cerro Blvd (because o f 

congest ion and t raffic jams} and drive down our st reet instead. Our street i s quite narrow, so getting in and out 

o f our driveway can be very dangerous as people speed by. If a large church is built, ON COLLEGE AVENUE, t hat 
includes a sanctuary, classroom s, offices, gymnasium, multi-purpose room, etc, t he t raffic on College will be 

increased im mensely. The m orn ing commut e, SDSU t raffic, afternoon commute, and daily gett ing on and off t he 
8 freeway w ill o nly get worse and more dangerous if a large rel igious en t ity is added to the neighborhood! ln 

additio n t o All Peoples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one block from College 

Ave. Due to the out rageous allowa nce that t he City o f SD (and now, the State of CA) a llow high density 
residences t hat do not need to have parking for all the residents, the traffic and parking all around our quiet 

neighborhood of Del Cerro w il l be strongly affected. FOR THE WORSE. 

More cars and more t raffic equal m ore dangero us roadways. There is an elementary school loca ted about 2 

b locks from College Ave o n Del Cer ro Blvd, Hearst Elementary . Every mo rn ing and afternoon children are 
walking to school. There are soccer games and softball games played in the back of t he schoo l, on l ambda Dr 

every weeke nd. Traffic t hat All Peoples Church will create will make it significantly more dangerous for the 

children in the neighborhood walking to/from and around t he school. The traffic light t hat ex ists t raveling north 
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171-1 
(cont) 

on College at Del Cer ro Blvd. does not allow a U-Turn option for reasons of safety. So, where are the church 

m embers and staff supposed to turn around to get to t he freeway? They will t urn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd. 
and drive through the neighborhood causing more traffic and safety issues. The project applicant expects 95% of 
the congregation to be from OUTSIDE of Del Cerro . The church is not a community church, thus not creating or 

enhancing any community benefits. That just means.they could bui ld their church anywhere in San Diego since 
virtually al l of t he members are driv ing, not walking to t he church. There are other areas in San Diego that could 

e,;is.ily house the church. One do5e by~ the old Fry's Electronics building is. vocant, hos a l<1 rge porking lot olrecJdy 

available and is close to freeway access. This is just one site of MANY that are located in and around San Diego. 
There are several community churches already located in Del Cerro tha t have many congregants that live in the 
neighborhood. 

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them ingress and egress. 

Another light on College wil l just cause more trcJffic, and for it to be backed up on College Avenue going north 
and south! The off-ramp from 1-8 is too close, and it is a m erge from 1-8 West that is already dangerous! The city 

has changed t he off ramp several t imes due to the problems associated with merging onto College Ave. In 
addition, the traffic every day gets backed up to Del Cerro Blvd for people going over to SDSU or getting on 1-8 
west off of Col lege Ave. If there is another light mid-way, traffic will back up further and cause more congestion 

and again, an unsafe roadway. 

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for residential use only. 
All of these buildings and structures w ill greatly increase the t raffic and because the buildings are trying to be 
located in a residential neighborhood, all the homes that are on Marne Avenue will be affected greatly. Their 

privacy will be largely impacted. The noise and pollution from the thousands of congregants and their cars, in 

addition to any large gatherings out side the buildings will greatly affect t he neighbors on Marne Ave. Many of 
the res idents have lived in t he ir homes since they were built in the 19SO' s and 1960's. Since the property is 

currently zoned fo r HOUSING, if homes were built, the impact of cars and people would be m inimal. As it should 

be. 

We purchased land and then built our home on Lambda Dr in 2000. We have raised 3 chi ldren here, while they 
attended the local schools, played sports with the neighborhood kids, and one of our children attended SDSU. 

We are happy to live in this "bedroom" community that is safe and friendly. When we built our home, we knew 
of the requirements on t he height of our home - not to exceed 30 ft. All Peoples Church wants to change the 

zoning from residenti<t l, in a residential neighborhood, and to be able to increase the height lim itations to over 

30 feet. The change in zoning should not be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has a current 
plan approved by the City of San Diego to build homes on the property. It should not be amended. Please leave 
t he zoning as residential and do not approve the proposed project number 636444 . 

Thank you. 
Robert Kaw amoto 

6311 Lambdci Dr. 



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-146 

3.1.3.72 Letter I72: Robert Kawamoto 

 

I72-1 
Refer to the response to comments I70-1 through I-70-8 and I71-1 regarding 
these same comments and issues. 

Letter 172 

From: Karen Kawamoto <kawamoto5@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 5:13 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Draft EIR Report Comments for Project #636444; All Peoples Church 

Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 

Re: Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project Number: 636444 

172-1 These comments are in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by 
All Peoples Church to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples 
Church is requesting to amend the permits that are currently permitted and zoned as 
RESIDENTI AL. They want it to be amended and be permitted to construct and operate a 
very large (54,476 sf) church/sanctuary building- NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current zoning is 
for low -density residential (RS 1-7) which according to the San Diego Municipal code, 

explicitly does not allow for religious assembly. 

There are many reasons that this should not be allowed to be changed. The very first and 
foremost being that the City of San Diego has stated many times that we are in a severe 
housing crisis. In fact, the Union Tribune dated September 28, 2022, printed the 
article: "Housing crisis prompts first joint San Diego county-city meeting in decades" The 
article states "It will be the first time in more than 22 years that the San Diego City Council 

ond the San Diego County Board of Supervisors have held a joint meeting, and only the 
second such meeting in nearly 32 years. Leaders said Wednesday that such a meeting is 

necessary because of the severity of the housing crisis and its impact on the economy, 
homelessness, social equity and general quality of life." 

This alone should be reason enough that the current zoning for up to 24 residential 
homes should not be amended to non-residential properties. It is zoned for housing, not 
retail, not religious, not anything else! In our dire need for housing, we need to keep zoning 
that is reserved for housing FOR HOUSING, and not allow it to be amended. 

Another huge concern is the traffic that a p roject of this magnitude will create. I live on 
Lambda Dr., which is one street north of Del Cerro Blvd. There is already a large amount of 
traffic on College Ave going north and sout h daily. All day, every day, people try to avoid 
the intersection of College and Del Cerro Blvd (because of congestion and traffic jams) and 
drive down our street instead. Our street is quite narrow, so getting in and out of our 
driveway can be very dangerous as peop le speed by. If a large church is built, ON COLLEGE 
AVENU E, that includes a sanctuary, classrooms, offices, gymnasium, multi-purpose room, 
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172-1 etc, the traffic on College will be increased immensely. The morning commute, SDSU traffic, 
(cont.) afternoon commute, and daily getting on and off the 8 freeway will only get worse and 

more dangerous if a large religious entity is added to the neighborhood! In addition to All 
Peoples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one block from 
College Ave. Due to the outrageous allowance that the City of SD (and now, the State of CA) 
allow high density residences that do not need to have parking for all the residents, the 
traffic and parking all around our quiet neighborhood of Del Cerro will be strongly affected. 
FOR THE WORSE. 

More cars and more traffic equal more dangerous roadways. There is an elementary school 
located about 2 blocks from College Ave on Del Cerro Blvd, Hearst Elementary. Every 
morning and afternoon children are walking to school. There are soccer games and softball 
games played in the back of the school, on Lambda Dr every weekend. Traffic that All 
Peoples Church will create will make it significantly more dangerous for the children in the 

neighborhood walking to/from and around the school. The traffic light that exists traveling 
north on College at Del Cerro Blvd. does not allow a U-Turn option for reasons of safety. So, 
where are the church members and staff supposed to turn around to get to the freeway? 
They will turn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd. and drive through the neighborhood causing 
more traffic and safety issues. The project applicant expects 95% of the congregation to be 
from OUTSIDE of Del Cerro. The church is not a community church, thus not creating or 
enhancing any community benefits. That just means they could build their church 
anywhere in San Diego since virtually all of the members are driving, not walking to the 
church. There are other areas in San Diego that could easily house the church, One close by 
- the old Fry's Electronics building is vacant, has a large parking lot already available and is 
close to freeway access. This is just one site of MANY that are located in and around San 
Diego. There are several community churches already located in Del Cerro that have many 
congregants that live in the neighborhood. 

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for 
residential use only. All of these buildings and structures will greatly increase the traffic and 
because the buildings are trying to be located in a residential neighborhood, all the homes 
that are on Marne Avenue will be affected greatly. Their privacy will be largely impacted. 
The noise and pollution from the thousands of congregants and their cars, in addition to 
any large gatherings outside the buildings will greatly affect the neighbors on Marne Ave. 
Many of the residents have lived in their homes since they were built in the 1950's and 
1960's. Since the property is currently zoned for HOUSING, if homes were built, the impact 
of cars and people would be minimal. As it should be. 
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172-1 
(cont.) 

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them 
ingress and egress. Another light on College will just cause more traffic, and for it to be 
backed up on College Avenue going north and south' The off-ramp from 1-8 is too close, 
and it is a merge from 1-8 West that is already dangerous! The city has changed the off 
ramp several times due to the problems associated with merging onto College Ave. In 
addition, the traffic every day gets backed up to Del Cerro Blvd for people going over to 
SDSU or getting on 1-8 west off of College Ave. If there is another light mid-way, traffic will 
back up further and cause more congestion and again, an unsafe roadway. 

The change in zoning should not be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has 
a current plan approved by the City of San Diego to build homes on the property. It should 
not be amended. Please leave the zoning as residential and do not approve the proposed 
project number 636444. 

Thank you. 
Rebecca Kawamoto 
6311 Lambda Dr. 
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3.1.3.73 Letter I73: David and Claudia Kay 

 

I73-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

I73-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Responses 3 and 4 regarding land use policy consistency and neighborhood 
character. 

I73-3 
With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, the DEIR studied the 
transportation impacts of the project in Section 7.1.12 and determined that the 
impacts would be less than significant. Refer to the transportation Master 
Response 5 on trip generation rate and College Avenue operational changes. 

I73-4 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, a Local 
Mobility Analysis (LMA) was conducted for the project to identify any on- or off-
site infrastructure improvements in the project vicinity that may be triggered 
with the development of the project, analyze site access and circulation and 
evaluate the local multimodal network available to serve the project. With 
regard to trip generation, refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on that 
matter. According to the analysis in the LMA, with the proposed traffic signal, 
median changes, sidewalk, and bike lane improvements in place, the project 
would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system and no 
additional off-site improvements would be required, as stated in the 
transportation Master Response 5 regarding the LMA. No improvements to the 
circulation system in the vicinity of Temple Emanu-El and Hearst Elementary 
School were required as part of the LMA access analysis. 

I73-5 
The project application does not include land uses such as daycare center, pre-
school or kindergarten classes. Future changes to the project would require an 

Letter 173 

173-2 I 
173-3 

173-5 I 

From: cdkayis@cox.net <cdkayis@lcox.net> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 3:59 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project 636444 

To W ho m It May Concern: 

Regarding: All Peoples Church 

Project: 636444 

Together, we have been residents of Del Cerro since 1986. But David actually moved here first as a child 

in 1960. We chose t o live here after getting married and are fans of t he neighborhood ,;1nd its charming 
single-family homes, good schools, local market, quiet streets, low crime rate and ea sy commute to 
most areas of the county. 
We are, however, opposed to the p roposed All Peoples Church project in the canyon which abuts 

College Avenue and Interstate 8. 
Firstly, a project of this size and scope i s incompatible with our zoning and the character of the 

neighborhood that has been here for over 60 years. 

But more importantly, the impact o n t raffic to College Avenue and the surrounding streets is potent ially 

catastrophic. The do<uments on file regarding this project are extensive indeed, but it does not appear 
t hat increased t raffic congestion has been considered or st udied. 

College Avenue Sout h is al ready stacked up most weekday mornings w ith cars going to SDSU and w ith 
those stopped at the onramp signal to Interstate 8 West. It is not uncommon for car s to be backed up 

on this sect ion extending all the way t o the traffic light at the corner of Del Cerro Boulevard and College 

Avenue. 
This project proposes adding an intersect ion and t raffic signal on College Avenue for access midway 

between Del Cerro Boulevard and Interst ate 87 Have the ramifications of t his been stud ied at all? 
One can only imagine. 

An extra signal on College will slow the f low of traffic and increase congest ion from Del Cerro Boulevard 

all t he way to SDSU at a minimum. 
Cars exiting t he proposed All Peoples Church via the new intersection will be able to go leh (south on 

College) or right {north on College). Any cars turning right wi ll a) con tinue straight on College north b) 
turn right at Del Cerro Boulevard or c) turn left on Del Cerro Boulevard. No U-Turns are allo wed at 

College Avenue and westbound Del Cerro Boulevard, so this funnels t raffic into the neighborhood 

d irectly in the path of the existing Temple Emanu-EI and Phoebe Hearst Elementary School . Traffi c can 

al ready be stacked up on t his section of Del Cerro Boulevard during schoo l hours. These side streets 
were never designed to handle large amounts of t raffic and adding more is not the answer. 

As far as the notion that t r affic increases will be limited t o Sunday s: There is no guarantee that th is will 
be the case. If the project is built, i t will only be a matter of t ime before a daycare center, preschool, 
kindergarten, classrooms, etc. etc. are added to the facility and access wil l be daily. 

173
_
6 
I We kindly ask that th is project and all o f its impacts on the existing neighborhood be reconsidered. In 

our opinion it would not Impact College Avenue and the existing side streets in a positive way. 

David and Claudia Kay 
Del Cerro Boulevard 
619-504-2214 
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amendment to the existing permit and would be subject to CEQA review to 
address the potential for impacts. 

I73-6 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 
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3.1.3.74 Letter I74: Allyson Kelley: September 27, 2022 

 

I74-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The DEIR addresses 
the project’s effects on traffic in Section 7.1.12; based on the VMT analysis 
provided in that section, no significant impacts to the College Avenue/Del Cerro 
Boulevard intersection would occur. Refer to Master Response 5 on 
transportation, including trip generation rate and College Avenue operational 
changes. 

Letter 174 

[EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church, 636444 

0 Retention: lnbox 

A 

Hello, 

allyaabram@yahoo.com 

To: DSD EAS Tue 9/27/2022 9:25 PM 

174-1 In regards to the All People Church proposed. The location is a small intersection which supports the 
local traffic with two schools and the university with in a mile. 

111;,wt·blan\.. 

The exit and entrance ramps from the 8 are often very backed up as there is a volume of traffic already 
creating issues from SDSU students . as well as large events hosted at on campus. The exit and 
entrance ramps east and west are small and unable to move the cars with the current demands. 

The location of the property will require U- turns into the neighborhood and/or the one modest 
intersection and an already congested local residential a rea. 

Finally, this is not what the residents of this community were promised. A MEGA church in name itself 
represents the volume expected which is misaligned to the location and resources (gas stations. 
parking at Windmill Farms, small restaurants etc . This would significantly impact the quality of life of 
those who live and pay the taxes in this area. It will completely change the functionality and distress the 
streets and resources in this area. 

Thank you, 

Allyson Kelley 

~ Reply r) Forward 
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3.1.3.75 Letter I75: Danielle Kerr 

 

I75-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 175 

From: Danielle Kerr <ddmokerr@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 17, 2022 4 :49 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l people church Del Cerro 

175-1 I I oppose this church in our community!!! Voting/signing NO on All People's Church! 

Del Cerro home owner, 
Danielle Kerr 
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3.1.3.76 Letter I76: Anne and Mohsin Khan 

 

I76-1 
Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding the Local Mobility 
Analysis (LMA), which addresses pedestrian safety in the project area. 

Letter 176 

176-1 

From: Anne Khan <annekhanrn@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:43 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No.636444 

SCH No. 2021100394 
Community Plan Area:Navajo 
Council District 7 
We have lived in this community since 2018. We have 3 grandchildren in the 
neighborhood and enjoy the walkability to the area Bagel Shop, Grocery store and 
Park. We feel the addition of this church will increase the traffic and therefore the 
safety of this neighborhood substantially. It is already so busy at the light on 
Del Cerro and college as it is and this will only magnify the risk of accidents with cars 
and children in the neighborhood. 

Please take into consideration the magnitude of unwanted disturbance that will 
result from the adding of this structure. 
Anne and Mohsin Khan 
6047 lomond Drive 
San Diego 

Ca 92120 
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3.1.3.77 Letter I77: Michael Kinnamon 

 

I77-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. With 
regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, pursuant to CEQA, the DEIR used 
a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric for assessing the project’s potential for 
significant transportation impacts. The VMT analysis presented in DEIR 
Section 7.1.12 determined there would be no significant impacts both during 
weekday and Sunday operations. Refer to 4 Master Response 5 on VMT, trip 
generation rate and College Avenue operational changes. 

I77-2 
Refer to Master Response 4regarding neighborhood character and associated 
visual impacts within the Del Cerro community, which were determined to be 
less than significant in DEIR Section 5.5. Impacts to sensitive biological 
resources were determined to be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated into the project; refer to DEIR Section 5.2. 

I77-3 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 1 Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 177 

177-3 

From: Michae l Kinnamon <mk.kinnamon@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 4:35 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church {project 636440) 

Courtney Hol owach 
Ci ty or San Dieoo Development Services Center 

Dear Ms . Holowach. 

Th is leller comes with ap prec iation for lhe work o f lhe 0evelop1nenl Se1v ices Center. 

I write now to express my st rong opposit ion to the propo sed construct ion o f a rneoachurch facility 
near the intersection of Colleoe Avenue and Interstate 8 . This project. if allowed to proceed. would 
add a sixth traffic signal to a half-mile stretch o1 College, compounding existing concerns over 
conoestion and safety. Proponents suooest that traffic w ill be a problem only on Sundays; but. of 
course, church activi ties are by no means limited to one day a week. What traffic study could 
possibly determine that this is appropriate? 

I have other objections. including putting two massive structures (a 54.000 square foot sanctuary 
and a 71 .000 squa re foot parking garage) on a sliver of environmentally sensitive land . and 
imposing buildings that are completely inconsistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
You t1ave no doubt tieard simil ar concerns from ott ier residents of Del Cerro, since nearly everyone 
with whom I tw.ve spoken about H1is project is against it 

Wllo.t I want to stress in tt1is letter is that opposition to tt1is project. contr-'.iry to what some 
p,oponents have claimed, is not "anti-Christian" or ·anti-church." I, for example. am an ordained 
minister in n1e Ch(istian Church (Disc iples o f Christ) . now retired after thirty years as a professor in 
Ct1rlstian seminaries_ My career also included a term as head of the National Council o f Churches 
As this suggests. I am a biQ advocate of houses o f worship and appreciate what they potentially 
contribute to a community. What I, and many others in this neiohborhood, object to is buildinQ a 
very large church in this very troubling location. All People·s Church does nol have roots in Del 
Cerro lhat require il lo be localed here. and lhere are any number o f less problematic sites in San 
Dieoo for such a facility. 

Warm reoards, 

Michae l Kinnamon 

nev. Michael Kinnamon, r h.D 
5840 Del Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego 92 120 
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3.1.3.78 Letter I78: Derek and Lily Kinninger 

 

I78-1 
With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, refer to Master Response 5 
on transportation, including trip generation rate and College Avenue 
operational changes. 

Letter 178 

178-1 
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I78-2 
Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project 
and neighborhood character. The transportation and noise impacts of the 
project were determined in the DEIR to be less than significant; refer to DEIR 
Sections 7.1.12 and 5.4, respectively. 

178-1 
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3.1.3.79 Letter I79: George Kirazian 

 

I79-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

I79-2 
With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, refer to Master Response 5 
on transportation, including trip generation rate and the non-CEQA topic of 
College Avenue operational changes. The transportation impacts of the project 
were determined in the DEIR Section 7.1.12 to be less than significant. 

I79-3 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Use of the site as a 
park would not achieve the applicant’s basic objectives; refer to Master 
Response 1 which addresses alternative land uses for the site. 

Letter 179 

From: George Kirazian <kiraziang@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 12:28 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No.636444 

Dear Environmental Division: 

179-1 This letter concerns the Draft Environmental Impact Report, SAP# 
24008189, Project# 636444, SCH# 2021100394. 

As Del Cerro residents for 55 years, we are against the construction and 
development of the All Peoples Church project. 

We certainly have no objection to this church group. We know nothing 
about them, but are certain they are a respectable church. 

Our objection is that we don't think the Site on which they are planning to 
build is appropriate for the construction of a Church. 

179-2 That location is a highly trafficked one. Interstate 8 and College is 
constantly subjected to a great number of cars, trucks, and other vehicles. As 
a result, the area and its atmosphere are congested enough. 

The traffic of parishioners attending on Sundays, and throughout the week 
because of church meetings, would only worsen the congestion, and pose a 
threat to the neighborhood Seniors, Adults, and school age children who walk 
and socialize daily in the area. 

179-3 I We suggest that the Site be developed as a Park to accommodate natural 
habitats and to improve the environment for nearby residents. 

Thank you very much. 

Respectfully, 
Mr. and Mrs. George Kirazian 
5750 Malvern Ct. SD 92120 
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3.1.3.80 Letter I80: Sarah Knoepfli: October 11, 1022 

 

I80-1 
As noted in DEIR Section 5.1, while the project would require a Community Plan 
Amendment to add “church” use to the Other Community Facilities map in the 
Navajo Community Plan, the project would not alter the residential zoning or 
land use designation of the site. The City does not have a zone classification for 
church or religious institutions. \Master Response 3 regarding land use policy 
consistency also addresses this issue. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding 
general opposition to the project and other non-CEQA related responses. 

I80-2 
The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) has provisions to allow projects to 
propose deviations, such as those noted in this comment, if the permit findings 
can be made. As noted in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would 
contain 900 seats and park up to 356 vehicles on the project site. The numbers 
cited in this comment are inflated and do not reflect the project’s features 
outlined in DEIR Chapter 3. 

I80-3 
This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed vacating of existing 
easements. As described in the DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, numerous 
existing easements would be vacated by the TM. Public utility and service 
impacts to the nearby community would not occur based on utility 
improvements proposed by the project. Refer to DEIR Section 7.1.13 for the 
utilities and service systems analysis which concluded that impacts would be 
less than significant. 

I80-4 
These comments are noted but do not address the adequacy or content of the 
DEIR. General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that issue in the FEIR. Need for the project is also addressed in 
Master Response 6. 

Letter 180 

From: Sarah Knoepfli <sarahk@sdpmc.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 4:09 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project 636444 / A ll Peoples Church Comments from Concerned Community 

To W ho m it concerns: 

Development Services 

(Courtney Holowach / Raynardo Abalos) 

As c very concerned neighbor I have taken the time to review the Draft Environmental Impact report so 
that I could review the large zoning request being asked by a private church facility In an a lready 
overcrowded area. 
I am very concerned that due to the private project already requesting a large rezone task during a time 

when the cit y & government have stressed housing needs t hey are now asking even more 
considerations layed out in Table 3-1 / PG 3- 2 

The development deviations far exceed wha t the c ity has laid out for t he community plann ing as it 

stands. 

1. A height request in specific areas almost doubles regulation 
2. A wall height more t han triple the current regulat ion 

3. A setback verient 6 t imes less than city required 
Development requirements to host over 1000 people & probably 500+ cars on the streets that funnel to 

neighborhood homes, schools & parks i s going to be a nightmare for local residents. 
3.4.5 - Easement Vacations 

Utility easements have been in place to service the community laid out above it for years, could they 

really allow all the vaca tions. Will this affect the homes and o ur services if these requests are provided 

to allow them to build? 
Figure 3-8 

This shows 12 churches or areas o f warships and it cuts off at La Mesa which also is home to another 7 
more just north of the 8 freeway. 

The rezoning request is not supported by a shortage or need in the community. The fact that it will 

create massive congestion and traffic is not outweighed by the proposed positive addtitions the All 
Peoples Church feels it w ill provide. 

180-5 I I, Sarah Knoepfli, strongly oppose the rezoning request & build of Alt Peoples Church. I do not believe it 
adds value to t he community but takes away from what i s currently there a lready and what is needed in 
today's climate. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Knoepfli 

sarahk@sdpmc.com 
619-261-0999 
Del Cero Resident 
Hiltgrove Dr 
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I80-5 
Comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR but rather 
expresses general opposition to the project, which is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that issue. 
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3.1.3.81 Letter I81: Daniel Kroeger 

 

I81-1 
As described in the DEIR Section 5.5 and Master Response 4 on neighborhood 
character, the parking structure would be constructed entirely below grade of 
College Avenue. With the proposed entitlements in place, the project would be 
consistent with City land use policy, as discussed in DEIR Section 5.1 and in 
Master Response 3 on that issue. Additionally, the housing crisis is not an 
environmental impact, as discussed in Master Response 3 on residential 
housing policy. General opposition to the project is not a CEQA issue and is 
addressed in Master Response 6 in the FEIR. 

Letter 181 

From: D Kroeger <dkroegerO@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 9:29 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444 

To whom it may concern, 

181-1 As a long time Del Cerro homeowner I am contact ing you to voice my concerns over t his proposed 

project I brave the current congestion along College Ave and Del Cerro Blvd each morning and can t 
imagine adding a development t hat would need a multi-story garage. As a son of a minister I grew up 
in the church and ,;1m very skeptical ofthe propos,;11 that implies a very light use during the week. Each 
church strives to use their facilities to help in t heir m inistry and t his occurs all week and will most 

definitely bring a lot of additional vi siting traffic that is too much for our small community to handle. 

Also, we have been under the impression t hat this area was zoned for housing and was planned for 

much needed homes that could help with t he shortages that are making t he cost of living so high in 

this the greatest city around. 

Please vo te against this project and help Del Cerro. 

Thank you for your t ime and please feel free to contact me if you have any questions and need 

clarification on this matter. 

Daniel Kroeger 
(760) 468-3850 
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3.1.3.82 Letter I82: Erik Larson 

 

I82-1 
DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.6 identified significant impacts to Biological 
Resources, Historical Resources, Noise and Tribal Cultural Resources as stated 
in the comment. Feasible mitigation measures were identified in the DEIR 
which, when implemented, would reduce these impacts to a level below 
significance. 

I82-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 182 

182-1 I 
182-2 I 

~ = Subject "OOCRNAL: J'ROJCC:T; 6:J6444 Al f'<.Qi)l{:)C"""'h 
O.teo To-1ilv. Octnt-4, 2022 12:05:1.l Pl◄ 

As a resident and homeowner in Del Cerro, I oppose the cl'lnstruction n f the All Peoples Chmch Project for these reasons: 

1. rhe draft Env ironmental Impact Report determim:d the pro1x1sed proja..1 would result in significant envirnnmental 
ct'tCcts in the following areas: Riologkal rcso11rces, Historical Resources, Noise, Tril1al Culniral Rcsoi1rccs 

.., This Church practices (Gay ) Conversion ThcrapyiRcparativc Therapy and is a Violation of Human R.ighls for the 
LOBTQ- community. 

Sincerely, 
"Erik R . l ,arson 
5983 Od Cerro tllni 
San Diego C.'\ 1)'.! 121l 

WWW b111md:fl >IT~ !III' 

A doprnblc greyhounds ... 
h11p·..-.iwww pctOodcr comishcl1crk1rch.-'shchcrScacch q,i? 
auiuial &-tu:ccd 8:11gc &·site &'-r:i!icial\ccd'> &<lccla\,cdl'cb &children &-sH!11s & id &i11icrml &c:ornact &nrnm:, 
&shdte rid'"'l'A6::!9&s.ort- &preview- l 
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3.1.3.83 Letter I83: Trish Larson 

 

I83-1 
Refer to responses to comments I82-1 and I-82-2, which discuss the same 
comments as this letter. 

Letter 183 

183-1 

From: Dr. Trish Larson <dr trishlarson@gmail com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 12:08 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL) Project: 636444 All Peoples Church 

As a resident and homeowner in Del Cerro, I oppose the construction of the All Peop les 
Church Project for these reasons: 

1. The draft Environmental Impact Report determined the proposed project would 
result in significant environmental effects in the fol lowing areas: Biological 
resources, Historical Resources, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources 

2. This Church practices (Gay) Conversion Therapy/Reparative Therapy and is a 
Violation of Human Rights for the LGBTQ+ community. 

Sincerely, 
Dr. Trish Larson 
5983 Del Cerro Blvd 
San Diego CA 92120 
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3.1.3.84 Letter I84: Bob and Jane LeRibeus 

 

I84-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 184 

184-1 

From: Bob & Jane <l eribeusdds(@cox.net > 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 10, 2022 11:23 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Citizens Concerns 

Reference: 
Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No.: 636444 

Dear Sir or Madam 
My wife and I are concerned about the crowdino and conoestion that is inevitable 
w ith the project the size of the proposed All Peoples Church. Advocates say that 
Sunday services are the only potential problem but t raffic lights w ill resolve that issue 
but I strongly disagree . The vicinity of the proposed location is already a traffic 
bottleneck. We already have concerns about a 6 story apartment building approved 
that is going to be built within a few hundred yards of the proposed church and what 
effect that w ill have on crowding and traffic. It has been brought to my attention that 
the church plans to have programs for marriage counseling, unwed mothers, drug 
addiction. and homelessness. These people obviously need help. but as you must 
know. these people are often accompanied by questionable and unsavory characters. 
With an elementary school (Phoe be Hearst) on ly three blocks away I worry that the 
children could be put in a precarious position. With the potential of child endangerment. 
traffic and human congestion, and the destruct ion of an area originally zoned for single 
fami ly residency, I stronQIY uroe you to deny the All Peoples Church 
app lication and let them locate in an area more suitable for their ob jectives 
Sincerely, 
Dr·. and Mrs Robert J. LeRibeus 

Sent from my iPad 
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3.1.3.85 Letter I85: Phillippe and Natascha Lesage 

 

I85-1 
DEIR Section 5.2 includes a list of sensitive animal species that are considered 
federal or State rare, threatened, or endangered MSCP-Covered Species. It also 
includes species on CDFW’s Special Animals List. Bobcats are not located on any 
of these sensitive species lists and are therefore considered a common species 
with a stable population. Although bobcats may occur in the project area, their 
presence on site was not observed by the field biologists conducting surveys of 
the property in accordance with procedures outlined in the City Biology 
Guidelines. Only one sensitive animal species, orange throated whiptail, was 
observed onsite during field investigations conducted for the project. The 
biological resources analysis provided in DEIR Section 5.2 states that there are 
no wildlife movement corridors or habitat linkages on, or adjacent to, the 
project site; therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. Project 
impacts to the sensitive habitat that occurs on site would be mitigated in 
accordance with the guidelines contained in the City Biology Guidelines. The 
DEIR adequately addresses project impacts to biological resources, including 
wildlife species such as the bobcat pictured in this comment. 

Letter 185 

185-1 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date: 
Attiilchments: 

~ = [ EXTERNAL] Input to EIR - project All Peoples Church 636"44 

Monday, October 3, 2022 8:24:20 PM 

f594ZW?aBZ129a5fl9VfiehQfcalOr:§7 mrn 

• *This email came from an external source. Ile cautio us about clicking on any links in this 
email or op<..·ning aUm:hmcnls. ** 

Regarding Projcc-t: All Peoples Clmrch 
Project No 636444 

To ('_,()urtney Holmvach. city of San Diego Development Service Center. 

I am a resident al 563 1 Madrn avenue in dd C<.-1To (92120). 

I am \\Titing this email in regards to the Environmental Impact report for project name: All 
peoples Church, project no 636444. 

I want to make aware that in tenm, of wildl ife, hohcat exist and live in the area, and afler 
reading the document. it seems the Environmental Impact Report isn't adequately assessing 
the impact::; to los::; of bobcat lrnbitat. 

Therefore I'd like to ask the Environme ntal Tmpact Report team to address for 
comprehensiveness. Ifs possible that the biologists who surveyed the site may not have 
notic-cd evidence o f bobcat an d therefore may not have addressed it in their EJR analysis. 

Since l live I block m,,ay from the proposed project and l have seen a bohcat recently many 
times on my propeny, J have attached a v ideo footage of a bobcat in my backyard from Friday 
September 30th, 20:22 as a proof that bobcat live in this area. 

Feel free to contact us if you need more information.T am looking for.vard to hearing from 
you what step you will he taking to ensure that you assess the impact of the All Peoples 
Church project to the-bob<.'.at habitat in dcl Cerro. 

Philippe & Xatascha Lesage 
563 1 Mad ra avenue 
San Diego. CA 92 120 
Phone: 619.296.9082 
Email: )esa&:et"-ins(q\:maiJ.com 
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3.1.3.86 Letter I86: Aaron Levine 

 

I86-1 
The DEIR assesses the project that is described in the application to the City. 
Conjecture on potential future uses beyond what has been proposed by the 
applicant are speculative in nature and not reflective of the application, design 
and site plan submitted to the City and the project described and analyzed in 
the DEIR. 

I86-2 
The DEIR addresses the project’s effects on transportation in Section 7.1.12: 
transportation impacts are presumed to be less than significant. Refer to 
Master Response 5 regarding the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment and 
the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). 

I86-3 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

I86-4 
This comment does not contain specific comments on the content or adequacy 
of the DEIR. Building housing is not one of the applicant’s project objectives, as 
stated in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description. Refer to Master Response 6 that 
address non-CEQA issues such as general opposition to the project, and the 
need for the project. 

Letter 186 

186-1 

1863 I 
186-4 

From: Aaron Levine <aaron.levine4@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 1:07 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sand iego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church; project #636444 

Dear City of San Diego -

As residents of Del Cerro and neighbor of t he proposed project, we have considerable concerns over t he project 
and scope. The proposed project is too large for our small community and we do not believe the proposed use 

case of t he facility is accurate based on curren t activities and programs currently run out All Peoples Church as 
seen here on t heir events page 
https:f/allpeoples.churchcenter.com/unproxy/registrations and here with t heir smaller group events 
https://allpeoples.churchcenter.com/groups. In addition on various YouTube sermons and interviews the church 
leader is quoted that he intends to recru it college students from SDSU nearby. Their intentions our beyond t heir 

written proposa ls and lack of transparency from t he start. My home is within a few streets f rom the location and 
since the purchase of the parcel (that was zoned for housing) there has been no community engagement. The 

proposed parking st ructure (no other place of worship in the community has a parking structure) is t roubling as 

they're preparing for larger crowds than they propose. Again, this is concerning that they're entering a 

comm unity - without concern and if they're granted permission to build w ill continue t heirlack of respect for 
residents. For the t raffic impact, Hearst Elementary is over capacity and Patrick Henry has well over 2500 
studen ts - when you consider SDSU and their expansion, concert and event schedule already being managed, 

the impact to traffic from All peoples Church proposed daycare/ school - which also won't just be on Sundays­

is not reasonable. Adding the traffic light in their proposed locatio n will only impact residents north of the 

freeway and the flow above Del Cerro b lvd and the light wi ll d isrup t not only the lovely median with trees but 
the Del Cerro community sign. We can' t even get college blvd and Del Cerro blvd paved - now they want to add 

900 cars to the traffic? 

I'm addition, since purchasing the lot, A ll Peoples Church performed no up keep or fire safety clearance until 

members of the community complained to the city - if they want to j oin a community and believe in service, why 
not start w ith clear ing ou t the lot you purchased .... Aga in do they rea lly want to join the community or use it. 

Please do not le t this project continue - keep it for homes {we've all see. The homes report in the county) keep 

this community a community and t he appr opriate size. Look at the scope of the project and realize All Peoples 

Church leadership has bigger plans than what they have shared. If they didn't, why is the fac ility significant ly 

larger t han t heir current member size, why need a parking garage? W fll they sell parking during SDSU events to 
raise money - where currently parking is prohibi ted for events on this side of t he freeway to protect the 

community! Would their vocal leader make the comments he's made? Embracing a community means 
conversation, mediation and engagement. There has been none - no written notice, no forum, nothing. Just 

lobbying, deflection and insistence to push their way into a comm unity and location that isn't zoned for t heir 
building. Please do not let this mega church be built in our community - it does not benefit the community and 

will not benefit us. There's enough places of worship in the community t hat a lready put the work In and have 

been embraced by the community. 

Thank you 

Aaron and Jessica Levine 
Del Cerro Residents 

6487 Elmhurst dr. 
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3.1.3.87 Letter I87: Lacey Levitt 

 

I87-1 
This comment does not contain specific comments on the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 187 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date : 

~ = [EXTERNAL] ~ oject no. 636444 
T uesday, October ◄, 20218:57:30 AM 

** lllis ~mail camt: from an r.:xtmnal source. Be: cautious abuut dicking on any link~ in th is e1m1il or upt:n ing: 
anac.htnentl'i. t,i, 

Re: Project no. 636444 

187-1 I As a 0 ¢1 C'crro horncownc-r, I flda111::1ntly oppose the c-0nstn1cfior1 ofa mega church in our residential neighborhood. 

;!~t:.lr~~1l11~:o;·;:~11-~1~~:~pisl~~t(~:~c~p~n:(~~:1~;~}~~i:~:~-~;~~li:~~~:;i~t~~:~:fd1~ :~~:~~~:~~-: ~::~-~:;1~,:~tli ng 

area of the city. 

Sincerely, 

L1..:C)· Lc,·ill. Ph.D. 
60_,4 Lanca,;,ter Drive 

Sfln Dic~(L CA 92120 
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3.1.3.88 Letter I88: Zita Liebermensch 

 

I88-1 
As discussed in the transportation analysis, DEIR Section 7.1.12, the additional 
traffic delay created in the project area would not be substantial. Refer to the 
transportation Master Response 5 that addresses the non-CEQA topic of 
College Avenue operational changes. 

Letter 188 

From: Zita liebermensch <4zital@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 11:34 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL) All People Church/No 636-444 

Hi-

As a resident of the De l Cerro community, I am responding to your NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT regarding the subject project. 

My utmost concern would be the major Impact this wi ll have on the disruption of the flow of traffic: 
from College Ave north to the Church. 
That road is a two-lane road from SD St.:ite University and the Highway 8 Col lege Ave off ramp with 
minimum leeway for a right turn onto Del Cerro Blvd. 
Currently that road is backed-up during peak hours and constructing the Church on that proposed site 

wou ld be exceedingly impactful to the De l Cerro Community 

Thank you, 

Zita Liebermensch 
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3.1.3.89 Letter I89: Michael Livingston (Save Del Cerro) 

 

I89-1 
Comment noted, the attached exhibit has been received from other 
commenters and is reflective of the project’s trip distribution to/from the 
church site, as presented by the project’s traffic engineer in the Local Mobility 
Analysis (LMA) contained in DEIR Appendix J. Refer to response to comment I20-
11 and Master Response 5 regarding the LMA. 

Letter 189 

189-1 

From: Michae l Livingston <liv4mic@att.net> 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 17, 2022 2:19 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church/No. 636444 Draft EIR r esponse 

C.i ly o:: Seti: J .:.c ~o ::c~ .' l u:-in::..'11. :; ~.:· v.i '._:ct.' C:..-11.cr 
Al"~'"l : :~2111:?:-t:-ie y .io l 21;•,·,1c'.i. 

.S ::i.11 ::lc~L1, CT1 92:..:)1 
l)~;LJLA32~-i;.::".dl.e-:;JC . -,1c;.• 

:s\,ee:,e <1ccep l.. .. h 2! '1 ,1 .. <t' l·ed r·es;i:;rse ;;i r· c e x"'l· :1 i L~: 1 r~)r, SB ve n.e Ce " r ~). Th.:;r k 
y ou. 
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I89-2 
As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment 
would allow the church to be permitted in the single-family residential land use 
designation similar to other religious institutions in the Navajo Community Plan 
area. The Community Plan does not have to contain policies for siting religious 
institutions for churches to be allowed within the community. Approval of the 
proposed Planned Development Permit would, however, allow a church use 
that is permitted by the residential land use designation but not allowed by the 
residential zone. The extension of time (EOT) references in this comment are 
not relevant to the church proposal but rather to the residential subdivision 
approved on the site by a prior applicant. 

I89-3 
Refer to Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with the applicable 
land use policies from the General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning 
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this 
comment. The site’s underlying land use designation and zoning would remain 
residential, as stated on DEIR page 5.1-10. The DEIR Section 5.1 further states 
on pages 5.1-10 and 5.1-38 that a non-residential use would be constructed on 
site instead of housing. The City does not have a zone classification for church 
or religious institutions. 

I89-4 
Refer to Master Response 3 on the land use policy consistency. The DEIR 
Section 5.1 demonstrates that the church would comply with the applicable 
Residential Element policies in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. 
Commercial policies are not applicable to the project because the underlying 
land use designation is residential and the church is an institutional use that is 
allowed within the residential land use category, much like all the other 
religious institutions in the Navajo Community Plan area. 

October 16, 2022 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 

ATTN: Courtney Holowach 

1222 First Avenue 

San Diego, CA 92101 

PSPEAS@Saodieao 90Y 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 

Project #636444 

189-2 The project site is governed by the Navajo Community Plan, adopted by the San Diego City 

Council in 1982, and is designated for Single ramily residential use as shown in rigure 4. the 
Community Plan 's land use map. (see attached) 

The project site is w ithin San Diego1s RS-1-7 Zone which is intended for residential uses . The 
City of San Diego approved a 24 home subdivision in Dece.m ber of 2017 via a process 5 City 
Council vote in compliance with both the Land Use and Zoning Code regulations. T he current 
project applicant has twice requested an Extension of Time (EOT) for this previously 
entitled housing pruject. 

189-3 The propm,ed project is a Religious Assembly Use which is regulated by the Commercial Zoning 
Code and per the City of San Diego Municipal Code. is expressly NOT A LLOWED in the 
RS- 1-7 Zone. Approving the project in residential base zoning opens the C ity up to litigation. 
The nmnicipal code is \Vritten for sound reasons as traffic , safety and 11oise i1npact.s are 
significant and often not .iblc to be mitigated. In addition. Religious Assembly Lses often contain 
separate business activities and social programs that are not compatible with residenr.ial use. The 
Rock Church in Pt Loma is an example of this inco1npatibility. Due to San Die.go Municipal 
Code, a zoning change would be required in the general plan that allows for religio us assembly. 

189-4 The method the Applicant has chosen to advance their Project Objectives is an attempt to subve-rl 
all of the Navajo Community Plan Objectives by s leight of hand. Their claim that Figure 24 of 
the plan (see attached) allows them to meet the [,and Cse requirements of the Community Plan 
and there by sidestep the Commercial Zoning Code without changing any of the language of the 
Plan through public hearings is absurd. Figure 24 is a snapshot in t ime from 1982 of some 
facilities iu 1J1e area, not a springboard to lea p over today's publicly vetted and approve-d 
regulations. To be cl ear, the Community Plan does not adequately incorporate or consider 
appropriate siti ng of religious institutions and should be revised to do j ust that. 
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I89-5 
No special exemptions from the Community Plan or General Plan are proposed 
by the applicant. The deviations from the SDMC are allowed through the 
issuance of a Planned Development Permit, as described in the Project 
Description in DEIR Chapter 3 and pursuant to SDMC Section 126.0602 (a) (2). 
Both a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening and Local Mobility 
Analysis (LMA) were reviewed and approved by City staff, in accordance with 
the City’s Transportation Study Manual. As stated in DEIR Chapter 3 and 
Section 7.1.12, the LMA recommended that a new traffic signal would be 
constructed at the main ingress/egress to the church/sanctuary site and a 
second right in-right out driveway would be installed north of the signalized 
intersection. Based on the VMT screening in DEIR Appendix K, the project would 
not cause significant circulation effects on the surrounding roadways and 
intersections, as discussed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. Refer to Master Response 5 
on VMT and LMA in the FEIR. 

I89-6 
Future church growth in accounted for the trip generation outlined in the VMT 
screening and LMA (DEIR Appendices J and K). Traffic projections in the LMA 
and VMT analyses are based on transportation modelling conducted by 
SANDAG which factors in growth in the region over time. Refer to 
transportation Master Response 5 regarding trip generation, VMT and LMA in 
the FEIR for additional information. 

I89-7 
With regard to view blockage, the project would not exceed the City of San 
Diego Visual Effects Significance Determination Threshold as it would neither 
substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor as shown 
in an adopted community plan or the General Plan or cause substantial view 
blockage from a public viewing area of a public resource that is considered 
significant by the applicable community plan 

Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character. The 24-unit 
residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is described in the 
Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar significant impacts as 
the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives. 
A traffic signal was not required by the City at the entrance to the residential 

189-41 
(cont) 

189-5 

189-7 

189-8 I 
, .. I 

This project should be evaluated as the Commcn.;ial Use it is, not as a Special Institutional Use 
that would fulfill unmet Community or City needs. 

This project should not be granted inappropriate special exemptions to the Navajo Community 
Plan nor to the San Diego General Plan or Development Codes due to the s ignificant impacts that 
will occur, such as: 

1. Adding a traffic signal that only benefits the Applicant with all impacts transferred to the 
existing users oJ College Aven ue and lhe surrounding Communities.According to the Applicant. 
95% of the traffic generated will come from south of the 8 freeway . (see attached image) 

2. Accepting a flawed Traffic Study that fails to cv,1luatc future growth because the Applicant 
refuses to provide thei r Consultant with appropriate projections for fuH1re growth . Having this 
data is common practice ou projects of this magnitude ($10!v1M+). They have falsely suggested 
their daily trip count to be approximately 280 vehicles. which conveniently is just below the 300 
daily trip th reshold which would materially change the viabili ty of the project as proposed. 

3. ·rhc complete erasure of the Del Cerro Community identity upon cntc1i ng via College Ave by 
l) allowing a 56,000 sq ft building that exceeds the allowed height limits to block all views of 
the exis ting homes and hillsides: and 2) allow a 71,000 sq ft two story parking garage joined to 
several acres of street level parking lots instead of the homes in the Reduced Residential 
A lternative. Additionally, the Draft EIR negl ects to mention that the Reduced Residential 
Alternative docs not require an additional traffic signal (In fact. it expressly forbade it), while the 
proposed project requires such a traffic light. This is also a material difference in project scope 
that cannot be considered equivalent. 
The Cit_y of San Diego must reject this Draft EIR as insufficient in identif)·ing signifirant 
impacts. !\ew and accurate information from more detailed studies must be provided by the 
Applicant to allow decision makers and the public to knowledgeably asce11ain the scope of thei,e 
s ignificant impacts. 

The Reduced Residential Development Al ternative is a far superior project, approved by the San 
Diego City Council, is properly zoned, and was twice extended by the Applicant, thereby 
validating its viability. It would meaningfully contribute to fulfilling the unmet housing and 
greenho use gas emission goals of both the Conununity and the City. 

Respectively submit.led. 

SaveDelCerro 

\ ,1ichael Livingston 
555S Del Cerro Hlvd 
San Diego. CA 92 120 
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subdivision because it was not warranted based on that project’s transportation 
analysis conducted in 2016. The traffic signal associated with the church project 
is warranted based on the 2020 LMA conducted in accordance with the City’s 
Transportation Study Manual, which was amended after the residential project 
was approved to require VMT analysis as the CEQA metric in addition to an 
access analysis. 

I89-8 
The claims made in this comment provide no specificity, are speculative and not 
supported by the evidence. The DEIR adequately analyzes the project’s impacts, 
in accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds and 
technical guidance. 

I89-9 
Comment noted. Building housing is not a project objective stated in DEIR 
Chapter 3 and an alternative land use for the site was rejected for that reason 
in DEIR Chapter 8, as discussed in Master Response 1 on the issue. 
Furthermore, the DEIR Alternatives discussion clearly demonstrates that the 
significant impacts of the would not be substantially lessened or reduced 
through adoption of the Reduced Residential Development Alternative. Based 
on the analysis provided in the DEIR, less than significant greenhouse gas 
impacts would occur with project implementation. 
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I89-10 
This comment’s attachment is a figure from the Navajo Community Plan. No 
response is required. 

189-10 

OTHER COMMUlflY FAaU11ES 
CD CNIRM ... . 
a:J~~ 
~ fl.OOD~~ 

SMCIIOOG4SAHO 
~CO.UllllU«tfT 

FIGURE 24: OTHER COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
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3.1.3.90 Letter I90: Meaghan Loud 

 

I90-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As noted in this 
comment, the project would have significant impacts to biological resources, 
historical resources, noise and tribal cultural resources, as outlined in DEIR 
Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.6. Adoption of the No Project Alternative would 
avoid the project impacts noted in this comment, as identified in the DEIR. 
However, the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the applicant’s 
basic project objectives, as described in DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 8.3.3. 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
issue. 

Letter 190 

From: Meaghan Loud <meaghan.loud@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:51 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandie:go.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public comment on All Peoples Church/No 636444 

Hello, 

190-1 > I am a registered voter and a resident of Del Cerro/Navajo Community Plan Area and I would l ike to submit the 
following as a public comment on the Draft Enviro nmen tal Impact Report reg,;1rding the project All Peoples 
Church, project no. 63 6444. 

> The Draft Envi ronmental Impact Report regarding the project All Peoples Church, project no. 636444, has 

determined that the proposed project would resu lt in significant environmental effects in the following areas: 
biologica l resources, histo rica l resources, noise, and Tribal cultural resources. It is vital that the site of the 

proposed project remain vacant in order to avoid the significant e nvironmental effects in the aforementioned 
areas. I do not think t hat constructing a megachurch and huge parking structure are worth the significant 

environmental and Tribal cultural destructron that would necessarily occur if the project were to proceed, even 
at a reduced project level. Please reject t his project in its entirety. It will not serve t he residents ofthis 
community, and it w ill only cause further environmental destruction and loss of significan t h istorical and Tribal 
cultural resources. 

> Signed, 
> Meaghan loud 
> 5917 Overlake Ave 

> San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.91 Letter I91: Michael Lovci 

 

I91-1 
This comment does not contain specific comments on the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the 
project and alternative uses for the site, including parkland. There is a 2-acre 
dedicated parkland property fee-owned by the City Parks and Recreation 
situated immediately to the south between the project site and the Caltrans 
ROW that would remain intact after project implementation. 

I91-2 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 regarding general 
opposition to the project, residential housing policy, land use policy consistency, 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

Letter 191 

From: Michael Lovci <michaeltlovci@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, Oct ober 14, 2022 3:47 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sa ndiego .gov>; Blake, Martha <MBlake @s.indiego.gov>; Holawach, Courtney 
<CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Cc: Jeanne Lovci <jeannelovci@gmail.com> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] College Ave canyon development 

191-1 l Thank you for your atte.ntion to th is matter that co_ncerns a nat~ral canyon against my grandmother's backyard 
that should be a park, per promises from city concllermembers in the past decades. My grandmother has been 

unable to participate w ith these proceedings due to her advanced age. The adjacent neighbors vehemently 
opposed development historically. 

Clearly to me the all peoples pr oject fits better where t he abandoned Frye's Electronics sits off 1S. 

191-2 

Michael Lovci 

5620 Honors Dr 

San Diego CA 92122 

•········· Forwarded m essage•········ 
From: Save Del Cerro <savedelcerro@gmai l.com> 

Date: Fri, Oct 14, 2022, 3:18 PM 
Subject: Save De l Cerro UPDATES & ACTION ITEMS 

To: Save Del Cerro <savedelcerro@gmail.com> 

Hello from Save Del Cerro . You are receiving this because you've reached o ut to us over the past few years 

regard ing our opposition efforts to the ALL PEOPLES CHURCH MEGA PROJECL 

There are a number of ways you can currently support our efforts. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

As you may be aware, the City of San Diego recently released the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. You 
can view this 294 page document here. The public comment period is scheduled to close at the close of 

business on October 17th MONDAY), however we have reQuested a 2-week extension from the Cit y (not yet 

confirmed they wil l honor tha t request). 

Please send a letter to the City of San Diego representa ti ves, Courtney Holowach 
(cholowach@sandiego.gov), Mart ha Blake (mblake@sandiego.gov) and DSDEAS@sandiego.gov before 

MONDAY. 

You' ll want to focus your letter on THREE MAIN CONCERNS: 

1. Housing Crisis (SD City Counci lmembers, the ones whose vote wil l dete rmine the fa te of this project ), have all 
acknowledged t hat San Diego i s in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an approved 24 unit 

housing project e titled to t he land. By approving t he mega project, they are essentially voting NO on housing. 
Make it clear there i s a viable alternate project. That is an important argument. 



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-176 

 

191-2 
(cont.) 

2. San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically dlsal lows 

Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be a violation of San 

Diego ' s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately incorporate or consider 

appropriate siting of religious instit utions and would also need to be revised. 

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they expect 95% 
of the people attending t heir site to come from out of the area, and then leave the area, in essence doubling the 
greenhouse gas emissions as they cater to an audience from out of t he area. This runs counter to the City's 

Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (See attached image from the applicant·' s 

presentation) 

CONTACTING COUNCILMEMBERS 

This website has the list of all 9 councilmembers phone numbers and email addresses. District 2, 4, 6 and 8 are 
up for re-elect ion next month. Only CM Chris Cate is termed out, so you can skip him. It would be ideal to CALL 

& EMAIL each of the other 8 councilmembers. It also makes sense to reach out to Kent Lee, who is the 

frontrunner candidate for District 61 https://www.kentleeforsd.com. 

JoelaCava@sandiego.gov 619-236-6611 

JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov 619-236-6622 
StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov 619-236-6633 

MMontgomerySteppe@sandiego.gov 619-236-6644 
MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov 619-236-6655 
RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov 619-236-6677 
VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov 619-236-6688 

SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov 619-236-6699 

info@kentleeforsd.com 

Use the THREE issues mentioned above for your cal ls/emails. 

NEXT STEPS 

Once t he review period is completed for the Environmental Impact Report, it will become "final " , the project 

will eventually go back to t he Navajo Community Planners for a symbolic vote (a no vote won ' t stop the 

project), then of f to the Planning Commission for a vote (again, a no vote won ' t stop the project), and f inally t o 
the only vote that counts: Cit y Council, where a simple majority determines if the project is approved or denied. 

We will continue to keep you updated on this time line and what action steps best support our efforts to STOP 
the M EGA PROJECT. 

Any questions, ideas, et c please let us know. 

Thank you, 
Save Del Cerro 
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July 2023 RTC-177 

3.1.3.92 Letter I92: Mark Luciano 

 

I92-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 
Contrary to statements made in this comment, the project would not result in 
significant neighborhood character impacts as stated in DEIR Section 5.5. Refer 
to Master Responses 1 and 4 on neighborhood character and alternative sites. 

I92-2 
Comment noted but it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

Letter 192 

192-1 

From: MJ Luciano <mjluciano@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2022 4:29 PM 
To: □SD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: All Peoples Church 

RE: 
All Peoples Church No. 636444 SCH No. 2021100394 Community Plan: Navajo Council District 7 

Please keep me informed re: All Peoples Church project. As a resident of Del Cerro, I am deeply concerned 

regarding the environmental impact of this project. It is my hope the project will be canceled due to its 
probable adverse impact on our community and neighborhood. This project should be redirected to a more 
appropriate area of town zoned for these types of facilities. 

Thank You, 

Mark Luciano 

" The lead agency may require the project applicant to supply data and information both to determine 

whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment, and to assist the lead agency in 
preparing the draft EIR. The requested information should include an identification of other public agencies 

that will have jurisdiction by law over the project. 

Any person, including the applicant, may submit information or comments to the lead agency to assist in the 
preparation of the draft EIR." 
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3.1.3.93 Letter I93: Sandy Luebben 

 

I93-1 
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project 
evaluates where improvements are required for site access and to determine 
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that 
surrounds the project site that could be exacerbated by the project but is not 
an analysis conducted to comply with CEQA (refer to Master Response 5 on 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). City staff identified the intersection of College 
Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The LMA 
conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five years 
(2015–2019) at the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and 
concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found 
for the study period. Therefore, no safety improvements were required at that 
location. 

Letter 193 

From: Sandy Luebben <sandyluebben@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, Octo ber 10, 2022 11:30 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] environmental impact 

193-1 The project All Peo[les church project no. 636444 aaaasCH no. 2021100394 for 
the Navajo Community Plan, Council district 7 I oppose. I oppose this because of 
the huge traffic prob lem for that number of cars trying to enter and exit the 
area. College Ave is a very busy street and the intersection of Del Cerro Blvd . and 
College is extremely congested at all times. I have lived within 3 blocks of the 
intersection for over 55 years and have seen that intersection go from no stop sign 
to the left turn signal of today. No matter what traffic pattern they try to invent. 
They have to use the main intersection. The signal is often run by red light drivers 
now, more accidents will occur and deaths are probable. 
Sandra Luebben 
6 I IO romany Drive 
San Diego, Ca 92120 
Worried Citizen 
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July 2023 RTC-179 

3.1.3.94 Letter I94: Stephanie Macceca 

 

I94-1 
Comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. General 
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on 
that non-CEQA issue. 

I94-2 
The environmental (traffic) conditions for analyzing project impacts were 
established at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR was 
published, in accordance CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, Environmental Setting, 
and with standard practice at the City. Any subsequent changes by Caltrans to 
the I-8 westbound ramp operations would not substantially change the 
adequacy of the DEIR because the project was screened out as a small project 
during the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment and would not result in 
significant traffic impacts. 

I94-3 
The project’s volume of trips was conservatively developed using the 
methodology contained in the City’s Transportation Study Manual, as 
addressed in Master Response 5 on trip generation. Construction of the project 
would not double the amount of greenhouse gas emissions in the local area or 
region. As demonstrated through calculations and policy analysis contained in 
DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would generate less greenhouse gas emissions 
than the 52 residences that are allowed on the project site (as shown in DEIR 
Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, it would not result in significant greenhouse gas 
emissions and would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by 
complying with the various greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategies 
outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 
Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR 
Appendix K) which shows that the project is presumed to not result in 
significant transportation impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the 
City’s CAP and related policies. 

Letter 194 

From: Stephanie Macceca <smacceca@gmail.com> 
Sent : Sunday, October 16, 2022 10 :35 PM 
To: Ho lowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MB1ake@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS 
<DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] The All People 's Church project in San Diego 

Dear City of San Diego representatives, Courtney Ho lowach (cholowach@sandiego.gov), M artha Blake 
(mblake@sandiego.gov) and DSDEAS@sand iego.gov 

194
_
1 
I I am writing this letter in reference to t he Environmental Impact Report for a 5 acre parcel of land submitted by 

the All People' s Church in Del Cerro. I have been a resident in this area since 2001, and I do not want a mega 
chu rch b uilt in my commun ity. 

194-2 

194-5 I 

CalTra ns reconfigu red the o n-ramp to 1-8 going west bound from Del Cerro after t he EIR w as com pleted and the 
Traffic St udy was completed. This change in the on-ramp has completely changed the t raffic leaving Del Cerro. 
As a result, cars leaving the community in the mo rning between 7 and 9 am experience significant delays and 
backups. Check the logs: an am bulance could not make it through t he gridlock because the t raffic lights going 
southbound on College Avenue are not timed to work in sequence. The wait t ime from Del Cerro Blvd to go 
eastbound o n 1-8 can take 20 minutes. Furthermore, San Diego State has increased enrollment, and more cars 
are coming on t o cam pus t his year. Add it ionally, Hearst Elementary starts at a later tim e. W hen I leave for work, 
I'm locked in traffic f rom Rockhurst, waiting to get onto t he freeway, and I don't even encounter the Hearst 
t raffic. As a result, I' ve been driving t hrough San Carlos to get to work. Res idents go ing west bound are driving 
through Allied Gardens to avoid t he t raffic. The EIR report and the Tra ffic Reports do not account for t hese 
changes or the effects of these changes at all. The only concern is the number of cars that are driv ing through 
Del Cerro rather than getting onto t he freeway. 

All People's Church plans to have 3 services on Sundays, filling all 900 seats at each of the services. The EIR 
report doesn't account fo r weddings, funerals, baptisms, and t he 46 group weekly meet ing events as listed on 
their websi te. The report predicts that 95% of the people attending t he church will come from out of the area, 
and then leave the area, in essence doubling the greenhouse gas emissions as they cater to an audience from 
out of t he area. This runs counter to the City's Climate Act ion Plan of reducing greenho use gas emissions, but 
more important ly, it grossly unclerpredicts the increase in greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the increase in 
traffic--cars just id ling, waiting, and moving in small increments. 

I am also deeply concerned t hat t his project cont inues to move forward in a city where the headlines 
consistently report t hat t here is a significant housing sho rtage. The land is zoned fo r housing, and if the church is 
built, i t is in direct violation of the San Diego M unicipal Code. The community of Del Cerro welcomes t he 
constr uction of new houses. M y property taxes are over $12,000.00 a year. 24 houses on the plot of land will 
generate the ci ty over $300,000.00 in property taxes each year. The church w ill generate zero dollars in property 
taxes. This project vio lates t he Navajo Communit y Plan, a plan that I read and respected as accurate when I 
bought my home in this community. To rezone t he land is a betrayal to the people who t rust ed it. 

Please do not approve this project for construction. 

Stephanie Macceca 
6081 Bounty Street 
San Diego, CA 9 2120 
(619) 405-3476 
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I94-4 
No specific DEIR inadequacies or deficiencies are noted in this comment. Refer 
to Master Response 3 regarding residential housing policy. Additionally, the 
project does not require a rezone because of the proposed Planned 
Development Permit (PDP) pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) 
Section 126.0602 (a) (2),as described in Master Response 3 under land use 
policy consistency. 

I94-5 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 
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July 2023 RTC-181 

3.1.3.95 Letter I95: Thomas Marshall: September 17, 2022 

 

I95-1 
The contents of this letter were included in a previous comment letter and are 
redundant with those prior comments; refer to responses to comment I52-2 
which addresses the same issues contained in this letter. The criticisms of 
specific sections of the DEIR are general in nature and do not provide any 
specific evidence that contradicts what is presented in the DEIR. 

Letter 195 

195-1 I am writing to object to several mistakes and some blatant propagandizing 
included in the EIR for All Peoples Church/No. 636444. I am not an expert 
in all the areas that have caught my attention, but I am a nearly lifelong 
resident and user of the general area where this proposed project would be 
built. I pass through the exact area frequently these days. 

The first and most obvious concern for me is traffic. This project would 
hugely alter the flow of traffic in an already heavily impacted area. The 
intersection of College and Del Cerro could become badly backed up in all 
directions with this insertion of a simultaneous traffic load of three-hundred­
or-more cars at times. The traffic load at Friars Road Cost Co, familiar to us 
all in this part of town, where the city has created a dreadful permanent 
snafu, is usually only thirty or forty cars from each direction at its worst. 
Multiply that by five or more, and you will begin to see the mess being 
proposed. The addition of turn lanes in both directions on College will only 
make this worse with so little room for them or for traffic back-ups beyond 
them. This would be especially problematic down the hill toward the 
freeway. Congestion from SDSU traffic in addition to the regular flow of 
neighborhood traffic is already a problem of noise, air pollution, and 
environmental deterioration. Adding the load of churchgoers would make it 
obscene. The EIR is incorrect in judging these impacts to be negligible, 
way wrong and dead wrong. 

Linked to these proposed traffic changes is the issue of "neighborhood 
character." Neighborhood character is certainly challenging to define, partly 
because it changes, but on-going history is one important key to that kind 
of definition. This project, in terms of history or of present look, is 
undeniably a monstrous change for Del Cerro. Its location, admittedly 
taking advantage of a piece of real estate beside the freeway for 
advertising purposes (v. objective #1 in ES-1 ), stands out immediately as a 
big change. These buildings would be the first thing most people see of Del 
Cerro and would set a completely different tone for the neighborhood, 
calling out for attention and appealing to a very restricted portion of the 
population. The proposal's request for a deviation from the rules that apply 
to everyone else, in order to allow the erection of yet another blatant 
advertisement--the cross, is grossly vulgar. Religious assembly is a great 
freedom guaranteed by our laws, but blatant trumpeting of a particular 
religion is not. This eyesore to most of us would be completely out of 
character with Del Cerro and its history. 
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195-1 My other big area of contention with this EIR and plan also has to do with 
(cont.) the "character" of Del Cerro but over a much longer term. This location has 

a major ecological function and practical function as a buffer zone from the 
freeway and for the drainage of this area. The spot is not isolated from its 
larger drainage, though corruptions of the landscape over the years may 
have made it seem so. 

My residence in Allied Gardens over parts of seven decades, my childhood 
habit of fishing at Lake Murray, my presidency at Lewis Jr High involving 
me with the Del Cerro community, and my shopping at what is currently 
Windmill Farms on Del Cerro Blvd, all have put me in touch with the 
landscape in and around the neighborhood of this project. I have watched 
the connected Adobe Falls area nearby fill in and get re-landscaped over 
the years. I am, again, no scientific expert about this, but my acquaintance 
with the landscape and changes brought about by human manipulation 
prompt some strong opinions based on my experience as a kid, a birder, a 
botanist, and now an amateur entomologist. 

As kids, we roamed this area and chased its lizards alongside the 
roadrunners. Del Cerro was minimally developed when I first saw it The 
freeway was not there yet. We lived just east on Maryland in La Mesa 
where a stream flowed west and connected our neighborhood to Del Cerro 
on the other side of the Murray dam and on into Adobe Falls. When I later 
lived in Allied Gardens, I discovered that this same flow of water connected 
further west through Adobe Falls and on into the San Diego River in 
Grantville-and it still does. Broken up now by lot-building, landscaping, 
road-building, flood channels, and culverts, this stream (called Alvarado 
Creek on some maps) is an artery for this nursery of flora and fauna. 

The proposed project is another interruption in this flow and its ecological 
service to the larger natural community. Even the current situation, with a 
dirt catchment basin at the freeway end of the property under consideration 
for development, maintains a useful role in the water supply and drainage 
of this area. Adobe Falls is presumably still there, though the immediate 
area is closed to any trespassing by the University and held as the "SDSU 
Alvarado Canyon Ecological Area." Its ecology includes that whole 
Alvarado Canyon corridor in which the building and paving proposed would 
cut down on absorptive surface by a large percentage. This would affect 
both groundwater and surface flow to the lower creek all the way to the 
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195-1 river. Areas like this, with year-round or a good seasonal flow, are essential 
(cont.) to the life cycles of many local fauna and flora. 

For instance, this year in my corner of Allied Gardens, I have observed 
many of our more bright and beautiful neighbors making use of the nearby 
waters of the river (as they used to also use the creek that ran where Allied 
Road was eventually added onto the neighborhood) for sustenance, 
dwelling, reproduction, and interaction. These include birds (lcterus 
cucullatus), dragonflies (Libellula saturata), moths and butterflies (Leptotes 
marina), spiders and other "creepy"-crawlies (Peucetia viridans), reptiles 
(Uta elegans), as well as many many delightful others. These species are 
not protected rarities but everyday parts of our neighborhood. And they are 
not there just for our delectation. Their lives form the natural basis of our 
own. Our sciences are just beginning to uncover the interweavings 
involved. Our regulations have begun to respect them. Spots with water like 
Adobe Falls, Alvarado Creek, and the river bend by the mission support 
these life cycles and demand protection. Spots with infrequent water, like 
the parcel proposed for development, also help by absorbing and slowing 
the westward flow of the water on that drainage and deserve protection as 

The law provides such protection in many ways, even zoning. One of the 
many reasons why "single-family dwelling" zoning should not be allowed 
deviation is the violation of such important open surfaces for absorption of 
rain. Getting less rain these days makes this even more significant. Every 
square foot covered with an impervious (and often pollutant-laden) 
surfacing is a danger to us all. This project on this site would become a 
grave danger to this natural nursery area. If only for its damselflies and 
dragonflies, this would be a treasured spot. Building the proposed 
monstrosity less than a mile upstream from the sensitive nursery area 
(whatever streaming gets through these days) is a direct offense to the 
local ecology. Where the proposal says "all runoff water from the project 
would be collected and treated on the project site in water quality basins 
and discharged into the city storm water system," it is revealing a gross 
error about the best practice in usage of that water. Polluted by automotive 
leakages, yes, this water should be filtered or diverted, but allowed to fall 
on filtering ground and to enter the local water-cycle this storm-water would 
be the resource that it truly is and should be. 
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195·1 There has been a history of mistakes in regard to local hydrology, leading 
(cont.) to the point now where people can hardly see what nature was up to here. 

Mistakes have been made in a number of ways over the years of deciding 
what to do with this stream and its drainage. Cement troughs, dirt drain­
basins, culverts , and roads mar its flow. We cannot allow ourselves to add 
to that. There must be no SOP for this proposed project. Attempts at 
mitigation would only fall short and create further hazards for the Alvarado 
Creek area. Further interruption of the natural vegetation and its long-term 
achieved density would disrupt lives and hydrology there. Though the 
report has it accurately that there are "no wetland or riparian communities 
present on the project site," this site is a link with nearby riparian areas like 
the SDSU preserve; it is what they now call an "ecotone" joining wet zone 
to wet. Causes raised there can affect areas well beyond the boundaries of 
this project's own property. The proposal would create effects all along the 
corridor of Alvarado Creek. Raising the ground level, leveling the ground 
level, paving and building (to cover 41 % of the area-sec 7.1. 7), draining 
away run-off, and other aspects of the proposed project will create small 
natural disasters for the immediate area and downstream. The "Impact 
Analysis" in sections 5.2.4.2 & .3 is simply wrong; it follows a seriously 
flawed logic, a classic fallacy, in saying that the lack of wetlands on the 
project site means the project would have no impact on wetlands. This is 
false and falsifying; it shows that the argument here is falsely framed by the 
proposers and suggests that their ignoring actual cause-and-effect in 
nature may not be mere ignorance. 

Specific sections of the EIR where falsifications and fallacies show up 
include 5.5.2.1 (failure to "provide for the long term conservation and 
sustainable management" of resources), 5.5.4.1 (failure to avoid strong 
contrast with surrounding development or natural features), 5.5.4.2 (failure 
to consider the impact in nature beyond immediate property), 5.5.6.1 
(failure to consider the full impact of grading on hydrology in and around 
the property), 6.1 (failure to consider wider area, though the SDSU 
Ecological reserve is mentioned), 7.1. 7 (failure to avoid impervious 
covering of ground with 41% coverage, and failure to use water as 
resource), and 7.4 (causing irreversible changes to landscape in and 
around the property-There has recently been a removal of trees on about 
half of the property, possibly the very trees mentioned in the El R as nesting 
places for the Cooper's Hawk that must be preserved). To approve the 
project would be to go against several existing objectives and regulations 
adopted by the city, mentioned in these EIR sections and elsewhere. 
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195-1 So, as invited to comment "on the sufficiency of the document in identifying 
(cont.) and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 

the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated" (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204 ), I must say that the only legal and proper choice 
with this project is to determine that "No Project/No Development" may go 
on. 

Most sincerely, 
Rev. Dr. Thomas C. Marshall 
6885 Cartwright Street 
San Diego, CA 92120 

(619) 582-4230 
ToMarsha@Cabrillo.edu 
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3.1.3.96 Letter I96: Robert Martin 

 

I96-1 
Building housing is not one of the applicant’s project objectives outlined in DEIR 
Chapter 3. Nonetheless, the 24-unit residential subdivision referenced in this 
comment that was previously approved on site is described in the Reduced 
Residential Alternative and it would have similar significant impacts as the 
church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR Chapter 8. Thus, the housing 
would not substantially reduce or avoid any of the significant impacts of the 
project. General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on 
that non-CEQA issue. 

Letter 196 

196-1 

From: ROBERT MARTIN <statnow@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2022 2:41 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church- Del Cerro 

The proposed All Peoples Church environmental impact report does not reflect the 
many act ivities at this Mega Church on going that will be resulting in the severe impact to 
the ingress and egress of the community of Del Cerro. This project was surreptitiously 
replaced from a approved 24 single house development. by the developer. This plan is 
more in conformity with the gene ral plan for the community. I implore you to reject the 
Mega Church proposal and restate your departments, and the c ity council approval for this 
housing development. The community oi Del Cerro are in total support for the 24 single 
family housing project and totally reject the Mega Church. Let the people of Del Cerro 
have their voices heard and reject the All Peop les Church proposal. 

Bob Mart in 
Del Cerro 
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3.1.3.97 Letter I97: Anne McColl 

 

I97-1 
The 24-unit residential housing development previously approved on site was 
projected to produce 260 daily weekday trips, as compared to the 280 daily 
weekday trips associated with the church, based on the prior project’s technical 
study referenced in the Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted by the City. 
Transportation impacts of the project are analyzed in the DEIR Section 7.1.12 
using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric, as outlined in Master Response 5 on 
VMT. The project includes a traffic signal at its main entrance to facilitate access 
on College Avenue based on the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) in DEIR 
Appendix J. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue 
operational changes and the LMA. 

I97-2 
Refer to Master Response 1 related to alternative location or use. 

Letter 197 

197-2 I 

From: anne mccoll <annemccoll@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 1:11 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] feedback on All Peoples Chruch No 636444 

Dear City people: 

This land was origina lly designated for homes. Putt ing a church with a 900-sea t audito rium will increase 
the traffic immensely at an already busy intersection.This was a bait and switch. Quiet neighborhood 

st reets will now be t he scene of increase traffic. 

Are the re plans t o put in a new traffic light on college before the Del Cerro Blvd/College Ave 
in tersect ion? 

This property is divided by a drainage ditch where run off water f lows. It would be best for something 
like a self-storage facility. 

Anne McColl :: Copywriter 
I help brands tel l stories t hat stick. 
5942 Henley Drive I San Diego, CA 92120 I 619.261.4677 
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3.1.3.98 Letter I98: Medina Family 

 

I98-1 
The wildlife species mentioned in this comment were not observed by the 
project’s biologists during on-site field work. DEIR Section 5.2 addresses the 
project’s impacts on biological resources, including wildlife habitat, which would 
be mitigated and reduced to less than significant, in accordance with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines. The subject property is planned for future development in 
both the General Plan and Navajo Community Plan and not a part of the City’s 
open space preserve system. Thus, its preservation is not critical to the 
conservation goals contained in the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan 
(MSCP). 

I98-2 
The DEIR studied noise in Section 5.4 and concluded that the project would not 
result in operational noise impacts. The details of the noise analysis are also 
included in DEIR Appendix E. 

The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project is 
not an impact analysis under CEQA but, rather, evaluated where improvements 
are required for site access and to determine whether there are any 
deficiencies in the local circulation network that surrounds the project site that 
would be exacerbated by the project. City staff identified the intersection of 
College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The 
LMA conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five 
years (2015–2019) at the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro 
Boulevard and concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle 
accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, the no safety 
improvements were recommended in the LMA at that location. 

Letter 198 

From: 

To: 
Subject: 

Date: 

Hqlqwa,;;h COJJl10N on behalf of ™ 
HO'®:iKh Co rtnev 
Fw: [EXTERNAL) All Peoples Church/NO. 636444: Envirormentll Impact Report Comments 

Monday, October 3, 2022 8 :24:48 AM 

From: 0 Medina <omedina2276@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 2, 2022 11:05 AM 

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/NO. 636444: Environmental Impact Report Comments 

.. This email came from an cxlcrnal somcc. ll<.' cautious about clicking on any links in this 
email or opening attachments. n 

To : Ravnard Abalos. Citv of San l>ic~o Dcvdopmcnl Services Ct.'.nlcr 
Fr<]ll~Oscar \ifedina, 5669 \1eredith ~A.Ve\ San Diego, CA 92120 
Suhject: All Peoples Church Project number 636444, SCH No. 2021100394 

198-1 Despile living in a major l ~S city, my children and their friends have had the luxury orbi.:ing 
exposed to unique wildlife not customarily observed within city limits. The proposed project 
location for project 636444 tAII Peoples Church) is currently home to to the following 
wildlife: 
- Family o f Grey Foxes 
- Bobcat 
- Family of Red Tailed Hawks 
- California Chmtcalchi.:r (Thn:ak ni.:d) 

TI1e proposed project would not only destroy the homes of the ,vildlife, it would el iminate 
critical spac.c for them to feed , live, and thrive. "111c project ·would be the end of the living 
alongsidi.: naluri.: experience thal is currenlly possible in Oi.:I Cerro. 

198-2 Additionally, the noise level and corresponding trailic to the community will be irreparable. 
Since the project proposal, there have been t \VO fatal crashes at the intersection of Del Cerro 
Rlvd and Co llege Ave. There continue lo be regular signilicant vehicle crashes at the same 
intersection. 

Del Cerro lllvd and Madra Ave al:so continue to be a dungcr to families and children that cross 
the i:ruersection. T here have also been multiple s1gni ficant accidenls a t the intersection 
including a rollover crash (in a residential area). 

The addition of a J.000 scat drnn;h can cxpe,;,;.\ to bring in 300•500 vehicles lo the area on a 
regular basis. multi-pie times a day. \Vith no easy access to the pro-perty, tral1ic \\ill 
undouhtedly he hacked up on Del Cerro Blvd and College Ave, both of ,vhich are already 
dm1gerou::; intersections. Furthermore, there is no ace-cs::; plan that will allo1-v for seamless 
traffic entry lo the properly v,,ithout l.hc incursion of church traffic into the ::;urroun<ling 
neighhorhoods. Sunday 's in Del Cerro now are famous for kids riding h ikes, families walking 
their dogs, and children playing roller hockey or haskethall on the neighborhood streets. All of 
the wL-ckend ctctivily in a calm safe environment will not be possible with hundred::; of vehicles 
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Transportation is analyzed in the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment 
screening analysis for the 900-seat, 356 parking space church and are 
presented in the DEIR Section 7.1.12. The project would not result in significant 
impacts. Refer to Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding VMT and the non-CEQA 
topic of College Avenue operational changes. 

I98-3 
With regard to the application on the adjacent parcel received after the project’s 
NOP was circulated, refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts. 

I98-4 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

198-2 
(cont.) 

,~, I 
198-41 

traversing the local strccb to ilcccss the Church. The noise associated with the traffil;. \Vill 
place an undue burden on the local residents who's homes will become the thoroughfare for 
church traffic. 

If egress through College Ave were possible, it would ease the burden upon the local 
residents. IIO\VEVER, I understand the city has detemtined that adding egress on College 
Ave \vould be dangerous o r impede the flow of traffic. If a rn~jor street artery can not support 
the lra1liL'., \VIIY is it being pushed inlu a loc.al neighborhood even k ss c.apublc of absorbing 
the traftic and risk. 

The project is even more of a threat to the safety and noise levels in the area \.vith the addition 
of the proposed 100 unit apartment comp lex on Del Cerro Hlvd between College Ave. and 
\1adru Ave. The addition of over 100 units of housing, with no parking in the same two streets 
used to access the proposed All Peoples Clmrch. would create a heavily congested area 
incapable of safely managing the traffic that already exists in the area. 

Please do not let this project proceed a t the expense of local wildlife. and the true community 
experience. still possible in Del Cerro. The project as proposed is a danger to our ki<ls salety, 
the safety of our community. and the habitat to threatened \.vlldlife typ ically not found in an 
urban environment. 

Sincerely, 

The Medina Family 
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3.1.3.99 Letter I99: David Mendel 

 

I99-1 
Refer to Master Responses 3, 4, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the 
project, transportation, land use policy consistency, and neighborhood 
character effects of the project. 

Letter 199 

From: David Mendel <zephyr813@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 11:22 AM 
To: Ho lowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Fwd: EIR for all people's church project# 636444 

---------- Forwarded message -········ 
From: David Mendel <zephyr8l3@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Oct 14, 2022 at 10:57 AM 

Subject: EIR for all people ' s church project# 636444 
To: <courtneyholowach@sandiego.gov> 

ms. holowach 

199-1 this correspondence expresses my disagreement with the EIR prepared for project# 636444. as outlined in the 
navajo community planners, inc. correspondence of october, 2022, many of t he conclusions are based upon 
outdated and incomplete information. 

common sense dictates t hat this project is in direct confl ict with the existing zoning designation of the property 
(rs-17). single family residence housing is not a 4 story parking garage, gymnasium, classrooms, etc. to suggest 
that such a massive project would not create traffic, sa fety, environmental problem s, as well as negatively alter 
the character of the del cerro community, is simply incorrect and not t rue. 

i urge you to reject t he conclusions of the EIR and to conclude, correct ly, that project # 636444 is not 
appropriate for the del cerro community of san diego. 

thank you 
david mendel 
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3.1.3.100 Letter I100: David Mendel 

 

I100-1 
The project is requesting approval of a Community Plan Amendment and 
Planned Development Permit. These approvals are permitted by procedures 
and policies contained in the General Plan and San Diego Municipal Code 
(SDMC). The SDMC Section 126.0602(a)(2) allows projects to propose a Planned 
Development Permit (PDP) to allow a use that is permitted by the land use plan 
but not allowed by the underlying zone. Therefore, it is not a violation of the 
SDMC to consider an application for a church on the subject property. In 
addition, as discussed in DEIR Section 7.1.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the 
project would not result in significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with 
the various GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP 
Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). Refer to Master Responses 3 
and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, land use policy consistency 
and residential housing policy in the region for further discussion on these 
topics. 

Letter 1100 

1100-1 

From: David Mendel <zephyr8l3@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 6:37 PM 
To: Blake, Martha <MB1ake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] opposition t o all peoples church- project# 636444 

ms blake 

i am writing you to express my opposition to the all peoples mega church project in de l cerro. 
please consider 

1. the property is zoned rs-1-7- for single family residential housing. as you are probably 
aware, there is an existing 24 unit housing project already approved and t itled to the 
property in question. a mega church with a 4 story garage, gymnasium, classrooms, offices, 
etc is NOT housing. 

2. the san diego munici pal code -table 131-04B specifically disallows religious assembly. 
absent an amendment to the general plan, this project would be in violat ion of the san diego 
municipal code. 

3. the t raffic, environmental, including vehicle miles traveled as t he applicant has admitted 
that 95% of the people going to the site will be coming from outside of the del cerro area, 
clash with the san diego climate action plan. 

in summary, the real estate zoning rs- 1·7 does not permit such a project, its construction will 
actually exacerbate the housing crisis as it would not permit an already approved 24 unit 
housing project to proceed, and will create traffic and environmental problems for t he del 
cerro area by actors coming from other locations. 

thank you 
david mendel 
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3.1.3.101 Letter I101: Julie Middlemas 

 

I101-1 
Comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition to 
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that non-CEQA 
topic. Also refer to Master Response 3 regarding residential housing policy. 

I101-2 
The project would not rezone the property, as stated in DEIR Chapter 3 and 
Section 5.1. The site’s residential zoning would remain intact because the City 
does not have a zone classification for church or religious institutions. The San 
Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602(a)(2) allows projects to propose 
a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow a use that is permitted by the 
land use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. That process is what is 
proposed to permit the church on a residentially zoned site. Refer to Master 
Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency as it relates to this comment 
on zoning. Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to 
the project and alternative locations or use. 

Letter 1101 

From: julie middlemas < juliemiddlemas@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, Oct ober 14, 2022 11:15 AM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Project: Al l Peoples Church Project No. 636444 

Dear Ms. Holowach: 

1101
_
1 
I I'm writing to strongly object to the All People's Church Project being proposed in Del Cerro. This project seeks 

to turn residential property into what will become, in effect, commercial property. This is at a time when many 

people struggle to find affordable housing in the county and there is a well documented housing shortage. The 
SANDAG website is f ul l of documents from many government agencies that depict the grim housing 
market. Here is a very recent document from the Housing Acceleration Proj ect (HAP) that seeks to address this 
issue amongst t he cities in the county. https://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid 617 31505.pdf 

1101-21 Residentia l zoni ng needs to be protected for residential projects. In addition, there are a lot of empty 
commercial properties right now due to the effects of the pandemic and a move towards on line business. This 

church could and should find another more appropriate and proper ly zoned location. 

Please do what is right for the majority of people in this county and protect residential zoning. 

Thank you. 

Julie Middlem as 
6115 Rockhurst Drive 

San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.102 Letter I102: Vince Mikulanis 

 

I102-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to the Master 
Responses 1, 3, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
project location, or use of the site, and need for the project. 

The housing crisis is not an environmental impact nor it is an environmental 
setting for the project, as discussed in Master Response 3 under residential 
housing policy. 

With regard to the zoning and General Plan issues in this comment, refer to 
Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with the applicable policies 
from the General Plan, Community Plan and zoning regulations, which 
addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this comment. A General 
Plan Amendment is not required as discussed in Master Response 3. 

With regard to the environmental concerns and VMT matter, construction of the 
project would not double the amount of greenhouse gas emissions in the local 
area or region. As demonstrated through calculations and policy analysis 
contained in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would generate less greenhouse gas 
emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed by the City’s Land Development 
Code (LDC) on the project site (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, 
it would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions and would be 
consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the various 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP 
Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). Furthermore, a Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR 
Appendix K) which shows that the project would not result in significant VMT 
impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City’s CAP and related 
policies. 

I102-2 
Refer to the Master Response 5 regarding VMT and the College Avenue 
operational changes. Project transportation impacts would be less than 
significant as discussed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. General opposition to the project 
is noted in the Master Response 6. 

Letter 1102 

1102-1 

1102-21 

From: vince mikulanis <vmikulanis@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:45 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@s,rndiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MB1ake@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS 
<DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Cc: CcuncilMember Joe Lacava <JoelaCava@sandiega.gov>; Counci lmember Jennifer Campbell 
<JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Counci1member Stephen Whitburn 

<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 

<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; Counci lMember Marni van Wilpert 
<MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov>; 

Councilmember Vivian Moreno <VfvianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Counci lMember Sean Elo-Rfvera 

<Sea nEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; info@kentleeforsd.com <info@kentleeforsd.com> 
Subject; [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church Draft EIR PUBLIC COMMENT 

I am writ ing to you in rega rds to All People's Church, draf t EIR concerning building a large church in the 

community of Del Cerro. 

The Draft EIR confirm s several o f t he community's objections to this project and I urge you to deny this 

proj ect the abil ity to move forwan:L 

The project is unacceptable to the community for three main reasons. 

1. Housing Crisis • There is an approved plan to build 14 low-density residentia l hom{'S on t he 
site. This will help alleviate the current housing c rises by provid ing single-family residences that 

are in line w it h the current community charact er. There is plenty of high-density housing going 
in adjacent to Del Carro in Grantvi lle. The existing and approved plan of 14 low-density 

residences should move forward. The plan from All People's Church is inconsistent with helping 

to resolve the housing issue . There are plenty of places in the community where t he Church can 

be located (How about the long vacant Frys off the 15 and Aero?) 

2. Zoning and General Plan - The site is inconsistent w ith zoning and t he City o f San Diego's 
General Plan. Use Regulations Table fo r Residential Zones, specifically disallows Religious 
Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be a violation 

of San Diego ' s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navaj o Community Plan does not adequately 

incorporate or consider appropriate sit ing of religious institut ions and would also need t o be 

revised. APC has not provided adequat e reasoning for considering such a change other t han 
they bought a piece of property w ith the intent t o develop outside of the exist ing 

allowances. They were fu lly aware of the exist ing p lanned development and t ried t o back-door 

their project. 
Environmental Concerns/VMT {Vehicle M iles Traveled): The project appltcant has admitted they 

expect 9S% of the people attending their site to come from out of t he area, and then leave t he 

area, in essence d oubling the greenhouse gas emissions as they cater to an audience f rom out of 
the area. This runs counter to the City's Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions. The applicant has gone back and forth on this i ssue, depending o n what audience 
they wish to p lacate to. On one hand t hey say t hey want to be part of t he Del Cerro community 

and paint the idyllic picture of fam ilies walking to t hei r Mega-Church. In reality - 95% of site 

users will be from out of the area by t heir own expectations. 

Their in format ion presented in the EIR is also inherently f lawed. There simply is no potential alignment 

to the streets where people exiting the property will easily be able to get on 1-8. This will greatly impact 
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1102-2 I 
(cont) 

t raffic on existing surface st reets in the neighborhood, particularly College Ave/Waring Rd. Plans call for 
a cut out in the median to allow a left hand turn out of the property. But anybody familiar with the area 
clearly knows there is no way t o accomplish this due to the increase in elevation of the southbound 
traffic from northbound lanes on College Ave. 

I urge you again, please do not al low this project to proceed. 

Vince Mikulanls 
vmikulanis@gmail.com 
619-921-2746 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-195 

3.1.3.103 Letter I103: Michael Miller 

 

I103-1 
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project 
evaluates where improvements are required for site access and to determine 
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that would 
be exacerbated by the project site but is not an analysis of impacts under CEQA. 
City staff identified the intersection of College Ave and Del Cerro Blvd for a 
systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of the accident history 
for the latest available five years (2015–2019) at the intersection of College Ave 
and Del Cerro Blvd and concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle 
accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, no safety improvements 
were recommended at that location. General opposition to the project is 
addressed in Master Response 6 on that non-CEQA issue. 

Letter 1103 

From: Mike Miller <mikhmlr@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 3:17 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: All People's Church project #636444 

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

I am writing to you today as a resident in Del Cerro. OPPOSED to the above 
reference project. 

In add ition to the issues raised in the Environmental Impact Report, I find this 
project would greatly disturb the Del Cerro community. 

1103-1 Many of our roads are already insuffic ient for the amount of neighborhood and 
"cut through·· traff ic we experience daily . A few examples: 

Madra Street is extremely ousy as a cut through from San Carlos and the multiple 
residents needing to use this throughway to get in and out of our neighborhood for 
work, shopping and general li fe activities. 

The intersection at Del Cerro Blvd and College is already a hazard for the amount 
of traffic that must navigate these multiple retail. school and church outlets. I 
cannot imagine adding 100 cars to where I witness multiple accidents or near 
accidents on a regular basis. much less a 50,000 sq ft facil ity wi th a 900 seat 
capacity. 

College Ave North from Hwy 8 is already insuffic ient to accommodate the daily 
traff ic and any add itional entrance/egress points along this throughway for the 
referenced project would simply add to the danger many already experience with 
the inadequately designed intersections. 

Simply put, this project should be rejected and no amendments to the Community 
Plans or current easements that keep our kids safe should be vacated. 

Sincerely 
Michael H Miller 
5904 Overlake Ave 
San Diego, CA 92 120 
6 I 9- 985-5354 
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3.1.3.104 Letter I104: Scott and Karen Miller 

 

I104-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. The 
project includes a signalized intersection at the main driveway to the site based 
on the trip distribution contained in the Local Mobility Analysis conducted for 
the project (DEIR Appendix J). As shown in the access analysis, only 5 percent of 
the project’s 280 daily weekday trips would utilize the College Avenue/Del Cerro 
intersection to access the site. This comment contains speculation on how 
project traffic would circulate through the intersection. The City acknowledges 
that a U-turn movement is not permitted at that location and signage exists to 
notify drivers. However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in 
an environmental analysis. 

I104-2 
DEIR Section 5.5 and Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character 
address relative to the surrounding development project siting. The DEIR 
discloses that the project’s massing and architectural style would be distinctive 
from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity, but 
further notes that the project has been carefully designed to respect the 
residential character to which it is adjacent. 

I104-3 
Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the DEIR cumulative impact analysis. 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
non-CEQA issue. 

Letter 1104 

From: Karen Miller <scottandkarenmiller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 8:21 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego .gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL) All Peoples Church Project #636444 

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

11 04-1 We can only hope the voice of the community w ill be heard on this project. The bottle 
neck today that occurs as you enter Del Cerro from 18 durin g peak traffic times is current ly 
bad . I don·t want to imag ine what it will be like trying to get home when the daily events of 
this proposed project are in place. Consider how emergency services will be affected for 
the entire commu nity. Will those exiting this fac ility have to make a u- turn at College and 
Del Cerro Blvd? Imagine that back up of people lined up to cross to the far lane for a u­
turn. Will they be adding another traffic light instead? lt"s just over a 1/4 mile from the light 
where you exit or enter 18 to the light at Del Cerro Blvd. 3 stop lights in a I i4 mile, 
REALLY? 11"s absolutely ridiculous: 

1104-2 I What about the appearance at the entrance of our residential community: They plan on a 
multi leve l parking structure and an enormous church and additional facilities. 

1104-3 We am horrified by not only this struc ture but the proposal fiQht around the corner of a six 
story Apt complex. Who is the person who put this through without commun1ty input? I 
can' t wait to vote the current regime out of office. They should all be ashamed o f the 
impact that their choices have had on so many families with ADU laws unlike anywhere 
else in the state, and cramming these monstrosit ies into our communities. 
STOPI LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE THAT HAVE TO LIVE THERE EVERY DAY' We DO NOT 
want the Peop les Church. Project 636444 to happen' 

Scott and Karen Miller 
Sent from my iPad 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-197 

3.1.3.105 Letter I105: Patricia Mooney: September 20, 2022 

 

I105-1 
These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 on general opposition. 

Letter 1105 

1105-1 

From: 

To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

CWal PY@mid PrnduOIQI)<; Sao ~f(lQ Vidro Company 
llSll..W 
[EXTERNAL] Al Peoples Church :-'636444 
Tuesday, 5eptemt>er 20, 2022 9:20:45 AM 

• *'lhis email came from an external source. lie cm1tious about clicking on any links in this 
email or opening atlachmcnts.• • 

I am writing today in regards to the All Peoples Church that is proposed to 
be squeezed into a piece of land that seems like an after-thought in an 
otherwise lovely community Master Plan. 

We drive past that spot several times a week. And lately, when we drive 
past, we say to each other, "This is the LAST place they should erect yet 
another mega-church." It's not like we need MORE traffic, and yet, that's 
what this plan would amount to. 

At a time when more people are beginning to question their faith, and the 
force of religion in our political lives, instead of ramping up the construction 

of more churches, let's consider having LESS churches and more of 
Nature. 

And we also take issue with the idea that anything needs to be built there at 
all. It's got to be either a housing development or a mega-church. Why? Our 
Del Cerro neighbors have been very clear that they consider this an 
invasion of their quiet neighborhood. We could not agree more. The idea 
that the All Peoples Church is evangelical in nature and purportedly 
supports Gay Conversion Therapy should be all you need to know to deny 
this project. 

Patricia "Patty'' f'v10011ey 
Crystal Pynunid Productions 
(619) 644-3000 
bttp•l/(rystalPvramid com 
http·//instarrnm comlc[)·stalpyramidprod11ctio11s 
littp·//-facchoob: com/c1:;'stalpyrnmidpr{)(h1ctinns 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-198 

3.1.3.106 Letter I106: Camellia Mortezazadeh 

 

I106-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master 
Responses 1, 3, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
location or use of the site, land use policy consistency, transportation, and need 
for the project. The project would not result in significant GHG emissions and 
would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with 
the GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP 
Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter 1106 

1106-1 

From: Camellia Mortezazadeh <camellia.anita@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 10:14 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; D50 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha 

<MBtake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Comments on Environmental Impact Report-A ll peoples church/no. 636444 

To City of San Diego City Council Members: 

I am a San Diego resident writing to express my deep concerns w it h the recently re leased Environmental Impact 
Report for the A ll Peoples Church. My family and I moved to De1 Cerro in the pest four years, and have 
significant concerns with the prospect of this project moving forward, namely: 

1. This lot of land has already been approved for 24 units of housing. San Diego is in a housing crisis, and why not 

develop the land to house more residents, rather t han a mega church t hat w ill create additional traffic and air 
pollutfon to the community? This development is counter to the housing needs of t he city. 

2. The proposed mega church development is counter to San Diego Municipal Code's r egulations for residential 

zones, disallow ing religous assembly in RS 1-7 zoning. Moving forward would require a general plan amendment 
or it would be a violation of the city code. There have already been questionable tactics by these developers and 

I would truly wonder why/how this could move forward, and why this project specifically despite so much 
community opposition. 

3. Finally,this mega church w ould increase motor vehicle traffic (most visitors would come and go, and there is 
no public t ransit nearby, and attendees likely would not use public transit anyway), greenho use gas emissions ­

as the proposed project for 400 members would need to accomodate A LOT of cars in a small residential area. 

This would also increase traffic, t raffic accidents and reduce safety, a11 of which I care deeply about as my 
chi ldren walk to the local e lementary school and around the neighborhood. 

I hope City Council members will not be swayed by lobbyists for this church but from actual community 

residents themselves. 

Thank you, 

Camellia 

Del Cerro Res ident 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-199 

3.1.3.107 Letter I107: Ryan Mosher 

 

I107-1 
These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 on general opposition. 

I107-2 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding non-CEQA related comments including 
general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1107 

From: Ryan Mosher <rmosh49@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 12:59 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church/No. 636444 

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

Hello. 

1107.1 My name is Ryan Mosher and I live in Del Cerro . I find this megachurch to be 
concerning. This large complex will be the firs t view of entering Del Cerro which 
does not represent this community. Del Cerro is full of diverse religions and 
backgrounds. The large complex will also possibly cause more traffic in our 
residential neighborhood. Street parking may become an issue and I don 't want a 
bunch of cars to be taking up our streets. This ve nue also seems like it could be 
quite noisy which may disturb the people living nearby. 

1107-2 I The Al l Peoples Church is just a profit machine which will be operating at the 
expense of the residents of Del Cerro. I staunchly oppose the plan and 
construction of this church . Please do not allow this plan to be approved. 

Sincerely. 

Ryan Mosher 
6121 Romany Dr, San Diego, CA 92120 



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-200 

3.1.3.108 Letter I108: J.G. Ney 

 

I108-1 
The issue of rodent populations noted in this comment is not a required topic 
for discussion in a DEIR. No additional response is required. 

I108-2 
A Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) was conducted for the project to address access 
and safety at intersections, street segments and freeway off-ramp queues in 
the project area. According to the analysis in the LMA, with the proposed traffic 
signal, median changes, sidewalk, and bike lane improvements in place, no 
additional off-site improvements would be required. The LMA is not a CEQA 
impact assessment as noted in transportation Master Response 5 on VMT and 
LMA. 

I108-3 
No specific DEIR inadequacies or deficiencies are noted in this comment; 
general opposition to the project is address in Master Response 6 on that non-
CEQA issue. 

Letter 1108 

DSD 636444 draft EIR. 
All People's Church. 

1108-1 In reviewing the EIR report. I noted there is 110 reference to the environmental 
issues in reference to the residential property in question. As an example (coastal 
sage scrub), in addition, there is no reference made to the reptile populat ion 
current ly occupying the 8 ½ acres that mitigate the rodent population which 
currently migrate from state property, specifically the concrete tunnel_ located 
beneath Interstate 8, which carries water from the surrounding areas to and 
through Adobe falls. If APCs mega project is bu ilt, who will be responsible to 
mitigate t hat current rodent population which is supported by SDSU's trash 
areas? Also, if APCs project goes forward and there are no natural predators can 
balance and control the rodent issue. How or who will have to address the rodent 
issue when increased rodent migration moves to Adobe falls and South Del Cerro? 
With no natural predators I see no data in reference to environmental controls of 
the current rodent\reptile population. 

The traffic study is woefully rem iss in its estimate of vehicle traffic and fails to 
address pedestrian traffic. APCs mega project sites a two-story parking structure 
that will accommodate 367 vehicles with no mention of surface parking. 
Current MTS services are not adequate. Walking to the (SDSU trol ley station is 1 
mile and 1.5 miles to the (Alvarado) trolley station. 

1108-3 I The EIR is replete with insufficient information to make an informed decision to 
determine if APCs project should go forward. 

I for one remain strongly opposed to APCs mega project going forward. 

--~q 
J. G. Ney 

Del Cerro reservoir 
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Comments  Responses 
 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-202 

3.1.3.109 Letter I109: Jackie O’Connor 

 

I109-1 
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), evaluated where 
improvements are required for site access and to determine whether there are 
any deficiencies in the local circulation network that surrounds the project site 
that could be exacerbated by the project. City staff identified the intersection of 
College Ave and Del Cerro Blvd for a systematic safety review. The LMA 
conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five years 
(2015–2019) at the intersection of College Ave and Del Cerro Blvd and 
concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found 
for the study period. Therefore, the no safety improvements were 
recommended at that location. With the proposed traffic signal, median 
changes, sidewalk, and bike lane improvements in place along the project 
frontage, no additional off-site improvements are required. 

I109-2 
Contrary to this comment, DEIR Section 5.2 concludes that that project would 
result in significant impacts to biological resources and identifies mitigation to 
reduce the impact to below a level of significance. With regard to the trees 
situated on the project site, proposed construction would remove existing trees 
but would plant 92 more trees than exists today (DEIR Section 3.2.7). The 
applicant’s median improvements are being coordinated closely with the City 
staff. 

I109-3 
Master Response 5 provides detail regarding how the VMT analysis is used to 
address both direct and cumulative impacts, consistent with the Office of 
Planning and Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under 
CEQA. 

Letter 1109 

From: Jackie O'Connor < jackie@oconnorschurchsupply.com> 

Se nt : Sunday, October 16, 2022 4:30 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL) All Peoples Church 

Good Afternoon, 

1109_1 I As a r esident since 19681 am concerned about the follow ing issues. 
1. Safety of t he roads of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard. 

2. The creation of unsafe bike lane'. Where riders Are led to cros~ a fre. eway entrance 
to Hw y 8 E. t hen 2 Alvarado Rd. wh,ch both are dangerous situa tion's 

1109-2 I 3. The EI R says the community is not im pacted by this project. I disagree. The community is losing approximately 
12 to 14 SO year o ld Pine t rees. In addit ion the community is losing a very large portkm 

of our decorated median. 

1109-3 I 4. What considerat ion has been give n t o the impact that will happen once the six sto ry building on College 
Avenue will be built? 

Thank you for considering my responses. 
Jackie o' Connor 
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Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-203 

3.1.3.110 Letter I110: Vince Outlaw 

 

I110-1 
Comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. General 
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on 
that topic, as well as the need for the project comment. 

Letter 1110 

From: Vince Out law <vo@vinceoutlaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 11:28 AM 
To: D50 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444. 

Del Cerro does NOT need All Peoples Church, we need t he housing t hat area is zoned for and was approved for. 

All Peoples Church took control of that land underhandedly and t hey are opposed by many in the community. 
They already have sites of worship in San Diego and we don't need another in Del Cerro. 

DO NOT APPROVE t heir project and work to put the needed housing back where it belongs. 

Thank You 
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Comments  Responses 
 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-204 

3.1.3.111 Letter I111: Rosaura Picasso 

 

I111-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master 
Responses 1, 3, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative 
location or use of the site, land use policy consistency, VMT and need for the 
project. The project would not result in significant GHG emissions and would be 
consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the GHG 
emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency 
Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter 1111 

From: Rosaura Picasso <onerosaura@gmail.com> 
Subject: AU Peoples Church Mega Project in Del Cerro, San Diego 
Date: October 14, 2022 at 4 :51:32 PM PDT 

To: cholowach@sandiego.gov 
Cc: DSDEAS@sandiego 

Dear Gentelperson: 

111 1·1 I strongly oppose to the project A ll Peoples Mega Project in Del Cerro, San Diego for t he following reasons. 

1. W il l all know that we have a severe housing crisis. 

This sight has been already pre-approved for a 24 unit project title to the land. However, this pre-approved 
housing project is been ingnored and substituted for a Mega Churh in a neightborhood that alr eady counts with 
an aboundant amount of empty, not tax paying churches, synagogues and similar. No doubt the needs of the 

population are not being taken into account if a Church is being built instead of housing. 

2. San Diego Municipal Code Table 131-048 specifically d isallows religious assembly in a RS 1-7 zoning, as th is 

area is. Again, this neighborhood has already a plethora of empty, not tax paying churches, while the tax 
paying people have no place to live. There is no need whatsoever for any more, much less a Mega one that will 
disagree with this residential neighborhood. 

3. Enviromental Concerns?VMT. The project applicant admits they expect 95% of the people coming to their 
site to come from out of t he area. This runs counter to the City' s Action Plan of reducing green hous 

emissions. 

Please do not fo rget that churches are tax exempt whi le owners of houses/condos pay very high taxes for t he 

benefit of the City, the State and the count,y. At the same time churches neither crea te jobs except for a very 
few, neither promote the economy in anyway. 

Thank you very much for your time ancl consicleration, 

Yours tru ly, 

Rosaura Picasso. 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-205 

3.1.3.112 Letter I112: Michael Poltorak 

 

I112-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.  

Letter 1112 

From: poltorakmi@cox.net <poltorakmi@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 6:33 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church, Prj #636444, Sch #2021100394, Navajo District 7 

Attention Courtney Holowach: 

1112-1 I I am o~posed to approving the All Peoples Church Project . The size and scope of the proj ect is 
inconsistent with the tradition, character and feel of this quiet Del Cerro neighborhood. 

Thank you, 

Michael Poltorak 
5884 Ridgemoor Dr. 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-206 

3.1.3.113 Letter I113: Bill Poulin 

 

I113-1 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding alternative sites for the project 
and general opposition to the project. 

I113-2 
The construction of housing is not a project objective stated in DEIR Chapter 3. 
As noted in the DEIR Section 7.1.12, the project’s transportation impacts would 
be less than significant in accordance with the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Assessment screening. For additional discussion on the transportation issues, 
refer to Master Response 5 on VMT. 

Letter 1113 

From: William Poulin <bpoulin7l@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 2:32 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: Gloria, Todd (External) <MayorToddGloria@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMem ber Raul Camptllo 
<Rau1Campillo@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project No 636444 - All Peoples Church 

There are a lready lines of traffic from the school and t he temple. This project will only makes t hings 
worse! 

1113-1 l This is resident ial area w here there is already a church down the street and a temple and school wit hin 
SO ya rds. 

There are several buildings within a few miles t hat are vacant and would be better places for a mega 
church. The people attending are NOT even from this neighborhood 

1113-2 I A few town homes or additional single family homes that m ight make sense. A huge building on an 
intersection already clogged with traffic in a residential area makes no sense at all! 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 
SCH No . 2021100394 

Community Plan Area: Navajo 
Council District: 7 

Bill Poulin 
6033 Lancaster Drive 92120 
619-200-7816 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-207 

3.1.3.114 Letter I114: Irma Poulin 

 

I114-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Responses 1 and 6 regarding alternative locations for the project or alternative 
uses for the project site. and general opposition to the project. The operational 
church programs suggested in this comment are speculative, are not reflective 
of the project contained in the City’s application and have no bearing on the 
environmental impacts addressed in the DEIR. 

Letter 1114 

From: Irma Ponce <irmaponce72@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022. 2:31 PM 
To; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: Gloria, Todd (External) <MayorToddGloria@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campillo 
<Rau1Campillo@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project : All Peoples Church Project No 636444 

1114-1 This Project is being proposed in a residential area where there is already a church down the 
street and a temple and school within 50 yards. 

There are already lines of t raffic from the school and events at the temple. We do not need to 

add more. This is not the location for this. 

There is a 150 unit apartment building also being proposed right next to it . 

Souplantaion on Flet cher parkway as well as several buildings in Grossmont center are vacant 
and would be better candidates for a mega church. The people attending will NOT be from Del 
Cerro, These will be people driving in from other locations, There is no reason to build here 
and add to the traffic. 

This church also plans to offer services to drug addicts and homeless people. This is dangerous 
and unnecessary in a residential neighborhood with an elementary school and temple pre 
school across the street. 

I am not anti development. If there were a few tow nhomes or additional retail space or single 
family homes that might make sense. But this is ridiculous that this would even be entertained. 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 
SCH No. 2021100394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 
Council District: 7 

Irma Poul'1n 
Del Cero Resident 
6033 Lancaster Drive 92120 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-208 

3.1.3.115 Letter I115: David Preciado 

 

I115-1 
Comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

I115-2 
With regard to neighborhood character, refer to Master Response 4 on that 
issue. As noted in that response, the change in site character is described in 
detail and illustrated in figures that contain visual simulations in DEIR 
Section 5.5; impacts were determined to be less than significant based on the 
City’s significance determination thresholds. 

I115-3 
The site plan and landscape design described in DEIR Chapter 3, Project 
Description, were reviewed by City staff for consistency with City Land 
Development Code requirements. Once implemented, the project would result 
in a net increase of 92 trees to the project site. 

I115-4 
A Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) was completed to roadway and other 
multimodal improvements would be required with the project. The new traffic 
signal at the main entrance, as well as the pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
along the project frontage with College Avenue were identified as required 
improvements as part of that analysis, as described in DEIR Chapter 3. 

Letter 1115 

From: David Preciado <dmpreciado@yahoo.com> 
Sent : Sunday, October 16, 2022 4:57 PM 
To: D5D EAS <OSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: dmpreciado@yahoo.com <dmpreciado@yahoo.com> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] All People's Church EI R Com ments 

Dear DSD representative, 

Please find below my comments on the All People's Church EIR: 

1115-1 I Thep, oje<t 
• Does not take into consideration the nee ds/ desires of t he Community and has not approached loca l 

Community Groups focused on community improvement (Friends of De l Cerro or FODC). 

1115-2 

1115-4 

Changes t he v isual character of the 'Front Porch ' proj ect , the entry to our community by making it more 

urban. Features that make it more urban: 
o narrower traveled lanes, 
o changes the grading / topography of the so uthbound lanes o f College Avenue approaching the 

new intersection, which wil l c hange the driving experience when t raveling so ut hbound, 

o changes the southbound lanes drainage patterns, creat ing a saf ety i ssue during ra in events 
through the new intersection that is created. 

o added bike lane - it does not i ndicate whether it is o ne-way o r tw o-way; Two way bike lanes w ill 

be da ngerous due to speed of bicyclists t raveling southbound, 

o added new intersection with traffic signal - how does this impact t he signal lights at College/ Del 

Cerro intersection signal s? 
o added left turn lane reducing the amount of median t rees/ landscape (creating an imbalance in 

the built/ landscape ratio), th is is also a visual issue and com munity concern issue. 

o introduces a 4' tall wall within the median (lower side), 
o a 12' w ide sidewalk at the south end o f the project that is too w ide for th is project. 

o a development that includes oversized architecture that i s not fitting w ith the com munity scale, 
church & parking st ructure 

An inco nsistency in t he streetscape treat ment; does not make sense providing (2) applicat ions w here 

street trees are a t back of walkway and w ith in tree grates at the edge o f roadway. How does t his impact 
t he Comm unity plan? Community desi res for a new entry gateway at t his locat ion? Tall established 

t rees are proposed for removal .... how does that im pact t he community plan or proposed FODC fron t 

porch project ? What mit igat ion measures are proposed by the project to make up for the removal of 
t he t rees? Perhaps t rees can be transplanted? Perhaps the loss of 260DSF of landscaped median can be 

mit igated by extending t he median toward t he south to make up for this loss. 
An oversized sidewalk that is w ider than t he t rave led lane st riping for either lane entering or 

community; There will be m any m ore cars t han there will b icyclists. 
There is on ly one bicycle lane provided; Is there not a bicycle lane proposed for the w est side of the 

street ? 

Mobili ty 

Bike lane design only accommodates bicyclists along the project frontage. What happens to bicycl ists' safet y 
south o f or north of t he project site? W hy are no bike lanes proposed north of t he project site? Do we simply 

dum p bicyclists into traveled lanes w ith d isregard to their safety? 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-209 

 

I115-5 
Synchronization of traffic signals along the College Avenue corridor is not a 
recommended circulation improvement in the LMA As stated in DEIR Chapter 3 
and Section 7.1.12, a new traffic signal would be constructed at the main 
ingress/egress to the church/sanctuary site and a second right in-right out 
driveway would be installed north of the signalized intersection. Defined as a 
“small project” in the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening criteria 
in the City’s Transportation Study Manual, the project is presumed to not result 
in significant transportation impacts, as discussed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. Refer 
to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding VMT, LMA and the College 
Avenue operational changes. 

I115-6 
Refer to Master Response 5 regarding VMT and the College Avenue operational 
changes. 

I115-7 
As stated in Master Response 3 under land use policy consistency and stated in 
DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 5.1, the project requires the approval of a 
Community Plan Amendment to add a "church" use to the Other Facilities Map 
in the Community Plan, as is the case for other religious institutions in the 
community. Neither the General Plan nor the Navajo Community Plan provides 
a separate land use designation for churches or places of religious assembly. 
Additionally, the proposed project would retain the Single Family residential 
land use designation on the Navajo Community Plan Land Use map (Figure 4) 
and the implementing residential zone. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 126.0602 (a) (2), a Planned Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use 
that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains uses that are not 
permitted in the underlying base zone.” 

I115-8 
A described in DEIR Chapter 3, the sidewalk design along the frontage of the 
project is based on input received from City staff. The wider 12-foot wide 
shared streetscape improvement would be coincident with the curb and 
combine pedestrian and bicycle traffic near the southern project boundary to 
provide a safe and effective crossing through the I-8 westbound off-ramp 

1115-8 

1115-9 

Traffic 
Traffic signals timing for intersection connection between t he new intersection and College / Del Cerro Blvd 
intersection needs to be explained In further deta il to understand t iming impacts during the week and on 
weekend conditions. 

Have traffic studies proven that a left turn lane is necessary? Will a shared thru / left turn lane work without 

consuming the medi;;in / l;;indscaping / existing st;;iture trees? 

page 5.1-12, '5.1.4.2 Impact Analysis' 
'No change to the local circulation patterns would occur as the project would involve the extension of a private 
driveway and secondary entrance to the site along Col!ege Avenue. fn addition, the project would not introduce 

any barriers or project features that could physically divide the established Navajo community. This statement is 

untrue as a new signalized intersection adds a new circulation pattern that impact what exists. New intersection 

signaling will also impact the signaling of intersection at College/ Del Cerro Blvd. 

Page 5.1-11, 'Community Plan Consistency' 
• 'the project would maintain the existing residential land use designation and zoning on the site. A project 

objective is to provide a church-owned property for an existing congregation and would involve the 
construction of a non-residential, religious assembly use rather than housing.' How does the project 

'maintain exist ing residential land use designation when they clearly are proposing a church that does 
not meet the 'housing' definition? 
'The project's landscape improvements olong College Avenue would remove the existing sidewalk and 

create a landscaped parkway with non-contiguous sidewalk featuring street side canopy trees and 
gro11nd cover. ' - This is untrue; The project tr iples the w idth of the walkway to 12' wide at t he south half 

of the project (south of t he project's vehicular entry) then changes it t o a 4' w ide walkway at the north 

half of the project, creating an inconsistent streetscape along the main entry to the community. This 
project's proposed streetscape does not consider the inconsistency in streetscape frontage. This EIR is 
project-sided in that it does not clearly indicate the loss of median landscape as part of the project and 

how the median loss counters the 'enhancements' that it provides. 
• 'Circulation policies in the Community Plan are also adhered to since project improvements along the 

frontage wovld creat e a signalized intersection, on upgraded sidewalk experience, pedestrian linkages 
into the site and striping to create a bike lane. The vis11al character of College Avenue would be enhanced 

th rovgh landscape treatments and the in5taUation of canopy t ree5 within the parkway.' The project 
proposes a 12' w ide sidewalk ... how is t hat considered an enhancement? ... this will make for an even 

more urban aesthetic that is not desired by the community. Furthermore, the bike lane is designed 
inconsistently from south end of project through the north end of t he project and does not provide any 
improved safety benefit as it does not reduce the number of conflicts w it h vehicles entering the church 

site. The bike lane should be located adjacent to and below the curb & gutter. 
• Visual assessment does not account for the reduction of landscape in the median by 2600SF (for a left 

turn lane and intersection). This plus the el imination of median t rees that will adversely affect the visual 
continuity of the current scene making the v isual environment more 'urban' by introducing more 

asphalt, removing green landscape, and adding walls with in the median. Their will be a noticeable 
change in the visual environment. The EIR preparer should be a landscape Architect tha t Is trained in 
preparing such visual impact assessments or studies. W hat qualifications does the EIR preparer have? 

I115_11 l Page 8-2' 8.2.2 Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project' 

Greater emphasis needs to be provided for Community Outreach and what the Community desires as th is 

project is loca ted at a prominent location at the entry t o the Del Cerro Community. 
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intersection. North of the signalized project entrance, the sidewalk would 
narrow to a five feet wide and become non-contiguous, where a new bike lane 
would be striped within the road to allow for cyclists to continue northbound 
along College Avenue. The project results in an overall increase in landscaped 
areas within the College Avenue right-of-way, including the addition of 32 new 
street trees along the project frontage where none exist today. The design is 
consistent with the residential street design policy and community environment 
landscape policy in the Navajo Community Plan, as stated in revised DEIR 
Table 5.1-2. 

I115-9 
Refer above to response to comment I115-8; no additional response is 
required. 

I115-10 
The DEIR was prepared by a qualified professional using the policies and 
methodologies established by the City of San Diego. Refer to Master 
Response 4 with regards to the issue of neighborhood character. 

I115-11 
Comment noted but it does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. 
No additional response required.  
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I115-12 
The visual analysis in the DEIR Section 5.5 objectively applies the City’s 
Significance Determination Thresholds to the project’s design and context to 
conclude there would not be a significant neighborhood character impact. Refer 
to Master Response 5 regarding neighborhood character for further response 
to this issue. 

1115• 11 I There is a 'Front Porch' project Landscape Concept Plan that has been prepared by the Front Porch Committee 
(cont.) of the Friends of Del Cerro. The APC developers have not completed any reasonable outreach to the Community 

Groups in Del Cerro, especially with t he Friends of Del Cerro. The need to do this outreach! 

1115-12 I Greater emphasis needs to be provided for 'visual impacts'. This EIR visual evaluation is inadequate. 

There have not been adequate mitigation measures proposed by this project to minimize t he 'urbanization' of 
the Del Cerro Community and streetscape frontages o r medians that are w ithin the jurisdiction 

Thank, 

Dcvid Preciado, RLA QSP ASLA 

Landscape Architect 
Del Cerro Resident 
Friends of Del Cerro Board 
619 .887.0833 
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3.1.3.116 Letter I116: Julie, Kevin and Kate Prichard 

 

I116-1 
The DEIR evaluates the project’s potential for significant impacts to the existing 
landscape of the site (Section 5.5) and transportation (Section 7.1.12). Refer to 
Master Response 6 related to general opposition to the project, while Master 
Response 5 provides detail regarding how the VMT analysis is used to address 
both direct and cumulative impacts, consistent with the Office of Planning and 
Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. Also refer 
to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts. 

Letter 1116 

From: 
To: 
C<, 
Subject: 
O.tte: 

~ 
™ Gbrfa Todd /Er.trcnal): Co1.mdlMt:aPCC Raul Ceapilo 
~;~;~~ 

[EXTERNAL] Al People"s Church 636444 

Tuesday, October 4, 2022 7:48:56 AM 

• *This email came from an external source. Ile cautious about clicking on any links in this 
email or op<..·ning aUm:hmcnls. ** 

:\1ayor Gloria, Councilmcmbcr Campillo and Courtney Holowach: 

1116-1 Our family strongly opposes th-e consrruction of1he All Peop te·s Church Project in Distri ct 7. 

In addition to the dc-;.truction of the Miura] land::.c,ipc. lhi.: impact on lrnnic in Lhc ,uca <1m.l 1h1.: controv-.:rsial valuc:s 
held by the "church'' (which an: not the !illme values mirrored by the majority in the comm1.mity), impnct 1111 the 

immediate a r ea must now be re\iewed in ronjunction \\ith tl1e 115 apartment unit and retail l'Omplex being: 
built xroum] the corner on Del Cerro Bll'd. 

Completion of these two pr~jects will forever~ impact the charm and beauty of Del 
Cerro. 

J ulic Prichard 
Kevin Prichard 
Kate Prichard 

5570 Vd Cerro lllvd 
619-964-7221 
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3.1.3.117 Letter I117: Barbara and Jim Recht 

 

I117-1 
The All People’s Church proposes a 900-seat sanctuary space with accessory 
uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose room/gym), as 
described in DEIR Chapter 3. The trip generation estimates that the project 
would generate 280 ADT, with 31 a.m. trips and 107 p.m. trips during the week 
and forecasts that the church would generate 1,976 ADT on Sunday when 
services are scheduled. The forecasted Sunday trip estimate is based, in part, 
on actual traffic counts taken at the three services offered at the church’s 
existing smaller location at 5555 University Avenue in San Diego, as adjusted for 
the proposed 900-seat capacity at the new location. Refer to the transportation 
Master Response 5 on trip generation. With the proposed traffic signal, median 
changes, sidewalk, and bike lane improvements outlined in FEIR Chapter 3, the 
project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 
system and no additional off-site improvements would be required. Caltrans 
provided input during the project review phase at the City. Their concurrence 
with the project access is noted in their comment letter (refer to letter A1). 

I117-2 
Based upon the transportation Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment, the 
project is presumed to have a less than significant traffic impact. Refer to 
Master Response 5 regarding VMT and the College Avenue operational 
changes. 

I117-3 
With respect to transportation safety, refer to Master Response 5 regarding the 
LMA. The project would not conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, 
or policy addressing the transportation system, including transit, roadways, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities as demonstrated in the VMT screening (DEIR 
Appendix K). Refer to Master Response 5 regarding general opposition to the 
project. 

Letter 1117 

DSDEAS@Sandiego.gov 

Reference: Project Name-All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 
SCH No. 2021100394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 
Council District: 7 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ... 

1117-1 Consideratton of the following issues are appropriate 

0 Ingress and egress to the Church site. Church has proposed approximately 
600 fixed seats in the Sanctuary. Plus additional activities on weekdays. All will 
significantly affect traffic on College Avenue. They are proposing an on site, curb-cut 
and driveway plus a traffic signal, providing access, to and from, College Avenue. 
College Ave. is a major access road to Interstate B. It connects San Diego 
neighborhoods and important neighborhood services, north and south of the freeway, 
as well as SDSU. An addit ional traffic light in this location would amount ta four traffic 
signals in a quarter of a mile and eight traffic signals from Del Cerro Blvd. to El Cajon 
Blvd. 

They have to find a solution for north and south ingress and egress. I can 't imagine that 
CalTrans would allow this. 

Traffic surrounding c hurch locat ion will negatively affect blocks crossing College Ave. 
These b locks are narrow and full of parked cars from residents. Currently. This situation 
makes two way traffic difficult, causing traffic to find a place to pull along the curb t o 
allow cars from the apposite direction to pass. More traffic on these streets will 
exacerbate this problem. 

1117-3 I I believe. These two situations will result in 'accidents waiting to happen'. Please consider 
these issues and how they affect thousands of households. 

Barbara and Jim Recht 
6350 Lambda Drive 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.118 Letter I118: Mark Remer 

 

I118-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.  

Letter 1118 

From: Bucky Reed <buckyreed@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday. October 9, 2022 9:08 AM 
To: DSD EAS <OSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Regarding the All People's Church project (636444) 

••This email came from an external source . Be cautious about c lickinQ on any 
links in this email or opening attachmenl s.•• 

1118-1 Please do NOT allow th is terrible idea to move forward. This project will create a 
traffic nightmare for the residents of Del Cerro. Th ere are better sites for a project 
like this other than right next to our freeway access. This will destroy the nature of 
our peaceful neighborhood and lower our property values. There is no compelling 
reason for 1his church 10 meet a1 this location. The Rock Church in Pt Loma 
created a 1erribl e ongoing traffic and parking situa1ion for 1he residents of Liberty 
Station. This project wil l cause the same unnecessary headaches. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Remer 
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3.1.3.119 Letter I119: Stacy Roberts 

 

I119-1 
These comments provide no specificity as to why the DEIR analysis is invalid. 
The impact analysis in DEIR Chapters 5, 6, and 7 assesses the project that is 
contained in the application to the City. Conjecture on potential uses beyond 
what has been proposed by the applicant are speculative in nature and not 
reflective of the application, design and site plan submitted to the City and the 
project analyzed in the DEIR. 

I119-2 
This comment poses a series of general traffic questions that are not 
specifically linked to the adequacy of DEIR Section 7.1.12. No mitigation 
measures were deemed necessary to address vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
impacts as the project was presumed to result in less-than-significant impacts. 

Letter 1119 

From: Stacy Roberts <stacyroberts@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 9:26 PM 
To; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Prject No. 636444 

Courtney Holowach, City of San Diego DSD, 1222 First Ave MS50I , San Diego, CA 
92101 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 
SCH No. 2021 I 0394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 
District 7 

1119-1 After reviewing the EIR identified above, I have concernsregarding the quality and validity 
of the report. The intent of All People's Church is to growtheir congregation and financial 
base exponentially larger than they are currently. All assumptions used for the report are 

basedon current Church activities and unrealistic forecasts that are not based onfacts 
related to realistic growth . For example.the traffic patterns are based on the church's 
current site patterns. However, the square footage, staff. daily activities andprojected 
patronage of the proposed site are exponentially larger than thecurrent site. Therefore. 
use of thecurrent activities as proposed is grossly negligent. Throughout the report there 
is continuedreference that there will only be a large volume of activity on Sunday. 
However. the bu ilding plan includes more than l 0 classrooms for preschool use that 
pastor has been very vocal about during publicmeetings. He has said on 
multipleoccasions that he intends to operate a large preschool once the facility isbuilt. 
Additionally, he has touted howthe facility will have parishioners there daily. for activities 
includingthings like basketball. The proposedreport does not accurately reflect the 
intended use of the site as articulatedthrough public meetings held and attended by City 
of San Diego staff. Obviously.the exclusion of intended use and activities from the EIR is 
unreasonable. rntentionallyrnisleadrng, and not evaluating that intended use identified in 
public meetings isbeyond negligent. The current EIR fails to objective evaluation the 
impact onthe neighborhood and the Citizens of San Diego. As a result. I have several 
fairand reasonable questions that I request be answered by the City and All 
People'sChurch regarding their evaluation of the EIR: 

1119-21 Regarding Streets: 
• Arethe planned mitigation reasonable, verifiable and defensible (not arbitrary) 

Streets? 
• • lntersectionControls 
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I119-3 
This comment poses a series of general questions that are not specifically 
linked to the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative 
impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 8.1 for a discussion of the reasonable range of 
alternatives considered for the project. Master Response 3 addresses the 
residential housing policy of the City as it relates to the project site. Both 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements are proposed along the frontage of the 
project site, as described in DEIR Chapter 3. 

1119-2 
(cont.) 

How does this advance City completestreets policies? 
Accident Potential - for all roadusers Sidewalks (analysis?) 
Safety of existing condition vsbu ildout? 
Adequacy of current sidewalks? 
Projected demand increase(reasonably foreseeable impact of nearby proposed density)? 
• • Bikel anes 

Safety of existing condition vsbuildout? 
Adequacy of current lanes? 
Projected demand increase(reasonably foreseeable impact of nearby proposed 
density) ? 
• • Parking 

Peak Hour impact? 
Worse Case impact? 
Row 
Easements / 100? 
Maintenance 
Perpetual Road and LandscapeMaintenance funding? 
Irrigation? Where is the evaluation? 

1119_3 Compatibility 
Cumulative impacts of planned andreasonably foreseeable density-where is the 
evaluation? 
Best use of land? 
Most sustainable use? EIR alt? 
Most considerate use? EIR alt? 
Social Equity or Sustainability?Ooes this help with housing and park needs? 
Community Benefit? Why should thecommunity support this? 
Natural Benefit? Mitigation oroff- set? 
Opportunity Cos ts? NeighborhoodTransit hub? Pedestrian and bike corridor? 
Adequacy of the Caltrans overpass toaccommodate safe cross ing by students? 
During all hours 
All times of the year 
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3.1.3.120 Letter I120: Sheryl Schultz Rose 

 

I120-1 
The project site is not a pristine wilderness or dedicated open space or even a 
planned open space or park. Instead, it is a vacant parcel that has been 
previously disturbed by the construction of developments on all sides of the 
property, including I-8, College Avenue and the adjacent residential 
neighborhood, based on reviews of historical aerial photographs. In addition, 
the property is planned for future development in both the General Plan and 
Community Plan and is zoned residential. Due to its past disturbances and 
suburban location surrounded by urban development and regional 
infrastructure (i.e., College Avenue and I-8) the quality of on-site habitat is poor 
and isolated from regional open space systems, as documented in the 
biological resources technical report (DEIR Appendix C) and summarized in DEIR 
Section 5.2. Project impacts to biological resources would be potentially 
significant but mitigated to less than significant as explained in DEIR Section 5.2. 
Also refer to Master Response 1 related to alternative locations and uses. 

I120-2 
The DEIR assesses the project that is contained in the application to the City. 
The amount of traffic to be produced by the project was developed using the 
City’s Transportation Study Manual methodologies, as stated in Master 
Response 5 regarding trip generation. Conjecture on potential uses beyond 
what has been proposed by the applicant are speculative in nature and not 
reflective of the application, design and site plan submitted to the City and the 
project analyzed in the DEIR.  

Letter 1120 

From: Sheryl Rose <sherylrose@cox,net> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 6:19 PM 
To: D5D EAS <OSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] A ll People's Church 

October 15, 2022 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 

Project Number 636444 

Dear Courtney Holowach 

City of San Diego Development Cervices Center 
1222 Fi rst Ave., MS S01 

San Diego, CA. 92101 

1120-1 This email concerns the All People's Church EIR in the Del Cerro area o f San Diego. I attended a recent Zoom 
meeting regarding the EIR, and have gone t o the website to read t heir proposal. There are severa l concerns 

many of us have about t his proposed development. Our main concerns are devastation to the wild life and 
natural area with such a massive project that develops or paves over 90-95% of the four or so canyon acres; 

traffic , traffic, traffic; and, a project of size and scope not in keeping w ith the original plan, zoned or otherwise, 
for housing, which adds nothing t o the community in t he way of taxes or housing. 

1. What is t his d rive to pave over any natural areas in San Diego? This is devastating to the our unique and 
natural wild life which flourishes in this canyon. Believe me there are a lot of creatures who make their 

home there. We know because they f requent our yard: hawks, heron, raccoons, rabbits, skunks, 

opossum, coyotes and bobcats. All will be greatly impacted. As well, the area provides fo liage which 
helps to keep our air clean and provides oxygen to counteract global warming and the freeway cast-off 

exhaust. A ll People's plan to provide trees along the concrete and vines on the two level park ing in no 
way restores t his natural habitat. There are currently many empty mall and o ther spaces a lready paved 

over and empty (Mission Valley's historically saved Macy's, for one, Grossmont Center, Parkway Plaza, 

etc., etc., etc.), with ready parking, and entry and exit freeway easy, and ready for a neon cross. The 
claim from All People' s that there are no other options for them ff this site doesn't happen is simply 

disingenuous. 

1120-1 2. The Church claims that there need be no mit igation to t raffic during weekdays because they estimate they will 

be under the "impact" level of 300. Their cla im o f 280 cars weekday traffic is "unadjusted", which means that 
they are basing their levels on their current m uch smaller site . Amazing! Just under the threshold! How can 
tha t be? Because it's not true. Because their goal is to gain mem bers and grow. They claim there w ill be no 

school there, but who knows? They can be planning that and simply not say, right? Who w ill hold them to these 

claims? What about b ig events, holiday services, concerts? Sky's the l imit. No where Is a dear t rut hful number 

of pat rons listed, If this were true, w hy build a two-level parking lot? The weekend t raffic alone is 

unacceptable: up to 2,000 cars on weekends for a 900 seat church. Not a "Mega Church"? Their comparison 
with the Temple is a false comparison, as well. The number o f members, services, and parking available there i s 

probably 1/4 of what the Church is contemplating. And St. Therese is miles from t his site and not in an already 
congested area and not in need o f a two story parking garage, so it is not relevant e ither. 
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I120-3 
Refer to the transportation Master Responses related to the Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), which address 
these comments on transportation. 

The transportation analysis baseline or setting was established when the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) was published in October 2021. Refer to Master 
Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts which elaborates on why the DEIR 
baseline is valid. 

I120-4 
Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 regarding neighborhood character and 
general opposition to the project.  

1120-3 Adding another lane and light will greatly impact the traffic in thls area. Getting on t he freeways now is already 
difficult due to residents going to work, other businesses in the area, the Temple, Hearst Elementary, and a lot 
of congestion with SDSU. Not to mention the NEW Cerro House, 125 apartments, slated to go just above the 
Church on the corner of Del Cerro Blvd and College Ave. east. This is additional traffic burden is mentioned no 
where in th is EIR. Del Cerro Blvd. west has ONLY ONE WAY IN/OUT to the freeway off-ramp. This is dangerous 
as well for fire and safety. As for public transportation, this is unlikely to be a factor unless they are talking 
about buses, because the Trol ley is at lei;lst a mile walk up a hill and not likely to be a foctor in reducing Ci;lr 
congestion in the area. Overall, the EIR greatly underestimates the traffic congestion to this entire area the 
Church will bring, not to mention the years of building and construction traffic before it's even done. 

1120-4 3. This is a quiet small community of mostly residential houses. This will definitely impact the character of this 
community, while adding nothing to it but traffic, noise, destruction of natural landscape, and pollution (no 
taxes or housing). While the Church claims it is in keeping w ith the community plan, it clearly is not. The size 
and scope alone are mammoth, regardless of their claim about SDSU having large bui ldings and this is no 
different. There are no bui ldibgs of that size and scope on this side of the freeway, in t his community (DEL 
CERRO!); it is again a false comparison. In one breath the Church says it will not visually impact the area, yet on 
the other hand their goal is to, "Place the church in a central SD location that is both visible and convenient to a 
regional freeway to facilitate church attendance." They want to be seen, to grow, to be a large beacon in a small 
are that is zoned and slated for housing, yet somehow was underhandedly sold to the Church to build this 

mammoth and out of character project. Again, there are plenty of other freeway easy already developed areas 
the Church could make their home and grow. This is not that place. 

We appreciate the chance to provide our input and hope that you will consider this as being unacceptable for 
our established community. Please feel free to contact me If you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
Sheryl Schultz Rose 
5779 Theta Place 
San Diego, CA. 92120 

sherylrose@cox.net 
619-306-3325 
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3.1.3.121 Letter I121: Jeffrey Rosenblatt 

 

I121-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. The 
project would not result in significant traffic impacts, as analyzed in DEIR 
Appendix K and presented in DEIR Section 7.1.12. 

Letter 1121 

From: Jeffrey Rosenblatt <jeffrey.rosenblatt@gmail.com > 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 3:45 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project No. 636444 - All Peoples Church 

Dear Development Services Department, 

1121-1 I am a resident of the Del Cerro community and am writing to oppose the approval 
of this project. 

The Environmental Impact Report shows that th e residents of Del Cerro have been 
rightly concerned about the adverse effects this will have on our quiet community. 
There is already much traffic getting to and from 1-8 and this development will only 
exacerbate this. Please reject this project. 

I can be available if you should have any follow up questions. 

Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Rosenblatt 
61 18 Capri Dr, San Diego, CA 92 120 
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3.1.3.122 Letter I122: Rachel Rothman 

 

I122-1 
The DEIR addresses the project’s effects on transportation in Section 7.1.12; no 
significant impacts are presumed to occur based on the Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Assessment conducted on the project. Also, refer to Master Response 5 
regarding the College Avenue operational changes. CEQA does not require an 
environmental analysis of parking; no parking spillover into the community is 
not anticipated because the proposed parking supply would exceed City 
requirements. Traffic safety impacts are not anticipated based on 
improvements proposed by the project, as identified in the Local Mobility 
Analysis contained in DEIR Appendix J and noted in FEIR Chapter 3. Refer to 
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1122 

From: Rachel Rothman <rerothman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 6:04 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAl] Comment on All People's Church Project 

October 11, 2022 

Ms. Courtney Holowach 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 

1222 First Avenue 

MS501 

San Diego, CA 92101 

Ms. Holowach, 

I write t o you today in reference to the Navajo Community Plan and environmental impact report: 
released August 31, 2022. (Navajo) All Peoples Church/ Project No. 636444 / Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/ SCH No. 2021100394. 

11 22-1 As a Del Cerro resident since 2015, I have seen various forms of proposed development for this land 
come and go. Unfortunately, the environmental impact report ignores the negative impact of traffic to 

neighboring residential areas. 

I urge that the development activity describe in the EIR be p laced on hold and that the EOIR be revised 

to account for t he signif icant disruption t hat this project w ill being, for example: 

An extra traffic signal which w ill bring delays to an already busy College Ave, NB and 
Eastbound/WB Del Cerro Blvd. 

Potential safety haza rds for traffic backups from t he property that extend to t he exit from 1-8 
A fixed amount of parking w ith inevitable spillover into the surrounding residential 

neighborhoods. 

These impacts are foreseeable but unlikely to be mitigated. Based on that analysis and opinion, I 
respectfully urge that t his project go no fu rther. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Rothman 

Del Cer ro 
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3.1.3.123 Letter I123: Daniel Saltzman 

 

I123-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regard general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1123 

From: DANIEL SALlZMAN <greatsalt ini@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturd,;1y, October 15, 2022 6:23 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project no. 636444 

1123-1 I As a Del Cerro homeowner, I o ppose Project no. 63644. A quiet resident ial neighborhood is the wrong 
p lace for a mega church. All Peoples Church would ruin the peace and calm of the neighborhood. 

» Sincerely, 
» 
» Daniel Saltzman, Psy.D. 
» 6034 Lancaster Drive 

» San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.124 Letter I124: Diana Sanderson 

 

I124-1 
Refer to Master Response 6 regard general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1124 

From: Diana Sande rso n <dianasander son@cox.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 5:12 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] ALL PEOPLES CHURCH/No . 636444 

To Whom ft May Concern: 

1124-1 I am a resident in the neighborhood behind the proposed All Peoples Church site (south o f Del Cerro Blvd, west 
of Madra). I am opposed to any Community Plan Amendment to modify t he Navajo Community Plan. There ar e 

currently at least twenty (20) churches/relig ious in the 92120 zip code. Why should the p lan be am ended to 
accommodate anot her site for such a large facility? As we exit the hushed roads of the past few years of Covid, 
t his will negatively affect traffic in our neighborhood. Access will not be limited to Sunday worship if other 
events during the week are scheduled, and why would n't they maximize use of a proposed site of this size? 

I respectfu lly request t hat the City NOT allow a CPA to modify. 

Thank you fo r your considerat ion, 

Dia na Sanderson 
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3.1.3.125 Letter I125: Abel Santana 

 

I125-1 
The comment provides no specificity or evidence with regard to the 
incompleteness of the DEIR. The DEIR analysis was based on the most recent 
and readily available data and project specific documents prepared for the 
project. Refer to Master Response 2 related to the cumulative impact analysis in 
DEIR Chapter 6. Refer to response to comment I125-2 through I125-10 for 
additional responses. 

I125-2 
This comment poses a series of general questions that are not specifically 
linked to the adequacy of the DEIR. Each of these transportation facilities topics 
is addressed in the DEIR Section 7.1.12 and the DEIR Technical Appendices J and 
K. Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 8.1 
for a discussion of the reasonable range of alternatives considered for the 
project. 

Letter 1125 

October 17th, 2022 

Abel Santana 
6025 Madra Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92120 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 
ATTN: Courtney Holowach 
1222 First Avenue 
MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No.: 636444 

To whom it may concern, 

1125-1 The Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR") dated August 31, 2022. for the "All Peoples Church" 
project 636444 is inadequate w ith respect to several issues as it relies upon conflic ting information c1nd 
incomplete data. These deficiencies have caused the City of San Diego ("City·') to underestimate the 
significance of the Project's environmental impact on the community 

11 25-2 

The Draft EIR relies upon outdated, incomplete, and inadequate information to underestimate potential 
significant impacts the project will have on the community. In doing so, the Draft EIR also incorrectly 
concludes that the project's impacts are not cumulatively consklerable. 

The City must collect additional in formation regarding the potentia l impacts associated with 
implementation of the project before finaliz ing the environmental impact report Specifically , authorities 
must address the following topics anct questions raised in this letter 

Neighborhood: Cumulative Impacts & adequacy of the proposed mitigations 
G Traffic Study 

Peak Hour Use Every Day? 
Worse Case Use Every Day? 
Signal Performance - Del Cerro & College 
Intersections I Controls 
Speeding? 
Accident count at west bout 8 exit and college at yield? 

c Circulation 
Per Movement I Signal Warran ts 

■ Traffic Signal vs. Roundabout 
■ Transit Opportunities {feasibility/practicality of use of all modes) 
■ Safety of cross 8 on foot 

c Traffic Impacts 
VMT Study & Mitigations 
Series 14 adequacy - removal of RTP RUC / viability of analysis to support GHG 
reductions with increase in traffic in urban neighborhoods and development near 
transit 
Are the planned mitigation reasonable, verifiable and defe nsible (not arbitrary)? 
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I125-3 
This comment poses a series of general questions that are not specifically 
linked to the adequacy of the DEIR. An intersection safety analysis conducted as 
part of the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), as described in DEIR Section 7.1.12. 
Fire service and emergency response is evaluated in DEIR Section 7.1.11. The 
project site plan has been reviewed by City engineering and fire/rescue 
department staff for consistency with the engineering requirements outlined in 
the City regulations. Wildfire risk is evaluated in DEIR Section 7.1.15. In all cases, 
the project's impacts to safety would be less than significant. 

I125-4 
DEIR Section 7.1.7 addresses the project’s impacts on hydrology. The project 
includes the use of biofiltration systems to treat onsite surface drainage. 
Standard construction methods would be followed to reduce downstream 
water quality impact. No significant impacts to hydrology during construction or 
post-construction were identified for the project. 

I125-5 
DEIR Section 5.2 addresses the project’s impacts on biological resources which 
would be mitigated to a level less than significant through measures identified 
in the DEIR and assured through a permit condition of approval, in accordance 
with the City Biology Guidelines. 

I125-6 
Refer to Master Response 4 related to neighborhood character. 

I125-7 
These comments pose a series of questions that are not linked to the adequacy 
of the DEIR; refer to response to comments I125-1 through I125-6. 

1125-2 
(cont.) 

1125-3 

1125-7 J • 

Streets 

Row 

Safety 

Intersection Controls 
How does this advance C ity complete streets policies? 

• Accident Potent ial - for all road users 
Sidewalks (analysis?) 

Safety of existing condition vs buildout 
• Adequacy o f current sidewalks 

Projected demand increase (reasonably foreseeable impact of nearby 
proposed density) 

Bike Lanes 
Safety of existing condition vs buildout 

• Adequacy of current lanes 

Parking 

Projected demand increase (reasonably foreseeable impact of nearby 
propos ed density) 

Peak Hour 
• Worst Case 

Easements/ 100? 
Maintenance 

Perpetual Road and Landscape Maintenance funding? 
Irrigation 

Community Safety Study 
Neighborhood Security & Crime 

• Safe R outes to School / U se of School Grounds as Park for 
Neighborhood 

Fire & Emergency Response Study 
O n S ite 
Through College w ith peak traffic 
Secondary Access 
Dead-End Road Length 
Evacuation Plan 
Neighborhood Emergency Plan 
Increase ignition risk of placing development in open space 

Hydrology During Construction and after Developed building and parking is in place. 

B io 

Primary and Secondary Treatment - O offsite f low is the requirement 
Irrigation / Water Use 

Survey dates/times/findings - proposed mitigation (must be verifiab le} 
Site full restora tion potentia l vs. existing vs. proposed 
Remediation - soils samples (is there existing waste impacts to habita t) 
Disturbance/proximity to habitat / corridors 
Vegetation mix - rare? 

V isual 
o Gateway to community • opportunity. not just a development 

Consistency with existing architecture 
c Compatibility w ith adjacent relig ious use { size, signage, use) 
c: Use of re ligious symbols - should be proportional to adjacent re ligious use 
o Hillside compatibility - vi sual impact of road (next to another road) and build ing 
~.., Proximity to the University - does it share a similar look and feel? 
:.; Landscaping - center median & site (water use and maintenance obligations) 

Compatibility 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-225 

 

I125-8 
Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which would feasibility attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project. The alternative land uses and projects listed in this comment do not 
meet any of the applicant’s project objectives, and therefore, are not 
considered reasonable or feasible. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding 
alternative locations or uses. 

I125-9 
Various modes of transportation are available in the project vicinity as stated in 
the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) contained in DEIR Appendix J. Metropolitan 
Transit System lists Bus Routes 14 and 115 within a 0.5-mile walking distance 
from the project access. There are four bus stops within the 0.5-mile walking 
distance, with two on College Avenue just north of Del Cerro Boulevard, and 
two on College Avenue just south of Alvarado Road. Additionally, the San Diego 
State University trolley station is within a 1-mile walking distance of the project 
pedestrian access point. The Alvarado Road trolley station is over a 1-mile 
walking distance from the project site. Both stations are served by the Green 
Line trolley service operated by Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS). Refer to 
Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character which addresses the 
project’s design and its consistency with policies and standards. 

I125-10 
These comments are general in nature and provide no evidence that the DEIR is 
inadequate, including direct and cumulative impacts. Refer to Master 
Response 2 on cumulative impacts for additional discussion. 

1125-7 
(cont) 

1125-8 I 
11259 

1125-10 I 

Cumulative impacts of planned and reasonably foreseeable density 
Best use of land? 

o Most sustainable use? EIR alt? 
o Most considerate use? EIR alt? 
c Social Equity or Sustainability? Does this tielp with housing and park needs? 
r. Communrty Benefit? Why should the community support this? 

Natural Benefit? Mitigation or off-set? 
:.."> Opportunity Costs? Neighborhood Transit hub? Pedestrian and bike corridor? 
o Adeq uacy of the Caltrans overpass to accommodate safe crossing by students? 

During all hours 
• All times of the year 

A lternatives to Consider 
r. 2-acre dedicated parkland property - Community Park 
c- No project - dedicate to City 
o Outdoor facility - no building needed/gathering space only 

Outstanding Questions: 
Are transit connections readily available to its congregation? How? 
··a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation, 
including its members in Cify Heights, Mid-Cities. College Area; and Del Cerro_" 
How is it known these people wil l travel? How will they travel? Has any data been 
collected? 
How are the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing 
topography and surrounding neighborhoods? 

At a minimum, the reports upon which the Draft EIR is based demonstrate a need for further analysis to 
ensure reliable data is used for the City to make an informed analysis regarding the potential 
envi ronmental impact of the project. The Draft El R fails to adequately address the true cumulative and 
Project-level impacts on the community. 

Respectfu, , 

/f~ 
Abel Santana 

cc 

Raul Campillo RaulCampillo@sandieqo.gov 
Martha Blake MBlake@sandiego.gov 
Anthony Hackett HackettA@sandiego.gov 
Todd Gloria MayorToddGloria@sandiego.gov 
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3.1.3.126 Letter I126: Mark Sauer and Donna Valerie 

 

I126-1 
These comments describe existing traffic conditions in the project area but do 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Only 5 percent of the project’s trips 
would travel through the College Avenue/Del Cerro Boulevard intersection, as 
shown in the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). The safety analysis conducted at 
that intersection as part of the Local Mobility Analysis determined that no 
improvements were warranted at that location (refer to DEIR Appendix J for 
details). The DEIR Section 7.1.12 correctly concludes that the project is 
presumed to not result in significant transportation impacts. Refer to Master 
Response 5 regarding VMT, LMA and College Avenue operation changes. Energy 
demands associated with the project would be minimized through compliance 
with energy conservation measures in the City’s Climate Action Plan and 
California Building Code and would not be excessive as described in DEIR 
Section 7.1.3, resulting in less-than-significant impacts. 

Letter 1126 

From: Mark Sauer <marksauer2@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 5:06 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church, Project No. 636444 

Dear Courtney Holowach: 

Please see attached comment regard ing the above referenced project. 

Mark Sauer 
Donna Valerie 

Nov.12,2022 

To: Courtney Holowach 
Development Services Dept., City of San Diego 

Re: All Peoples Church, Project ff: 636444 

1126-1 We have been homeowners in Del Cerro for 35 years. We have serious concerns 
about the environmental impact of this project on our community. 

Traffic at the intersection of College Ave. and Del Cer ro Blvd. south to Interstate 8 
is already heavy at various t imes and problematic. Traffic from this area is 
currently impacted by SDSU to the south, Hurst Elementary just west of the 
intersection and the Temple Erna nu-El across College Blvd., opposite the 
proposed site of All Peoples Church, and the Windmill Farms shopping center j ust 
north of the site. There is not on ly considerable veh icular t raffic, but also 
pedestrian traffic to and from the school as well as bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
sou th across 1-8 to SDSU. Adding hundreds of cars to this mix is unacceptable to 
those of us who rely on th is access to our community and 1-8. The argument that 
traffic from the proposed church would only have impact on Sunday fails, since 
there will obviously be programs throughout t he week drawing hundreds of 
congregant s. 

There clearly will be health and safety impacts given the enormous increase in 
vehicular traffic to and from the proposed church along the various streets 
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I126-2 
DEIR Section 7.1.16 addressed emergency evacuation plans and determined the 
project would not interfere with any emergency response along College Avenue 
and less-than-significant impacts would occur. 

I126-3 
DEIR Section 7.1.1 addressed the project’s construction and operational air 
quality emissions and concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 
Likewise, the DEIR addressed all anticipated operational noise sources and their 
potential for impacts to the nearby residential community and concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant. 

I126-4 
Building housing is not a project objective identified in DEIR Chapter 3. As 
analyzed in the environmental document for the prior entitlement for a 24-unit 
residential development, a housing project would not avoid the significant 
impacts of the project (refer to DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives). Refer to 
Master Responses 1 and 6 related to alternate location/use and general 
opposition to the project. 

I126-5 
Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 related to neighborhood character and 
general opposition which address these comments. 

1126-1 surrounding it. Plus, adding another traffic signal between 1-8 and the existing 
(cont.) signal at Del Cerro Blvd. will further back up traffic in all directions. 

The mega-church structure itself will consume enormous amounts of energy as 

hundreds (more than a thousand?) congregants gather for services and other 
activities. 

1126-2 I Del Cerro has multiple hillsides and canyons; wildfires are a constant threat (in 
fact, there was a significant wildfire just south of this site along 1-8 within the past 
couple of years). Egress from Del Cerro is limited, and adding hundreds of cars to 
the mix in an evacuation emergency heightens the danger for everyone living 
nearby. 

1126-3 Adding hundreds of cars day after day into our community will certainly impact air 

quality in the neighborhood. Impact on air quality will be profound during 
construction, with heavy equipment and dust, plus noise pollution. 

The project will also generate excessive noise on a day to day basis from vehicles 
and events, especially for the many homes adjacent to the project and the 
community shopping center just to the north. 

1126-41 The several acres being considered for development would be far better suited to 
homes, as was originally planned. San Diego is in the midst of a severe housing 
shortage. Adding homes would be directly in keeping with the nature of the 
community. 

1126-5 I Del Cerro is a quiet, well-established, family-oriented neighborhood. There is a 
good reason the Navajo Planners have zoned this area as residential. This project 
is a terrible fit for the neighborhood. A project with a 53,000-square-foot building 
and two-level parking structure with enormous signage is unseemly in our 
neighborhood. It will have a profound negative impact on the community. 

Thanks for your consideration: 

Donna Valerie and Mark Sauer 
5875 Overlake Ave., San Diego, Ca. 92120 
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3.1.3.127 Letter I127: Amy Schindler 

 

I127-1 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 related to general opposition and alternate 
site selection. 

Letter 1127 

1127-1 

From: Amy Schindler <amyjuneschindler@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, October 8, 2022 10:13 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l People Church/No.636444 

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

To City of San Diego Development Services, 

1

1 have been a home owner in Del Cerro for 34 years and I feel allowing the Al l People 
Church to build a brand new megs church is a terrible idea. It will impact our commun ity in 
so many negative ways- traffic. po-llution and effect privacy for the surrounding homes. 
There are many empty department stores around San Diego like Macy' s in El Cajon 
Parkway Mall and Frys off the 15 highway that would be a much better alternative. 
Thank you for considering my opinion 
Mrs Amy Schindler 

Please excuse any errors. Sent from my [Phone. 
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3.1.3.128 Letter I128: Mark Schulze and Patty Mooney 

 

I128-1 
Commenter submitted previous comment, which has already been responded 
to herein. Refer to the responses to comments for letter I105. 

Letter 1128 

From: mark@crystalpyramid.com <mark@crystalpyramid.com > 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 2:14 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego .gov> 

Cc: patty@crystalpyramid.com; markschulze@cox.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No go ... All Peoples Church #636444 

Please help stop this bad project. 

1128-1 We are again writing today in regards to t he All Peoples Church that is proposed t o be squeezed into a 
piece of land that seems like an after-thought in an otherwise lovely community Master Plan. 

We drive past that spot several times a week. And lately, when we drive past, we say to each other, 

"This is the LAST place they should erect yet another mega-church." It's not like we need MORE traffic, 

and yet, that's what this plan would amount to. 

At a t ime when more people are beginning to question their fa ith, and the force of religion in our 

po1itfcal lives, instead o f ramping up the construction of mo re churches, let's consider having LESS 
churches and more of Nature. 

And we also take issue with the idea that anything needs to be built there at all. It's got to be either a 
housing development or a mega~church. Why? Our Del Cerro neighbors have been very clear that they 

consider this an invasion of their quiet neighborhood. We could not agree more. The idea that the All 
Peoples Church is evangelical in nature and purportedly supports Gay Conversion Thera py should be all 

you need to know to deny this project. 

Let's use the land as a park or garden area to help make the area better not worse w it h more bad 

church's or more traffic too ... 

Mark Schulze & Patty Mooney 

Crystal Pyramid Productions 

7323 Randel 

San Diego, CA. 92119 

619-644-3000 
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3.1.3.129 Letter I129: Noah Schuster 

 

I129-1 
As discussed in the DEIR Chapter 5, all of the potential projects impacts to 
biological resources, historical resources, noise and tribal cultural resources 
identified for the project would be reduced to a level below significance with 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures. The project site is 
planned for future development under the General Plan, Community Plan and 
zoning regulations. Refer to Master Response 6 related to general project 
opposition. 

Letter 1129 

From: Noah Schuster <noah.o.schuster@gm ail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:46 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Pul:>lic comment on All Peoples Church/ No 636444 

Hello, 

1129· 1 I am a registered voter and a resident of Del Cerro/ Navajo Community Plan Area and I would like to 
submit the following as a public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding the 
project Al l Peoples Church, project no. 636444. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding the project All Peoples Church, project no. 636444, 
has determined that the proposed project would resul t in significant environmental effects in t he 
following areas: biological resources, historica l resources, noise, and Triba l cultural r esources. It is vital 
that the site of the proposed project remain vacant in order to avoid the significant environmental 
effects in the aforementioned areas. I do not think tha t constructing a megachurch and huge parking 
structure are wo rth t he significant environmental and Tr iba l cultural destruct ion tha t would necessarily 
occur if t he project were to proceed, even at a reduced project tevel. Please reject this project in its 
entirety. It will not serve the residents of this community, and it w ill only cause further environmental 
destruction and loss of significant histo rical and Tribal cultural resources. 

Signed, 
Noah Schuster 
5917 Overlake Ave 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.130 Letter I130: David Schwartz 

 

I130-1 
Comments noted. The project alternatives discussion from DEIR Sections 8.4.1.1 
and 8.4.2.1 are based on the analysis of the project’s impacts in DEIR 
Section 5.5. As noted in under the visual effects discussion, there are no 
designated view corridors or scenic vistas in the project area that are identified 
in any of the applicable planning documents, including the General Plan and 
Navajo Community Plan (refer to the Regulatory Framework discussion in DEIR 
Section 5.5.2). Both plans identify the site for residential use in the future. Views 
of the site from the freeway, trolley and local roads are noted under the public 
views discussion in Section 5.5.1.3. Although the site is recognized in the DEIR 
as currently vacant undeveloped land, it is not designated as scenic open space 
nor is College Avenue a designated view corridor in the planning documents. 
When applying the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds for assessing a 
project’s impacts to scenic views, a DEIR must establish whether or not a view is 
from a designated view corridor. The project site is not visible from a 
designated public view corridor and the open space it contains is not 
considered significant by the Navajo Community Plan. For these reasons, the 
DEIR concludes that project impacts to designated public views would not be 
significant. 

The DEIR goes on to assess the project’s changes in neighborhood character 
(refer to DEIR Section 5.5.4) by applying the City’s Significance Determination 
Thresholds for that topic. As discussed in DEIR Section 5.5.4, project impacts to 
neighborhood character would be less than significant. Refer also to Master 
Response 4 for additional discussion on this topic. 

The transportation impacts of the project are evaluated in DEIR Section 7.1.12 
and DEIR Appendix K. The capacity of the project evaluated in the DEIR is based 
on the application presented to the City and the CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 
prohibits speculation on future programming unrelated to the application in an 
environmental analysis. The transportation analysis takes into account both 
growth in staff and congregation over time, as noted in the trip generation 
analysis in DEIR Appendix K and as outlined in Master Response 5. The traffic 
signal along College Avenue was warranted by the transportation analysis in the 
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) in DEIR Appendix J. The signal will be installed by 

Letter 1130 

From: David F.Schwartz <dfschwartz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturd,;1y, October 15, 2022 10:28 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Jennifer Campbell 
<JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn 
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Counci lmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni van W ilpert 
<MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campillo <Rau1Campi1lo@sandiego.gov>; 
Councilmember Vivian Moreno <VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Ela-Rivera 
<SeanEloRivera@sandlego.gov>; Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha 
<MBlake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject; [EXTERNAL] PUBLIC COMMENTS: All Peoples Church/ No. 635444 

To The City of San Diego· 

1130-1 We are thirty-three year residents of Del Cerro and are writing to voice our strong opposition to the project 
known as the All Peoples Church. We find the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) lacking for a number of 
reasons which we will articulate as briefly as possible 

In 8.4.1 .1 and 8.4.2.1, the report indicates that the proposed site of the church is not a designated view 
corridor and that there would be no impact to a designated scenic vista if the project Is completed. This is 
somewhat circular reasoning and suggests that open space, in e1nd of itself, is not a scenic resource. We 
respectfully disagree. 

Del Cerro is a relatively sleepy, peaceful, res idential neighborhood. The Community Plan ensures that it 
will stay that way. The proposed site provides a natural, unobstructed, uncluttered expanse which is 
consistent with the nature of the community. It gives a sense of distance from highway. That has value to 
the residents which will be destroyed by using the open space for a large project. 

Del Cerro is not highly developed and the residents, by a wide margin, do not want it to be highly 
developed. Filling a canyon with a 54,476 square foot church and 71,01 0 square foot parking structure 
changes the visual quality and neighborhood character in ways which the EIR simply does not address 
The fact that the location isn't a designated view corrK:lor does not mean that the location doesn't provide 
a view. 

That area is, in some ways, the "front porch' of the community. We are a quiet, somewhat concealed 
neighborhood, tucked away in central San Diego: one of the most desirable communities in the city. 
Approving the project will turn the area into something much busier and less desirable than what we know 
and love as Del Cerro. This is particularly true in light of the proposed construction of a six-story 
apartment complex just around t he corner from the proposed church: another unwanted variation from the 
community plan 

If our elected representatives are unable or unwilling to protect our neighborhoods as the residents of 
these communities choose, then these representatives are not serving the people who elected them 

The proposed church will also significantly impact the f low of traffic into and out of Del Cerro. A lthough 
the proposal is alleged to include only minimal activity at the church during the week, it is inconceivable 
that the owners will not at some paint attempt to use the facility to its full capacity. What is not now 
proposed can be added later with little to no consideration for the residents, the community, and without 
meaningful public input. Therefore, we object to the approval of the project on the grounds that the 
reasonably foreseeable uses of the structures exceed what is represented and considered by the 
EIR. The willingness of the EIR to accept at face value what the developers have represented 
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the applicant (and not using public funds as suggested) as a condition of project 
approval. 

The project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), as 
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5 and DEIR Appendix B. As demonstrated in 
DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would generate less greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on the project site under the 
current zone (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project 
would not result in significant GHG emissions and would be consistent with the 
City’s CAP by complying with the GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in 
the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Building housing is not project objective identified in DEIR Chapter 3. 
Nonetheless, the 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved 
on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have 
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. Economic issues, such as tax revenue, are not required to be 
analyzed under CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. The 

Opposition to a project is not a CEQA issue, as discussed in Master Response 6. 

1130-1 demonstrates a failure of the review process and unreasonably favors applicants who wish to 
(cont.) deviate from a community plan for their own purposes. 

We find Uiat the El R's assessment of traffic impact is sorely lacking in a number of respects. First and 
foremost, it is inconceivable that the Church does not anticipate growth of its congregation as a result of 
being in a larger facility. More congregants equals more revenue. The failure of the EIR to anticipate 
congregation growth is a fatal flaw in the review process and represents a failure to anticipate 
reasonably foreseeable uses of a project which already deviates from the Community Plan. 
Accepting the current membership of the Church as its guide, the EIR contains, on its face, an 
undercounting of potential congregants and a flawed assessment of the project's impact on the 
community. 

Traffic on College Avenue and traffic entering and exiting Highway 8 will be significantly impacted by 
having a light-controlled intersection so close to the entrance and exit ramps. The westbound Highway 8 
exit at College Avenue is already difficult to navigate as there is a short lane to allow traffic exiting 
Highway 8 to merge onto College Avenue. An intersection just off the freeway will not only make it more 
difficult to merge onto College, but will also result in the backup of traffic on the exit ramp and, potentially 
Highway 8 itself 

Notably, the light controlled intersection would have the unusual distinction of being built simply 
for the benefit of a single business. That is an irresponsible use of land, public funding, tax 
dollars, and City investment of time and resources. We are unable to identify any other light 
controlled intersections in this area which only serve one business. 

If this project were serving the existing residents of the community, perhaps the analysis would be 
different. It's possible there would be more community support for it. In fact, The Local Mobility Analysis 
Report indicates that only about 2% of the congregation of the Church lives in the 92120 zip code. 
Approval of the project would run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions 

Additionally, in the midst of the housing crisis the City is attempting to address, it would be an act of pure 
hypocrisy to take this land, which is approved for a 24-unit housing development, and hand it to a church, 
instead. There is simply no justification for approval of a project which wil l have such a great impact on 
the community but which. because of its religious purpose, will contribute zero revenue in the form of 
property taxes to support itself and the surrounding community. This is especially relevant given the 
negligible percentage of Church members which are actually part of this community 

The City should decline to approve th is project for all the reasons stated above. It's a project which isn't 
consistent with U,e community plan, would remake and redefine the entrance to our neighborhood, 
increase traffic congestion, run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan and attempts to address a 
housing shortage, and would burden the area with a business serving people who do not live in and 
contribute to the community 

This letter has been copied to many residents of the 92120 zip code who are invited to copy, paste, and 
use the contents to voice their opposition to this project and register their views as public comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David F. Schwartz 
Celeste P. Schwartz 
(619) 589-2440 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-233 

3.1.3.131 Letter I131: Cindy Scott 

 

I131-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Responses 1, 3, 5 and 6 related to transportation, general opposition, land use 
policy consistency and alternative location and use. 

Letter 1131 

[EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444 

G) Retention: lnbox 

cs cindy scott <sicilycindy@yahoo.com > 

To: DSD EAS 

1131-1 My comments regarding this development are that: 

1. the site is going to cause unreasonable traffic congestion on College Ave. 

Fri 9/2/2022 6:57 PM 

2. the proposed development on this site is going to detract from the neighborhood look and feel of Del Cerro 
3. the proposed development is out of line with the current community p lan of residenttal d ev~opment and a variance 
should NOT be allowed. 

I am against this proposal in whole. 

I would suggest that the All Peoples Church look to build in Mission Valley by John Hines and Scottish Rite where it is 
zoned more appropriately. 

Regards, Cindy Scott 

<-, Reply r> Forward 

lmr.>::'/outl ook.rifticd(i5 .corni1n.,,il.'DSDF..'\ :-O~ :~andiego.gm .'deeplink•?f'tint 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-234 

3.1.3.132 Letter I132: Kevin Sheedy 

 

I132-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR and provide only 
speculative commentary on the project’s potential effects on traffic. Refer to 
Master Responses 5 and 6 related to general opposition and College Avenue 
operational changes triggered by the project. 

Letter 1132 

From: Kevin Sheedy <kcd2@cox.net> 
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2022 6:03 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: kcd2@cox.net 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church 636444 

To whom it may concern, 

1132-1 I am a real estate broker and I work the Del Cerro 
neighborhood. Apparently the draft environmental impact report 
determined the proposed project would result in significant 
environmental effects in terms of biological resources, historical 
resources, noise, traffic, and tribal cultural resources. I don't know what 
those issues are but I can tell you that the access point (DRIVEWAY) to 
get into that Mega Church will be horrific and cause DEATH. THE DEATH 
WILL BE ON YOUR HANDS IF YOU APPROVE THIS. IT MAY BE YOUR KID 
WHO GETS HIT WHILE VISITING DEL CERRO TO SEE A FRIEND. The 
access is horrible and should never be considered. People fly off the 
freeway right there and people will slam into other cars who try to use 
the driveway of the Mega Church and a left hand turn coming down 
College Avenue will also be where people DIE. You can bank on that 
and if you vote for this stupid project you will hear almost immediately 
upon it's opening that someone or many people died. That crappy 
piece of dead land should remain dead land. It should never been 
considered anything except dead land off a freeway exit which exist all 
over the city. You will also ruin property values in Del Cerro, Allied 
Gardens and San Carlos. There will be DEATH, and it may be your kid 
visiting here if you don't already live here. You will be responsible for: 

Death 

Death 

Death 
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July 2023 RTC-235 

 

1132-1 Death 
(cont.) 

Death 

DEATH 

DEATH 

DEATH 

DEATH 
WE WILL SEE IF YOU GIVE A 
SHIT ABOUT OTHER HUMAN 
BEINGS-MAYBE YOUR LOVED 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-236 

 

;~~~;\ ONE-BY YOUR VOTE. HOW 
WOULD YOU LIKE THIS CRAP IN 
YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD? 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-237 

3.1.3.133 Letter I133: Shannon Shepley 

 

I133-1 
Refer to Master Responses 4, 5 and 6 related to general opposition to the 
project, transportation vehicle miles traveled (VMT) screening, and 
neighborhood character. 

Letter 1133 

1133-1 

From: Shannon Shepley <shannon.shepley@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:06 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church #636444 

Hello, 
I'm w riting regarding the All Peoples Church project (Number 636444). I believe it wil l negatively 
e ffect our community in a large way. Aside from the church's name, their views seem to be far 
from inclusive. Our community is loving and open to all people, as well as all genders and races 
which does not seem to be the case far the people of that church. Their views are outdated and 
an embarrassment. 

Beyond my opinion of the hateful stance of that church, I am concerned about the traffic the 
church would cause. As it is, l see a lot of accidents at that the freeway on ramp/off ramp 
intersection. Additionally the plans that have been proposed for new medians and lights does 
not take in to account the elementary school and temple children. The families who walk to the 
temple or to Hearst would be greatly effected during construction and during their walk to school 
once it is constructed . Those driving to Patrick Henry would also be caught inthe 
congestion. The back up from SDSU is already substantial and adding a large church venue at 
that particular space would add to the danger of the intersection. 

We moved to this community for exactly that- the community. This church would change the 
enviornment of this community completely. Please consider the congestion in Liberty Station 
caused by The Rock Church and vote against this project. Truly I see ZERO upside to adding a 
church of this magnitude, especially since so many in the community don't want it 

Thank you, 
Shannon Shepley -
5830 Hampton Court, San Diego Ca 92120 
6 19-379-8187 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-238 

3.1.3.134 Letter I134: Charles Sloan 

 

I134-1 
Refer to Master Responses 5 and 6 related to general opposition and 
transportation effects to College Avenue. 

Letter 1134 

1134-1 

From: 
To: 
Subject~ 
Date: 

[EXTERNAL] Al People's Church if636444 Del Cerro Blvd 
Monday, 5epten1ber 12, 2022 6:54:19 PM 

** lllis email camt: from an extmnal source. Be: cautious abuut dicking on any links in th is e1m1il or upt:n ing: 
anac.htnentl'i. t,i, 

I 
Thi~ church will obviously add dangcro11s excess. mibcarab\c trzslli c and noise pollution to the Del Cerro and San 
Carlos neighl>o.rhood and will be l.1ighl y detrimental to everyone with the addition of2,00() cars on Sundays as 
stated. 
Past.or Hcrbcr 1s nol lO be lrus1,:<l many way bccau~c he steals from homck~ pcopk: a nd we do rtUI appm\·c o f lfo,;ir 
gay com1cr;ion techniques 

Sent fro m my iPhum: 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-239 

3.1.3.135 Letter I135: Andrew Sloter 

 

135-1 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 related to general opposition, need for the 
project, and alternate site selection. 

Letter 1135 

1135-1 

From: A Slo <asloter@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 5:00 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Proposal 

To whom it may concern: o r Courtney Ho lowach 

I completely disagree with this proposal of the All Peoples Church. 
I feel a church is not the right fit for th e Del Cerro neighborhood. We have approximately 14 

churches within a 2.5 mile radius that welcome everyone so I'm not sure how we justify 

another Church facility. 
Below I will list them all for reference. 

We have Temple Emanu-EI within one block from this proposed location and they welcome 
everyone. They even have musical events for anyone in a very nice quaint sett ing. My 99 year 

old mother enjoyed it there. They welcomed us with open arms and served food and drinks for 
free. They also offer many types of services for people. We are not of Jewish faith either. They 

never asked. 
We have St Therese Parish not more than 1/2 mile away with a large event s facility anyone can 

use. 
We also have Del Cerro Baptist Church less than 1 mile away 

We have Ascension Lutheran Church Located less t han 1 mile away from the proposed location 

San Diego Gospel Hall is on Twain Ave 
Prince of Peace Lutheran Church in Allied Gardens 1.1 mile away. 

There is also New Life San Diego Church within Z miles of the proposed location 

There's also The Grove Church located r ight across the freeway on Alvarado Rd. 
Beth Jacob Congregation on College Ave 1.5 miles away 

College Ave Baptist Church 1.5 miles as well 
Faith Presbyterian Church near SDSU 
Open Door Family Worship Center very close 

Mission Trails Church very close as.I well 
Palisades Presbyterian Church very close 

So there you have it. I think affordable homes would be a better fit o r a shopping center with 

apartments or Condominiums above. I'm not against progress, I just don't think another Church 
wou ld be a good fit when w e have so many others so d ose. 

Thank you 
Andrew Sloter 

Home Owner 

5572 Cambria Court 
San Diego Ca 

92120 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-240 

3.1.3.136 Letter I136: Jaime and Art Smart 

 

I136-1 
The prior housing development approved on site was analyzed in DEIR 
Section 8.4.2, and its impacts are similar to the proposed project. Refer to 
Master Responses 3, 4 and 6 related to general opposition to the project, land 
use policy consistency and neighborhood character. 

Letter 1136 

[EXTERNAL) Fwd: 636444 (All People's Church) 

CD Retention: lnbox 

JS Jaime Smart <jaimep24@cox.net> 

To: DSD EAS Fri 9/9/2022 10:30 AM 

From: Jaime Smart <j aimep24@cox.net> 

Date: September 9, 2022 at 10:24:59 AM PDT 

To: dsdes@sandiego.gov 
Subject: 636444 (All People's Church) 

To Whom It May Concern, 

1136-1 We am writ ing to express our vehement opposit ion to the construction of this church at the 

designated location in Del Cerro. 

about l,lank 

As a long time Del Cerro resident and homeowner, 

I am aware of the history behind this parcel of land. 
It is my understanding that it was fina lly approved for building several dozen residential 
u nits which is what the Navaj o Community Plan allows and what it is zoned for, and which 

fits the character of our community. Then suddenly, the property was transferred to this 

church who wishes t o build a S4,000 square foot church /sanctuary and 70,000 square foot 

two level parking garage. The t iming of events seems a little suspect. 

If allowed to be built, this will have a negative impact on our quiet community. Among 

other things, the traffic flow will be horribly disrupted. 

A church brings no tax revenue to support our city and infrastructure, where the proposed 

homes certainly would. We ask that the p roperty only be used for residential as currently 
designated. After all, the state is suffering a serious shortage of housing . 

Thank you, 

Jaime and Art Smart 

l.'I 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 3 
Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments 
 

Comments  Responses 
 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-241 

3.1.3.137 Letter I137: Jaime Smart 

 

I137-1 
Building housing is not project objective identified in DEIR Chapter 3. 
Nonetheless, the 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved 
on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have 
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 8. Commentary on the need for the project is not a CEQA topic and is 
addressed in a Master Response 6 to the FEIR. Master Responses 3 and 6 
address general opposition to the project and land use policy consistency 
issues. 

Letter 1137 

1137-1 

From: Jaime Smart <iaimep24@cox.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 7:01 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l People's Church 

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

Ms. Holowach, 

I am writing to express my veheme nt opposition to the All People's Church proposal to build a new 
locat ion in Del Cerro. This is the wrong location for many reasons, including environmenta l and traffic 
concerns. This property was approved for 24 homes several years ago and was suddenly transferred to 
the church. This is a classic bait and switch and will not fit in to this small area of our neighborhood . San 
Diego is suffering a housing shortage and yet a church is being considered where 24 homes were 

approved to be built. Use regulations for residential zones do not allow religious assembly in RS 1/7 
zoning. This must be honored. This will impact the t raffic and quality of life to include property values, 
of so many in the surrounding neighborhood. Please put a stop to this proposal and allow the homes to 

be built as previously approved. 

Thank you, 

Jaime Smart 
DCH Homeowner 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-242 

3.1.3.138 Letter I138: Cheryl Smelt 

 

I138-1 
Comment noted; no response required. 

I138-2 
The DEIR Section 7.1.12 studied all of the potential impacts mentioned in this 
comment and concluded that the project would not result in significant 
transportation or air quality impacts. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). As 
required by CEQA, the air quality analysis in Section 7.1.2 focused on potential 
impacts to sensitive receptors, such as residents, hospitals, schools, day care 
facilities, and senior care facilities, while pets, trees and landscaping are not 
considered sensitive receptors based on standard industry protocols for 
analyzing such impacts and the City of San Diego Significance Determination 
Thresholds. 

I138-3 
As stated in the DEIR Section 7.1.6, the project would not impair the 
implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 
response plan or evacuation plan. Traffic control would be implemented by the 
construction contractor (as required by the City) to ensure safe passage 
through the area while construction is occurring and to make sure emergency 
access is maintained in the project area. Once complete, the project would not 
interfere with any emergency response along College Avenue and less-than-
significant impacts would occur. Refer to Master Response 5 on transportation 
addressing operational changes along College Avenue. 

I138-4 
The project trip generation assumes increases in both staffing levels and 
congregation that are projected to occur over time when the church relocates 
to the project site. The 900-seat capacity is based on the church’s application to 
the City. The VMT screening presumes that the project would not result in 
significant transportation VMT impacts. 

Letter 1138 

1138-1 I 
1138-2 

11 38-3 1 

1138-4 

From: cdsmelt <cdsmelt@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:42 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: cdsmelt@earthlink.net <cdsmelt@earthlink.net> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding Project No. 636444; 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 

This email serves as my written comments to the decision-making authorities regarding 
the City of San Diego's Draft 
Environmental Impact Report dated August 3, 2022, for the "All Peoples Church Project, 
Project Number 636444. 

While the EIR addresses a number of serious issues, one which concerns me 
considerably is increased traffic, one 
reason being its we ll-known effects on air quality (which among other health issues 
affects asthma and other pulmonary disorders, and cancer), as well as peoples' health 
in general. The traffic as it is now in terms of volume and congestion creates much air 
pollution although the EIR seems to suggest that the effects of exposure will not be 
significant even though the MEI for residents (whose numbers soon wil l be increased 
due to upcoming new apartments not far from the proposed church and existing 
community), and those in nearby schools, is already "9.70 of 1 million". That alone is 
significant. Also, what about the effects of air pollution on ALL living things such as 
pets, trees and other greenery? 

In addition to other health issues such as strokes, heart attacks, and physical injuries 
which arise (such as in auto accidents), what effects will increased traffic have on the 
urgent availability of Rescue, especially in the narrow confines of the main traffic 
arteries in the geographical area? 

Another aspect which concerns me regarding traffic is the increase the All Peoples 
Church will create in congestion 
which is significant already. In addition to the traffic increase when people attend 
seNices and other activities (classes, etcetera?), the Church will have, additional traffic 
will be created because of a proposed gym, and its sporting events. Not only will the 
players create an increase in traffic, but personnel and events' attendees will add to the 
congestion situations. 

While there are numerous significant issues regarding the addition of the All Peoples 
Church in the immediate area, these are just two a reas which become immediately 
apparent and of great concern to me. Please ta ke them into serious consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Cheryl Smelt 
Resident on Lambda Drive, 
San Diego, CA 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-243 

3.1.3.139 Letter I139: Lauren Sommer 

 

I139-1 
These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master 
Response 6 related to general opposition. 

I139-2 
Comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition to 
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6. With regard to the 
housing crisis, which is a non-CEQA issue, refer to Master Response 3 that 
addresses project consistency with residential housing policy. A General Plan 
Amendment is not required as discussed in Master Response 3 on land use 
policy consistency. 

I139-3 
The project would not rezone the property; residential zoning would remain 
intact because the City does not have a zone classification for church or 
religious institutions. The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) 
Section 126.0602(a)(2) allows projects to propose a Planned Development 
Permit (PDP) to allow a use that is permitted by the land use plan but not 
allowed by the underlying zone. That process is what is proposed to permit the 
church on a residentially zoned site. Refer to Master Response 3 regarding land 
use policy consistency as it relates to this comment on zoning. 

I139-4 
Project impacts to both transportation and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
would be less than significant as described in DEIR Sections 7.1.5 and 7.1.12. 
This comment offers no evidence to the contrary. The project would be 
consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the 
various GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP 
Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

I139-5 
Refer to Master Response 6 related to general opposition. 

Letter 1139 

From: Lauren Sommer <ldssommer@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 5:01 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@s.andiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MB1ake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Del Cerro 

Dear Ms Holowach and Ms. Blake, 

1139-1 I I am wr iting with extreme concern over the possibility of the approval of the proposed All Peoples Mega 

Church on the property north of Highway 8 on College Av enue. The impact this project will have on our 
community is immense, and frankly quite unnerving. 

1139-2 The City of San Diego claims t o have concerns over the tack of housing yet this property, which was 
already approved for a 24 unit housing project, could clearly aid with the housing crisis in our city. In 
other words, a vote in favor of the develo pment of All Peoples Church Mega Project would be a " NO" 

vote on housing. Not o nly that, it would d early reject the opinions and pleas of current area r esidents, 

t axpayers and voters' views. A vote in favor of t his mega project would not o nly communicate your 

indifference t o the housing issues but would also clearly convey to us that our City Representatives, 

Councilmembers and politicians don't hear us. A vote in favor of the M ega Church project would 
indicate that, once again, our representat ives are on the side of big money, ignoring the consequences 

of how the Mega Church would take over our small community with traf fic, congest ion and a transient 
population. Would you want this built in your community?! 

1139-3 I In addition, there is the current Municipal Code Table 131-04B, Residential Zoning that disallows 

Religious Assembly in RS 1 -7 Zoning w hich restric ts "Assembly and Entertainment Uses,lnc/uding Places 
of Religious Assembly". That too needs t o be addressed ancl abided. 

1139-4 I The All Peoples Church proposal would create an immediate impact on our roads & safety and would 

generate a far greater residual effect o n the City's Climate Action Plan. 

1139-5 I Our perfect little town does not want nor need the horrific impact that this church would impose on our 

community. It w ill affect our children, our housing prices, our walkability and our safety. Please 
remember us when you are voting. Remember we live here and do not want this M ega Church 

developed in our neighborhood. Please vote against this proposed development! 

Lauren Sommer 

Del Cerro Resident 
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City of San Diego All Peoples Church 
July 2023 RTC-244 

3.1.3.140 Letter I140: Sabine Steck 

 

I140-1 
Refer to Master Responses 4, 5 and 6 related to general opposition, 
transportation and neighborhood character. 

I140-2 
Comments on alternative uses for the site, including open space, are addressed 
in Master Response 1 on that issue. 

I140-3 
Refer to Master Response 6 related to general opposition. 

Letter 1140 

1140-2 I 
1140-3 I 

From: Sabine Steck <sabine@kengina.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 7, 2022 10:42 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Al l Peoples Church/No.636444 

Dear City of San Diego Development Services Department, 

We have been following this proposal to build a church in the "open space" adjacent to College avenue. 

This "All Peoples Church Development" has shown to hav e a significant enviro nmental impact in the 

draft environmental impact report. We already know that traffic is getting worse on t he College avenue 
corridor between Del Cerro and the 8 free way access already and adding more cars to this situat ion w il l 

not make this a good idea. In addition the architectural renderings submitted for the project does not fit 
t his neighborhood in style or size. 

This community does not need another Church with t raffic coming in and out of t he area frequently, but 

instead needs more outdoor places for the existing community to mingle and meet. I propose a city dog 

park for this area since the topography wouldn't need to be leveled, people could walk their dogs there 

so limited traffic congestion and we could keep t he general nat ure of this open space intact. 

Please do not approve this nonsensical plan and tell t he All Peoples Church find a non-contested area to 
build their desired Church. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sabine Steck 
The KenGina Team 
DRE#: 01361360 
8889 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 200 
San Diego CA 92108 
m: 619.248.7853 
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 
July 2023 RTC-245 

3.1.3.141 Letter I141: Nathan Stein 

 

I141-1 
This comment references various sections of the DEIR; however, without any 
specificity or evidence with regard to the supporting documentation, a specific 
response cannot be provided to this comment. The supporting documentation 
does not recommend further analysis beyond that which is contained in the 
DEIR. The data is reliable, the analyses are complete, and prepared consistent 
with the CEQA Statute and Guidelines. The information presented in the DEIR, 
therefore, is adequate for the decision-makers to make an informed decision 
on the project. Refer to Responses to Comments I141-2 through I141-7 for 
additional responses. Master Response 5 provides detail regarding how the 
VMT analysis is used to address both direct and cumulative impacts, consistent 
with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for assessing transportation 
impacts under CEQA. 

I141-2 
Refer to the response to comment letter O3-04 on the same issues. Refer to 
Master Response 3 on the project’s land use policy consistency with the 
applicable policies from the General Plan, Community Plan, zoning and SDMC 
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this 
comment. Furthermore, the SDMC Section 126.0602(a)(2) allows projects to 
propose a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow a use that is permitted 
by the land use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. 

Letter 1141 

1141-1 

1141-2 

October 16. 2022 

Cily of San Diego Devdopmem Servi.;c.. Cenkr 
ATT:\": Courtney Holow;11;;h 
1222 First Avenue 
MSSOl 
San Diego. CA 921 01 

RE: Commems on Dra.J.) Enviromnemal lmpacl Reporl 
Project Na1ne: /\11 Peoples Churcn 
Project No.: 636444 

To whom it may conccm. 

A1' I am a resident of Del Cerro, firs! mming inlo !he an:a in 199 l. I hereb:y submil lhe following comments 
in response tu tht: City of Sun Diego·s ("'Ci ty") Dral) Environment<-11 Impact Repurt ('"Dral'i EIR .. ) U<lted 
,\ugust :i I. 2022. for the '•All People~ Church'" project ('"Prnject") (Project Number 636444). 

In genera l, I hclicvc that the L)raft UR report for project 636444 is deficie nt w ith respect to several issues ai;, 
it relies upon conflicting infonm1tion. incomplete data. and erroncoL1s assumptiom. These factors have 
caused the C ity to undereslinia.te the signilkani impacl on the communi1y. 

I believe that the doeumentatio11 and i11 formatio ll relied upon by the C ity in preparing the [)raft EIK is 
inadeq uate a nd docs not s upport the conclusio11s that the p ro.i cct would not have a ~ignificant impact on: 
Energy Us,1ge (Section 7 . 1.J), Public Services and f m:i lities (Se<,1ion 7.1.1 1 ); and Transport.ltion (Section 
7.1.12). ln <td<lition .. !he Drai\ ElR relies upvn outda!ed. irn:omplt:k, ;iml imidequate infonnation to 
undert!'slimate potential significant iinpac ls the Project will have on the corninunily with regard lo: I.and Use 
(Sectio n 5 .1), and Visual Effects and :'\cighborliood Cliaractcr (Section 5.S). In doi11 g so. the [)raft U R a lso 
incorrect ly concludes that the Project' s impacts arc not cumulat ively considerable. 

Al a minllm nn . !he reports upon whid1 the DrnH EI R is based demonstrate a m:eJ for l'm thi:r analysis to 
en$ure reliahle data i$ used for the City lo ma ke an informed analysi-. regarding the potenti al environmental 
impact of the Project. 111 general , Ill e Pmject'!'. major potential impacts a ppear to he glos~d over hased on 
inC(lmplcti:: and flawed data. The Draft EIR fails to adequately addrcs-. tl1e signi ficant issue-. facing the 
residents of Del Cerro and the true cum ulative and Project-level impacts o n a ll of tis . 

Speci Jica lly, ll1e C i!y shoul<I collect addi1io11 al i11 i'onnafo.m regarding lhe potent ial impac-ls associateiJ with 
implementation oftl1e Project hefore finalizing the environme ntal impact report for coosideration by 
decisio n-ma king authorities: 

Section 5 - E-n\'ironmt·utal Analysis 

5.1 -Land Cse - The Draf\ ElR approad1es the s ubject from the pretense that s imply adding a cross 
to 1he map e1iminrde$ a m t1llitL1de of issL1es/imp ac.ts 10 the surround ing c.,.)mml1nity. LP. 5. 1-10] 

Table 5.1-2 (page 5.1-38) the response in the consistency e valuation section is inaccurnte . The 
p rincipal obj~·tive notes '"i:ncourage the de\·elopmenl o l' a variety of new hou~ing types with 
d,vel l ing u11i t den s.itie!'. primari ly i11 the low In mediu m density range as shown.'' The res pons.e stmes 
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I141-3 
Refer to response to comments O3-5 and O3-7. Refer to Master Response 4 
regarding neighborhood character. Based on the analysis contained in DEIR 
Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, the project would result 
in less-than-significant impacts. 

I141-4 
Refer to response to comment letter O3-4 on the cumulative impacts issue and 
the Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts contained in this DEIR Chapter 6. 
The cumulative analysis in the DEIR is valid and a revised analysis is not 
warranted. 

I141-5 
Refer to response to comment letter O3-10 on the transportation issues, as well 
as the transportation Master Response 5 on trip generation rate contained in 
this FEIR. 

I141-6 
Refer to response to comments O3-10 and O3-12 on the transportation issues, 
as well as the transportation Master Response 5 on trip generation rate. 

1141-2 1 
(cont.) 

1141-3 

1141-4 

1141-5 

- yes. This is counterintuitive, once the chun.:h is built no housing \vill be built o nsite or in the area 
because of the church the answer here should be no. 

• The Draft .ElR fails to provide supporl for its conclusion lhal ahhough the Project "would 
substantially a lter the e-x isting and planned res ide11tia l characte r of the a rea. the project's height. bulk. 
sign i,gc. or an:h itedural proje1;.t ions would not resuh in a negaLi ve visua l appeanmce Jue to its 
topog raphically-sensitive s ite layout. cohesive a rchitectural sty lin g., and hclow grade placement of 
n:taining walls combined with tht'! heavy use of scrncning vegetation and lam..lsi:ape treatments to 
sofien its appearance from nearby public and private viewing areas." (Section 5.5.4.2) • Jn particular, 
the report doc<; not include any detailed infom1ation <;howing the landscaping plan to i\lu<;tratc "the 
heavy use o f screening vege tation and landscape trea.Lments to soflen its appearance from nearby 
pl1blic and private viewing areas." 

• T he Drall E IR 5.5.4.3 - notes a less than signilkant neighborhood charnc.:.ter impact. TI1e document 
makes multiple refcrc11ccs to matching designs from SOSU and other buildi11gs a long the 8 that a rc 
not pare ot' thc local community and do not share similar architectural foaturcs. Also the addition of a 
large re ligions symOOI at the entrance to the community ,vould be a drastic divergence. from the 
current community chamcter in that area. lf ihe Projec t truly ,11-·anted to match des igns ofihe 
communi1y, they should have looked at the Temple across the street from tlteir site. The Temple took 
great pain<; to match the neighborhood and d id not place la rge symhols/<;ignage that exceeded the 
:£Oning limits. The less than s ignificant character impaCI declaration is not ac-curate. 

Section 6 - Cumulative lmpacN 

• T he study Joes 110 1 induJ e city proj td number 671402- which the cily has been lidding questions 
on <;incc August 27 of 2020. Thi ,;, project is currently under review with DSD - perm it numhcr PRJ-
1061051. The darn in the s1udy does not include potem ia! impa c1s from this prqjed which is an 
estimated - 1316 trips includ ing 97 (33 in : 64 out) duri11 g the /\M peak hour and 121 trips inc lud ing 
78 in: -13 0 111) dur;ng tilt! l'At peak hour. - The Applicant s\a!ed at the f\-,rva,i o Community Planners 
October 12, 2022, meeting that Otis ""as due to the t::-IR swdy was done prior to this report S ince this 
infom1ation is knO\vn, the City should require a new analysis be done. Since we know of the conflict. 
we should address it. 

Section 7 -Other C.1::QA Sections I No Potential Signincant Impacts Found I 
7.1.3 - Energy Usage 

• T he Drall E IR has a subsedion 1itkd Operations (7 .1.3.1) - in thi::. section they no le 280 daily trips 
during weekday-which is just shy of the "Sl GNTFTCAKTT.Y JMPACTH IT." 300 0 /\ll.Y TRIPS. 
T his number was ca lculated but based o n the flawed traffic study nct..'tls to be revised and would 
show a signi ficant. impact if done 11sing. ac.c.urat e data points 

► Ttcm 8.4.1 in appendix J notes that the gym u<;agc was calculated at 0- 10 use rs pe r day, but 
lhe attached documem sent lo lht: mayor on 12-2 1-20 by the Atlantis Gro up no~s lhe gym will be used 
for youth/communi ty spo11s. Furthe rmore, a t the t\avajo Communi ty Planners Octol>er 12, 2022, 
meeting. the applicant stated that the gym would he u<;cd by community members, but they did not 
caJculate I.he number of people/cars tha t wonld be used to bring the community members to the gym. The 
usage of the gym alo ne \\·ill push the \\· eckday usage far hcyond the 280 trips per day. 

► Item 8.4.2 in appendix J discusses Sunday trip generation and appears to u:.e the darn from 
Appendix K page 6 which is showing data points from 2018 and 2019. The applicant stated at the Navajo 
Commun[!), P lanners Octohcr 12, 2022. that they took future antic ipated attendance into consideration 
when generating lhe 1rip genera tion; unfortunate i)·. lhis is inco rrect as the church has already outgrown 
the growth projections used to calculate the number of trips that \Vil I be generated. This analysis ~hould 
Ix redone using the- 1.:orrec\ assumpLions 
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I141-7 
The housing crisis is not an environmental impact. Refer to Master Response 3 
regarding residential housing policy consistency. 

1141-6 
(e-0nt.) 

• 7.1.12 - Transportation 

for example, the applicant estimated that use of the gymnasiun1 (which takes up a considerable 
space) would he used by only 0-10 people on weekdays. This grm;sly underestimates the number of 
people that would appear for even a youth basketOOII game for insrnnce. 

• This estimalt: is a lso d ire,.;Lly rnnlradi1.:lexl by the applir.:ant's own admission that the gym will be useJ 
for youth/community spons (Sec Atlantis C,roup letter to Mayor dat..:,d 12-21-20.) 

• In addition, the applicant currently has a staff of25-30 pcr..ons. it is unreasonable to estimate that 
Lhey will not have additional staff when this mas.sive fm:ility is built. The maintenam:.e alone \vill require 
additional staff. 

Housing C risis -Our Mayor and t he SD City Council have rnadc housing the top priority and have a ll 
ack.nowledg!:d that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. This property has already been approved by 
the City Council for a 24-unit housing pr~ject. In addition, the City Council already denied an additional 
tranic light in that same area when approving the housing plan, which it is zoned for. This change docs 
not make sense .. 

Sincerely, 

Nathan Stein 
5534 Del Cl:rro Olvd. 
San Diego. C/, 92 120 

natest.einst&)gmail.com 
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3.1.3.142 Letter I142: Lisa Stein 

 

I142-1 
With regard to land use and community character, the DEIR Section 5.1 
discloses that a non-residential use would be constructed on site instead of 
housing. The land use policy analysis in DEIR Section 5.1 demonstrates that the 
church would comply with the applicable Residential Element and Community 
Environmental Element policies in the Navajo Community Plan related to design 
and community character. As described in the DEIR Section 5.5 and Master 
Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, the project has been sensitively 
sited on the property. The DEIR Section 5.5 discloses that the project’s massing 
and architectural style would be distinctive from that of the surrounding one-
story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity, but further notes that the project has 
been carefully designed to respect the residential character to which it is 
adjacent. 

Letter 1142 

1142-1 

October 17, 2022 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 
ATTN: Courtney Holowach cholowach@sandiego.gov 
1222 First Avenue 
M5501 

San Diego, CA 92101 

CC: Martha Blake mblake@sandiego.gov 
Developme nt Services Dept dsdeas@sandiego.gov 
JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov 

JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov 
5tephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov 
M M ontgomerySteppe@sandiego.gov 
MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov 
RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov 
VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov 
Sean Ela Rive ra@sa nd iego.gov 
info@kentleeforsd.com 

RE: Com ment/Response for Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Project Na me: All People's Church 

Project Number: 636444 

To All Concerned: 

I am a 31-year resident of Del Cerro. I have reviewed t he City of San Diego' s Draft 

Envi ronmenta l Impact Report ("Report" ) dated August 31, 2022, for All People's Church 
project ("Project") 636444 and am presenting my comments on what I believe are multiple 
inadequacy with the Draft Environmental Im pact Report and th is proposed project. 

The City of San Diego has created an infrastructure in conjunction with its comm unit ies that 
acknowledge the uniqueness of each neighborhood. The proposed Project is not consistent 

w it h the Navaj o Community Plan or the design and uniqueness of the Del Cerro 
neighborhood. 

As noted in Sectio n 5.1.2.2 City of San Diego General Plan, 

The General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term document that sets out a long-range visio n 
and policy framework for how the City could grow and develop, provide public services, and 
maintain th e qualit ies that define San Diego. 

Land Use and Community Plan Element, The Land Use Element addresses land use issues 

that apply to the City as a whole and ident ifies the community planning program as the 
mechanism to designat e land uses, ident ify site -specific recommendat ions, and ref ine 
citywide policies, as needed. The Land Use Element establishes a structure that respects 
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I142-2 
The project would not rezone the property because the City does not have a 
zone classification for church or religious institutions. Residential zoning would 
remain intact. The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602(a)(2) 
allows projects to propose a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow a use 
that is permitted by the land use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. 
That process is what is proposed to permit the church on a residentially zoned 
site. Refer to Master Responses 3 and 6 regarding land use policy consistency 
and general opposition to the project. 

I142-3 
With regard to the application on the adjacent parcel received after the project’s 
NOP was circulated, refer to the response to comment I20-3 and Master 
Response 5 provides detail regarding how the VMT analysis is used to address 
both direct and cumulative impacts, consistent with the Office of Planning and 
Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. The 
cumulative impact analysis provided in DEIR Chapter 6 and related 
transportation analysis takes into account future growth in the project area, as 
described in the Master Response.  

1142-1 
(cont.) 

11 42-2 

the diversity of each community and Includes policies that govern t he preparation of 

community plans. 

Community plans are important because t hey contain detailed land use designations and 
site-specific policy recommendations than is possible at t he citywide level including specific 

policies intended to respect essential community character. Future public and private 
projects are evaluated for consistency w ith land uses, goals and policies in the community 
plans. 

As noted in Section 5.1.2.4 Navajo Community Plan The project sit e is governed by the 
Navajo Community Plan (Community Plan}, which was adopted by the San Diego City 

Council in 1982. The Community Plan is intended to supplement General Plan policies by 
identi fying specific community issues and policies that build on those already embodied in 
the General Plan 

The Navajo Community Plan identifies a "vision" for the future development of the Navajo 
community and contains policies that implement t hat vision. The uniqueness of the Del 
Cerro and greater Navajo community should not be ignored. The proposed project is clearly 
vs;ng the very d;fferent vn;qveness of the College Commvn;ty Plan that ;nclvdes SDSV to 
model its architect ure. 

The plan speClfically identifies the area to be RS-1-7 zoning, in line with t his bedroom 
community of midcentury, California ranch style homes. The City Council agreed in 2017 
and approved Project No. 435438, t he building of 24 single family homes on th is property, 
further strengthening vision of the community and in l ine w ith the City's mandate for more 

affordable housing. 

The mere suggestion of adjusting this zoning by simply "adding a cross symbol" for t he 
purpose of building a church fly in the face of the General Plan, Navajo Community Plan, the 

character of the neighborhood, t he City Council and is a v iolation of t he San Diego M unicipal 
Code Table 131-04B, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, that specifically disallows 
religious assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. 

In addition, Section 6 Cumu lative Impacts is silent to t he city p roject 671402, PRJ-1061051, 
which the City of San Diego Development Services Center has been fielding questions on 
since August 2020 . Since this is a known project that impacts the same area, the city should 

require a new analysis to include the cumulative impact of this potential project, Including 
impact to t raffic and additional environmental impacts. 

Thank you for consideration of this response and public comment, I look forward to a 
response 

Sincerely, 
Lisa Stein 
5534 Del Cerro Blvd 

San Diego, CA 92120 
Sdstefnsl@gmall.com 
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3.1.3.143 Letter I143: Dana Stewart 

 

I143-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1143 

From: Dana Stewart <nanistewart@icloud.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 10:14 AM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church 

All Peoples Church 

Project No. 636444 

SCH No. 2021100394 
Community Plan Area: Navajo 

Council Dist rict: 7 

To whom it may concern, 

1143·1 I Zoning laws were put In place to protect neighborhoods from projects such as th is. I've lived in Del Cerro 
for over 30 years, and Del Cerro has always been a nice, safe, family neighborhood. Please don't let tha t 
be destroyed. 

Regards, 

Dana Stewart 
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3.1.3.144 Letter I144: Kurt and Susan Stormberg 

 

I144-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. Refer to 
Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding College Avenue operational changes and 
general opposition to the project. 

Letter 1144 

1144-1 

From: kurt storm be rg <kurtstormberg@hotmaiLcom> 
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 10:41 AM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Environmental Impact Report 

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

Ms. Holowach, 
I am writing in opposition to the construction of All Peoples Church in Del Cerro, The area 
proposed was zoned for residential hous ing and could have accommodated this amount of 
traffic. Unfortunately, someone has allowed this permit to go t hrough without a zoning 

change. The volume of traffic would overwhelm the area around the proposed church to the 
detriment of the residents of Del Cerro. In addit ion, the City has chose to allow an entity with 

tax-exempt status to occupy a ci ty parcel that could have generated tax proceeds in the form of 
property taxes for the foreseeable future. We are opposed to this project. 

Sincerely, 
Kurt and Susan Storm berg 
5&88 Overlake Ave 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.145 Letter I145: Judy Swinko 

 

I145-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR. Refer to 
response to comment I120-1 for a response on the same topics. 

I145-2 
This comment contains speculation as to how church users would travel to and 
from the site and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. A signalized 
intersection would be provided at the main driveway to the site, which does not 
necessitate a U-turn movement. Refer to the response to comment I104-1 with 
regard to the speculation that project traffic would complete a U-turn at the 
College Avenue/Del Cerro intersection against the signed control. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. 
Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue operations, as 
documented in the Local Mobility Analysis (DEIR Appendix J). 

Letter 1145 

1145-1 I 
1145-2 

10/13/2022 

RE: All Peoples Church 

Project # 636444 

SCH #2021100394 

As a 42-year resident of Del Cer ro I have many reasons to not support t he proposed All Peoples 

Church project. This project will impact the surrounding open space along Highway 8 and College 
Avenue. Flora and fauna on this land will be diminished, The homes that surround this land w ill lose 

the buffer this environment creates. 

We live about one mile northeast of the sit e. The three drivers in my family go through the 
intersection o f Col lege and Del Cerro multiple times a day. Th is is very busy intersection. The 

northbound and southbound lanes are not level to each other. Currently, these two levels are not 
problematic. However, since the property in question is lower than the southbound lanes, we envision 

serious complicat ions that will impact current drivers along College Blvd. 

let me explain. The entrance site in question for those driving north on College Ave would be 
appropriate. But their exit , north would be opposite direction we woul d assume they would want to 

turn. Please don't even consider a U-turn at the Del Cerro/College int ersection as crashes would occur 

regularly. Those church members who drive south on Col lege Ave to get to the site is another matter. 

They will drive past the site. Then they will go through S lighted intersections and make a LI-turn at t he 
Jack-in-the Box at the top of the hill at SDSU and hit all those lighted intersections again. Well, at least 

they would be going in the correct direction when they leave church. 

Given the current sorry leadership in this fine cit y, I expect the creation of a complicated intersection 
which will cost taxpayers millions of dollars t o serve one congregation. Given that the church is 

exempt from lnc::ome tax why would my neighbors and I want to be not only inconvenienced, but also 
foot the bil l so t hey can have a drivew ay convenient only for them? It will serve no other group. 

The Del Cerro/College Ave int ersect ion already serves t housands of residents, a synagogue, two 
elementary schools, and San Diego State University. At certain times a day I wait through more than 

one light to make my southbound turn. I expect these long waits to happen at certain time a day and 
think nothing of it. 

But this "new" plan will undoubtably have a negat ive effect on my multiple daily d rives to and from 
our neighborhood as well as my attitude and frustration if this project is given the green light. This wil l 

not be an only a Sunday situatio n. Churches serve thei r congregations multiple t imes a week so do not 
pass this off as just on Sunday inconvenience. 
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I145-3 
These comments pertain to another project application undergoing review at 
the City and do not address the DEIR adequacy. Refer to Master Response 5 
regarding how the VMT analysis is used to address both direct and cumulative 
impacts, consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for 
assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. 

I145-4 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that topic. 

1145-4 

i want your office to be aware of information shared with our community just days ago. There will be 
a 6-story, high density apartment complex built on Del Cerro Blvd. It's being built under the Complete 
Communities program. This will be built on a Band-Aid sized lot, feet from the Del Cerro/College Ave. 
intersection. There was no city required vote on this project nor any neighborhood input. These 114 

units will b ring more drivers and parked cars to our street because it is hard to imagine parking 
included on this tiny lot. 

I've lived in San Diego since 1967. My husband and I have owned several properties in San Diego. 

We pay our property tax in a timely manner and care for our property. We don't fudge on our 
income tax. We vote in every election. We are a family of teachers all of whom have taught at 
multiple SDUSD elementary schools in low income neighborhoods. My husband is over eighty and 
still substitutes. We have never asked for a free ride or favors. We j ust want to age in place in Del 
Cerro with the least amount of stress and complication possib le. 

Thank you for your consideration. I hope and pray rational thinking prevails and The Peoples Church 
looks for a far better lot for their church and I can once again have confidence in my city leaders. 

Sincerely, Judy Swinko and family 
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3.1.3.146 Letter I146: Jim Treglio 

 

I146-1 
Project transportation effects are analyzed in the DEIR consistent with the City’s 
Transportation Study Manual and staff direction. The Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Assessment screening analysis determined that the project is presumed 
to not result in a significant transportation impact. Also refer to Master 
Response 5 regarding the College Avenue operations. Furthermore, the CEQA 
Guidelines do not require a parking analysis. DEIR Chapter 3 discloses the 
number of parking spaces provided by the project and that the number 
exceeds the City’s parking requirements per the Land Development Code. 

Refer to Master Response 5 regarding how the VMT analysis is used to address 
both direct and cumulative impacts, consistent with the Office of Planning and 
Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under CEQA. The 
comment contains speculative conjecture on what activities may occur on site 
that are not based on information presented by the applicant. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. No additional 
response is required. 

Letter 1146 

From: Jim Treglio <jt reglio@t reg liolaw.com > 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 202212:11 PM 
To: 050 EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: All Peoples Church, Project No. 636444 

.,.This email came from an external .source. Be cautio us about cl icking on any links in this email or 
opening attachments.*"' 

To W ho m It May Concern: 

1146·1 I am writing to question t he adequacy of the Environmental Impact Report as currently drafted. While I 
am certain the EIR was drafted with the best intentions, t he City Staff fa iled to recognize the impact of 
future development in t he area. Specifically, the area in quest ion is a Priority Development Area, as 
defined by California law, as it is w ithin blocks of public t ransit . Specif ically, there is a bus stop which 
leads directly to the t ransit center at SDSU. As such, future development in this neighborhood will 
include multi-family housing, and under the new law just signed by Governor Newsom, t hese new 
developments will not have to accommodate new 
parking. https: {/www .ca pr adio . 9 rg/ article s/2012 /10/12/ ca liforn ia-1 aw-ab ol is hes-pa r king-minim um s-fo r -
new-developments-close-to-public-
t ransit/#:~:text- Governor%20Gavin%20Newsom%20has%20signed of%20a%20public%20transit%20sto 
12· As a result, t his neighborhood 
w ill see greater t raffic and parking needs in the coming years. Indeed, there is already a planned 
development at the corner of Madra and Del Cerro Boulevard Uust a block away) which will like ly not 
require any parki ng whatsoever. 

In other words, the parking at the pro ject is inadequate and the neighborhood cannot accommodat e t he 
increase in car traffic. Further, when events at the Church conflict with Temple Emanu-EI (which is going 
to be right across College Avenue), t his will lead to further congestion. Already on High Holy days, my 
street, Vinley Place, is congested with traffic. Equally, t he traffic during school hours from Hearst is 
already extensive. Despite the claims that the services will take place on Sundays, there is no guarantee 
that t his will be t he case on a going-forward basis. And given t he antipa t hy this particular congregation 

has aga inst Judaism (t hey have been quoted as trying t o '·convert'' the members of the Temple), it is 
likely that services will take place on Jewish holidays, leading to further traffic, parking issues, and 
congestion. And as a parent of young children, I am concerned that this increase in t raffic w ill cause 
harm to my children, as fumes from vehicles have been linked to ast hma in children. 

In short, I request that the City Staff rework t he EIA. to consider the recent developments in the law, and 
in the likely use of these facil ities for every day of the week, rather than just Sundays. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Treglia, resident of 5739 Vinley Place, San Diego, CA 92120. 
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3.1.3.147 Letter I147: Christine van Spronsen 

 

I147-1 
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that 
issue. Also refer to Master Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency 
and DEIR Sections 5.4 (Noise), 7.1.2 (Air Quality), and 7.1.12 (Transportation) for 
analysis of project impacts on those topics. Less than significant impacts would 
occur to air quality and transportation and, with mitigation incorporated, noise. 

I147-2 
DEIR Section 5.4 concludes that there would not be operational noise impacts 
on the nearest residences along Marne Avenue (refer to DEIR Appendix E). 
Additionally, both project lighting and construction and operational noise are 
required to comply with the noise limits specified regulations in the San Diego 
Municipal Code (SDMC). A daycare and school are not a part of the project 
application on file with the City. Future programmatic changes would require an 
amendment to the permit and would be subject to additional CEQA review. 
Refer to the Master Responses1 and 6 related to general opposition and 
alternative location and use. 

Letter 1147 

1147-2 

From: Christine vs <staffcah@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 4:33 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: (EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church, Project No. 636444 

To whom it should concern, 

Please accept this letter as my input on this project , 

Project Name: All Peoples Church 
Project No. 636444 

I have looked over the 1536 pages of draft EIR made availab le to the public. From what I can understand, there 
are numerous zoning violations, code violations, environmental harms, traffic, drainage, air quality, and noise 

concerns that appear to be able to be mitigated, modified or ignored to make t he plan OK. The report has 
covered my environmental concerns, but by tweaking the zoning and code restrictions, the project should not 

be approved. This mega project is very wrong for Del Cerro. It will d isrupt the neighborhood fee l of t his area 
which has been enjoyed for over 65 years. 

I have lived on Marne for 27 years and enjoy the quiet Sunday mornings. The noise and lighting will be amplified 

to Marne and some of the other st reets immediately east of the project . 

The proposal does not include weekday child care or classes. It would be naive to think the church would build 

such a mega structure and not have these services in mind for t he future. If t he church decides to add these 

services then some of the reports would not be accurate, ie t raffic, noise, air quality, etc. 

There are many empty buildings that could be converted for the All People's Church, which could accom plish the 
same desires they seek from using this parcel. They think they are going to attract new members just because 

thei r sign can be seen from the freeway. I think they are being unrealistically optim istic. The Flood Church in 

Grantville has done a wonderlul job with a conversion of a vacant build ing. I know All Peoples Church could do 
the same. Leave this land vacant to give us a little nature in our neighborhood. 

I hope you can vote w ith your hearts and for t he people you represent 

Please do not approve th is proj ect. 

Sincerely, 
Christine van Spronsen 
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3.1.3.148 Letter I148: Jon Wiggins 

 

I148-1 
Refer to Master Responses 3 and 6 regarding general opposition and land use 
policy consistency. 

I148-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Development of 
housing on the project site is not a project objective identified in DEIR Chapter 3 
Chapter 3; refer to the Master Response 3 on the City’s residential housing 
policy. 

Letter 1148 

1148-1 

From: Jon Wiggins <jonwiggins@me.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 7:43 AM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha 

<MBlake@sandiego.gov> 
Cc: Hadley, Steven <SRHadley@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe Lacava <JoeLaCava @sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Del Cerro 

Good morning, 

I live in La Jol la, but frequent this area quite a bit t o help with a m utual aid business about a mile from this 
project. We have a local church that has grown from 50-75 attending members to over 1,000 in t he last 7 
years.This has put a tremendous strain on our neighborhood given that the vast majority commute from all over 

San Diego. In our case, t his is an allowed use with limi tations that we are currently explor ing. In Del Cerro ' s 

case, this ls not an al lowed use and City code spe lls that out very dearly. 1 • m st ruggling to find the disconnect 
here. If any of you have been in Point Loma and experienced The Rock church t raffic o n a Sunday t hen you owe 

it to yourself to take a dr ive over and check it out. The has to be experienced t o be bel ieved. This project wil l 
create the same typE of impact given its scale. 

1148-2 I On a practical and financial front, this church will not contribute anything to t he City ' scoffers as they are 
exempt from most taxation. The 24 unit ho using project that is approved for this propert y would easily generate 
$250,000+ dollars in property tax and provide the most elusive benefit San Diego needs right now. Housing. 

Jon Wiggins 
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3.1.3.149 Letter I149: Brain Woolsey 

 

I149-1 
This comment poses a series of general questions that are not specifically 
linked to the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative 
impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 8.1 for a discussion of the reasonable range of 
alternatives considered for the project. 

In addition, development of housing on the project site is not an objective of 
the project; refer to Master Response 3 on the City’s residential housing policy. 
The project did not qualify for a detailed Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis 
because it meets the definition of a Small Project in the Transportation Study 
Manual, and thus is presumed to have a less than significant traffic impact. 
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master 
Response 6 on that issue. 

Letter 1149 

From: Brian Woolsey <woolseywrites@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 10:48 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Project No. 636444 

To Whom ft May Concern: 

Here's my three-word take on t he project proposed by All Peoples Church: 

I am opposed. 

1149-1 There is, as you know, a housing cri sis ln San Diego. And that same property has alrec1dy been approved for 24 
houses. That's 24 more families who can move into the neighborhood, frequent local shopping, pay taxes, and 

attend any of the many houses of religion that already serve the area. 

Then there's the environmental impact. W ith 95 percent of people visit ing the church property coming from out 
of the area (as estimated by the church, I am to ld), wel l, that's a lot of vehicle m iles t ravelled, And I just learned 

t hat those miles, too, go against o ne of the City' s previously stated plans, which is to reduce greenhouse 
emissions as stat ed in the Climate Action Plan. 

The proposed project is also a violation of t he San Diego Municipal Code. That's because the property i s zoned 

as residential . An amendment to t he General Plan can change that. Or we can ease the housing crisis and grow 
the City's tax base. The Navajo Community Plan also does not include adding a new church. That, too, can be 

revised. Or we can welcome 24 more families into the neighborhood -who will not add anywhere near t he 

same level of greenhouse emissions. 

Please join me in opposit ion to the All Peoples Church project. 

Thank you fo r your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Woolsey 

6545 Del Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.3.150 Letter I150: Evan Youngstrom, Lewis and Sarah Dawson, Judith Abegglen, Susan and Hailey Andrews, 
Lisa Busalacchi, Goncalo and Nancy Gloria 

 

I150 
Refer to responses to comments I27-7 through I27-17 regarding the same 
issues in this comment. 

Letter 1150 

1150-1 

From: Evan.Youngstrom@lw.com <Evan.Youngstrom@lw.com> 

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 6:52 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 

Cc: lew.dawson@gmail.com <lew.dawson@gmail.com> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Response To Draft Environmental Impact Report For All Peoples Church No. 636444 

To Whom It May Concern: 

After evaluating t he draft environmental impact report (hereinafter EIR}, we have determined t here to be 

shortcomings that should be thoroughly and completely addressed before continued consideration of this 
project. We wil l highlight a number o f fair and reasonable arguments related to the inadequacy of both the 
report and the project itself. 
Traffic 
This report does not address the traffic impact of the completed project in a number of areas. No defensible 

study or studies have been produced to provide quantitat ive metr ics to t he follow areas: 

1. Peak-Hour Traffic Impact 

2. Inconsistent & Outdated Data Sampling 
3. Future Projected Traffic Impact 

4. Cumulat ive Traffi c Impact 

5. Unsubstantiated Statements 
6. Net•Negative Traffic Impact With No Mitigation 

7. Alternat ive Circulation Patterns 

Per Appendix J, Lo cal Mobility Analys is, single sam ples were collected for three determined peak-traffic periods 

(section 8.3.2): 

Existing counts were collected between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM for the AM commuter period and 
from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM for the PM commuter period on Tuesday, April 16, 2019, and from 10:45-
11:45 AM on Sunday, April 28, 2019 to capture the time period between the two historicolly highest 
attended services. 

Subsequent sections w i ll refer to this 

Peak-Hour Traffi c Impact 

A single sample of each peak•hour ptiriod is statist ically insignificant and statistically dangerous to use fo r 
inference. One cannot deduce statisti cal norms and deviational errors of a population w ith a single sample for a 

given period . In addit ion, the collec tion mechanism used to gat her raw t raffic data has not been defined, leading 
to uncertainty and doubt about the accuracy and va lidity of t he data. 

Outdated & Inconsistent Data Sam pling 

In addition t o stated stat istical sampling issues, proj ected traffic data is outdated by a magnitude o f years. Tra ffic 
projections st;;ited in Appendix J are bas.ed upon 2019 traffic analysis data, over t hree years old, w hile church 

attendee numbers are from over four years ago (section 8.4.2): 

Using current attendance and vehicle occupancy, a peak hour and daily vehicle 
forecast was determined for the maximum seating capacity of 900 seats as shown in Tobie 12. 
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1150-1 
(cont.) 

No current (Le., 2022) traffic figures nor church attendee figures are used to val idate these numbers, nor Is a 

reasona ble argument provided t o assert that the 2022 and beyond numbers do not deviate significantly from 
the numbers used in this EIR. 
Future Projected Traffic Impact 

In addition to being based upon outdated data sampling, as mentioned above, the future project ed traffic 
impact data is also improperly based upon a single-point-in-t ime analysis. It fails to account for traffic growth 

from other sources in t he community (e,g., the proposed six-story apcirtment complex i:llong Del Cerro 
Boulevard), as well as failing to account for potential growth in the number of services held by the church, 

expansion of the church's activities t o days other than Sundays, or potential fut ure expansion/restructuring of 
the church building itself to accommodate more congregants at each se~ice. The dat a also fai ls completely to 
consider the increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic incidents and fata lities that necessarily accompany 

increased tra ffic. 

Cumulative Traffic Impact 

No reports on the cumulative traffic impact of this project, particularly in conjunction with other proposed 
developmental projects in the vicinity (i.e., the proposed six-story apartment complex along Del Cerro 
Boulevard) and community/SDSU events (e.g., concerts, graduation, sporting events, etc.), have been provided. 
Evaluation of traffic impact must take into account not o nly street-level impacts but also region-level impacts. 

Unsubstantiated Traffic Statements 
Section 7.1.2.1 of the EIR states: 

Under the existing land use designations in the Navajo Community Plan and RS-1-7 zone, the project site can 
build up to 52 single-family residences, assuming a 5,000-square-foot (SF) lot minimum over the approximately 
6-acre site. The project would produce less traffic on an average weekly basis than a residential use that would 
be consistent with the existing zoning for the project site. 

However, no analysis or figures are provided to back up the assertion t hat the church project would produce less 
traffic than would single-family residences. It also fails to account for the difference in traffic patterns produced 

by single-family homes versus a church (i.e., a church will produce large amounts of traffic at a single t ime while 
th e traffic p roduced by single-family homes wi ll be sparse). 

In addition, no q uantitative analysis is provided to give defensible merit to t heir subsequent claim of air-q uality 
impact (Section 7.1.2.1): 

Less than significant impacts would result 
Net -Negative Traffic Impact With No M itigation 
Using rudimentary logic, it can be deduced that adding an additional t raffic signal to a cur ren tly uninterrupted 
road segment will have net-negative impact. Thus, the addition of a traffic light between two established 

intersections, the Del Cerro Blvd and College Avenue intersection and the 8 West exit intersection, wi ll fo rce a 
subset of vehicles to stop for a duration of t ime. It can be concluded, based upon this same rudimentary logic, 

that t his will cause addit iona l friction for this subset of vehicles desiring t o enter t he 8 West freeway onramp. 

Further, as can be seen along College Avenue near the 8 East freeway offramps and onramps, when there are 
too many t raffic signals wi thin a short stretch of road, it results in stunted t raffic flows, especially when t he 
signals get out of sync. Adding another signal to the north side of Col lege Avenue would result in equivalent 

stunted t raffic flows, compounding the issue, 
Alternative Circulation Patterns 
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1150-1 
(cont.) 

The EIR and AppendixJ provides an incomplete proposal and analysis of potential traffic circulation patterns. For 
example, no analysis was provided (nor proposed) with regard to a roundabout or traffic circle. Alternative 
exploration is requested to understand if there are less impactful solut ions available. 

Land Use 

Zoning 
This approximately six-acre site is zoned under residential RS-1-7. Per city zoning regulations in Table 131-04B, 

Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, use category Assembly and Entertainment Uses, 
Including Places of Religious Assembly is designated as "Use or use category is not permitted." The project 
requires a Planned Development Permit (PDP) entitlement to address the deviation from the current zoning 

ordinances. Zoning ordinances, specifically residential, are important because they: 

1. Control the character of a neighborhood, and 
2. Control noise and traffic flow of a neighborhood. 

While the project has attempted to addresses these concerns, they fall in several short key areas: 

1. Having a multistory, brightly painted structure-regardless of the argument surrounding subtle architectural 

features and accents- does not blend in with the overwhelming majority of single-family dwellings in t he 
ne ighborhood. 
2. Having a 900-person church in the neighborhood will produce a substantial increase in bot h noise and traffic 
at multiple periods of certain days-this would not be the case with the proposed alternatives. 

3. The EIR fails to account for continued future growth in the church's offerings. Appendix J fai ls to project for 
compounding future gro wth over multiple time periods. A primary goal of any church, including t his church, Is 

future growth, particularly in terms of event count and event attendee count. When act ivities begin taking place 
at the church dur ing peak traffic times, when taking into account continued future growth, the traffic impact will 
be untenable for residents. 

Proposed Alternatives 

The Del Cerro community is In favor of this parcel of land being used to benefit the community of Del Cerro and 
the city of San Diego. Below are ideas from the community for more appropriate ways to use the space, 

including: 

1. low-Density Housing 
2. No Project, City-Owned land 
3. Community Park 

4. Tiny Home Village for the Homeless 

low-Density Housing 

When the land was purchased by the developer who sold it to the church, the plan was t o use the land to build 
single-family residences. This type of development of the property would be entirely appropriate, as the parcel 
is specifically zoned already for single-fami ly homes and the need for housing in San Diego continues to increase. 

No Project, City-Owned Land 
The community has appreciated for years the natural beauty of t he land, as has everyone who drives past the 

College Avenue intersection with t he 8 freeway. M any in the community favor leaving the land with its natural 

landscape, to help the environment. 
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1150-1 
(cont.) 

Community Park 
A park wit h paths for walking and bike/scooter rid ing, a playground area, and potentially a recreation center 
would benefit t he community tremendously, particular ly with the increase in families expected in the immediate 
area with the development of the proposed apartment building alo ng Del Cerro Boulevard. 

Tiny Home Village for t he Homeless 
This parcel of land could also serve as San Diego's first test of a program t hat has been highly successful in 
combating homelessness in other cities in t he nation: a tiny home village for t he homeless (such as the one 

recently approved in Chula Vista). 

Thank you for your considerat ion. 

Evan Youngst rom (6209 Del Cerro Blvd.) 
Lewis & Sarah Dawson (6251 Capri Dr.) 
Judith Abegglen (6225 Del Cerro Blvd.) 

Susan & Hailey Andrews (6228 Capri Dr.) 
Usa Busalacchi (6235 Capri Dr.) 
Gom;alo and Nancy Gloria (6240 Capri Dr.) 

Best, 

Evan R. Youngstrom 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
Cell: +1.858.209.4449 
Email: evan.youngstrom@lw.com 
https://www.lw.com 
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3.1.4 Late Letters 

3.1.4.1 Letter L1: Paula Berberick 

 

L1-1 
This comment poses a series of general questions that are not specifically 
linked to the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding the issue of the prior approved 
housing project, refer to the topical response regarding residential housing 
need. Refer to Master Response 5, which addresses the purposes and 
conclusions reached in the VMT and LMA transportation assessments. 

With respect to the allowable uses on the project site, the San Diego Municipal 
Code (SDMC) allows projects to propose a Planned Development Permit to 
allow a use that is permitted by the land use plan but not allowed by the 
underlying zone. That process is what is proposed to permit the church on a 
residentially zoned site. Refer to the topical response regarding land use policy 
consistency as it relates to this comment on zoning and the issue regarding the 
appropriate siting of religious institutions in the Navajo Community Plan. As 
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project 
would generate less GHG emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on 
the project site under the current zone (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In 
addition, the project would not result in significant GHG emissions and would 
be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by implementing the 
GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency 
Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter L1 

L1-1 

From: Paula Berberick <paulaaberberick@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2022 10:56 AM 
To: Halowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposit ion to All Peoples Church Project 

Dear Councilmember Holowach, 

As a lifelong resident o f the Del Cerro area, I am writing to express my significant concerns with the All 

Peoples Church project currently being planned for our community. 

My husband and I strongly oppose this project fo r the following reasons: 

- San Diego is in the midst of a severe housing crisis. This project is planned on a site tha t has already 
been approved for a 24-unit housing project, and that is the project that should be built on this site. By 
approving the church projec t, councilmembers will be voting NO on improving our housing crisis. 

- This proposed project v iolates San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B Use Regulations Table for 
Residential Zones. This code specifically disallows Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning and requires a 

general plan amendment for this project. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately 
incorporate or consider appropr iate siting of religious institutions and would also need to be revised. 
- This project brings significant and troubling traffic and environmental impacts to our community. The 
project applicant expects 95% of the people attending the ir site to come from out o f our quiet 

residential area, driving more cars and pollution into our neighborhood. This runs counter to the City's 

Climate Action Plan o f reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

We urge you to vote against approving this project. It is wrong for our Del Cerro community, and wrong 
for San Diego. 

Respectful ly, 

Paula Berberick 

Michael Berberick 

6473 Decanture St. 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.4.2 Letter L2: Christine and Ryan Dammann and Shannon Shepley (via Joe Colloca) 

 

L2-1 
General opposition to the project is not a CEQA issue and is addressed in 
Master Response 6 for general opposition. The City decision makers will take 
into account this comment when taking action on the project. 

Letter L2 

L2-1 

From: Joe's Gma i1 <jcolloca7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 6:51 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHo lowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MBlake@sandiego.gov>; OSD EAS 
<DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe LaCava <Joe LaCava@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember 

Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbel l@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn 
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni van Wilpert 
<MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campillo <Rau1Campi11o @sandiego.gov>; 

Counci lmember Vivian Moreno <VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Council Member Sean Ela-Rivera 

<SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; info@kentleeforsd.com 
Cc: Robin Kastner <robinjk3@icloud.com>; blgchez@cox.net· yann.Renard@gmail .com· 
tbendrick@sbcglo ba I.net· dubshieh@gm aii.com · Johnpecorarol@yahoo.com · 

kathy.connel1@gmai l.com: Diana Sanderson <dianasanderson@cox.net>; Deborah Black 
<debeeblack@gmail.com>; danielle marie mail@yahoo.com· kellyrookus@gmail.com· Larry Dawson 

<calexicolaw@sbcglobal.net>; Stephanie Summers <stephanielsummers@yahoo.com>; Sara Moten 
<moten.sara@gmail.com>; Kar la DeCoursey <khdecoursey@gmail.com>; shannon.shepley@yahoo.com· 

christinekdammann@gmail.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Comment/Response for Draft Environmental Impact Report- All People's 
Church Project 636444 

To All Concerned: 

Short Admin update- 3 people have requested inclusion in this group' s response/comments. 

They are added to cc and listed below: 

Shannon Shepley 
S830 Hampton Court 

shannon.shepley@yahoo.com 

Christine & Ryan Dammann 

6148 Arno Drive 
christinekdammann@gmail.com 

Thank you 
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From: Joe's Gmail <jcolloca7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 5:02 PM 

LATE LITTER 

To: Christine Dammann <christinekdammann@gmail.com> 
Cc: DSO EAS <OSOEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Re: EIR 

Hi Christine-
Yes. l sent the package in last night with v about 32 names- a couple more added now including yours. 

1'11 update listing and send addendum 

Joe 

Sent from iPhone 

On Oct 17, 2022, at 1 5:56, Christine Dammann <christine kdammann@gmail.com> wrote : 

L2-1 This email serves as our signatures t hat we oppose t he ALL PEOPLE's Church being built in my Del Cerro 

(cont.) community. 

Christine & Ryan Dammann 
6148 Arno Drive 

San [);ego, CA 92120 

christinekdammann@gmail.com 
rsdammann@me.com 

Please do not allow this church to be buil t in our neighborhood! It wil l have huge negat ive impacts on 

our lives. 

Thank you, 

Christine & Ryan Dammann 
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L2-2 
This letter repeats the comments received during the public review period. 
Refer to response to comments I20-1 through I20-19. No additional responses 
are warranted. 

October 16, 2022 

City of San Diego Development Services Center 
ATTN: Courtney Holowach cholowach@sandiego.gov 
1222 First Avenue 
MS SOl 
San o;ego, CA 92101 

CC: Martha Blake mblake@sandiego.gov 
Development Services Dept dsdeas@sandiego.gov 
JoelaCava@sandiego.gov 

Jenn iferCampbell @sandiego.gov 
StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov 

M MontgomerySteppe@sandiego.gov 
MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov 
Raulcampillo@sandiego.gov 
VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov 
SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov 

info@kentleeforsd.com 

RE: Comment/Response for Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Project Name: All People's Church 

Project Number: 636444 

To Al l Concerned: 

L2-2 We join with fellow residents and Nava}o Community Planners, Inc in response to the City of 
San Diego's Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Report'') dated August 31, 2022 for All 
People's Church project ("Project" ) 636444. 

We reside in direct proximity to or bordering the proposed location of this Project. We have 
responded to the Report in full context using ver ifiable references, thorough discussion and 
review of Repo rt findings, positions, and conclusions using empirica l and/or fact-based 
examples for substantiation. 

This Project in its immense scale is seeking departure from the Community Plan and 
replaces a currently-approved-and-extended residential single family home housing project. 

The particularly unique circumstances accompanying Project approval would, we will show: 
1) negate housing & climate priorities made dear by city o fficials to the public 
2) ignore drastic departures in community plan implementation that w ill usher in 

permanent and signi fican tly negative environmental impact to neighborhoods 

We reject the Report's positions and conclusions in several key areas and w ill show the facts 
& reasoning by which the Report justi fies those conclusions as wholly inadequate and often 
times contradictory. 
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L2-2 
(cont.) 

5.1.1 Existing Conditions- This is in fact incomplete. It does not include in its 
consideration yet another new and major project in an adjacent parcel. 

A second existing condition impacting all areas of the city as Council and Mayor 
have cemented into the public awareness and committed to take steps to mitigate 
is the housing shortage. The Project is being considered after replacing an existing 
and still-approved single family home project for the exact same land parcel. 

A third existing condition is the San Diego Municipal Code Table 131-048. The Use 

Regulations table for Residentia l Zones specifically disallows religious assembly in 
RS 1-7 Zoning- which this Report confirms will be preserved even after Project 

completion. This is a glaring inconsistency, contradiction, and flat out v io lation of 
San Diego Municipal Code. Additional issue here is the Navajo Community Plan 
does not appropriately consider or incorporate the site designation of religious 
institutions and would need revision. 

5.1- 10 Community Plan Consistency - Project implementation is neit her consistent nor 
adherent to the Community Plan. Not only is the Report cont radictory and 

meandering in its justification which we w ill show below, but even if it is deemed 
for some reason to be consistent, that triggers violation of the Municipal Code as 
any consistency requires preservation of the RS 1-7 zoning. 

5.5.4 Impact 2: Neighborhood Character - this large institutional, single mass structure 

severely degrades and w ill negatively impact long-established neighborhood 
character - again, this impact severity is dismissed out of hand in the Report and we 
will have a full discussion in context of why this Report's conclusion and path to it is 
severely misguided and should be entirely rejected. 
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(cont) 

The Report is quoted in t his response and included in context as reference ... these Report 

quotes are easily identifiable in red italics. At t imes boldface red italics may be used. These 

are used in this response document to highlight a point or idea and not the original style of 
the Report. 

Thank you for consideration of th is response and public comment, following discussion and 
issues supporting analysis. We look forward to the response. 

Sincerely, 

Shari & Joseph Colloca Robin Kastner & Maureen Champion Rosemary & Victor Ghosn 
6301 Glenmont St 6331 Glenmont St 5611 Raymar Ave 
jco11oca7@gmail .com robinjk3@icloud.com B1gchez@cox.net 

Adeline & Yann Renard Hortencia & Ted Bendrick Wendy & Dustin Jones 

5608 Marne Ave 6341 Glenmont St 6311 Glenmont St 
yann.renard@gmail.com tbendrick@sbcglgbal.net dubshieh@gmail.com 

Amy & John Pecoraro Kat hy & Bill Connell Diana & Rich Sanderson 
5640 Marne Ave 6321 Glenmont St 5619 Raymar Ave 
Johnpecorarol@yahoo.com kathy.connell@gmail.com dianasanderson@oox.net 

Deborah & Dennis Black Daniel le Black Kelly & Matt Rookus 
5651 Raymar Ave 5618 Raymar Ave 5762 Del Cerro Blvd 
debeeblack@gmail.com danielle marie mai l@yahoo.com ke llyrookus@gmail.com 

Denine & Larry Dawson Stephanie & Chad Summers Sara Moten 
5657 Marne Ave 5626 Raymar Ave 6535 Del Cerro Blvd 
calexicolaw@sbcglobal.net stephanielsummers@yahoo.com moten.sara@gmail.com 

Karla & Dan Decoursey 
5602 Raymar Ave 
khdecoursey@gmail.com 
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L2-2 
(cont) 

5.1.1 Existing Conditions 

The Report does not account for the new project - yet another arc hitectural departure from 
this community's personali ty- similarly sprung on Del Cerro after having been in the works 
for some time it turns out. .. the 114-unit multi-use residential/commercial complex­
CerroHouse at Del Cerro Blvd & Marne Ave literally bordering the Project. 

Project operations and environmental reports has to account for this contingency and 
combined impact to resident's daily livability, but that impact is unaccounted for in the 
Report. This is not an insignificant administrative detail. The reality is these projects are not 
mutually exclusive, yet there is no contingency studies, consideration of thei r size/scope or 
mutual proximity. The area is neither zoned for nor intended to host these large scale, large 
building architectural engineering designs. 

These projects by themselves w ill negatively impact this community, let alone as a 
combined force. The accurate existing conditions must include this new large project 
directly adjacent, but is not modeled or risk -assessed. To cast aside risks unchecked 
development with ir reversible lasting nega tive impact to our daily lives. 

Housing 
A significant existing condit ion and critical problem to overcome and committed to do so by 
San Diego Counci l, Mayor, public officials is a housing crisis and a need for more homes. 

This is an existing condition across all of San Diego per city government and housing groups. 

The Project acquired the land parcel - somehow - from the previous project developer who 
obtained full Project approval for 24 single family homes. The Project Approval has recently 
been extended ... this would be a bulwark against a housing shortage where many families 

are seeking Single Family Homes in San Diego. We know many of them. This approved plan 
much closer aligned to Community Plan in scale, purpose, design and certainly is al igned 
with the City's strategic call for more homes and housing options. 

The All People's Church Project is now planned for the same parcel zoned RS 1-7; this 
discredits and diminishes a stated city focus on housing. An approval under these 
circumstances d isplaces existing approved residential single family housing in exchange for a 

business opportunistically imposing itself into a community that it primarily does not serve 
as we'll show in following pages. 

It would also m ean the City and Council w ill have voted AGAINST much-needed single family 
homes for families desiring options for them and AGAINST a step toward another housing 
solution for families preferring single family options to Cerrohouse apartment-style living. 
The question is whether this Project ought to be approved under these circumstances at this 
time for that particular land parcel. 

To gloss over these issues is incomprehensible to our community. We submit that this 
Report Existing Condition section is incomplete, ad odds with the reality on the ground and 
to reject its conclusions. 
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L2-2 
(cont) 

5.1-10. Community Plan Consistency 

"With regard to the principal ob;ective of the Community Plan to maintain, enhance and 
encourage residential huusinn, the project would maintain the existing residential land 
use designation and zoning on the site, A project objective is to provide a church-owned 
property for an existing congregation and would Involve the coristructinn of a non­
residential, reU9ious assembly use rather than housin9. Accordin9ly, the prnject has been 
designed to be sensitive to the existing neighborhood.,. 

"The Project would maintain the existing residential land use designation and zoning for the 
site". The institutional nature of the Project is physically represented by a massive 54,476 
sqft monolithic building with a separate 71,000 sqft two-level 367-space parking structure. 

These structures and the business purpose they support have nothing - zero - to do with 
encouraging residential housing or promoting residential single family homes either in 

intent or implementation. 

The Report states the zoning will remain residential - on the paper documents! The actual 

end result which is all that really matters is a community saddled w ith two structural 
monstrosities, increasing traffic and traffic flow problems into and out of Del Cerro, and an 
architectural and land use departure from the whole reason the community is appealing to 
begin with. This is classic lip service to Community Plan ... takes "not being worth the paper 
it's printed on" to an all-new level. 

The Report even acknowledges a principal objective in the Community Plan is to "maintain 
and encourage residential housing" while in the next breath pledging its support for this 
goal by the symbolic carry-forward on paper o f the residential zoning while the Project 
builds non-residential institutional buildings. Our collective heads are spinning w ildly. 

But that' s not all. The Report comes full circle to use its own project ob jectives list (these 
are fully elaborated in context on p.8 in red italic), as a round-about justification for #4: 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing 
topography and surrounding neighborhoods. 

The reference to "site improvement" is not well-defined. Maybe the parking? Or a massive 
building? Perhaps it's the lush landscape of trees, plants, and shrubs ... camouflage for the 
massive building and parking structure? The Project seems to deem "site improvement'' as 

the Project's totality in fulfilling its own purposes. Nothing before➔ Now we' re here doing 
our work w i th new buildings and landscape➔Site improvement. This then appears to be 
welded somehow onto "community plan consistency" to support the conclusion it is 
"sensitive to the existing neighborhoodv. It is not. 

Back in the real world we live in, approval means a 900+ seat megachurch on a residentially 
zoned parcel, a 300+ space parking structure, zero housing, and Plan incompliance. The 
Repor t's ham-handed justification for consistency and sensitivity to existing neighborhoods 
flies in the face observable reality and impacts. In a unified voice we reject not only the 
abandonment of our Community Plan, but the bases of justific.ation employed to do it. 
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(cont.) 

In Report's stated project objectives, #2 states, 

2. Relocale lo a church-owned properly lhat has proximity lo ils exisling 
congregation, including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and 
De/Cerm. 

" ... has proximity to its existing congregation ... " is a key objective of the Project per the 
Report's statements. The screen shot below was used by the Project's own traffic analysis 

representative in a meeting with this community on 12 OCT 2022 showing results of traffic 
analysis and projections based on meetings with the Project concerning its congregation & 

business p lan. 

There is an existing congregation, but it's not in Del Cerro and surrounding neighborhoods. 
There is no projected growth or focus here. This is crystal clear. 95% external. .. residents 
know if you go point to point in this area you don't go all the way to the freeway t o do it. 

The changes needed for such a massive structure plunging itself into a small residential 

community because a parcel of land fits their marketing plan are massively imbalanced. 

The Project is a business. And this business is proposing to to set up shop in our community 

neither having grown up integral to it, nor invested in building any identifiab le roots with its 

residents. This business seeks to use an acquired land parcel which is zoned residential now 
and was so at the sale of the parcel, change the zoning post -hoc to accommodate business 

purposes, and then go on to serve a community-based congregation of which 95% reside 

external to this community in which the Project would be located. We reject this Repart 
postulation as non-evidenced and completely unba lanced in its application. 

Additionally, environmental concerns with VMT will effectively double GHGE as the travel 

on every day of the week will be from a distance. This is directly counter to the Climate 

Action Plan. 
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(cont) 

"With regard to the Residential Element policies, the site layout and architectural design 
incorporatecurcfuf plunning and sensitive development fcuture~, that: would trcute u 
well- defined, balanced and visually consis tent design that is distinctive from the 
surrounding residential neighborhood; would be situated in the topographic low point 
nfthe site near the College Avenue off-romp and sethack from the adjacent, lower profile 
residential and commercial structures nearby ; ... " 

A "well-defined, balanced and visually consistent design that is distinctive from the 
surrounding residential neighborhood." No. This characterization is simply ridiculous. 

It is not "distinctive". It is wholly and entirety out of place. 

Even a casual glance tells you this. Not one, but two colossal structures amid small single 
family residences. Distinctive? It's overwhelming. To maintain "balance and visual 
consistency" requires blocking out views incorporating the immediate surrounding homes 

and neighborhoods. 

The physical imbalance obvious. Think of an aerial or eye•view at•scale picture of 

surrounding immediate neighborhoods with the Project design at scale inset into that 
neighborhood map. This is the perfect visual excercise we used to see in grade school test 
booklets, "Circle the object t hat doesn't belong .. 

An 8 year o ld would ace that test. 

The aforementioned 11visual consistency" can only be realized in its own self•contained 

context because of the sheer difference in scale. Balanced? With what, exactly? The 
Repor t's position and statement that the Project balances with the surrounding 
neighborhood is a contradictory statement as we'll show in the next section of this reply, 

Additionally, there are three towers that range in height, but are all far beyond the existing 
and apparently permanent residential zoning height restrictions by 11'· 17'. The Project 
presents the main building at/below height restriction and the towers are not intrusive; 

small architectural relief accents, not a big deal. 

Disagree. These are not small towers - they are large structures that will block, impair and 
change the aesthetic looking in from College Ave, up and across from the 1·8, and out from 
the ne ighborhoods. Regardless of position, from the largest impact is on the existing homes 
that look straight out and will see massive obstructions at and above l ine of sight. 

The Project promotes the massive parking structure as "below grade along College Avenue" 
to appease concerns over v isual, character, and environmental impacts, i.e. " It'll be mostly 

obscured", which doesn' t appear to be the case in design. These towers, though, smashing 
through height restrictions need to be addressed. 

The height restrictions exist for a reason. Zoning is already on the block of being completely 
upended, but to go further and salt it by vacating Plan height restrictions besides, all the 
while concluding Plan consistency and sensitivity .... that is an indefensible position. We 
reject this conclusion and characterization of the impact and visually consistent design. 
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L2-2 The Project's own objectives statement and institutional mission from the Report: 
(cont) 

3.1.1 Project Objectives 

The objectives associated with the project are as follows: 

1. Pfuce the church/sunctuary in a c.:entrul San Diego foc<1tion th<1t is both visible from 
and convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance. 

l . Uelocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existin9 
congregation, inclucling its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and 
Del Cerro . 

. "/. /!stablish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its .,taff 
and congregation. 

4. l)esfgn the structures and site Improvements to he sensitive to the existin9 
topography and surrounding neighborhoods. 

5. Addresl· the purkin9 needs on Sundays by c.:onstruc.:ting suffic.:ient purki119 to 
accommodate the maximum projectecl pc,rkin,g demand. 

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available 
to its congreg<1tion. 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual and community-building activities, including 
Sunday S<:hool und udultedunition, through the design <1nd churuc:ter of the indoor 
and outdoor spaces. 

8. Fulfill the institution's relinious mission to bea multi-ethnic, multi-generational 
local church with a global vision. 

We disagree. The Project purchased this land opportunistically and fully of its own accord 
only post-hoc setting about the process of seeking accommodations, changes, exceptions, 

bypasses. 

Residents on the other hand were taken by surprise with the approved project fading 
without a sound, sale of land completed, with an entirely new concept now in its place. The 
absence of announcements, flyers, notices, information sheet, or extended dialog -any 
outreach at all -created concerns about what was going on in our community and why we 
seemingly were being pushed into it. Residents organized and voiced the need for answers. 

In conclusion, this response shows 

Our community is not currently nor projected as a center of congregational 
matriculation - that, or the driving habits of congregants differs from all of Del Cerro. 

The Project will mainly serve other communities (basketball is always brought up, 
but can we finally get past this? Are we really going to balance a decision over 
whether the scales tip in favor of a cavernous basketball arena in Del Cerro?) 

The Project and this Report represents massive departures from community plan 
realization and is forcing change in a long-established community where this level of 
change is not needed or being requested by the existing community and 
neighborhoods. 
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(cont.) 

5.5.4 Impact 2, Neighborhood Character 

Issue 2: Would the project result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 

Issue 3: Would the project result in a project bulk, sca le, materials, or style w hich wou ld be incom patible 
with surrounding development? 

Del Cerro and surrounding areas residential character is long-established and it~ 
distinctive. It is indeed this distinctive character t hat led us t o t his community. The existing 
institutional sit es were designed-in and grew up for the most part integral to the community 
and providing services for it. Typical infrastructure; typical services. 

This institut ional Project would be opportunistically shoehorned in to a residential-zoned 

parcel by a designation, but in a now-long-est ablished community without forethought. 

The Project is not visually consistent neither in design nor character with the immediate 
community it proposes to reside in. Not even close. 

This fact is crystal dear by visually overlaying the Project plan within the black outline of t he 
parcel at f ull scale as e laborated in the Report onto the Report's own Fig 2.5 Site Picture of 
the Del Cerro community. 

The Report is incorrect- t his Project does not fit with the surrounding architecture, 
aesthet ics or neighborhood charact er. We all see that below p lain as a sunshiny day. 

F.,.-].j 

Site Photocraph 

ALLl"EOl'U::SCHUlClt 
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(cont.) 

The Project is gargantuan in relation to its surroundings and misplaced for this location. Too 

big, over-scale, architecturally adrift from the residential mid-century character and intent. 

At 54,000+ sqft, it is nearly 14% LARGER than a football field! A single build structure 
plopped into res idential neighborhood -14% larger t han a football field? let that sink in. 

Neighborhood Character Impact 

The Report's justification basis and Niess-than-significant-impact" relies more on the 

massive institutional and university design complexes clear across the 8-lane California 
lnterstate-8. The Report classifies and contextualizes these structures as part of our 
neighborhoods. We l ive here. They are certainly not in our contiguous neighborhoods. 

This fact is worth repeating. This Project purchased land zoned as single family home 
residential then proposes to seek approval to ignore that intended purpose. To satisfy "less 
than significant impact" to neighborhood character, the Project Report assigns our 
residential profi le to institutional complexes- far apart from our community. Incredible. 

The Report's rationalization is essentially that "views going north on College Ave are 
minimal viewing ... it's the southbound view with most visual impact". Our personal 
experience living here is opposite-from visiting friends and family comments looking in . 

We can assure you heading into t he community, not one time d id any took behind to 
compare the neighborhood profiles around them to SDSU or Alvarado hospital to the south. 

Our community character is based of course on our people and nat urally on t he distinctive 

visual appeal of our neighborhoods looking INTO our community. We do not agree with," ... 
on your exit note the symmetry to large institutional buildings over yonder." 

Professionals agree. As we see from a sketch of a home design from the home build 

approved project for 
th is parce l, there was 
no mistaking it : 

" ... The design 
'concept is based on 
the mid-1960s 

architecture of the 
surrounding 
homes' ... ". 

Institutional buildings 
and "southbound 
impact view" is not 

and never was part of 
our neighborhood 
character. 

L~ "'lndow~ flat roof~ 
The ,.,.,-ly one-story' homes prlc«I in the 'lvch '600,000..will be bu,lt on SOOO-sq.,wt,- lool: 

klti. The tlYH -btdroon\ thrff-bMIYoom homes db& l60Q 200Q o, 227' $Cl!Aft 1-. The 

-----~► clHifn"conc:9P1;.t:i.ffdonthemicl- l960ll"CNt9Cl\ll'• ol 1t..~home•wit:hlt,rp 
¥MOOWS.~t1oorpi.....,n.ilndahllow-pitchl-droots,Wldlll'g•wlr'ldows,°uidF'ei..ikef. 

10 
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L3-1 
These comments do not address the content or conclusions reached in the 
DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 2, 3, 5 and 6 addressing cumulative impacts, 
residential housing policy, transportation, and general opposition to the 
project. 

Letter Ll 

L3-1 

From: Cathleen E <cathleenelmies@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 6:39 PM 
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No 636444 

I'm writing in as a San Diego resident who lives on Del Cerro Blvd and is against the construction of a 
mega church in this neighborhood. There is simply NO infrastructure to support t he increased traffic 
that this church, along with a six story apartment building going up in t he area, will br ing to 

the community. Traffic will be an absolute nightmare at the intersection of College and Del Cerro Blvd if 
this project proceeds. There are NO U-turns permitted at the light, so how are churchgoers going to exit 
the area to get back on the freeway? Are they all go ing to be driving through the neighborhoods, trying 
to find a place to turn around? That creates its own dangers to homeowners and pedestrians. But most 
likely t here will be a huge increase in illegal U-turns, creating more traffic accidents/injuries/deaths. DO 
NOT LET OUR NEIGHBORHOOD BECOME A TRAFFIC CATASTROPHE. The land was zoned for 25 homes, 
not a 900 seat mega church. There is no infrastructure to support this, therefore the project should not 
proceed. 
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L4-1 
This comment does not address the content or conclusions reached in the 
DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 3, 5 and 6 regarding City residential housing 
policy, the project’s consistency with City land use policies and the 
transportation effects on College Avenue, and general opposition to the project. 
As shown in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not result in significant 
greenhouse gas emissions and would be consistent with the City’s Climate 
Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the various greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to 
DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter L4 

L4-1 

From: Theresa Gok:Jen <tmgolden8@gmail.com> 
sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2022 6:55 PM 
To: info@kentleeforsd.com: Council Member Sean Elo-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; 
Councilmember Viv ian Moreno <VivianMoreno@sandieqo.gov>; raulcampilo@sandiego.gov; 
marnivormilpert@sandiego.go: Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 
<mmontgornerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; Courcilmember stephen Whitburn 
<§tephenVVhitburn@sandieoo.gov>; Councilmember Jennifer Campbell 
<JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe Lacava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; 
Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha <MBlake@sandieqo.gov ::.; DSD EAS 
<DSOEAS@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SAVE DEL CERROI 

I hope this email finds you well, I am 00th a resident of Del Cerro, a parent, and a nurse practit ioner in the 
field of pediatrics. I have sincere and significant concerns for the All Peoples Church Mega Project Given 
the implicat ion this has not only on our community and our impressionable minds of the youth in our 
neighborhood and the youth at SDSU. I could spend quite a lot of time going over the psychiatric maturity 
of the entering freshman of SDSU and the purpose of All Peoples Church gleaning young minds into this 
forum which is quite inappropriate. 

Second, the housing crisis in SO, this also changes the housing plan for this community. Not onty is the 
exit backed up on regular school year days, but adding a church with it's 000 capacity auditor ium will 
need a second entry and exit ramp for the freeway 

Thirdly, this is in v iolat ion of the San Diego Municipal Code which depicts Religious assembly in an RS 
Zone 1 territory. Therefore, religious institution codes would need to be revised promptly 

Lastly , as spoken before, this 900 person auditorium alone will attract too many people, clogging 
roadways and exit ramps. Environmental concerns for greenhouse gas emissions in this community is 
potentially doubling the emissions in this area which would not only be bad for the environment but for the 
children of this neighlx>rhood, with asthma being another diagnosis on the rise in San Diego county. 

Thank you for your consideration on declining and canceling the All Peoples Church from entering our 
community 

Theresa Golden 
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3.1.4.5 Letter L5: Annemarie Penick 

 

L5-1 
This comment does not address the content or conclusions reached in the 
DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 3 and 6 regarding City’s residential housing 
policy, the project’s consistency with City land use policies and general 
opposition to the project. As shown in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not 
result in significant greenhouse gas emissions and would be consistent with the 
City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the various greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction strategies outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency 
Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter LS 

L5-1 

From: Annemar ie Penick <12apenick@gmail.com> 

Sent Monday, October 17, 2022 5:15 PM 
To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church Mega Project 

Dear Courtney Holowach, 

I'm writing to you regarding my strong opposition to the All Peoples Church Mega Project. 
I've been a Del Cerro resident and home owner since 1996 .. 
I'm opposing the construction of the All Peoples Church as I have the following concerns regarding this 
mega project moving forward. 
1) San Diego is experiencing a severe housing crisis. This land has a lready been approved for 24 

housing units -which are desperately needed. This is a v iable alternative project that makes more 
sense to the community and to the city. By approving this project you are basically voting NO on 

housing. 
2) W ithout a general plan amendment- This project would be in vio lation of San Diego's Municipal 
Code. According to the San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, Use regulations for Residential 

Zones, specifically disallo'NS Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. 
3) The project applicant has admitted they expect 95% of the people attending their site to come from 

out of the area, and then leave the area. This will greatly impact greenhouse gas emissions -in essence 

doubling these emissions. This runs count er to the City's Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
I urge San Diego City Councitmembers to please vote NO on this project. Our community, our city, our 

planet thanks you! 

Annemarie Penick 
6435 Brynwood Way 
San Diego, CA 92120 
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3.1.4.6 Letter L6: David and Celeste Schwartz 

 

L6-1 
This comment identifies several issue areas for which topical responses have 
been prepared. Refer to Master Responses 1, 3, 4, and 5 pertaining to 
alternative location or use, neighborhood character, transportation -trip 
generation rate, transportation- vehicle miles traveled screening, transportation 
– College Avenue operational, and residential housing need. With respect to 
GHG emissions and potential impacts, as demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would generate less GHG emissions than 
the 52 residences that are allowed on the project site under the current zone 
(as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project would not result 
in significant GHG emissions and would be consistent with the City’s Climate 
Action Plan (CAP) by implementing the GHG emissions reduction strategies 
outlined in the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). 

Letter L& 

From: David F. Schwartz <dfschwartz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 5:51 PM 
To: Teri Cantor <ha iriamteri@cox.net > 
Cc: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Council Member Joe la Cava <JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov>; 

Councilmember Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen 
Whitburn <StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe 

<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; Counci!Member Marni von W ilpert 
<MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMe mber Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov>; 
Councilmember Vivian Moreno <Vivia nMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Council Member Sean Ela -Rivera 

<SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; Holowach, Courtney <CHo1owach@sandiego.gov>; Blake, Martha 
<MBlake@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL) Re: PUBLIC COMMENTS: All Peoples Church / No. 636444 

L6-1 Thanks for your texts, Teri. I'm resending so you can register your public comment by replying to the 
original recipients. 

David 

On Oct 15, 2022, at 10:28 AM, David F. Schwartz <dfschwartz@gmail.com> wro te: 

To T he City of San Diego 

We are thirty-three year residents of Del Cerro and are writing to voice our strong opposition to the project 
known as the All Peoples Church. We find the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) lacking for a number of 
reasons which we w ill articulate as briefly as possible. 

In 8.4.1.1 and 8.4.2 .1, the report indicates that the proposed site of the church is not a desig nated view 
corridor and that there would be no impact to a designated scenic vista if the project is completed. This is 
somewhat circular reasoning and suggests that open space, in and of itself, is not a scenic resource. We 
respectfully disagree. 

Del Ce rro is a relatively sleepy, peaceful, residential neighborhood. The Community P lan ensures that it 
will stay that way. T he proposed site provides a natural, unobstn...cted, uncluttered expanse which is 
consistent with the nature of the community. It gives a sense of distance from highway. That has value to 
the residents which will be destroyed by using the open space for a large project. 

Del Cerro is not highly developed and the residents, by a wide margin, do not want it to be highly 
developed. F illing a canyon with a 54,476 square foot church and 71,010 square foot parking structure 
changes the visual quality and neighborhood c haracte r in ways which the EIR simply does not address 
The fact that the location isn't a designated view corridor does not mean that the location doesn't provide 
av1ew. 

That area is, in some ways, the "front porch" of the community. We are a quiet, somewhat concealed 
neighOOrhood, tucked away in central San D iego: one of the most desira~e communities in the city 
Approving the project will turn the area into something much busier and less desirable than w hat we know 
and love as Del Cerro. This is particularly true in light of the proposed construction of a six.story 
apartment complex j ust around the corner from the p,.-oposed church: another unwanted variation from the 
community plan. 

If our elected representatives are unable or urr..villing to protect our neighOOrhoods as the residents of 
these communities choose, then these representatives are not serving the people who elected them 
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L6-1 
(cont) 

The proposed church will also significant~ impact the flow of traffic into and out of Del Cerro. Although 
the proposal is alleged to inclL.K:le only minimal activity at the church during the week, it is in:::onceivable 
that the owners will not at some point attempt to use the facility to its full capacity VVhat is not now 
proposed can be added later with little to no consideration for the reside-nts, the community, and without 
meaningful public input. Therefore, we object to the approval of the project on the grounds that the 
reasonably foreseeable uses of the structures exceed what is represented and considered by the 
EIR. The willingness of the EIR to accept at face value what the developers have represented 
demonstrates a failure of the review process and unreasonably favors applicants who wish to 
dev iate fro m a community plan for their own purposes. 

We find that the EIR's assessment of traffic impact is sorely lacking in a number of respects. First and 
foremost, it is inconceivable tha t the Church does not anticipate growth of its congregation as a result of 
being in a larger facility. More congregants equals more revenue. The failure of the EIR to anticipate 
congregation growth is a fatal flaw in the rev iew pro cess and represents a failure to antic ipate 
reasonably foreseeable uses of a project which already deviates from the Community Plan. 
Accepting the current membership of the Church as its guide, the EIR contains, on its face, an 
undercounting o f potential cong regants and a flawed assessment of the project's impact o n the 
community . 

Traffic on College Avenue and traffic entering and exiting Highway 8 will be significantly impacted by 
having a light-controlled intersection so close to the entrance and exit ramps. The westbound Highway 8 
exit at College Avenue is already difficult to navigate as there is a short lane to allow traffic exiting 
Highway 8 to merge onto College Avenue. An intersection just off the freeway w ill not o nly make it more 
difficult to merge onto College, but will also result in the backup of traffic on the exit ramp and, potentially 
Highway 8 itself. 

Notably, the light controlled intersection would have the unusual distinction of being built simply 
for the benefit of a single business . That is an irrespons ible use of land, public funding, t.ax 
dollars, and City investment of time and resources. We are unab le to identify any other l ight 
contro lled intersections in this area w hich o nly serve one bus iness . 

If I his project were serving the exist ing residents of the community, perhaps the analysis would be 
different. It 's possible t here would be more community support for it. In fact, The Local Mobility Analysis 
Report indicates that only about 2% of the congregation of the Church lives in the 92120 z ip code 
Approval of the project would run counter to the City 's Climate Actkln Plan to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Additionally, in the midst of the housing crisis the City is attempting to address, it would be an act of pure 
trypocrisy to take this land, which is approved for a 24-unit housing development, and hand it to a church, 
instead. There is simply oo justification for approval of a project w hich will have such a great impact on 
the community but which, because of its religious purp:ise, will contribute zero revenue in the form of 
property taxes to support itself and the surrounding community. This is especially relevant given the 
negligible percentage of Church members which are actually part of this community 

The City should decline to approve this project for all the reasons stated above. It 's a project which isn't 
consistent with the community plan, would remake and redefine the entrao::e to our neighborhood, 
increase traffic congestion, run counter to the C ity's C limate Action Plan and attempts to address a 
housing shortage, and would burden t he area w ith a business serving people who do not live in and 
contribute to the community. 

This letter has been copied to many residents of the 92120 z ip code who are invited to copy, paste, and 
use the contents to voice their opposition to this project and register their views as public comments 

Respectfully submitted, 

David F. Schwartz 
Celeste P. Sctr.vartz 
(619) 589-2440 
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SDAPCD San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

SDFD City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department 

SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric 

SDMC San Diego Municipal Code 

SDP Site Development Permit 

SDPD San Diego Police Department 

SDSU San Diego State University 

SDUSD San Diego Unified School District 

SF square feet/square foot 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SLF Sacred Lands File 

SOX oxides of sulfur 

STC sound transmission class 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TM Tentative Map 

TPA Transit Priority Area 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

UTM Universal Transverse Mercator 

VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

WMP waste management plan 

VOC volatile organic compounds 

WSA water supply assessment 

WSV water supply verification 
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ES. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This summary provides a synopsis of the All Peoples Church Project (project), the results of the 

environmental analysis, and project alternatives considered in this Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR). This summary does not contain the extensive background and analysis contained in the 

various sections of the EIR. 

The purpose of an EIR is to inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the 

potentially significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the 

significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15121(a)). This EIR is an informational document for use by the 

City of San Diego (City), decision makers, and members of the general public to evaluate the 

environmental effects of the proposed project. This document complies with all criteria, standards, 

and procedures of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s EIR Guidelines (City 2005a). The City 

is the lead agency for the project evaluated in this EIR. This document has been prepared as a 

project EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This document represents the independent 

judgment of the City as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15050). 

ES.1 Project Location, Setting, Objectives, and 

Description 

The approximately 6-acre project site is vacant and located in the southern portion of the Del Cerro 

neighborhood in the Navajo Community Plan area in the city. The project site is located 

approximately 11 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, 7 miles northeast of downtown San Diego, 

approximately 3 miles east of Interstate 15 (I-15) and immediately north of Interstate 8 (I-8). The 

project site is bounded by College Avenue on the west, the westbound I-8 off-ramp at College 

Avenue and City fee-owned open space dedicated parkland to the south, single-family 

neighborhoods along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont Street to the east, and 

neighborhood commercial properties to the north fronting Del Cerro Boulevard. 

The project site is previously disturbed and vacant. The project site contains 4.0 acres of sensitive 

biological resources, such as Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland, that are defined 

as Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) in San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 113.0103. On-

site grading appears to have been conducted in multiple phases along the western, southern and 

eastern edges of the site and may have occurred as part of community buildout in the late 1950’s to 

mid-1960’s during construction of the adjacent residential development to the east, College Avenue 

to the west, I-8 (previously Highway 80) and associated College Avenue off-ramp to the south and 

southwest. The vacant project site is surrounded by developed lands, with the exception of a 2-acre 

dedicated parkland property fee-owned by the City Parks and Recreation situated immediately to 

the south between the project site and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-

of-way (ROW). 

The project objectives for the All Peoples Church Project are as follows: 

1. Place the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego location that is both visible from and 

convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance. 
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2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation, 

including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and Del Cerro. 

3. Establish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its staff and 

congregation. 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing topography and 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

5. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing sufficient parking to accommodate 

the maximum projected parking demand. 

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available to its 

congregation. 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual and community-building activities, including Sunday School 

and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces. 

8. Fulfill the institution’s religious mission to be a multi-ethnic, multi-generational local church 

with a global vision. 

The following entitlements are necessary for the project: 

 A Community Plan Amendment (CPA) is proposed to allow for the development of a religious 

assembly use within the Single-Family residential land use designation. The CPA would place 

a new church symbol on the Other Community Uses map, Figure 24, of the Navajo 

Community Plan. 

 A Planned Development Permit (PDP) is required to allow a use that is permitted by the land 

use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. In addition, the PDP also permits 

deviations from the RS-1-7 zone development regulations. 

 Site Development Permit (SDP) is required for the project to impact sensitive biological 

resources. 

 A Tentative Map (TM) is proposed to facilitate the vacation and grading of easements. 

 Numerous existing easements would be vacated by the TM. Specifically, existing sewer, 

telecom, and stormwater easements that cross the property would be abandoned. In 

addition, a portion of the access rights would be revested for the proposed signalized 

intersection and ingress/egress driveways along College Avenue and ROW would be 

dedicated to the City to accommodate the proposed parkway along the project frontage with 

College Avenue. 

The City would use information contained in this EIR and supporting documentation in its decision 

to approve the required discretionary permits. 

ES.1.1 Site Plan and Design Features 

The project consists of the construction and operation of a 54,476-square-foot (SF) church/sanctuary 

building and a 71,010 SF, two-level parking garage and surface parking areas on an approximately 6-

acre vacant site. The proposed project would include a 900-seat sanctuary space with accessory uses 

(i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multi-purpose room/gym), and various site 
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improvements, such as circulation, landscaping, and utility connections which are described below. 

Of the 900 seats, 587 seats would be fixed in place and 3,690 SF would accommodate the remaining 

non-fixed seats. Congregation gatherings would primarily occur on Sundays; small group activities 

may occur during the weekdays or on Saturdays. No primary educational school spaces are 

proposed as part of the project. To implement the project, several deviations from the RS-1-7 zone 

related to building height, retaining wall height, side yard setback, and bicycle parking are proposed. 

The church/sanctuary building is designed in a contemporary Spanish Colonial Revival-style theme 

featuring arched entrances and windows along its painted concrete tilt-up facades, with accents of 

wood fascia and terra-cotta-colored tile roofing materials. The glazing for each window would be 

tinted bronze in color. The building would feature two levels with front and rear vestibules located 

on the first floor. The majority of the church/sanctuary building and its parapet wall around the flat 

roof areas would comply with the 30-foot height limit established in the SDMC for the RS-1-7 zone. 

To create visual interest, three pitched roof towers would extend from 45 to 48 feet above grade 

and the cross would extend an additional 8 feet above the 45-foot roof tower on the western 

elevation to 53 feet above grade. The additional height requires a deviation. 

The two-level parking structure would be recessed into the terrain such that the top deck would be 

below grade of College Avenue. The lower and upper parking levels of the structure would be 

connected through an internal vehicle ramp. The primary surface parking lot would be constructed 

north of the parking structure at grade with College Avenue and connected to the upper level of the 

parking structure via internal roads. Smaller surface parking areas would be provided south and 

east of the parking structure and church/sanctuary building as shown on the project site plan (refer 

to Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project Description). The parking structure would contain 203 parking 

spaces, while surface parking areas would hold 153 spaces, for a total of 356 parking spaces. Parking 

would be provided for standard vehicles, accessible vehicles, clean air vehicles, carpool vehicles, 

electric vehicles, motorcycles, and bicycles. The number of parking spaces for vehicles would exceed 

the City’s minimum parking requirements of 319 parking spaces by 37 parking spaces. 

Refuse/recycling areas would be provided in the surface parking area east of the church/sanctuary 

building. 

The design of the parking structure would complement the architectural style of the 

church/sanctuary building by featuring painted concrete walls with arched entries. The upper deck 

of the parking structure would feature planters with landscaping. 

The proposed landscape plan features the use of native/naturalized and/or drought-tolerant plant 

material, whenever possible. No invasive or potentially invasive species would be used. In general, 

the landscape improvements along College Avenue would create a 14- to 16-foot-wide parkway 

featuring a 12-foot-wide shared sidewalk and street side canopy plantings and ground covers from 

the property line north to the private driveway. North of the private driveway, a 10- to 12-foot-wide 

parkway would be installed, consisting of street side canopy plantings and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk. 

Entry monumentation and landscape treatments would be installed on site at the southeast corner, 

near the driveway entrance. 

Approximately 93 percent of the project site would be graded to accommodate development of the 

project. Approximately 16,500 cubic yards (CY) of cut and 39,000 CY of fill (including 22,500 CY of 

import) would be required to implement the grading plan. The maximum depth of excavation would 

be 25.5 feet, as measured vertically, and the maximum depth of fill would be 28 feet. To implement 
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the site plan and avoid the need to obtain an encroachment permit for grading into the Caltrans 

ROW, retaining walls are proposed along the southern and southwestern limits of grading. The walls 

would exceed the six-foot height limit allowed by the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) and would 

require approval of a deviation. Landscape screening and vining species would be installed above 

and below the retaining walls to soften their appearance. 

Vehicular access to the project and the parking structure would be via a proposed signalized full 

access driveway along College Avenue with a secondary gated driveway entrance connected to the 

northern parking lot for right-in/out only vehicle movements. Off-site improvements to the new 

College Avenue intersection would include creating a median break and narrowing of the existing 

raised median to construct a new southbound left-turn lane, striping of a northbound right-turn 

lane, and installing a crosswalk. A traffic signal would be installed at the proposed southern project 

driveway. The private driveway connection at College Avenue would descend to an entry plaza 

between the parking structure and the church/sanctuary building and the entrances to the 

proposed parking areas. An onsite loading zone would also be provided near the entry plaza. New 

bicycle lane signage and striping would be installed along northbound College Avenue. Along the 

project’s College Avenue frontage, a 12-foot shared (i.e., pedestrians and bicycles) contiguous 

sidewalk would be installed south of the project driveway and north of the driveway a 5-foot-wide 

non-contiguous sidewalk would be constructed within the parkway. Canopy trees and other plant 

material would be installed adjacent to the sidewalks and surface parking area per City 

requirements. Stairs and an Americans with Disabilities Act ramp would be extended on site to link the 

College Avenue sidewalk to the church/sanctuary building entrance and entry plaza. Bicycle parking 

and storage would be provided on the project site consisting of 18 short-term spaces and 3 long-term 

spaces. 

ES.1.2 Utilities and Other Site Improvements 

Several on-site and off-site utility improvements would be required to implement the project. A 320-

linear-foot, 8-inch-diameter public water main extension would be installed along College Avenue to 

a point of connection at its intersection with Del Cerro Boulevard. On-site improvements would 

include the installation of 2-inch-diameter public domestic water service connection; an 8-inch-

diameter private water line for fire service; a 1-inch-diameter irrigation line; an 8-inch-diameter 

private gravity sewer line; and a private sewer lift station and private sewer force main. Many of 

these utility improvements would connect with existing public infrastructure in College Avenue, with 

the exception of the sewer service which would connect off site through an adjacent private 

residential lot via a private 4-inch-diameter sewer lateral to an 8-inch-diameter off-site public sewer 

main in Marne Avenue (i.e., within a private easement granted to the project). On-site stormwater 

runoff would be directed to four biofiltration basins and then discharged into existing storm drains 

and picked up by the existing headwall and public 48-inch storm drain that flows beneath I-8. 

ES.1.3 Sustainable Design 

The project has been designed to promote sustainability and includes cool green roofs, use of low-

flow fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation, electrical vehicle charging stations, designated and 

secure bicycle parking spaces, designated parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and 

carpool/vanpool vehicles, and implementation of a solid waste recycling plan. The project landscape 

plan also proposes to install a net increase of 92 trees to facilitate the City’s Climate Action Plan 
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(CAP) goals for greenhouse gas emissions reduction and the enhancement of carbon sequestration 

opportunities. 

ES.2 Environmental Analysis 

This EIR contains an environmental analysis of the potential impacts associated with implementation 

of the proposed project. The issues that are addressed in detail in the EIR include Land Use, 

Biological Resources, Historical Resources, Noise, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, and 

Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs). Based on the analysis contained in Chapter 5, Environmental 

Analysis, the project would result in the potential for significant impacts to biological resources 

(sensitive habitats), historical resources (unknown archaeological and religious or sacred resources, 

human remains); noise (construction noise); and TCRs. Measures have been identified in Chapter 5 

that would reduce these project impacts to below significance with mitigation incorporated. Project 

impacts to land use and visual effects/neighborhood character would be less than significant, as 

described in Chapter 5, and as such, no mitigation for land use or visual effects and neighborhood 

character impacts would be required. 

Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, addresses the cumulative impacts due to implementation of the 

proposed project in combination with past projects and future development projections. As 

described in Chapter 6, the project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable effects for 

Land Use, Biological Resources, Historical Resources, Noise, Visual Effects and Neighborhood 

Character, or TCRs. No mitigation for cumulative effects would be required. 

As explained in Section 7.1, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, the project would not have the 

potential to cause significant impacts for the following 15 issue areas: Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Geologic Conditions, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Health and Safety, 

Hydrology, Mineral Resources, Paleontological Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services 

and Facilities, Transportation, Utilities and Service Systems, Water Quality, and Wildfire. 

Table ES-1, Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation, summarizes the project’s potentially significant 

direct and cumulative environmental impacts and required mitigation measures by issue, as 

analyzed in Chapters 5 and 6 of this EIR. The last column of the table indicates whether the impact 

would be reduced to below a level of significance after implementation of the mitigation measures. 

ES.3 Project Alternatives 

Three project alternatives are addressed in detail in this report: No Project/No Development, 

Reduced Residential Development Alternative, and Reduced Project Alternative. A summary of these 

alternatives is presented below with the detailed analysis provided in Chapter 8, Project Alternatives. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), the Reduced Project Alternative is identified as the 

environmentally superior alternative based on the fact that it would reduce the project’s potentially 

significant, but mitigable, biological resources, historical (cultural) resources and TCR impacts by 

reducing the extent of grading required to implement the project. It would also increase the setback 

distance between construction activities and the nearby sensitive receptors, thus reducing 

construction noise impacts of the project. 
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ES.3.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), the No Project Alternative is the “circumstance 

under which the project does not proceed.” Under the No Project/No Development Alternative for 

this EIR, construction of a new church/sanctuary building would not occur. The site would remain 

vacant. Because a new church/sanctuary building would not be constructed, this alternative would 

not achieve the project’s basic objectives related to relocating the facility to a church-owned 

property that has proximity to its existing congregation; establishing a place of worship that would 

accommodate the space needs of its staff and congregation; addressing the parking needs on 

Sundays by constructing an on-site parking structure; developing the church/sanctuary near where 

transit connections occur; and enhancing the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities 

through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces. 

ES.3.2 Reduced Residential Development Alternative 

Under this alternative, the property would be developed with the Marburn Corporation residential 

subdivision which was approved by the City Council in 2018 (Project No. 435438). Similar to the 

project, this alternative required approval of a SDP, PDP, Easement Vacations, and TM. Similar to the 

project, several deviations from the LDC are needed to implement this alternative. A CPA is not 

required to implement the residential development. The Reduced Residential Development 

Alternative consists of the construction of 24 residential units, five homeowner association lots, 

private access to the property, and other site improvements. The alternative also includes 12-foot-

high masonry walls around the site perimeter with landscape screening. Nearly the entire project 

site would be graded to implement this alternative. 

ES.3.3 Reduced Project Alternative 

In an effort to reduce the potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts associated with constructing 

the project, a Reduced Project Alternative is evaluated that would reduce the amount of on-site 

grading required to implement the project. A reduced grading footprint would, in turn, reduce the 

project’s potentially significant impacts to biological resources, cultural resources and TCRs. Under 

the Reduced Project Alternative, the project’s surface parking would be modified to comply with the 

City’s parking regulations, rather than constructing 37 more parking spaces than required by the 

City. Specifically, the Reduced Project Alternative would construct a total of 319 parking spaces, 

which would be 37 fewer spaces than the project provides. Surface parking for the project is 

proposed north of the parking structure and along the eastern edge of the parking structure and 

church/sanctuary building. To construct 37 fewer parking spaces, the project’s grading footprint 

would be reduced by approximately 0.4 acres, depending on which spaces are removed under this 

alternative. All other features of the project would remain the same as described in Chapter 3, 

Project Description. 

ES.4 Areas of Controversy/Issues to Be Resolved 

As lead agency, the City prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated October 22, 

2021, to all responsible and trustee agencies, as well as various governmental agencies, including 

the Office of Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse. Comments on the NOP were received 
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from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Native American Heritage Commission, San 

Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., and various members of the public. Copies of the NOP 

and comment letters are contained in Appendix A of this document. 

The concerns raised during the NOP process from governmental agencies and groups were 

primarily related to potential effects on biological, Native American, and historical resources. 

Additional concerns raised by the public included the existing housing shortage and the loss of 

potential housing associated with the CPA to allow for the development of a religious assembly use 

within the Single-Family residential land use designation; maintaining the single-family residential 

character of the project area; the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan and Navajo 

Community Plan Elements; impacts associated with air quality, biological resources, Multiple Species 

Conservation Program Preserve and Multi-Habitat Planning Area, construction traffic, energy, 

geology, hydrology, land use, community character, noise, light, public services and facilities, toxic 

and human health, water quality, water supply, historical and cultural resources, cumulative effects, 

and climate change; the increase in traffic in the project area that would occur as a result of the 

project; potential use of existing vacant buildings to house the proposed use instead of constructing 

new structures; loss of existing, vacant land; health and safety impacts associated with traffic 

increases and associated air quality; wildfire threat and the addition of project cars to area roadways 

for emergency evacuation; and noise associated with project vehicles and events. 
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Table ES-1 

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation Measures 

Analysis of 

Significance 

after Mitigation 

Land Use 

All land use impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Biological Resources 

Project construction would 

result in significant direct 

and indirect impacts to 

sensitive habitat. 

BIO-1: Biological Resource Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification – The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the City’s Mitigation 

Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a Project Biologist (Qualified Biologist) as 

defined in the City Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a), has been retained to 

implement the project’s biological monitoring program. The letter shall include the names 

and contact information of all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the project. 

B. Preconstruction Meeting – The Qualified Biologist shall attend the preconstruction meeting, 

discuss the project’s biological monitoring program, and arrange to perform any follow up 

mitigation measures and reporting including site-specific monitoring, restoration or 

revegetation, and additional fauna/flora surveys/salvage. 

C. Biological Documents – The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required documentation to 

MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including but not limited to, maps, plans, 

surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are completed or scheduled per City Biology Guidelines, 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance 

(ESL), project permit conditions; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered 

species acts (ESAs); and/or other local, state or federal requirements. 

D. Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit – The Qualified Biologist shall 

present a Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME), which includes the 

biological documents in C above. In addition, include: restoration/revegetation plans, plant 

salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal cactus wren plant salvage, burrowing owl 

exclusions, etc.), avian or other wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including general avian 

nesting and USFWS protocol), timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction 

avoidance areas/noise buffers/ barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent 

requirements determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City Assistant Deputy Director 

(ADD)/MMC. The BCME shall include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the project’s 

With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure BIO-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 
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Table ES-1 

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation Measures 

Analysis of 

Significance 

after Mitigation 

biological mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall be approved by 

MMC and referenced in the construction documents. 

E. Resource Delineation – Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall supervise 

the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the limits of disturbance 

adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compliance with any other project 

conditions as shown on the BCME. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens and 

delimiting buffers to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora & fauna 

species, including nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate steps/care should be taken 

to minimize attraction of nest predators to the site. 

F. Education – Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction crew and conduct an on-

site educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts outside of the approved 

construction area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna (e.g., explain the avian and wetland 

buffers, flag system for removal of invasive species or retention of sensitive plants, and clarify 

acceptable access routes/methods and staging areas, etc.). 

II. During Construction 

A. Monitoring – All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be restricted to areas 

previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously disturbed as shown on 

“Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist shall monitor construction activities as 

needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, 

or cause other similar damage, and that the work plan has been amended to accommodate 

any sensitive species located during the pre-construction surveys. In addition, the Qualified 

Biologist shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR 

shall be e-mailed to MMC on the first day of monitoring, the first week of each month, the last 

day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any undocumented condition or discovery. 

B. Subsequent Resource Identification – The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to prevent any 

new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna onsite (e.g., flag plant specimens for 

avoidance during access, etc.). If active nests or other previously unknown sensitive resources 

are detected, all project activities that directly impact the resource shall be delayed until 

species specific local, state or federal regulations have been determined and applied by the 

Qualified Biologist. 
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Table ES-1 

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation Measures 

Analysis of 

Significance 

after Mitigation 

III. Post Construction Measures 

A. In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional impacts shall be 

mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP, CEQA, and other 

applicable local, state and federal law. The Qualified Biologist shall submit a final 

BCME/report to the satisfaction of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of construction 

completion. 

Project construction would 

result in significant and 

direct impacts to 2.3 acres 

of Tier II Diegan coastal 

sage scrub, 0.9 acre of 

Tier II Diegan coastal sage 

scrub-disturbed, and 

0.8 acre of Tier IIIB non-

native grassland (a total of 

4.0 acres). 

BIO-2: Sensitive Habitats. Impacts to 4.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native 

grassland shall be mitigated at ratios of 1:1 and 0.5:1 for impacts outside the Multi-Habitat Planning 

Area (MHPA) and mitigation inside the MHPA, respectively, pursuant to Table 3, Upland Mitigation 

Ratios, in the City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a). Mitigation shall be accomplished via 

payment into the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund equal to 3.6 acres of habitat. 

With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure BIO-2, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 

Historical Resources 

Ground disturbance 

associated with the 

construction of the project 

has the potential to 

uncover previously 

unknown archaeological 

and Native American 

resources, which would be 

a potentially significant 

impact to archaeological 

resources. 

HR-1: Cultural Resources (Archaeological Resources) Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first 

Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a Notice to 

Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 

applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify that 

the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring have 

been noted on the applicable construction documents through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 

(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all 

With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure HR-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 
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Table ES-1 

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation Measures 

Analysis of 

Significance 

after Mitigation 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of San 

Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals involved in the 

archaeological monitoring program must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training 

with certification documentation. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the qualifications 

established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC for any 

personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site-specific records search (0.25-mile 

radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to, a copy of a 

confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the search was in-house, 

a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the 0.25-mile 

radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor (where 

Native American resources may be impacted), Construction Manager (CM) and/or 

Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and 

MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions 

concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the Construction Manager 

and/or Grading Contractor. 
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a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, prior to the 

start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to Be Monitored 

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has been 

reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor when Native 

American resources may be impacted) based on the appropriate construction 

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site-specific records search as well as 

information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during 

construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This request shall 

be based on relevant information such as review of final construction documents 

which indicate site conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site graded to 

bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be 

present. 

III. During Construction 

A. Monitor(s) Shall Be Present during Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full time during all soil disturbing and 

grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to archaeological 

resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for 

notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities such as in the case 

of a potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain circumstances 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration safety requirements may necessitate 

modification of the AME. 
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2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their presence during 

soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities based on the AME and provide 

that information to the PI and MMC. If prehistoric resources are encountered during the 

Native American consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall stop and the Discovery 

Notification Process detailed in Section III.B–C and Section IV.A–D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern 

disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of fossil 

formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or increase the 

potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field activity 

via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE 

the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to MMC. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor to 

temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to digging, 

trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in the area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately notify the RE or BI, 

as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery and shall submit written 

documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of the resource in 

context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the 

significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are encountered. 

C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American resources are 

discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If Human Remains are 

involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 
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a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance determination 

and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether additional mitigation is 

required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data Recovery 

Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American 

consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant 

resources must be mitigated before ground-disturbing activities in the area of 

discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique archaeological site is also an 

historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the limits on the amount(s) that a 

project applicant may be required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in 

CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that 

artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The 

letter shall also indicate that that no further work is required. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported off-site 

until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains; and the 

following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources 

Code (PRC) (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5) shall be 

undertaken: 

A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the PI, if the 

Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior Planner in the 

Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services Department to assist 

with the discovery notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in person 

or via telephone. 

B. Isolate Discovery Site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a determination can be 
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made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI concerning the provenance of 

the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a field 

examination to determine the provenance. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with input 

from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American origin. 

C. If human remains ARE determined to be Native American: 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely 

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner has 

completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance with CEQA 

Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health & Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or 

representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the human 

remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the MLD 

and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD 

and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide 

measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner shall reinter the human 

remains and items associated with Native American human remains with 

appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further and future 

subsurface disturbance, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 
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(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. The document shall be titled “Notice of 

Reinterment of Native American Remains” and shall include a legal description of 

the property, the name of the property owner, and the owner’s acknowledged 

signature, in addition to any other information required by PRC 5097.98. The 

document shall be indexed as a notice under the name of the owner. 

D. If human remains are NOT Native American: 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era context of 

the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI and 

City staff (PRC Section 5097.98). 

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and conveyed to 

the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the human 

remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the applicant/landowner, any 

known descendant group, and the San Diego Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract: 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and 

timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed: 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or weekend 

work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 

8 a.m. of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing procedures 

detailed in Section III, During Construction, and Section IV, Discovery of Human 

Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be treated as a significant 

discovery. 
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c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 

procedures detailed under Section III, During Construction, and Section IV, Discovery 

of Human Remains, shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 a.m. of the next business day to 

report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III.B, unless other specific 

arrangements have been made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction: 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 24 

hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

VI. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), prepared 

in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D) which describes 

the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Archaeological Monitoring 

Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90 days 

following the completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if the PI is unable to 

submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from 

delays with analysis, special study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be 

submitted to MMC establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of 

monthly status reports until this measure can be met. 

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation. The PI 

shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of California Department 

of Park and Recreation forms DPR 523 A/B) any significant or potentially significant 

resources encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance 
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with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the 

South Coastal Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for preparation of 

the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report 

submittals and approvals. 

B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are cleaned 

and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify function 

and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal material is identified 

as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as appropriate. 

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

C. Curation of Artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the survey, 

testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate 

institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and the Native American 

representative, as applicable. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the Final 

Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

3. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the Native 

American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources were treated in 

accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the resources were 

reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective measures were taken to 

ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV, Discovery of Human 

Remains, Subsection 5. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 
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1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE or BI as 

appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after notification 

from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the 

Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final Monitoring 

Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution. 

Ground disturbance 

associated with the 

construction of the project 

has the potential to 

uncover previously 

unknown religious or 

sacred resources, resulting 

in a potentially significant 

impact associated with 

religious or sacred uses. 

Mitigation measure HR-1, as described above. With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure HR-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 

Ground disturbance 

associated with the project 

has the potential to 

uncover previously 

unknown resources, 

including unknown human 

remains, resulting in a 

potentially significant 

impact. 

Mitigation measure HR-1, as described above. With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure HR-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 
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Noise 

Construction noise impacts 

would have the potential to 

be significant, exposing 

nearby residential 

properties to noise levels in 

excess of 75 dBA average 

at the property line of 

residentially zoned 

properties. 

NOI-1: Best Management Practices. The following best management practices shall be incorporated 

into the project drawings and implemented during project construction to ensure sustained 

construction noise levels do not exceed 75 decibels over a 12-hour period at the nearest sensitive 

receivers: 

 In order to reduce construction noise, a temporary noise barrier or enclosure shall be used along 

the property lines of adjacent residences to break the line-of-sight between the construction 

equipment and the adjacent residences. The temporary noise barrier shall consist of a solid 

plywood fence and/or flexible sound curtains attached to chain-link fencing. 

 Barriers such as flexible sound control curtains shall be erected around stationary heavy 

equipment to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding land uses to the maximum 

extent feasible during construction. 

 Equipping of all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers 

that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

 Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar power tools, where feasible. 

 Internal combustion engines shall be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended by the 

manufacturer and in good repair. 

 All diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and be equipped with factory 

recommended mufflers. 

 Prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 

 Locating stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power 

generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Constructing temporary noise barriers to 

screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses. 

 Utilization of "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists. 

 Control of noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible at 

adjacent residences bordering the project site. 

 Notifying of all adjacent residences of the construction schedule, in writing, and provide a written 

schedule of “noisy” construction activities to the adjacent and nearby residences at least 24 hours 

prior to initiation of construction activities that could result in substantial noise levels at outdoor 

With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure NOI-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 
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or indoor living areas. This notification should include the anticipated hours and duration of 

construction and a description of noise reduction measures being implemented at the project 

site. The notification should include the telephone number and/or contact information for the on-

site noise control coordinator that neighbors can use for inquiries and/or to submit complaints 

associated with construction noise. 

 Designation of a noise control coordinator who shall be responsible for responding to any 

complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of 

the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and shall require that reasonable measures be 

implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the disturbance 

coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the 

construction schedule. 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Project impacts to visual effects and neighborhood character would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Ground disturbance 

associated with the project 

has the potential to 

uncover previously 

unknown resources, 

including unknown tribal 

cultural resources, 

resulting in a potentially 

significant impact. 

Mitigation measure HR-1, as described above. With 

implementation 

of mitigation 

measure HR-1, 

impacts would 

be reduced to 

less than 

significant. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose and Legal Authority 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document intended for use by the City of 

San Diego (City) decision-makers and members of the general public in evaluating the potential 

environmental effects of the All Peoples Church (project). This document has been prepared in 

accordance with, and complies with, all criteria, standards, and procedures of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended [Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 

seq.], CEQA Guidelines [Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15000 et seq.], and the 

City of San Diego’s EIR Guidelines (2005). This document represents the independent judgment of 

the City as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15050). 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161 and as determined by the City, this document 

constitutes a “Project EIR.” The project would construct a church/sanctuary building and associated 

site improvements on an approximately 6-acre undeveloped site in the southern portion of the 

Navajo Community Plan area. The project requires a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to add 

church use to a residentially designated site; a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow 

deviations from the development regulations of the underlying residential zone, RS-1-7; Site 

Development Permit (SDP) to address sensitive biological resources onsite, a Tentative Map (TM), 

and an easement vacation. 

This EIR provides decision makers, public agencies, and the general public with detailed information 

about the potential significant adverse environmental impacts of the project. By recognizing the 

environmental impacts of the project, decision makers will have a better understanding of the 

physical and environmental changes that would accompany implementation of the project. This EIR 

includes required mitigation measures that, when implemented, would reduce or avoid project 

impacts, to the extent feasible. Alternatives to the project are presented to evaluate feasible 

alternative development scenarios that can further reduce or avoid any significant impacts associated 

with the project. Refer to Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, for a description of the project alternatives. 

1.2 EIR Scope 

The public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project or the 

first public agency to make a discretionary decision to proceed with a proposed project should 

ordinarily act as the “lead agency” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1). The City is the 

lead agency for the project evaluated in this EIR. 

This EIR contains a project-level analysis described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description. A 

project EIR should “focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the 

development project,” and “examine all phases of the project, including planning, construction and 

operation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15161). This EIR evaluates the potential short-term (during 

construction), long-term (operations), direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts 

associated with the project. 
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This EIR is an informational document for use by the City, decision makers, and members of the 

general public to evaluate the environmental effects of the project. This document complies with all 

criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s EIR Guidelines and 

has been prepared as a EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This document represents 

the independent judgment of the City as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15050). 

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation 

CEQA establishes mechanisms whereby the public and affected public agencies 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 should the project or alternatives be 

implemented. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City circulated a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP), dated October 22, 2021, to interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. 

The NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) at the California Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research. SCH assigned a state identification number (SCH No. 2021100394) to this 

EIR. The NOP is intended to encourage interagency communication regarding the project so that 

agencies, organizations, and individuals are afforded an opportunity to respond with specific 

comments and/or questions regarding the scope and content of the EIR to be prepared. 

Comment letters received during the NOP public scoping period expressed concerns related to land 

use, traffic, air quality and visual character. These concerns have been identified as areas of known 

controversy in the Executive Summary of this EIR. A copy of the NOP and letters received during its 

review are included in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Comment Letters, to this EIR. 

Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, and Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIR addresses in detail 

potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts associated with the 

following six topics: 

 Land Use 

 Biological Resources 

 Historical Resources 

 Noise 

 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

 Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) 

Project impacts with respect to Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Geologic 

Conditions, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Health and Safety, Hydrology, Mineral Resources, 

Paleontological Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services and Facilities, Transportation, 

Utilities and Service Systems, Water Quality, and Wildfire are described in Section 7.1, Effects Found 

Not to Be Significant. 

1.2.2 Project Baseline 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 requires an EIR to include a description of the physical 

environmental conditions (i.e., environmental setting) for the project at the time the NOP is 
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published. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by 

which a lead agency determines whether an impact is “significant.” Baseline conditions for the 

undeveloped project site are established in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. 

1.3 Public Review Process 

This EIR and the technical analyses it relies on are available for review by the public and public 

agencies for up to 45 days starting on August 31, 2022, to provide comments “on the sufficiency of 

the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 

which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated” (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15204). The Draft EIR and associated technical appendices are posted on the City’s website: 

http://www.sandiego.gov/ceqa/draft 

The City, as lead agency, will consider the written comments received on the Draft EIR and 

comments made at the public hearing in making its decision whether to certify the EIR as complete 

and in compliance with CEQA, and whether to approve or deny the project, or take action on a 

project alternative. 

Subsequent to certification of the EIR, agencies with permitting authority over all or portions of the 

project may use the EIR to evaluate environmental effects of the project, as they pertain to the 

approval or denial of applicable permits. CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 defines a responsible 

agency as all public agencies, other than the lead agency, that have discretionary approval power 

over the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15386 defines a trustee agency as a state agency having 

jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project, which are held in trust for the people 

of the state of California. At this time, there are no other agencies with permitting authority over the 

project, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

1.4 Content and Organization of the EIR 

The content and organization of this EIR are in accordance with the most recent guidelines and 

amendments to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Technical studies have been summarized within 

individual environmental issue sections and/or summary sections, and full technical studies have been 

included in the appendices to this EIR and are available for review during the public comment period. 

This EIR has been organized in the following manner: 

 The Executive Summary, provided at the beginning of the EIR, outlines the conclusions of the 

environmental analysis and a summary of the project as compared to the alternatives 

analyzed in this EIR. The Executive Summary also includes a table summarizing all identified 

environmental impacts, along with the associated mitigation measures proposed to reduce 

or avoid each impact. In addition, this section includes a discussion of areas of controversy 

known to the City, including those issues identified by other agencies and the public during 

the scoping process. 

 Chapter 1, Introduction, provides an overview of the EIR, introducing the project, applicable 

environmental review procedures, and format of the EIR. 

http://www.sandiego.gov/ceqa/draft
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 Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, provides a description of the project location, an overview 

of the regional and local setting, and the physical characteristics (or baseline conditions) of 

the project site. The setting discussion also addresses the relevant planning documents and 

existing land use designations of the project site. 

 Chapter 3, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the project, including its 

purpose, main objectives, project characteristics, project design, landscape and grading 

plans, circulation/access improvements, utility improvements, sustainable design features, 

and project construction. In addition, a discussion of discretionary actions required for 

project implementation is included. 

 Chapter 4, History of Project Changes, chronicles the changes made to the project design in 

response to environmental concerns raised during the City’s review of the project 

application. 

 Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, provides a detailed impact analysis for each 

environmental issue addressed in detail. For each topic, there is a discussion of existing 

conditions, regulatory setting, the thresholds identified for the determination of significant 

impacts, and an evaluation of the impacts associated with implementation of the project. 

Where the impact analysis demonstrates the potential for a significant adverse impact on 

the environment, mitigation measures that would minimize the significant effects are 

provided. The EIR indicates whether the mitigation measures would reduce impacts to below 

a level of significance. 

 Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, addresses the cumulative impacts due to implementation of 

the project in combination with past projects and future development projections. The area 

of potential effect for cumulative impacts varies depending upon the type of environmental 

issue. 

 Chapter 7, Other CEQA Sections, addresses environmental issues determined not to have the 

potential for significant adverse impacts as a result of the project. The section further 

addresses growth inducement and significant unavoidable impacts of the project; and 

significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from the project, including 

the use of nonrenewable resources. 

 Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, provides a description and evaluation of alternatives to the 

project. This section addresses the mandatory “No Project” alternative, as well as 

development alternatives that would reduce or avoid the project’s significant impacts. 

 Chapter 9, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, contains the mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program (MMRP) for the project. 

 Chapter 10, References Cited, contains the source materials and document references relied 

upon in the EIR analysis. 

 Chapter 11, Certification, lists all individuals that participated in the preparation of this EIR. 
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides a description of the existing physical conditions for the project site, as well as 

an overview of the planning context for the All Peoples Church (project). Details relative to the 

environmental setting for each environmental issue are provided at the beginning of each impact 

area presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis. 

2.1 Project Location 

The approximately 6-acre project site is vacant and located in the southern portion of the Del Cerro 

neighborhood in the Navajo Community Plan area in the City of San Diego (City). The project site is 

located approximately 11 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, 7 miles northeast of downtown San Diego, 

approximately 3 miles east of Interstate 15 (I-15) and immediately north of Interstate 8 (I-8; refer to 

Figure 2-1, Regional Location, and Figure 2-2, Project Location and Vicinity). The project site is bounded 

by College Avenue on the west, the westbound I-8 off-ramp at College Avenue and City open space to 

the south, single-family neighborhoods along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont Street 

to the east, and neighborhood commercial properties to the north fronting Del Cerro Boulevard. 

Regionally, the project site can be accessed from I-8 via the College Avenue interchange, while local 

access to the site is provided by College Avenue south of Del Cerro Boulevard. The California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW) for the I-8 interchange occurs along the 

southern property line of the project site. 

2.2 Existing Site Conditions 

The approximately 6-acre project site consists of one legal lot (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APNs] 463-

010-10-00). The previously disturbed, and vacant project site is located within the RS-1-7 Zone and 

designated for Residential (Single-family) use by the Navajo Community Plan (refer to Figure 2-3, 

Existing Zoning, and Figure 2-4, Community Plan Land Use). The project site is in the Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Overlay Zone and Airport Influence Area (AIA) Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field, as 

depicted in the airport land use compatibility plan for the airport (San Diego Regional Airport 

Authority 2010). The project site is not located within or adjacent to a City of San Diego Multiple 

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) (City of San Diego 1997). 

Several utility easements occur on the project site although the site is not currently served by utilities. 

The project site contains 4.0 acres of sensitive biological resources, such as Diegan coastal sage 

scrub and non-native grassland, that are defined as Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) in San 

Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 113.0103. The site is not located within or near a 100-year 

floodplain. Topographically, the project site is generally lower in elevation than College Avenue, the 

I-8 westbound off-ramp, and the surrounding neighborhoods and community; the property 

elevations range from a high of 450 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) near the northern boundary 

to a low of 365 feet AMSL below the off-ramp. Based on historical aerial photographs dating back to 

the 1950s, portions of, the site were previously graded to create its current topographic 

configuration. On-site grading appears to have been conducted in multiple phases along the 

western, southern and eastern edges of the site and may have occurred as part of community 

buildout in the late 1950s to mid-1960s during construction of the adjacent residential development 

to the east, College Avenue to the west, I-8 (previously Highway 80) and associated College Avenue 
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off-ramp to the south and southwest. Undocumented fill on the order of 2 to 30 feet deep were 

placed across the majority of the site as part of these prior grading activities (Advanced Geotechnical 

Solutions 2020). As such, the site’s natural topography has been historically altered over time and no 

naturally occurring steep slopes occur on site. Refer to Figure 2-5, Site Photograph, which illustrates 

the current site conditions, Figure 2-6, Existing Site Topography, which illustrates the topography, and 

Figure 2-7, Geologic Cross-Sections, that shows the presence of artificial fill across large portions of 

the property. 

The southern portion of the project site is located within a 2035 Transit Priority Area (TPA), as 

mapped by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) in accordance with Senate Bill 

(SB) 743 (City of San Diego 2019). Transit facilities that occur within a 0.5-mile walking distance of the 

project site include four bus stops. Specifically, two bus stops occur along College Avenue just north 

of Del Cerro Boulevard, and two bus stops are situated on College Avenue just south of Alvarado 

Road. Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) lists Bus Routes 14 and 115 within a 0.5-mile walking 

distance of the project site. Bus Route 14 has 60-minute headways listed for the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours and Bus Route 115 has 30-minute headways listed for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. On 

Sunday, Bus Route 14 does not have service and Bus Route 115 has 60-minute headways through 

the day. The San Diego State University (SDSU) trolley station is within a 1-mile walking distance of 

the project pedestrian access point. The Alvarado Road trolley station is over a 1-mile walking distance 

from the project site. Both stations are served by the Green Line trolley service operated by MTS. 

2.3 Surrounding Land Uses 

The vacant project site is surrounded by developed lands (refer to Figure 2-2), with the exception of 

a 2-acre dedicated parkland property fee-owned by the City Parks and Recreation situated 

immediately to the south between the project site and the Caltrans ROW. A neighborhood of single-

family residences, neighborhood commercial businesses, and multi-family apartment residences is 

located to the northeast and east of the site. A commercial gas station with carwash is located 

immediately to the north, while a City-operated water pump station occurs northeast along Marne 

Avenue, south of the commercial area and adjacent to nearby residential. College Avenue is a four-

lane divided and undivided community plan circulation element road and abuts the western project 

boundary. Across College Avenue are undeveloped hillsides and single-family residential 

development. The Caltrans ROW and College Avenue/I-8 interchange abut the project site to the 

south and southwest. In the project vicinity south of I-8 are the SDSU main campus and College Area 

community. The project site is located approximately 8 miles from Montgomery Field. 

2.4 Planning and Regulatory Context 

The project is subject to the planning guidelines and regulatory policies of state, regional, and local 

agencies. The following is a brief description of the applicable planning framework which is taken 

into consideration in the environmental analysis contained in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of this report. 
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2.4.1 State Regulations 

2.4.1.1 California Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24) 

California law provides a minimum standard for building design through the California Building Code 

(CBC). The CBC is a compilation of three types of building standards from three different origins: 

 Building standards that have been adopted by state agencies without change from building 

standards contained in national model codes; 

 Building standards that have been adopted and modified from national model codes to 

address California’s ever-changing conditions; and 

 Building standards, authorized by the California legislature, that constitute amendments not 

covered by national model codes, that have been created and adopted to address particular 

California concerns. 

All occupancies in California are subject to national model codes adopted into Title 24, and 

occupancies are further subject to amendments adopted by state agencies and ordinances 

implemented by local jurisdictions’ governing bodies. 

2.4.1.2 Assembly Bill 52 (Native American Consultation) 

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 amended the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to require Tribal 

Cultural Resources to be considered as potentially significant cultural resources. It requires that 

CEQA lead agencies consult with tribes that have requested consultation at initiation of the CEQA 

process to identify and evaluate the significance of these resources. AB 52 applies to all CEQA 

environmental documents for which a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed on or after July 1, 2015. 

Details on the City’s consultation for this project are provided in Section 5.3, Historical Resources, and 

Section 5.6, Tribal Cultural Resources. 

2.4.2 Regional Plans 

2.4.2.1 Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is an agency that is required by state law to exist in 

counties in which there is a commercial and/or a general aviation airport. The purpose of the ALUC 

is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly development of airports and 

the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 

hazards within areas around public airports, to the extent that these areas are not already devoted 

to incompatible uses. The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) serves as the ALUC 

for Montgomery Field. 

The Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) established the Airport Influence 

Area (AIA) for this airport. Essentially, the ALUCP serves as a tool for use by the SDCRAA in fulfilling 

its duty to review land use development proposals within the AIA at Montgomery Field. In addition, 

the ALUCP provides compatibility policies and criteria applicable to local agencies in their 

preparation or amendment of land use plans and ordinances and to landowners in their design of 
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new development. The most recent version of the Montgomery Field ALUCP was amended in 

December 2010 (SDCRAA 2010). The project site is located within the AIA for the airport, whose 

airfield is approximately 7 miles to northwest. 

2.4.2.2 Regional Air Quality Strategy 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and SANDAG are responsible for developing and 

implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air quality 

standards in the San Diego Air Basin. The San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) 

outlines the APCD’s plans and control measures designed to attain the state air quality standards for 

ozone (O3). The APCD has also developed the air basin’s input to the State Implementation Plan (SIP), 

which is required under the federal Clean Air Act for areas that are out of attainment of air quality 

standards. The SIP, approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 

1996, includes the APCD’s plans and control measures for attaining the O3 national standard. Both 

the RAQS and SIP are generally updated on a triennial basis, with the latest update to the RAQS 

occurring in 2016, and to the SIP in 2020. 

The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources Board and SANDAG, including 

mobile and area source emissions and information regarding projected growth in the County of San 

Diego, to project future emissions and then determine strategies necessary for the reduction of 

emissions through regulatory controls. The SIP relies on the same information from SANDAG to 

develop emission inventories and emission reduction strategies that are included in the attainment 

demonstration for the air basin. The SIP also includes rules and regulations that have been adopted 

by the APCD to control emissions from stationary sources. These SIP-approved rules may be used as 

a guideline to determine whether a project’s emissions would have the potential to conflict with the 

SIP and thereby hinder attainment of the national air quality standard for O3. 

2.4.2.3 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 

In 1994, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted the Basin Plan, which is 

designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional 

waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan: (1) designates beneficial uses for surface and ground waters; 

(2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the 

designated beneficial uses and conform to the state’s anti-degradation policy; (3) describes 

implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the Region; and (4) describes 

surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin Plan [California 

Water Code Sections 13240 through 13244 and Section 13050(j)]. RWQCB periodically considers 

changes to the Basin Plan, at a minimum of every three years, and numerous amendments have 

been added the Basin Plan since 1994. Additionally, the Basin Plan incorporates by reference all 

applicable State and Regional Board plans and policies. 

2.4.3 Local Regulations 

2.4.3.1 City of San Diego General Plan 

The City’s General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term document that sets out a long-range vision 

and policy framework for how the City could grow and develop, provide public services, and 
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maintain the qualities that define San Diego. The General Plan comprises a Strategic Framework 

Element along with the following elements: Land Use and Community Planning; Mobility; Urban 

Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Noise; 

Historic Preservation; and Housing. The General Plan land use map identifies the project site as 

Residential (refer to Figure 2-8, General Plan Land Use). The General Plan lays the foundation for the 

more-specific community plans, which rely heavily on the goals, policies, and recommendations 

within the General Plan. Applicable goals, policies and recommendations from the General Plan are 

referenced in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), where applicable. 

2.4.3.2 City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 

The Climate Action Plan (CAP) serves as the City’s plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. Adopted December 2015, the CAP 

includes a municipal operations and community-wide GHG emissions baseline calculation from 2010 

and sets a target to achieve a 15 percent reduction from the baseline by 2020, as required by 

California AB 32 (City of San Diego, 2015a). The CAP sets forth common-sense strategies to achieve 

attainable GHG reduction targets and outlines the actions the City will undertake to achieve its 

proportional share of state GHG emission reductions. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental 

contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions effect may be determined not to be cumulatively 

considerable if it complies with the requirements of the CAP. In July 2016, the City adopted the CAP 

Consistency Checklist (checklist) to provide a streamlined review process for the analysis of potential 

GHG impacts from future new development. The checklist was revised in June 2017. 

In August 2022, the City Council approved an update to the CAP to expand its approach and 

strategies for achieving the goal of net zero emissions by 2035 (City of San Diego 2022).   As such, 

the 2022 CAP establishes a new goal, targets and actions that go beyond the 2015 CAP goal.  The five 

strategies include:  decarbonization of the built environment; access to clean and renewable energy; 

mobility and land use; circular economy and clean communities; resilient infrastructure and healthy 

ecosystems; and emerging climate actions.  An implementation plan for the 2022 CAP is being 

developed by the City’s Sustainability and Mobility Department to provide guidance on how to 

implement the new CAP strategies and measures; the implementation plan will be finalized within 

six to nine months of CAP adoption. 

2.4.3.3 Navajo Community Plan 

The project site is governed by the Navajo Community Plan (Community Plan), which was adopted 

by the San Diego City Council in 1982. Several amendments have occurred since its adoption, with 

the most recent amendment occurring in 2015. Per the Community Plan, the project site is 

designated for Single Family residential use as shown in Figure 4, the Community Plan’s land use 

map. The Community Plan identifies community-serving and public uses in Figure 4 and identifies 

community facilities such as schools, churches, fire stations, libraries, and hospitals separately by 

patterns and individual symbols within Figures 23 and 24. 



Chapter 2 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Environmental Setting Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 2-6 

2.4.3.4 Land Development Code 

The project site is within the RS-1-7 Zone (refer to Figure 2-3), which is intended to accommodate 

single-family residential uses. The RS-1-7 Zone permits a minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet (SF) 

and a maximum residential density of one dwelling unit (DU) for each 5,000 SF lot. Other applicable 

regulations contained in the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) include ESL regulations 

(Section 113.0103), Planned Development Permit (PDP) regulations (Section 143.0401) and Site 

Development Permit (SDP) regulations (Section 126.0501), as described in Section 5.1, Land Use, of 

this EIR. 
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Figure 2-4

Community Plan Land Use
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: City of San Diego Planning Department, Navajo Community Plan 2015
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Figure 2-7

Geologic Cross-Sections
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Advanced Geotechnical Solutions 2022
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All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 3-1 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes the goals and objectives of the 

project, its specific characteristics and components, project construction, and the discretionary 

actions required in conjunction with project approval by the City of San Diego (City) and other 

agencies. 

3.1 Project Objectives 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that the project description 

include a statement of the objectives sought by the project applicant. A clearly defined written 

statement of the objectives helps the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to 

evaluate in the EIR and aids decision makers in preparing findings and overriding considerations, as 

necessary. The statement of objectives also needs to include the underlying purpose of the project 

[CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b)]. 

3.1.1 Project Objectives 

The objectives associated with the project are as follows: 

1. Place the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego location that is both visible from and 

convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance. 

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation, 

including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and Del Cerro. 

3. Establish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its staff and 

congregation. 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing topography and 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

5. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing sufficient parking to accommodate 

the maximum projected parking demand. 

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available to its 

congregation. 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities, including Sunday School 

and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces. 

8. Fulfill the institution’s religious mission to be a multi-ethnic, multi-generational local church 

with a global vision. 
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3.2 Project Characteristics 

3.2.1 Site Plan 

The project consists of the construction and operation of a 54,476-square-foot (SF) church/sanctuary 

building and a 71,010 SF, two-level parking garage and surface parking areas on an approximately 6-

acre vacant site. The proposed project would include a 900-seat sanctuary space with accessory uses 

(i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multi-purpose room/gym), and various site 

improvements, such as circulation, landscaping, and utility connections which are described below. 

Of the 900 seats, 587 seats would be fixed in place and 3,690 SF would accommodate the remaining 

non-fixed seats. Congregation gatherings would primarily occur on Sundays; small group activities 

may occur during the weekdays or on Saturdays. No primary educational school spaces are 

proposed as part of the project. 

The site plan illustrating the layout of the project is included as Figure 3-1, Site Plan. As shown in the 

site plan, the church/sanctuary building would be situated in the southern portion of the property 

with the parking garage and main surface parking lot located at grade northerly of the building. An 

entry plaza would be constructed between the church/sanctuary building and the parking structure. 

In addition to arrival and departure activities, outdoor activities in the entry plaza would be shielded 

from nearby residential properties by the church/sanctuary building and the parking structure. 

Access to the site would be via two private driveway entrances including a new signalized three-way 

intersection and a new secondary private gated driveway at the northern edge of the project site for 

right-in/right out movements along College Avenue (refer to Section 3.2.5 for a detailed description 

of the vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation for the project). 

To implement the project, several deviations from the RS-1-7 zone related to building height, 

retaining wall height, side yard setback, and bicycle parking are proposed as shown in Table 3-1, 

Proposed Development Deviations. A description of the deviations is provided in this section. 

Table 3-1 

 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT DEVIATIONS 

Development Regulations Required Proposed 

Maximum Building Height Limits 

[San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) §131.0431(b)] 

30 feet above grade 53 feet above grade (limited to 

architectural projections only) 

Maximum Wall Height Limits 

[SDMC §142.0340(d)(1)] 

6 feet above grade 20 feet above grade 

Minimum Building Side Yard Setbacks 

[SDMC §131.0431(b)] 

84 feet, 2 inches 14 feet 

Long-Term Bicycle Parking 16 spaces 3 spaces 
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3.2.2 Architectural Design 

The church/sanctuary building is designed in a contemporary Spanish Colonial Revival-style theme 

featuring arched entrances and windows along its painted concrete tilt-up facades, with accents of 

wood fascia and terra-cotta-colored tile roofing materials. The glazing for each window would be 

tinted bronze in color. Exterior building elevations and building articulations are shown on 

Figure 3-2, Exterior Elevations (East and North), and Figure 3-3, Exterior Elevations (West and South). 

The building would feature two levels with front and rear vestibules located on the first floor. 

With regard to the architectural design, the majority of the church/sanctuary building and its 

parapet wall around the flat roof areas would comply with the 30-foot height limit established in the 

SDMC. To create visual interest, three pitched roof towers would extend from 45 to 48 feet above 

grade and the cross would extend an additional 8 feet above the 45-foot roof tower on the western 

elevation to 53 feet above grade. These features are illustrated in the elevations in Figures 3-2 and 

3-3 and would require approval of building height deviations as noted in Table 3-1. As shown in the 

cross-sections, the building rooflines and cross would remain below grade of the adjacent 

residential lots along Marne Avenue and the west end of Glenmont Street. The setback deviations 

are proposed due to the elongated, irregular shape of the lot relative to its frontage with College 

Avenue. Project cross sections are provided in Figure 3-4, Site Sections. 

The two-level parking structure would be recessed into the terrain such that the top deck would be 

below grade of College Avenue. The lower and upper parking levels of the structure would be 

connected through an internal vehicle ramp. The primary surface parking lot would be constructed 

north of the parking structure at grade with College Avenue and connected to the upper level of the 

parking structure via internal roads. Smaller surface parking areas would be provided south and 

east of the parking structure and church/sanctuary building as shown on the project site plan. The 

parking structure would contain 203 parking spaces, while surface parking areas would hold 153 

spaces, for a total of 356 parking spaces. Parking would be provided for standard vehicles, 

accessible vehicles, clean air vehicles, carpool vehicles, electric vehicles, motorcycles, and bicycles. 

The number of parking spaces for vehicles would exceed the City’s minimum parking requirements 

of 319 parking spaces by 37 parking spaces. Refuse/recycling areas would be provided in the surface 

parking area east of the church/sanctuary building. 

The design of the parking structure would complement the architectural style of the church/

sanctuary building by featuring painted concrete walls with arched entries (as shown in Figure 3-5, 

Parking Structure Elevations). The upper deck of the parking structure would feature planters with 

landscaping that would exceed the requirements in the City’s Land Development Code (LDC). 

3.2.3 Landscape Concept Plan 

The proposed landscape plan (refer to Figure 3-6, Landscape Plan) features the use of 

native/naturalized and/or drought-tolerant plant material, whenever possible. No invasive or 

potentially invasive species would be used. In general, the landscape improvements along College 

Avenue would create a 14- to 16-foot-wide parkway featuring a 12-foot-wide shared sidewalk and 

street side canopy, shade-producing street trees and ground covers from the property line north to 

the private driveway. North of the private driveway, a 10- to 12-foot-wide parkway would be 

installed, consisting of street side canopy, shade-producing street trees and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk. 



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Project Description Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 3-4 

Entry monumentation and landscape treatments would be installed on site at the southeast corner, 

near the driveway entrance. 

Plant material would be used throughout the site to help define spaces, encourage circulation paths, 

highlight entry points, provide visual relief, and screen retaining walls and off-site properties. On-site 

landscaping would include canopy shade trees and raised box plantings on the upper deck of the 

parking structure, shade-producing trees in the parking areas, accent planting zones featuring palms 

and focal point species, and ground cover, shrubs and trees used for slope plantings. A minimum 5-

foot-wide landscape buffer containing spreading ground covers, taller screening shrubs and canopy 

trees, ranging in height from 25 to 40 feet, would be installed between the proposed surface parking 

areas and residential properties to the east. The manufactured slope that would wrap around the 

south-facing slope below the existing neighborhood would feature extensive landscape treatments 

including spreading ground covers, large shrubs and canopy trees, up to 25 feet in height. The 

retaining walls along the southern project border would be landscaped with trees and vining species 

to soften and conceal their visibility. In addition, plant material would be placed within the 

stormwater biofiltration basins that would be constructed as part of the project (refer to 

Section 3.2.6) to provide stormwater management by collecting and treating runoff prior to its 

release off site. A portion of the existing eucalyptus woodland and Diegan coastal sage scrub located 

in the southeast corner of the site would be retained in place. 

3.2.4 Grading Plan 

Approximately 93 percent of the project site would be graded to accommodate development of the 

project. Approximately 16,500 cubic yards (CY) of cut and 39,000 CY of fill (including 22,500 CY of 

import) would be required to implement the grading plan. The maximum depth of excavation would 

be 25.5 feet, as measured vertically, and the maximum depth of fill would be 28 feet. To implement 

the site plan and avoid the need to obtain an encroachment permit for grading into the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW), retaining walls are proposed along the 

southern and southwestern limits of grading. The walls would exceed the 6-foot height limit allowed 

by the LDC and would require approval of a deviation. Landscape screening and vining species would 

be installed above and below the retaining walls to soften their appearance as shown in Figure 3-6. 

Grading and improvement plans would be reviewed by the City Engineer prior to site development. 

Figure 3-7, Grading Plan, illustrates the grading concept associated with implementing the project. 

3.2.5 Vehicular, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access 

A Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) (Appendix J to this EIR) was conducted for the project (LOS 

Engineering 2022). Preparation of an LMA is required by the City to identify any off-site 

infrastructure improvements in the project vicinity that may be triggered with the development of 

the project, analyze site access and circulation, and evaluate the local multimodal network available 

to serve the project. An LMA evaluates and documents existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 

facilities and identifies any deficiencies in those facilities within a 0.5-mile distance of the site in the 

context of proposed improvements. The vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access improvements 

described below are based on the project’s LMA and are incorporated into the project’s site plan and 

improvement plans. 
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Vehicular access to the project and the parking structure would be via a signalized full-access 

driveway along College Avenue. Off-site improvements to the new College Avenue intersection 

would include creating a median break and narrowing of the existing raised median to construct a 

new southbound left-turn lane, striping of a northbound right-turn lane, and installing a crosswalk. A 

new traffic signal would be installed at the completed intersection. The private driveway connection 

at College Avenue would descend to an entry plaza between the parking structure and the 

church/sanctuary building and the entrances to the proposed parking areas. An on-site loading zone 

would also be provided near the entry plaza. A private gated driveway at the northern edge of the 

project site for right-in/right out movements along College Avenue would also be constructed. The 

project’s ingress/egress plans would be required to comply with the City’s street design 

requirements, including standards related to minimum sight distance and emergency access. 

New bicycle lane signage and striping would be installed along northbound College Avenue. Along 

the project’s College Avenue frontage, a 12-foot shared (i.e., pedestrians and bicycles) contiguous 

sidewalk would be installed south of the project driveway and north of the driveway a 5-foot-wide 

non-contiguous sidewalk would be constructed within the parkway. Canopy trees and other plant 

material would be installed adjacent to the sidewalks and surface parking area per City 

requirements. Stairs and an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramp would be extended on site 

to link the College Avenue sidewalk to the church/sanctuary building entrance and entry plaza. 

Bicycle parking and storage would be provided on the project site consisting of 18 short-term spaces 

and 3 long-term spaces. A deviation is proposed to reduce the long-term bicycle parking spaces 

from 16 to 3 to serve the church staff since the congregation are expected to be short-term users 

when they bike to the project site. 

3.2.6 Utilities and Other Site Improvements 

Several on-site and off-site utility improvements would be required to implement the project. A 320-

linear-foot, 8-inch-diameter public water main extension would be installed along College Avenue to 

a point of connection at its intersection with Del Cerro Boulevard. On-site improvements would 

include the installation of 2-inch-diameter public domestic water service connection; an 8-inch-

diameter private water line for fire service; a 1-inch-diameter irrigation line; an 8-inch-diameter 

private gravity sewer line; and a private sewer lift station and private sewer force main. Many of 

these utility improvements would connect with existing public infrastructure in College Avenue, with 

the exception of the sewer service which would connect off-site through an adjacent private 

residential lot via a private 4-inch-diameter sewer lateral to an 8-inch-diameter off-site public sewer 

main in Marne Avenue (i.e., within a private easement granted to the project). On-site stormwater 

runoff would be directed to four biofiltration basins and then discharged into existing storm drains 

and picked up by the existing headwall and public 48-inch storm drain that flows beneath I-8. 

3.2.7 Sustainable Design Features 

The project would incorporate the following sustainable design features to minimize use of water, 

energy, and solid waste as outlined in Appendix B, Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist 

(Baranek Consulting Group 2021), to this EIR: 

 Cool/green roofs 
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 Use of low-flow fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation

 Electrical vehicle charging stations

 Designated and secure bicycle parking spaces

 Designated parking spaces low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles

 Implementation of a solid waste recycling plan

The project landscape plan also proposes to install a net increase of 92 trees to facilitate the City’s 

CAP goals for greenhouse gas emissions reduction and the enhancement of carbon sequestration 

opportunities. 

3.3 Project Construction 

3.3.1 Site Preparation and Demolition 

Site preparation would require the removal of the existing vegetation and excess soil material, and 

partial demolition of the raised median and pavement within College Avenue. Typical construction 

equipment/vehicles required for project construction would include bulldozers, front-end loaders, 

scrapers, tractors, backhoes, paver/rollers, dump trucks, water trucks, and concrete mixers. 

Construction staging would occur within the approved project disturbance footprint and would be 

located as far away as possible from existing residences. The project would be constructed in a 

single phase, and construction is estimated to begin in late 2022 and be completed in early 2024. 

Demolition and construction would occur over an approximately 12- to 14-month period. It is 

anticipated that construction activities would occur from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday, 

excluding public holidays, in accordance with SDMC Section 59.5.0404. 

3.4 Discretionary Actions 

3.4.1 Community Plan Amendment 

A Community Plan Amendment (CPA) is proposed to allow for the development of a religious 

assembly use within the Single Family residential land use designation. The CPA would place a new 

church symbol on the Other Community Uses map, Figure 24, of the Navajo Community Plan 

(Figure 3-8, Community Plan Amendment). The CPA was initiated by the City Planning Commission at 

their July 19, 2018, meeting. 

The CPA also constitutes an amendment to the General Plan. The City’s General Plan and 

Community Plan Amendment Manual states that, “An amendment to the figures or text of a 

community, specific or precise plan is always an amendment to the General Plan since those plans 

are components of the Land Use Element of the General Plan.” While an amendment is proposed to 

the Navajo Community Plan, the proposed CPA can be incorporated into the document at the 

community plan level and scale without need for revisions to the text, maps or other graphics of the 

General Plan. Therefore, revisions to the General Plan document are not required to implement the 

project. 
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3.4.2 Planned Development Permit 

A Planned Development Permit (PDP) is required to allow a use that is permitted by the land use 

plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. In addition, the PDP also permits deviations from the 

RS-1-7 zone, as described in Table 3-1. 

3.4.3 Site Development Permit 

A Site Development Permit (SDP) is required for the project to impact sensitive biological resources. 

3.4.4 Tentative Map 

A Tentative Map (TM) is proposed to facilitate the vacation and granting of easements. 

3.4.5 Easement Vacations 

Numerous existing easements would be vacated by the TM. Specifically, existing sewer, telecom, and 

stormwater easements that cross the property would be abandoned. In addition, a portion of the 

access rights would be revested for the proposed signalized intersection and ingress/egress 

driveways along College Avenue and ROW would be dedicated to the City to accommodate the 

proposed parkway along the project frontage with College Avenue. 

3.4.6 Other Agency Approvals 

No other agency approvals are required to implement the project. 

3.5 Intended Uses of the EIR 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d), Project Description, the description of a project shall 

contain a statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. The City would use the 

information in this EIR and supporting documentation in its decision to approve the proposed 

project. 
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Figure 3-1

Site Plan
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Kenneth D. Smith Architect & Associates 2021
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Figure 3-2

Exterior Elevations (East and North)
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Kenneth D. Smith Architect & Associates 2021
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Figure 3-3

Exterior Elevations (West and South)
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Kenneth D. Smith Architect & Associates 2021
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Figure 3-4

Site Sections
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2021
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Figure 3-4

Site Sections
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Kenneth D. Smith Architect & Associates 2021
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Figure 3-6

Landscape Plan
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Ahles Landscape Architecture 2022
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Figure 3-7

Grading Plan
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Pasco Lauret Suiter & Associates 2022
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Figure 3-8

Community Plan Amendment
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH
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4. HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES 

This section chronicles changes that have been made to the project in response to environmental 

concerns raised during the City’s review of the project. Since submittal of the application to the City 

Development Services Department, the project design has been revised as noted below in response 

to staff comments and is described as such in Chapter 3, Project Description: 

 The majority of the church structure was lowered from 33 feet above finished grade to 

30 feet above finished grade, with the exception of the three locations that would feature 

elevated architectural tower elements up to 45 to 48 feet above and the accompanying cross 

on the west elevation which would extend to 53 feet above the finished pad elevation. 

 Hanging vines, shade trees, and planter boxes were added to the rooftop of the parking 

structure to shade its surface and soften its appearance. 

 Architectural treatments (i.e., arched entries) similar to those on the church structure were 

added to the parking garage to enhance its aesthetic appearance. 

 Landscape buffer screening consisting of large canopy shade trees was added along the 

common property line between the project improvements and off-site residential properties 

to the east. 

 Existing slopes along College Avenue that are constructed at a slope ratio of 1.5:1 were 

graded down to a slope ratio of 2:1 for stability. 

 To avoid grading into the California Transportation Department (Caltrans) Interstate 8 (I-8) 

easement as requested by Caltrans staff, retaining walls were placed along the southern 

edge of the property (see Appendix A for details). 

 Landscape treatments were added above and below the retaining walls facing I-8 and 

College Avenue to screen and soften their appearance from offsite public vantage points. 

 A 12-foot shared bicycle/pedestrian facility was added along College Avenue to facilitate non-

motorized travel. 

 Street trees were placed between the road and the non-contiguous sidewalk along College 

Avenue from project’s southern boundary to the proposed signalized driveway to create a 

parkway and further screen the proposed parking areas north of the southern driveway. 

 A gate was added to the northern driveway to prevent parking lot access during facility 

closures in response to community safety concerns. 

 The off-site gravity sewer line connection was realigned from a southerly location through 

the adjacent fee-owned City parkland and beneath I-8. Instead, the proposed sewer force 

main would extend northerly parallel to and crossing through the eastern property line via a 

proposed private easement within a residential lot along Marne Avenue to a nearby sewer 

service connection within that road. 
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

5.1 Land Use 

This section discusses applicable land uses, plans and policies and the All Peoples Church Project’s 

(project) compliance with those plans and policies. The discussion relies on planning and 

environmental information contained in other sections of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as 

applicable. 

5.1.1 Existing Conditions 

The approximately 6-acre project site consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 463-

010-10-00) at the northeast corner of Interstate 8 (I-8) and College Avenue interchange. The site is 

located in the southern portion of the Del Cerro neighborhood of the Navajo Community Plan area 

in the City of San Diego (City) (refer to Figure 2-4). The project site is within the RS-1-7 zone (refer to 

Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting), which is intended to accommodate single-family 

residential uses. The RS-1-7 development regulations permit a minimum lot area of 5,000 square 

feet (SF) and a maximum residential density of one dwelling unit (DU) for each 5,000 SF lot. The 

existing site is vacant and consists largely of a historically modified landscape with no naturally 

occurring steep slopes, that contains, native, non-native, disturbed habitat, and ornamental 

landscaping, as described in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. 

The project site is bounded by College Avenue on the west, the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW) including westbound I-8 off-ramp at College Avenue, 

and City of San Diego (City) Park and Recreation- owned dedicated parkland to the south, single-

family homes along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont Street to the east, and 

commercial properties to the north fronting Del Cerro Boulevard. Regionally, the project site can be 

accessed from I-8 via the College Avenue interchange, while local access to the site is provided by 

College Avenue south of Del Cerro Boulevard. The Caltrans ROW for the I-8 interchange occurs along 

the southern property line of the project site. 

The broader surrounding area consists of housing, neighborhood-serving commercial uses, 

institutional uses, and parks. North and east of the project site are single-family homes, 

neighborhood commercial, and multi-family apartments. South of the project site is I-8, beyond 

which is the San Diego State University (SDSU) campus. West of the project site are single-family 

homes, Hearst Elementary, and a religious institution (Temple Emanu-El). The nearby neighborhood 

commercial along Del Cerro Boulevard offers a grocery store (Windmill Farms), Chevron gas station, 

medical offices, dine-in restaurants and fast-food eating establishments, and shopping services for 

the surrounding residents. Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS) Bus Routes 14 and 115 run along the 

site’s western boundary and provide service to the SDSU Transit Center located at College Avenue 

and Hardy Avenue. 

5.1.2 Regulatory Framework 

The following discussion briefly describes land use plans, ordinances, and regulations that apply to 

the project, including the City’s General Plan, Navajo Community Plan, Land Development Code 
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(LDC), Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan, Planned Development Permit 

(PDP) regulations (LDC Section 126.0601), Site Development Permit (SDP) regulations (LDC 

Section 126.0501) and Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 

5.1.2.1 Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is an agency that is required by state law to exist in 

counties in which there is a commercial and/or a general aviation airport. The purpose of the ALUCP 

is to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly development of airports and 

the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 

hazards within areas around public airports, to the extent that these areas are not already devoted 

to incompatible uses. The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) serves as the ALUC 

for Montgomery Field. 

The Montgomery Field LUCP established the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for this airport. Essentially, 

the ALUCP serves as a tool for use by the SDCRAA in fulfilling its duty to review land use 

development proposals within the AIA at Montgomery Field. In addition, the ALUCP provides 

compatibility policies and criteria applicable to local agencies in their preparation or amendment of 

land use plans and ordinances and to landowners in their design of new development. The most 

recent version of the Montgomery Field ALUCP was amended in December 2010 (SDCRAA 2010). The 

project site is located within the AIA for the airport, whose airfield is approximately 7 miles to 

northwest. 

5.1.2.2 City of San Diego General Plan 

The City approved its General Plan on March 10, 2008, after a comprehensive update. The General 

Plan is a comprehensive, long-term document that sets out a long-range vision and policy 

framework for how the City could grow and develop, provide public services, and maintain the 

qualities that define San Diego. Accordingly, the General Plan “provides policy guidance to balance 

the needs of a growing city while enhancing quality of life for current and future San Diegans” (City 

of San Diego 2008a). The General Plan is comprised of a Strategic Framework section and ten 

elements, many of which have been subsequently amended since their original adoption, including: 

Land Use and Community Planning (City of San Diego 2015b); Mobility (City of San Diego 2015c); 

Urban Design; Economic Prosperity (City of San Diego 2015d); Public Facilities, Services, and Safety 

(City of San Diego 2021a); Recreation (City of San Diego 2021b); Conservation; Historic Preservation; 

Noise (City of San Diego 2015e); and Housing (City of San Diego 2020a). The following discussion 

summarizes each element that is relevant and applicable to the project. For those that are not 

relevant, no further discussion is provided. In addition, applicable goals and policies within each 

element pertaining to the project are evaluated in detail as presented at the end of this section in 

Table 5.1-1, City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies Consistency Evaluation. 

Strategic Framework 

The Strategic Framework section provides an overarching strategy for how the city will grow while 

maintaining the qualities that best define San Diego. The General Plan and Strategic Framework 

incorporate the City of Villages strategy that focuses growth into compact, mixed-use, walkable 

centers linked to an improved regional transit system. A “village” is defined as the mixed-use 
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community or neighborhood center where residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses are 

integrated by pedestrian-friendly design characterized by inviting, accessible, and attractive building 

frontages, streets, and public spaces. This compact urban form reduces the need to travel and 

makes alternative modes of transportation easier to use. This is the first growth strategy in the City’s 

history that focuses on infill development and allows limited expansion onto the City’s remaining 

open spaces. The strategy’s smart growth principles promote mixed-use development areas and 

focus development in areas that already contain the necessary infrastructure to support such 

development. There are no specific policies from the framework that are applicable to the project. 

Land Use and Community Planning Element 

The purpose of the Land Use and Community Planning Element (Land Use Element) is “to guide 

future growth and development into a sustainable citywide development pattern, while maintaining 

or enhancing quality of life in our communities” (City of San Diego 2015b). The Land Use Element 

addresses land use issues that apply to the City as a whole and identifies the community planning 

program as the mechanism to designate land uses, identify site-specific recommendations, and 

refine citywide policies, as needed. The Land Use Element establishes a structure that respects the 

diversity of each community and includes policies that govern the preparation of community plans. 

The Land Use Element addresses zoning and policy consistency, the plan amendment process, 

airport-land use planning, annexation policies, balanced communities, equitable development, and 

environmental justice. The project site is designated as “Residential” on Figure LU-2, General Plan 

Land Use and Street System, in the General Plan (refer to Figure 2-6 of this EIR). 

The Land Use Element contains three goals related to amending community plans, which are 

applicable to the project since a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) is required: 

 Approve plan amendments that better implement the General Plan and community plan 

goals and policies. 

 Clearly define the process for amendments to community plans. 

 Allow for changes that will assist in enhancing and implementing the community’s vision. 

Community plans are important because they contain detailed land use designations and site-

specific policy recommendations than is possible at the citywide level including specific policies 

intended to respect essential community character. Future public and private projects are evaluated 

for consistency with land uses, goals and policies in the community plans. The specific policies in the 

Land Use and Community Planning Element that apply to project are contained in Table 5.1-1. 

Mobility Element 

The purpose of the Mobility Element is “to improve mobility through development of a balanced, 

multi-modal transportation network” (City of San Diego 2008a). The element identifies the proposed 

transportation network and strategies needed to support the anticipated General Plan land uses. 

The Mobility Element’s policies promote a balanced, multimodal transportation network to make 

walking, bicycling, and transit use more safe, attractive, and efficient forms of transportation, while 

addressing the needs of drivers. The Mobility Element contains policies that address multimodal 

transportation, parking, the movement of goods and services, and other components of a 
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transportation system while balancing the goals of protecting neighborhood characters and 

environmental resources. Together, these policies advance a strategy for relieving congestion and 

increasing transportation choices. Applicable policies from the element are contained in Table 5.1-1. 

Urban Design Element 

The purpose of the Urban Design Element is “to guide physical development toward a desired image 

that is consistent with the social, economic and aesthetic values of the city” (City of San Diego 

2008a). The Urban Design Element policies capitalize on San Diego’s natural beauty and unique 

neighborhoods by calling for development that respects the natural setting, enhances the 

distinctiveness of its neighborhoods, strengthens the natural and built linkages, and creates mixed-

use, walkable villages throughout the city. Urban Design Element policies help support and 

implement land use and transportation decisions, encourage economic revitalization, and improve 

the quality of life in San Diego. Ultimately, the Urban Design Element influences the implementation 

of all of the General Plan’s elements and community plans. It sets goals and policies for the pattern 

and scale of development as well as the character of the built environment. Urban Design Element 

policies that pertain to local development within the project area are contained in Table 5.1-1. 

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

The purpose of the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element (Public Facilities Element) is “to 

provide the public facilities and services needed to serve the existing population and new growth” 

(City 2021a). This element is directed at providing adequate public facilities and services through 

policies that address public financing strategies, public and developer financing responsibilities, 

prioritization, and the provision of specific facilities and services that must accompany growth. The 

policies within this element also apply to a wide range of public facilities and services including 

transportation, recreation, fire-rescue, police, wastewater collection and treatment, stormwater 

infrastructure, water supply and distribution, waste management, libraries, schools, public utilities, 

disaster preparedness and seismic safety. 

Conservation Element 

The purpose of the Conservation Element is for the city “to become an international model of 

sustainable development and conservation and to provide for the long-term conservation and 

sustainable management of the rich and natural resources that help define the City’s identity, 

contribute to its economy, and improve its quality of life.” This element contains policies to guide the 

conservation of the resources that are fundamental components of San Diego’s environment. 

Resources considered in the Conservation Element that are applicable to the project include water, 

land, air, biodiversity, recyclables, topography, views, and energy. Sustainable conservation practices 

are outlined in the policies, include those related to climate change. Specific City-wide policies with a 

conservation focus are also contained in the Land Use, Mobility, and Urban Design Elements of the 

General Plan, as well as the Conservation Element itself. The Conservation Element includes a 

reference to the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) (see separate discussion). 

Noise Element 

The Noise Element provides goals and policies to guide compatible land uses, and the incorporation 

of noise attenuation measures for new uses to protect people living and working in the City from 
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exposure to excessive noise. To evaluate noise compatibility, the Noise Element establishes noise 

compatibility guidelines for specific land uses (refer to Table 5.4-3 in Section 5.4, Noise, for the land 

use-noise compatibility table). 

5.1.2.3 Climate Action Plan 

The City adopted its CAP in December 2015 to outline the actions to be taken by the City to achieve 

its proportional share of state greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions consistent with California 

Air Resources Board requirements. The CAP serves as mitigation for the CEQA GHG/climate change 

impacts of the City’s 2008 General Plan (City of San Diego 2015a). The General Plan calls for the City 

to reduce its carbon footprint through actions including adopting new or amended regulations, 

programs, and incentives. General Plan Policy CE-A.13 specifically identifies the need for an update 

of the City’s 2005 Climate Protection Action Plan that identifies actions and programs to reduce the 

GHG emissions of the community-at-large, and City operations. Additionally, the CAP serves as a 

“Qualified GHG Reduction Plan” for purposes of tiering under CEQA. The CAP quantifies baseline 

GHG emissions for 2010; provides emissions forecasts for 2020 and 2035; establishes reduction 

targets for 2020 and 2035; identifies strategies and measures to reduce GHG levels; and provides 

guidance for monitoring progress on an annual basis. Implementation of the CAP relies on 

compliance with various policies within the General Plan and consistency with the underlying land 

use assumptions in the CAP. 

The City initially adopted its CAP Consistency Checklist in July 2016; the form was revised in July 2017 

(see Appendix B to this EIR). The CAP Consistency Checklist is part of the CAP and contains measures 

that are required to be implemented on a project-by-project basis to ensure that the specified 

emissions targets identified in the CAP are achieved. As required by the CAP, the project proposes 

sustainable design features to minimize use of water, energy, and solid waste as outlined in 

Chapter 3, Project Description. Implementation of the measures would ensure that new development 

is consistent with the CAP’s assumptions for relevant CAP strategies designed to achieve the 

identified GHG reduction targets. 

In August 2022, the City Council approved an update to the CAP to expand its approach and 

strategies for achieving the goal of net zero emissions by 2035 (City of San Diego 2022).   As such, 

the 2022 CAP establishes a new goal, targets and actions that go beyond the 2015 CAP goal.  The five 

strategies include:  decarbonization of the built environment; access to clean and renewable energy; 

mobility and land use; circular economy and clean communities; resilient infrastructure and healthy 

ecosystems; and emerging climate actions.  An implementation plan for the 2022 CAP is being 

developed by the City’s Sustainability and Mobility Department to provide guidance on how to 

implement the new CAP strategies and measures; the implementation plan will be finalized within 

six to nine months of CAP adoption. 

5.1.2.4 Navajo Community Plan 

The project site is governed by the Navajo Community Plan (Community Plan), which was adopted 

by the San Diego City Council in 1982. Several amendments have occurred since its adoption, with 

the most recent amendment occurring in 2015. The Navajo area of San Diego is approximately 8,000 

acres in size and is located in the easterly portion of the city. It includes the community areas of 

Allied Gardens, Del Cerro, Grantville and San Carlos. It is bounded on the north by Mission Gorge, on 
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the east by the cities of El Cajon and La Mesa, on the south by I-8 and on the west by the San Diego 

River channel. The overriding objectives for the long-range development of Navajo are to retain the 

residential character of the area, provide adequate community services, such as police and fire 

protection, rubbish collection, etc., establish guidelines for the utilization of canyons and hillsides 

and enhance the environment of the area as a pleasant community in which to live (City of San 

Diego 2010). Public and semi-public uses and single-family homes are the predominant land uses 

within the community. 

In general, the Navajo Community is comprised of several distinctive neighborhoods and disparate 

areas due to the division of the community by various landforms and open spaces. To the west is 

Grantville, which is lower in elevation and features higher intensity residential and commercial uses, 

to the north are the open spaces associated with Mission Gorge and Mission Trails Regional Park, 

while in the center and east side of the community are San Carlos and Del Cerro, which feature 

residential neighborhoods interspersed with local commercial and institutional uses (i.e., religious 

assembly facilities). This project site is on the southern edge of the Community Plan area and 

interfaces directly with I-8, the College Community Plan Area and the SDSU campus across the 

freeway from the project area. 

The Community Plan is intended to supplement General Plan policies by identifying specific 

community issues and policies that build on those already embodied in the General Plan. A 

community plan also provides more detailed land uses and describes the distribution of land uses 

better than is possible at the citywide level. Their community-specific detail is also used in review of 

both public and private development projects and informs the issue of development intensity. 

The Navajo Community Plan identifies a “vision” for the future development of the Navajo 

community and contains policies that implement that vision. It also contains implementation 

strategies that establish the time and financing required to implement the policies of that vision. 

Elements are presented in terms of existing conditions, development potential or projected needs, 

objectives and proposals. A Community Plan land use map presents a composite of all major land 

use proposals. 

The Community Plan discusses the community environment and major land uses: residential, 

commercial, open space, industrial, community facilities, and circulation. Elements are presented in 

terms of existing conditions, development potential or projected needs, objectives and proposals. 

With the exception of commercial and industrial elements, the goals and recommendations of the 

remaining elements relevant to the project are presented in Table 5.1-2, Navajo Community Plan 

Goals and Recommendations Consistency Evaluation, later in this section. 

As presented in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, the project site is identified as “Single Family” 

residential by the Navajo Community Plan land use map (Figure 4; also refer to Figure 2-4 of the EIR). 

The site is more specifically designated as Very Low/Low Density Residential use at a density range 

between 0 to 9 dwelling units per acre in the Community Plan’s Residential Element. The Community 

Plan also identifies community serving and public uses on the land use map and identifies 

community facilities such as schools, churches, fire stations, libraries and hospitals separately by 

patterns and individual symbols within Figures 23 and 24. 
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5.1.2.5 Land Development Code 

San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Chapters 11 through 15 are referred to as the LDC, as they 

contain the City’s land development regulations that dictate how land is to be developed and used 

within the City. The LDC contains citywide base zones, and the planned district ordinances that 

specify permitted land use; development standards such as density, floor area ratio, and other 

requirements for given zoning classifications; overlay zones; and other supplemental regulations 

that provide additional development requirements. The existing zoning of the project site is RS-1-7. 

Development within the project area is subject to the development regulations of the LDC, including 

the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations (LDC Sections 143.0101 through 143.0160), 

PDP regulations (LDC Section 126.0601), and SDP regulations (LDC Section 126.0501). 

LDC Chapter 14 includes the general development regulations, supplemental development 

regulations, building regulations, and electrical/plumbing/mechanical regulations that govern all 

aspects of project development. The grading, landscaping, parking, signage, fencing, and storage 

requirements are all contained within the Chapter 14, General Regulations. Also included within 

Chapter 14 are the ESL Regulations, discussed below. 

Planned Development Permit Regulations 

The purpose of a PDP is to allow an applicant to request greater flexibility from the strict application 

of base zoning regulations than would normally be allowed. As stated in LDC Section 126.0601, “the 

intent is to encourage imaginative and innovative planning and to assure that the development 

achieves the purpose and intent of the applicable land use plan and that it would be preferable to 

what would be achieved by strict conformance with the regulations.” Development that does not 

comply with the permitted uses in the base zone, or the development regulations of that zone, or 

proposes limited deviations from the applicable development regulations may apply for a PDP. In 

the case of the project, the PDP Regulations pertain to the four deviations from the development 

regulations of the RS-1-7 zone, as well as the proposed use, as described in Chapter 3, Project 

Description. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602(a)(2), a PDP allows for a 

use that “complies with the applicable land use plan, but contains uses that are not permitted in the 

underlying base zone.” 

Site Development Permit Regulations 

The purpose of a SDP is to establish a review process for proposed development that, because of its 

site, location, size, or some other characteristic, may have significant impacts on resources or on the 

surrounding area, even if developed in conformance with all regulations. As stated in LDC 

Section 126.0501, the intent of these procedures is to apply site-specific conditions as necessary to 

assure that the development does not adversely affect the applicable land use plan and to help 

ensure that all regulations are met. An SDP is required for the project because of impacts to ESL (i.e., 

sensitive habitat) located on site. 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

The purpose of the ESL Regulations (LDC Sections 143.0101 through 143.0160) is to protect, 

preserve and, where damaged, restore ESL and the viability of the species supported by those lands. 
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The ESL Regulations apply to all proposed development when ESL, including sensitive biological 

resources, steep hillsides, floodplains, or coastal bluffs, are present. The regulations are designed to 

ensure that development occurs in a manner that protects natural resources and the natural and 

topographic character of the area, and retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats. The ESL 

Regulations contain development regulations that are applied through an SDP in accordance with 

LDC Section 125.0502 when there is a potential for impacts to environmentally sensitive resources. It 

is intended for these regulations and accompanying guidelines to serve as standards for 

determination of impacts and mitigation under CEQA and also serve to implement the MSCP. Within 

the project area, ESL resources are limited to sensitive habitats. 

5.1.3 Impact 1: Potential Conflicts with General or Community 

Plans 

Issue 1: Would the project result in an inconsistency/conflict with the environmental goals, 

objectives, or recommendations of the General Plan or Community Plan in which it 

is located? 

Issue 2: Would the project require a deviation or variance, and would the deviation or 

variance in turn result in a physical impact on the environment? 

5.1.3.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), land use policy impacts may be 

significant if the project would be: 

 Inconsistent or conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a 

community or General Plan; 

 Inconsistent or conflict with an adopted land use designation or intensity and result in 

indirect or secondary environmental impacts; and/or 

 Substantially incompatible with an adopted plan. 

An inconsistency with a plan is not by itself a significant environmental impact. For an inconsistency 

to have an impact; the inconsistency must relate to an environmental issue (i.e., cause a direct or 

indirect physical change to the environment) to be considered significant under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

5.1.3.2 Impact Analysis 

This section addresses adopted plans with environmental goals, objectives, and/or guidelines used 

to make land use decisions in the city that are relevant to the project. The project includes a CPA 

that would address any land use consistency with adopted plan documents. The CPA would 

specifically amend the Other Community Facilities map (Figure 24) to add a “church” symbol which 

would designate the site as a church and allow the proposed religious assembly use. No change to 

the Community Plan’s Land Use map (Figure 4) nor the site’s residential zoning is proposed; 

however, a church use is proposed within the residential land use designation and zoning. 
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General Plan Consistency 

A summary discussion of the project’s consistency with the various applicable elements of the 

General Plan is provided herein with the details located at the end of this section wherein specific 

policy references are provided in Table 5.1-1, City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Goals, Objectives, 

and Policies Consistency Evaluation. 

With regard to the Land Use and Community Planning Element, the project requires approval of a 

CPA to add “church” symbol to the Other Community Facilities figure in the Navajo Community Plan 

but would maintain the site’s residential land use designation consistent with Policies LU-C.3, LU-D.1, 

LU-D.3 and LU-D.8. 

The General Plan Urban Design Element addresses urban form and design through policies aimed at 

respecting the natural environment and preserving open space systems. The project supports and 

implements a number of the policies of the Urban Design Element (as described in Section 5.5, 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character). Specifically, the project design would be sensitive to the 

adjacent natural areas off-site (Policy UC-A.3); sustainable building materials would be used 

(Policy UC-A.4); the building and parking structure’s architecture and site plan layout would be 

compatible with but distinctive from the neighborhood character and community while minimizing 

the visibility of its features (Policies UC-A.5, UD-A.11, and UD-A.12); extensive landscape materials 

would be used to define spaces, encourage circulation paths, highlight entry points, provide visual 

relief, shade parking areas, and screen retaining walls and off-site properties (Policy UD-A.8); and the 

improvements to College Avenue would enhance the streetscape while providing screening to the 

site improvements (Policies UD-A.10, UD-B.4, and UD-C.7), among other policy-related expectations 

of the General Plan. 

The project would provide on-site water, sewer, and stormwater infrastructure that are sized based 

on the project’s demands, and levels of service would be maintained after project construction is 

complete, consistent with the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element Policies PF-C.1, PF-F.6, 

and PF-G.1 through PF-G.5. Seismic safety features would be integrated into the project in 

accordance with Policy PF-Q.1. 

Sustainability features and practices of the project combined with the architectural and landscape 

design elements would establish a theme for the property and incorporate green building 

techniques in accordance with the California Building Code (CBC) and GHG reduction strategies in 

the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist, in accordance with Policy CE-A.5 of the Conservation 

Element. The project would implement a waste management plan (WMP), consistent with the City’s 

goals concerning waste management and reduction in Conservation Element Policies CE-A.8 through 

CE-A.12. In addition, the project includes flow-through biofiltration planters to collect and treat runoff 

before it is discharged to the off-site stormwater system, in accordance with the urban runoff goals 

of Conservation Element Policies CE-E.2, CE-E.3, and CE-E.6. The project’s landscaping would meet 

the City’s water conservation and urban forestry goals in compliance with Policies CE-I.4 and CE-J.4 

With respect to the General Plan policies concerning noise and land use compatibility, the project is 

located in an area surrounded by urban uses and experiences transportation noise from major 

roadways and freeways. The project is consistent with the land use-noise compatibility standards in 

the Noise Element (refer to Table 5.4-3 in this EIR); therefore, the project is consistent with 
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Policies NE-A.2, NE-A.4, NE-A.5, and NE-B.1 through NE-B.3 pertaining to land use compatibility, as 

discussed further below under Impact 5. 

Overall, the project design is reflective of the goals and policies intended to support the General 

Plan policies. Therefore, land use impacts related to policy consistency with the General Plan would 

be less than significant. Refer to Table 5.1-1 at the end of this section for a detailed discussion of the 

project’s General Plan policy compliance. 

Climate Action Plan Consistency 

The project would help implement the goals and objectives of the CAP by promoting energy and 

water efficient buildings, including design strategies to encourage bicycling, walking, and transit use. 

The proposed project contains specific features for multi-modal improvements that would facilitate 

access to transit and reduce visitor reliance on single-occupancy vehicles through the use of electric 

vehicle charging stations, bicycle parking spaces, and parking spaces designated for a combination 

of low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles in accordance with the CAP Consistency 

Checklist as referenced in Chapter 3, Project Description (Baranek Consulting Group 2021; 

Appendix B to this EIR). Land use impacts related to policy consistency with the CAP would be less 

than significant. 

Community Plan Consistency 

The project requires approval of a CPA to add “church” use to the Other Community Facilities Map 

map in the Community Plan, similar to other religious institutions in the community, as described in 

the Project Description chapter of this EIR. The Navajo Community Plan Land Use map does not 

provide a separate land use designation for churches or places of religious assembly. Instead, these 

types of community facilities are identified as “church” on the Other Community Facilities map 

(Figure 24) of the Navajo Community Plan (as shown in Figure 3-7 of the EIR). The proposed CPA 

would retain the Single Family residential land use designation on the Community Plan’s Land Use 

map (Figure 4) and identify and designate the site for church use like other similar uses in the 

Navajo community. 

The proposed CPA was initiated by the City Planning Commission at their July 19, 2018, meeting.  

Issues identified during the CPA initiation process addressed site design relative to the natural 

environment of the site; the appropriateness of the land use for the site; and access to the site with 

regard to the Navajo community, all of which are addressed in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, 

Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, and Chapter 7, Other CEQA Considerations, of this EIR. 

With regard to the principal objective of the Community Plan to maintain, enhance and encourage 

residential housing, the project would maintain the existing residential land use designation and 

zoning on the site. A project objective is to provide a church-owned property for an existing 

congregation and would involve the construction of a non-residential, religious assembly use rather 

than housing. Accordingly, the project has been designed to be sensitive to the existing 

neighborhood. With regard to the Residential Element policies that are applicable to non-residential 

development in the Community, the site layout and architectural design incorporate careful 

planning and sensitive development features that: would create a well-defined, balanced and 

visually consistent design that is distinctive from the surrounding residential neighborhood; would 

be situated in the topographic low point of the site near the College Avenue off-ramp and setback 
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from the adjacent, lower profile residential and commercial structures nearby; would feature 

extensive landscaping, including screening along the common property line with the nearby 

residential yards to conceal and soften views of facilities, walls and rooftops; would produce a 

positive visual appearance through its comprehensive design from public vantage points that 

surround the site; would screen or conceal parking areas with landscaping or structures from public 

viewing points; and would use imaginative and innovative design to create visual interest and 

aesthetic appeal. 

The Community Environment Element of the Community Plan encourages an overall quality of 

design through building placement, landscaping, and natural elements. The project would be 

consistent with the policies in the Community Plan through its comprehensive design that 

coordinates its grading, architecture, and landscape to collectively provide visual interest and break 

up the massing of the structures such that the project would not exceed the bulk and scale of 

existing patterns of development by a substantial margin. The project’s landscape improvements 

along College Avenue would remove the existing sidewalk and create a landscaped parkway with 

non-contiguous sidewalk featuring street side canopy trees and ground cover. The project balances 

its placement between urban uses with its proximity to undeveloped areas by creating grading and 

landscape transitions and installing biofiltration basins to protect water quality. 

Circulation policies in the Community Plan are also adhered to since project improvements along 

the frontage would create a signalized intersection, an upgraded sidewalk experience, pedestrian 

linkages into the site and striping to create a bike lane. The visual character of College Avenue would 

be enhanced through landscape treatments and the installation of canopy trees within the parkway. 

As shown in Table 5.1-2, Navajo Community Plan Goals and Recommendations Consistency Evaluation, 

the proposal to add the church use to the project site would not create any inconsistencies with the 

policies in the Community Plan (as illustrated in Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-6 of this EIR) and less-

than-significant land use policy impacts are identified. 

Land Development Code Regulations Consistency 

A PDP is required for the church use on the project site as that the project complies with the 

applicable land use plan designation but is not permitted in the underlying base residential zone 

(i.e., RS-1-7), pursuant to SDMC Section 126.0602(a)(2). Approval of the CPA would allow the religious 

assembly use within the residential designation to be consistent with the Community Plan. The PDP 

would allow for the religious assembly use within the RS-1-7 zone and would also allow approval of 

deviations from the development regulations of the zone. There are four proposed deviations from 

the RS-1-7 development regulations that would be allowed by approval of the PDP (as summarized 

in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project Description). The deviations pertain to increased building height to 

construct a structure that conveys an institutional use and creates architectural interest; increased 

retaining wall height to create buildable pads and avoid grading in the Caltrans ROW; reduced side 

yard setback to accommodate the irregular lot configuration relative to College Avenue; and to 

correlate the required number of long-term bike parking spaces to the number of staff, instead of 

the congregation who are short-term bicycle users. The proposed deviations related to the project 

design features would result in less-than-significant aesthetic impacts as discussed in Section 5.5, 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, of this EIR. 
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Impacts to sensitive habitat on-site require approval of an SDP. Mitigation would be required to 

offset the project’s direct impacts to sensitive habitat outside the City of San Diego’s Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) and would comply with the City’s MSCP, as enforced by compliance with the 

ESL Regulations of the City’s LDC. Therefore, the project would result in less-than-significant land use 

impacts with mitigation incorporated. The sensitive resources mitigation requirements are 

discussed in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 

5.1.3.3 Significance of Impacts 

Potential land use plan consistency impacts would be less than significant because the proposed use 

and project design would be consistent with existing applicable local and regional land use plans, 

policies, and regulations as discussed above. The project would not be inconsistent or conflict with 

the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a community or General Plan, nor would it 

result in indirect or secondary environmental impacts. Upon approval of the CUP, PDP, and SDP, the 

project would not be substantially incompatible with an adopted plan. Therefore, no significant 

impacts related to land use policies would occur. 

5.1.3.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation measures are required. 

5.1.4 Impact 2: Physical Community Division 

Issue 3: Would the project physically divide an established community? 

5.1.4.1 Impact Threshold 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), land use policy impacts may be 

significant if the project would be: 

 Physically divide an established community. 

5.1.4.2 Impact Analysis 

The project site is designated and zoned for residential use. The surrounding project area is 

composed of residential neighborhoods interspersed with commercial, educational, and religious 

facilities, as well as undeveloped hillsides and open space. The project site generally sits below the 

residential lots to the east and does not have access to neighborhood streets. The site is separated 

from the neighborhood to the west by College Avenue, a major street. The project is proposed on an 

infill site located between College Avenue and a residential neighborhood to the east. No change to 

the local circulation patterns would occur as the project would involve the extension of a private 

driveway and secondary entrance to the site along College Avenue. In addition, the project would 

not introduce any barriers or project features that could physically divide the established Navajo 

community. 
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5.1.4.3 Significance of Impacts 

The project would not physically divide an established community and a less-than-significant land 

use impact would occur. 

5.1.4.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation measures are required. 

5.1.5 Impact 3: Compatibility with Airport Comprehensive Land 

Use Plan 

Issue 4: Would the project result in land uses which are not compatible with an adopted 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), including aircraft safety and noise 

levels as defined by the plan? 

5.1.5.1 Impact Threshold 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), land use policy impacts may be 

significant if the project would be: 

 An incompatible use as defined in an airport land use plan or would result in an 

inconsistency with an airport's Land Use Compatibility Plan, as adopted by the Airport Land 

Use Commission (ALUC), to the extent that the inconsistency is based on valid data. 

5.1.5.2 Impact Analysis 

The project site is in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone (ALUCOZ) and AIA for 

Montgomery Field. Review Area 2 of the AIA consists of locations within the airspace protection 

and/or overflight notification areas. Limits on the heights of structures, particularly in areas of high 

terrain, are the only restrictions on land uses within Review Area 2. Although the project site is 

located in Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field, the City determined that a ALUCP review of the 

project would be unnecessary because of the site’s location topographically below surrounding land 

uses and the building’s low stature relative to airspace restrictions. Project implementation would 

not increase the potential for a safety hazard related to airports for people residing or working in 

areas surrounding the project site. The project would not interfere with the operations of the 

airport; less-than-significant impacts would occur. 

5.1.5.3 Significance of Impacts 

The project would not conflict with the ALUCOZ and ALUCP, nor would it interfere with operations of 

Montgomery Field; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

5.1.5.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation measures are required. 
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5.1.6 Impact 4: Potential Exposure to Excessive Noise Levels 

Issue 5: Would the proposal result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to current or 

future noise levels that would exceed standards established in the Noise Element 

of the General Plan? 

5.1.6.1 Impact Threshold 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), land use policy impacts may be 

significant if the project would be: 

 Expose new development to noise levels at exterior use areas or interior areas in excess of 

the noise compatibility guidelines established in the City General Plan Noise Element (shown 

in Table 5.4-3). 

5.1.6.2 Impact Analysis 

The City’s land use-noise compatibility table provides a tool to gauge the compatibility of new land 

uses relative to existing noise levels. The table, presented as Table 5.4-3 in Section 5.4, Noise, of this 

EIR, identifies compatible, conditionally compatible, and incompatible noise levels for various land 

uses. According to the table, the land use-noise compatibility standard applied to places of worship 

or religious assembly spaces is 75 decibels (dBA). As shown in Table 5.4-1, the ambient noise level 

recorded on the project site is 68.7 decibel (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and 

Table 5.4-6 shows that noise levels in the vicinity of the project would not exceed this level in the 

Existing Plus Project condition. Therefore, the proposed church use would be compatible with the 

on-site noise environment and less-than-significant land use impacts related to noise compatibility 

would occur. 

5.1.6.3 Significance of Impacts 

The proposed church would be compatible with the City’s Noise Element of the General Plan. 

Therefore, no significant impacts related to noise-land use compatibility would occur. 

5.1.6.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 5.1-1 

 CITY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN LAND USE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Applicable Elements, Goals, and Policies Consistency Evaluation 
Consistent 

(Yes/No) 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN 

Land Use and Community Planning Element 

General Plan Land Use Categories Goals 

Policy LU-C.3: Maintain or increase the City’s supply of land 

designated for various residential densities as community plans are 

prepared, updated, or amended. 

The project requires approval of a CPA to the Navajo Community 

Plan to allow a church/religious assembly use for the project site. 

Approval of the CPA would not change the site’s underlying 

residential land use designation and zoning. The project would 

comply with Policy LU-C.3. 

Yes 

Policy LU-D.1: Require a General Plan and community plan 

amendment for proposals that involve: a change in community plan 

adopted land use or density/intensity range; a change in the 

adopted community plan development phasing schedule; or a 

change in plan policies, maps, and diagrams 

The project proposes a CPA to the Navajo Community Plan to 

address the change in land use needed to allow the religious 

assembly use. The project would comply with Policy LU-D.1.  

Yes 

Policy LU-D.3: Evaluate all privately proposed plan amendment and 

City-initiated land use designation amendment requests through 

the plan amendment initiation process and present the proposal to 

the Planning Commission or City Council for consideration. 

The CPA was initiated in June 2018 through a hearing with the 

Planning Commission. The project would comply with Policy LU-D.3. 

Yes 

Policy LU-D.5: Maintain and update on a regular basis a database of 

land use plan amendments approved by the City in order to create 

an annual report for tracking of land use plan amendments. 

The project proposes a CPA that upon approval can be recorded by 

the City in its database consistent with Policy LU-D.5. 

Yes 

Policy LU-D.8: Require that General Plan and community plan 

amendment initiations be decided by the Planning Commission 

with the ability for the applicant to submit a request to the City 

Clerk for the City Council to consider the initiation if it is denied. The 

applicant must file the request with the City Clerk within 10 

business days of the Planning Commission denial. 

The CPA was initiated in June 2018 at a hearing with the Planning 

Commission. The project would comply with Policy LU-D.8. 

Yes 
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Table 5.1-1 

 CITY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN LAND USE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Applicable Elements, Goals, and Policies Consistency Evaluation 
Consistent 

(Yes/No) 

Policy LU-D.10: Require that the recommendation of approval or 

denial to the Planning Commission be based upon compliance with 

all of the three initiation criteria as follows: a) the amendment 

request appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the 

General Plan and community plan and any community plan specific 

amendment criteria; b) the proposed amendment provides 

additional public benefit to the community as compared to the 

existing land use designation, density/intensity range, plan policy or 

site design; and c) public facilities appear to be available to serve 

the proposed increase in density/ intensity, or their provision will be 

addressed as a component of the amendment process. 

The proposed CPA was reviewed and initiated by Planning 

Commission in a June 2018 hearing in accordance with 

Policy LU-D.10. 

Yes 

Policy LU-D.11: Acknowledge that initiation of a plan amendment in 

no way confers adoption of a plan amendment, that neither staff 

nor the Planning Commission is committed to recommend in favor 

or denial of the proposed amendment, and that the City Council is 

not committed to adopt or deny the proposed amendment. 

The proposed CPA was initiated in June 2018 at a hearing with the 

Planning Commission. The project would comply with Policy LU-D.11. 

Yes 

Land Use and Community Planning Element Polices Related to Zoning Consistency 

Policy LU-F.2: Review public and private projects to ensure that they 

do not adversely affect the General Plan and community plans. 

Evaluate whether proposed projects implement specified land use, 

density/intensity, design guidelines, and other General Plan and 

community plan policies including open space preservation, 

community identity, mobility, and the timing, phasing, and provision 

of public facilities. 

The proposed site design improvements and off-site improvements 

and utility infrastructure improvements would be consistent with 

this policy from the General Plan. 

Yes 
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Urban Design Element 

Sustainable Development 

Policy UD-A.3. Design development adjacent to natural features in a 

sensitive manner to highlight and complement the natural 

environment in areas designated for development. 

a. Provide increased setbacks from canyon rims or open space 

areas to ensure that the visibility of new development is 

minimized. 

b. Screen development adjacent to natural features as 

appropriate so that development does not appear visually 

intrusive, or interfere with the experience within the open 

space system. The provision of enhanced landscaping adjacent 

to natural features could be used to soften the appearance of 

or buffer development from the natural features. 

c. Use building and landscape materials that blend with and do 

not create visual or other conflicts with the natural 

environment in instances where new buildings abut natural 

areas. This guideline must be balanced with a need to clear 

natural vegetation for fire protection to ensure public safety in 

some areas. 

d. Design and site buildings to permit visual and physical access 

to the natural features from the public right-of-way. 

e. Encourage location of entrances and windows in development 

adjacent to open space to overlook the natural features. 

f. Protect views from public roadways and parklands to natural 

canyons, resource areas, and scenic vistas. 

The project site is not adjacent to lands designated for open space 

but rather residentially designated undeveloped lands that reside 

below nearby homes. A 2.0-acre parkland parcel is situated south of 

the property.  The project design would create landscaped, 

manufactured slopes that would blend with the off-site terrain and 

parkland to the south and east. The proposed structures would be 

setback from and/or recessed into the terrain such that they would 

not block views of the adjacent slopes from the public rights of way. 

The project would be consistent with this policy from the General 

Plan. 

Yes 
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Policy UD-A.4. Use sustainable building methods in accordance with 

the sustainable development policies in the Conservation Element. 

Consistent with Policy UD-A.4, the project would incorporate the 

following sustainable design features as conditions of approval to 

minimize use of water, energy, and solid waste: 

 Cool/green roofs 

 Use of low-flow fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation 

 Electrical vehicle charging stations 

 Designated and secure bicycle parking spaces 

 Designated parking spaces low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and 

carpool/vanpool vehicles 

 Implementation of a solid waste recycling plan 

Yes 

Architecture 

Policy UD-A.5. Design buildings that contribute to a positive 

neighborhood character and relate to neighborhood and 

community context. 

a. Relate architecture to San Diego’s unique climate and 

topography. 

b. Encourage designs that are sensitive to the scale, form, rhythm, 

proportions, and materials in proximity to commercial areas 

and residential neighborhoods that have a well-established, 

distinctive character. 

c. Provide architectural features that establish and define a 

building’s appeal and enhance the neighborhood character. 

d. Encourage the use of materials and finishes that reinforce a 

sense of quality and permanence. 

e. Provide architectural interest to discourage the appearance of 

blank walls for development. This would include not only 

building walls, but fencing bordering the pedestrian network, 

where some form of architectural variation should be provided 

to add interest to the streetscape and enhance the pedestrian 

As indicated in Policy UD-A.5, the project would exhibit a 

contemporary Spanish Colonial Revival-style theme featuring arched 

entrances and windows along its painted concrete tilt-up facades, 

with accents of wood facia and terra cotta colored tile roofing 

materials. The glazing for each window would be tinted bronze in 

color. The architectural style resembles that of academic buildings at 

the SDSU campus which is visible from the project site. 

With regard to the architectural design and scale, the majority of the 

church/sanctuary building and its parapet wall around the flat roof 

areas would comply with the 30-foot height limit in the RS-1-7 zone. 

To create visual interest, the pitched roof towers would extend up to 

45 to 48 feet above grade and the rooftop extension (i.e., cross on 

the west elevation) would extend an additional 8 feet above the 45-

foot roof tower to 53 feet above grade, requiring a deviation from 

the RS-1-7 zone development regulations. The building rooflines and 

cross would be set back from the adjacent residential lots along 

Marne Avenue and the west end of Glenmont Street. Articulated 

façades and landscape treatment would be provided to increase 

visual interest and create a cohesive design. The project would 

highlight natural materials and colors, usable outdoor spaces, and 

Yes 
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experience. For example, walls could protrude, recess, or 

change in color, height or texture to provide visual interest. 

f. Design building wall planes to have shadow relief, where pop- 

outs, offsetting planes, overhangs and recessed doorways are 

used to provide visual interest at the pedestrian level. 

g. Maximize natural ventilation, sunlight, and views. 

h. Provide convenient, safe, well-marked, and attractive pedestrian 

connections from the public street to building entrances. 

climate-appropriate, and drought-tolerant landscaping. Refer to 

Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, for additional 

details on the project’s compliance with Policy UD-A.5. 

Policy UD-A.8. Landscape materials and design should enhance 

structures, create and define public and private spaces, and provide 

shade, aesthetic appeal, and environmental benefits. 

a. Maximize the planting of new trees, street trees and other 

plants for their shading, air quality, and livability benefits (see 

also Conservation Element, Policies CE-A.11, CE-A.12, and 

Section J) 

b. Use water conservation through the use of drought-tolerant 

landscape, porous materials, and reclaimed water where 

available. 

c. Use landscape to support storm water management goals for 

filtration, percolation and erosion control. 

d. Use landscape to provide unique identities within 

neighborhoods, villages and other developed areas. 

e. Landscape materials and design should complement and build 

upon the existing character of the neighborhood. 

f. Design landscape bordering the pedestrian network with new 

elements, such as a new plant form or material, at a scale and 

intervals appropriate to the site. This is not intended to 

discourage a uniform street tree or landscape theme, but to 

add interest to the streetscape and enhance the pedestrian 

experience. 

The proposed landscape plan features the use of native/naturalized 

and/or drought-tolerant plant material throughout the project site 

(see Figure 3-6). Plant material would be used throughout the site to 

help define spaces, encourage circulation paths, highlight entry 

points, provide visual relief, shade parking areas, and screen 

retaining walls and off-site properties. On site landscaping would 

include canopy trees and raised box plantings on the upper deck of 

the parking structure and in the parking areas, accent planting zones 

featuring palms and focal point species, and ground cover, shrubs 

and trees used for slope plantings. A minimum 5-foot-wide 

landscape buffer containing spreading ground covers, taller 

screening shrubs and canopy trees, ranging in height from 25 to 

40 feet, would be installed between the proposed surface parking 

areas and residential properties to the east. Landscape 

improvements along College Avenue would create a 10- to 16-foot-

wide landscaped parkway with sidewalk featuring street side canopy 

plantings and ground covers. In addition, plant material would be 

placed within the stormwater biofiltration basins that would be 

constructed as part of the project. Entry monumentation and 

landscape treatments would be installed on site at the southeast 

corner near the driveway entrance to provide aesthetic appeal and 

give identification to the project entry. The project would comply 

with Policy UD-A.8. 

Yes 
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g. Establish or maintain tree-lined residential and commercial 

streets. Neighborhoods and commercial corridors in the city 

that contain tree-lined streets present a streetscape that 

creates a distinctive character. 

1. Identify and plant trees that complement and expand on 

the surrounding street tree fabric. 

2. Unify communities by using street trees to link residential 

areas. 

3. Locate street trees in a manner that does not obstruct 

ground illumination from streetlights. 

h. Shade paved areas, especially parking lots. 

i. Demarcate public, semi-public/private, and private spaces 

clearly through the use of landscape, walls, fences, gates, 

pavement treatment, signs, and other methods to denote 

boundaries and/or buffers. 

j. Use landscaped walkways to direct people to proper entrances 

and away from private areas. 

k. Reduce barriers to views or light by selecting appropriate tree 

types, pruning thick hedges, and large overhanging tree 

canopies. 

l. Utilize landscape adjacent to natural features to soften the 

visual appearance of a development and provide a natural 

buffer between the development and open space areas. 
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Street Design 

Policy UD-A.10. Design or retrofit streets to improve walkability, 

bicycling, and transit integration; to strengthen connectivity; and to 

enhance community identity. Streets are an important aspect of 

Urban Design as referenced in the Mobility Element (see also 

Mobility Element, Sections A, B, C, and F). 

Off-site improvements to the College Avenue intersection would 

include creating a break and narrowing of the existing raised 

median, constructing a new southbound left-turn lane, striping a 

northbound right-turn lane and installing a crosswalk. A new traffic 

signal would be installed at the completed intersection. To enhance 

the pedestrian experience along the project’s College Avenue 

frontage, a 12-foot shared (i.e., pedestrians and bicycles) contiguous 

sidewalk would be installed south of the project driveway and north 

of the driveway a 5-foot-wide, non-contiguous sidewalk and 

landscaped parkway with street trees would be constructed. Canopy 

trees and other plant material would be installed adjacent to the 

sidewalks to enhance the pedestrian experience. Stairs and a ramp 

would be extended on site to link the College Avenue sidewalk to the 

church/sanctuary building and entry plaza. The proposed 

improvements would enhance the bicycle circulation and pedestrian 

environment consistent with Policy UD-A.10. 

Yes 

Policy UD-A.11. Encourage the use of underground or above-ground 

parking structures, rather than surface parking lots, to reduce land 

area devoted to parking (see also Mobility Element, Section G). 

a. Design safe, functional, and aesthetically pleasing parking 

structures. 

b. Design structures to be of a height and mass that are 

compatible with the surrounding area. 

c. Use building materials, detailing, and landscape that 

complement the surrounding neighborhood. 

d. Provide well-defined, dedicated pedestrian entrances. 

e. Use appropriate screening mechanisms to screen views of 

parked vehicles from pedestrian areas, and headlights from 

adjacent buildings. 

The project includes a two-level parking structure that would be 

recessed into the terrain such that the top deck would be below 

grade of College Avenue. The lower and upper parking levels of the 

structure would be connected through an internal vehicle ramp. The 

primary surface parking lot would be constructed north of the 

parking structure at grade with College Avenue and connected to the 

upper level of the parking structure via internal roads. Smaller 

surface parking areas would be provided behind the parking 

structure and church/sanctuary building as shown on the project site 

plan (Figure 3-1). The project’s distinctive architecture and 

landscaping would create a positive aesthetic while integrating 

screening from the nearby community. The project would be 

consistent with Policy UD-A.11. 

Yes 
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f. Pursue development of parking structures that are wrapped on 

their exterior with other uses to conceal the parking structure 

and create an active streetscape. Where ground floor 

commercial is proposed, provide a tall, largely transparent 

ground floor along pedestrian active streets. 

g. Encourage the use of attendants, gates, natural lighting, or 

surveillance equipment in parking structures to promote safety 

and security. 

Policy UD-A.12. Reduce the amount and visual impact of surface 

parking lots (see also Mobility Element, Section G). 

a. Encourage placement of parking along the rear and sides of 

street-oriented buildings. 

b. Avoid blank walls facing onto parking lots by promoting 

treatments that use colors, materials, landscape, selective 

openings or other means of creating interest. For example, the 

building should protrude, recess, or change in color, height or 

texture to reduce blank facades. 

c. Design clear and attractive pedestrian paseos/pathways and 

signs that link parking and destinations. 

d. Locate pedestrian pathways in areas where vehicular access is 

limited. 

e. Avoid large areas of uninterrupted parking especially adjacent 

to community public view sheds. 

f. Build multiple small parking lots in lieu of one large lot. 

g. Retrofit existing expansive parking lots with street trees, 

landscape, pedestrian paths, and new building placement. 

h. Promote the use of pervious surface materials to reduce runoff 

and infiltrate storm water. 

The project would limit the amount and visibility of the parking areas 

by recessing the two-story parking structure into the terrain and 

placing the surface parking at grade with its top deck and behind the 

parking structure and church/sanctuary building. The entrances to 

the parking structure would be demarcated with arched entry points 

which align with the entry to the building and surface parking areas 

to the east. Pedestrian pathways between the parking structure and 

building entrance would feature entry landscaping and be clearly 

marked at the concrete driveway as shown in Figure 3-6. The project 

would be consistent with Policy UD-A.12. 

Yes 
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i. Use trees and other landscape to provide shade, screening, and 

filtering of storm water runoff in parking lots (see also 

Conservation Element, Policy CE-A.12). 

j. Design surface parking lots to allow for potential 

redevelopment to more intensive uses. For example, through 

redevelopment, well-placed parking lot aisles could become 

internal project streets that provide access to future parking 

structures and mixed land uses. 

Lighting 

Policy UD-A.13. Provide lighting from a variety of sources at 

appropriate intensities and qualities for safety. 

a. Provide pedestrian-scaled lighting for pedestrian circulation 

and visibility. 

b. Use effective lighting for vehicular traffic while not 

overwhelming the quality of pedestrian lighting. 

c. Use lighting to convey a sense of safety while minimizing glare 

and contrast. 

d. Use vandal-resistant light fixtures that complement the 

neighborhood and character. 

e. Focus lighting to eliminate spill-over so that lighting is directed, 

and only the intended use is illuminated. 

Lighting would be provided in various settings for safety and 

aesthetic purposes. Lighting would be provided in the surface 

parking lots, parking lot, private driveway, and along pedestrian 

walkways. Lighting for all of these purposes would be intentionally 

directed such that the intended area is illuminated and spillover 

lighting into sensitive areas (e.g., residences) is avoided as required 

by SDMC Section 142.0740. These lighting practices would be 

consistent with Policy UD-A.13. 

Yes 
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Utilities 

Policy UD-A.16. Minimize the visual and functional impact of utility 

systems and equipment on streets, sidewalks, and the public realm. 

a. Convert overhead utility wires and poles, and overhead 

structures such as those associated with supplying electric, 

communication, community antenna television, or similar 

service to underground. 

b. Design and locate public and private utility infrastructure, such 

as phone, cable and communications boxes, transformers, 

meters, fuel ports, back-flow preventers, ventilation grilles, 

grease interceptors, irrigation valves, and any similar elements, 

to be integrated into adjacent development and as 

inconspicuous as possible. 

c. To minimize obstructions, elements in the sidewalk and public 

right of way should be located in below grade vaults or building 

recesses that do not encroach on the right of way (to the 

maximum extent permitted by codes). If located in a 

landscaped setback, they should be as far from the sidewalk as 

possible, clustered and integrated into the landscape design, 

and screened from public view with plant and/or fencelike 

elements. 

d. Traffic operational features such as streetlights, traffic signals, 

control boxes, street signs and similar facilities should be 

located and consolidated on poles, to minimize clutter, improve 

safety, and maximize public pedestrian access, especially at 

intersections and sidewalk ramps. Other street utilities such as 

storm drains and vaults should be carefully located to afford 

proper placement of the vertical elements. 

All utilities to serve the project would be installed during 

construction and undergrounded, as described in Section 7.1.13 

Utilities and Service Systems. Therefore, the project would result in 

minimal visual intrusion related to utility systems, consistent with 

Policy UD-A.16. Visual clutter related to utility systems and traffic 

control would be avoided through proper siting, screening, and 

integration into structures. The project would minimize the visibility 

of utility systems consistent with Policy UD-A.16. 

Yes 
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Street Frontages 

Policy UD-B.4. Create street frontages with architectural and 

landscape interest for both pedestrians and neighboring residents. 

a. Locate buildings on the site so that they reinforce street 

frontages. 

b. Relate buildings to existing and planned adjacent uses. 

c. Provide ground level entries and ensure that building entries 

are prominent and visible. 

d. Maintain existing setback patterns, except where community 

plans call for redevelopment to change the existing pattern. 

e. Locate transparent features such as porches, stoops, balconies, 

and windows facing the street to promote a sense of 

community. 

f. Encourage side- and rear-loaded garages. Where not possible, 

reduce the prominence of the garage through architectural 

features and varying planes. 

g. Minimize the number of curb-cuts along residential streets. 

The church/sanctuary building and parking structure would be 

setback from College Avenue and recessed into the terrain. The 

aesthetics of the streetscape and entry monumentation would be 

enhanced with the installation of a parkway with landscaping as 

shown in the visual simulations provided in Section 5.5, Visual Effects 

and Neighborhood Character. The project would be consistent with 

Policy UD-B.4. 

Yes 

Streetscape 

Policy UD-C.7. Enhance the public streetscape for greater walkability 

and neighborhood aesthetics (see also Policy UD-A.10 and 

Section F.) 

b. Establish build-to lines, or maximum permitted setbacks on 

designated streets. 

c. Design or redesign buildings to include architecturally interesting 

elements, pedestrian- friendly entrances, outdoor dining areas, 

transparent windows, or other means that emphasize human-

scaled design features at the ground-floor level. 

Consistent with Policy UD-C.7, both internal walkways and the 

sidewalk along College Avenue would be designed to provide 

opportunities for pedestrian activity. A combination of street trees 

and shrubs would be provided along the street to create a 

landscaped parkway and provide shade and visual interest adjacent 

to the sidewalks. The project’s landscape design would establish a 

theme for the property that would complement the project 

architecture by providing a variety of trees, shrubs, vines, and 

ground cover to accent building architecture, where needed. 

Yes 
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Civic Architecture and Landmarks 

Policy UD-E.2. Treat and locate civic architecture and landmark 

institutions prominently. 

a. Where feasible, provide distinctive public open space, public 

art, greens, and/or plazas around civic buildings such as 

courthouses, libraries, post offices, and community centers to 

enhance the character of these civic and public buildings. Such 

civic and public buildings are widely used and should form the 

focal point for neighborhoods and communities. 

b. Incorporate sustainable building principles into building design 

(see also Conservation Element, Section A). 

c. Civic buildings at prominent locations, such as canyon rims, 

sites fronting open space, sites framing a public vista, and 

those affording a silhouette against the sky should exhibit 

notable architecture. 

d. Encourage innovative designs that civic and public buildings 

and landmarks from the surrounding neighborhood as a 

means of identifying their role as focal points for the 

community. 

e. Support the preservation of community landmarks. 

Consistent with Policy UD-E.2, the church/sanctuary structure would 

be architecturally distinctive from the nearby single-family 

residences in the community. With its location adjacent to the 

College Avenue interchange, the structure would be a focal point for 

the community with its notable contemporary Spanish Colonial 

Revival-style theme featuring arched entrances and windows while 

also identifying its role as a place of worship through its rooftop 

features and signage. The project design would implement 

sustainable building features to minimize use of water, energy, and 

solid waste. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this 

policy from the General Plan. 

Yes 
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Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

Evaluation of Growth, Facilities, and Services Goals 

Adequate public facilities that are available at the time of need and 

public facilities exactions that mitigate the facilities impacts that are 

attributable to new development. 

Policy PF-C.1. Require development proposals to fully address 

impacts to public facilities and services. 

a. Identify the demand for public facilities and services resulting 

from discretionary projects. 

b. Identify specific improvements and financing which would be 

provided by the project, including but not limited to sewer, 

water, storm drain, solid waste, fire, police, libraries, parks, 

open space, and transportation projects. 

c. Subject projects, as a condition of approval, to exactions that 

are reasonably related and in rough proportionality to the 

impacts resulting from the proposed development. 

d. Provide public facilities and services to assure that current 

levels of service are maintained or improved by new 

development within a reasonable time period. 

The project would construct the necessary utilities to service the 

project, including water, sewer, and stormwater systems on-site to 

connect with existing off-site utilities within public roads. The sizing 

of the lines would be based on demand from the project. Levels of 

service would be maintained after the project construction is 

complete and fully occupied, as described in Section 7.1.13, Utilities 

and Service Systems. 

Yes 

Wastewater Goals 

Environmentally sound collection, treatment, reuse, disposal, and 

monitoring of wastewater and increased use of reclaimed water to 

supplement the region’s limited water supply. 

Policy PF-F.6. Coordinate land use planning and wastewater 

infrastructure planning to provide for future development and 

maintain adequate service levels. 

The project would tie into the regional wastewater system and would 

comply with all applicable City standards concerning wastewater 

collection. As discussed in Section 7.1.13, Utilities and Service Systems, 

the existing collection system has capacity to accommodate 

wastewater from the project. 

Yes 
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Stormwater Infrastructure Goals 

Protection of beneficial water resources through pollution 

prevention and interception efforts; and a stormwater conveyance 

system that effectively reduces pollutants in urban runoff and 

stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. 

Policy PF-G.1. Ensure that all stormwater conveyance systems, 

structures, and maintenance practices are consistent with federal 

Clean Water Act and California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board NPDES [National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System] 

Permit standards. 

Policy PF-G.2. Install infrastructure that includes components to 

capture, minimize, and/or prevent pollutants in urban runoff from 

reaching receiving waters and potable water supplies. 

Policy PF-G.3. Meet and preferably exceed regulatory mandates to 

protect water quality in a cost-effective manner monitored through 

performance measures. 

Policy PF-G.5. Identify and implement BMPs for projects that repair, 

replace, extend or otherwise affect the stormwater conveyance 

system. These projects should also include design considerations 

for maintenance, inspection, and, as applicable, water quality 

monitoring. 

All stormwater conveyance systems, structures, and maintenance 

practices would be consistent with the Clean Water Act and 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit standards and City’s 

stormwater regulations to protect water quality, as discussed in 

Section 7.1.14, Water Quality. The project would, therefore, be 

consistent with Policies PF-G.1, PF-G.2, PF-G.3, and PF-G.5. 

Yes 
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Waste Management Goals 

Maximum diversion of materials from disposal through the 

reduction, reuse, and recycling of wastes to the highest and best use. 

Policy PF-I.2. Maximize waste reduction and diversion (see also 

Conservation Element, Policy CE.A.9). 

d. Maximize the separation of recyclable and compostable 

materials. 

f. Reduce and recycle Construction and Demolition (C&D) debris. 

Strive for recycling of 100 percent of inert C&D materials and a 

minimum of 50 percent by weight of all other material. 

g. Use recycled, composted, and post-consumer materials in 

manufacturing, construction, public facilities and in other 

identified uses whenever appropriate. 

h. Encourage the private sector to build a mixed construction and 

demolition waste materials recycling facility. 

A WMP was prepared for the project that concluded the project 

would not have direct or cumulative impacts on solid waste 

management facilities (Appendix L). Implementation of the WMP 

would minimize waste deposited in landfills and the project would 

be consistent with Policies PF-I.2 and PF-I.5.  

Yes 

Public Utility Goal 

Public utilities services provided in the most cost-effective and 

environmentally sensitive way; and public utilities that sufficiently 

meet existing and future demand with facilities and maintenance 

practices that are sensible, efficient and well-integrated into the 

natural and urban landscape. 

Policy PF-M.3. Integrate the design and siting of safe and efficient 

public utilities and associated facilities into the early stages of long-

range planning and development process, especially in 

redevelopment/urban areas where land constraints exist. 

The project would be consistent with this goal by relying on existing 

utility infrastructure in the project vicinity and relocating a public 

water line into College Avenue, as described in Sections 7.1.7, 

Hydrology, and 7.1.13, Utilities and Service Systems, that is designed in 

accordance with City engineering standards. 

Yes 
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Seismic Safety Goals 

Protection of public health and safety through abated structural 

hazards and mitigated risks posed by seismic conditions; and 

development that avoids inappropriate land uses in identified 

seismic risk areas. 

Policy PF-Q.1. Protect public health and safety through the 

application of effective seismic, geologic and structural 

considerations. 

a. Ensure that current and future community planning and other 

specific land use planning studies continue to include 

consideration of seismic and other geologic hazards. This 

information should be disclosed, when applicable, in the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document 

accompanying a discretionary action. 

c. Require the submission of geologic and seismic reports, as well 

as soils engineering reports, in relation to applications for land 

development permits whenever seismic or geologic problems 

are suspected. 

g. Adhere to state laws pertaining to seismic and geologic 

hazards. 

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the project. There are 

no geotechnical hazards on site that would affect public health and 

safety, such as faults. As discussed in Section 7.1.4, Geologic 

Conditions, seismic risks would be less than significant considering 

the project would implement recommendations in the investigation 

and comply with CBC and other applicable City building standards. 

The project would not conflict with Policy PF-Q.1. 

Yes 
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Conservation Element 

Climate Change and Sustainable Development Goals 

To reduce the City’s overall carbon dioxide footprint by promoting 

energy efficiency, alternative modes of transportation, sustainable 

planning and design, and waste management; to be prepared for, 

and able to adapt to adverse climate change impacts; and to 

become a city that is an international model of sustainable 

development and conservation. 

Policy CE-A.5. Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for 

the construction and operation of buildings. 

a. Develop and implement sustainable building standards for new 

and significant remodels of residential and commercial 

buildings to maximize energy efficiency, and to achieve overall 

net zero energy consumption by 2020 for new residential 

buildings and 2030 for new commercial buildings. This can be 

accomplished through factors including, but not limited to: 

– Designing mechanical and electrical systems that achieve 

greater energy efficiency with currently available technology; 

– Minimizing energy use through innovative site design and 

building orientation that addresses factors such as sun-

shade patterns, prevailing winds, landscape, and sun-

screens; 

– Employing self-generation of energy using renewable 

technologies; 

– Combining energy efficient measures that have longer 

payback periods with measures that have shorter payback 

periods; 

– Reducing levels of non-essential lighting, heating, and 

cooling; and 

– Using energy efficient appliances and lighting. 

The project would implement green building techniques in 

accordance with the CBC and the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist 

and comply with the City’s goals concerning sustainability contained 

in Policy CE-A.5. 

Yes 
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Policy CE-A.8. Reduce construction and demolition waste in 

accordance with Public Facilities Element, Policy PF-I.2, or by 

renovating or adding on to existing buildings, rather than 

constructing new buildings. 

In compliance with the City’s waste management regulations and 

implementation of the waste reduction and diversion measures 

identified in the WMP, the project would be consistent with 

Policy CE-A.8, as discussed in Section 7.1.13, Utilities and Service 

Systems. 

Yes 

Policy CE-A.9. Reuse building materials, use materials that have recycled 

content, or use materials that are derived from sustainable or rapidly 

renewable sources to the extent possible, through factors including: 

a. Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities to 

take place during project demolition and construction phases; 

b. Using life cycle costing in decision-making for materials and 

construction techniques. Life cycle costing analyzes the costs 

and benefits over the life of a particular product, technology, or 

system; 

c. Removing code obstacles to using recycled materials in 

buildings and for construction; and 

d. Implementing effective economic incentives to recycle 

construction and demolition debris (see also Public Facilities 

Element Policy PF-I.2). 

In compliance with the City’s waste management regulations and 

implementation of the waste reduction and diversion measures 

identified in the WMP, the project would be consistent with 

Policy CE-A.9, as discussed in Section 7.1.13, Utilities and Service 

Systems. 

Yes 

Policy CE-A.10. Include features in buildings to facilitate recycling of 

waste generated by building occupants and associated refuse 

storage areas: 

a. Provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for 

individual building occupants to collect refuse and recyclable 

material. 

b. Provide a recyclables collection area that serves the entire 

building or project. The space should allow for the separation, 

collection and storage of paper, glass, plastic, metals, yard 

waste and other materials as needed. 

In compliance with the City’s Refuse and Recyclable Material Storage 

Ordinance in the SDMC, the project would provide dedicated areas 

for the collection of refuse and recyclable materials and would 

ensure a collection service be provided for project operation. 

Therefore, the project would comply with Policy CE-A.10. 

Yes 
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Policy CE-A.11. Implement sustainable landscape design and 

maintenance. 

a. Use integrated pest management techniques, where feasible, 

to delay, reduce, or eliminate dependence on the use of 

pesticides, herbicides, and synthetic fertilizers. 

c. Encourage composting efforts through education, incentives, 

and other activities. Decrease the amount of impervious surfaces 

in developments, especially where public places, plazas, and 

amenities are proposed to serve as recreation opportunities 

(see also Recreation Element, Policies RE-A.6 and A.7). 

d. Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, and 

drought tolerant native vegetation, as appropriate, to 

contribute to sustainable development goals. 

e. Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of irrigation. 

f. Strive to incorporate existing mature trees and native 

vegetation into site designs. 

g. Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by fossil 

fuels. 

h. Implement water conservation measures in site/building design 

and landscaping. 

i. Encourage the use of high-efficiency irrigation technology, and 

recycled site water to reduce the use of potable water for 

irrigation. Use recycled water to meet the needs of 

development projects to the maximum extent feasible (see 

Policy CE-A.12). 

With regard to Policy CE-A.11, all landscape and irrigation would 

conform to the standards set forth in the Landscape Regulations of 

the LDC and Landscape Standards Manual and other applicable City 

and regional standards. Landscaping would include water 

conservation measures through irrigation management (e.g., use of 

pressure/moisture sensors and shut-off valves). 

The proposed landscape plan (see Section 3.2.3) features the use of 

native/naturalized and/or drought-tolerant plant material, whenever 

possible. No invasive or potentially invasive species would be used. 

In general, the landscape improvements along College Avenue would 

create a 14- to 16-foot-wide parkway featuring a 12-foot-wide shared 

sidewalk and street side canopy plantings and ground covers from 

the property line north to the private driveway. North of the private 

driveway, a 10 to 12-foot-wide parkway would be installed consisting 

of street side canopy plantings and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk. Entry 

monumentation and landscape treatments would be installed on 

site at the southeast corner near the driveway entrance. 

Plant material would be used throughout the site to help define 

spaces, encourage circulation paths, highlight entry points, and 

screen retaining walls. On site landscaping would include canopy 

trees and raised box plantings on the upper deck of the parking 

structure and in the parking areas, accent planting zones and graded 

slope plantings. In addition, plant material would be placed within 

the three stormwater biofiltration basins to provide stormwater 

management by collecting and treating runoff prior to its release off 

site. These landscaping features would be in conformance with 

Policy CE-A.11. 

Yes 
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Policy CE-A.12. Reduce the San Diego Urban Heat Island, through 

actions such as: 

a. Using cool roofing materials, such as reflective, low heat 

retention tiles, membranes and coatings, or vegetated eco- 

roofs to reduce heat build-up; 

b. Planting trees and other vegetation, to provide shade and cool 

air temperatures. In particular, properly position trees to shade 

buildings, air conditioning units, and parking lots; and 

c. Reducing heat build-up in parking lots through increased 

shading or use of cool paving materials as feasible (see also 

Urban Design Element, Policy UD-A.12). 

The project includes design features to minimize potential “urban 

heat island effects,” including the use of light-colored roofs and 

paving materials of concrete or masonry pavers and provision of 

tree-lined, shaded streets. Covered walkways and building 

overhangs would provide shade in these pedestrian use areas. 

Implementation of these project design features as part of the 

approved exhibits would be in conformance with Policy CE-A.12. 

Yes 

Urban Runoff Management Goals 

Protection and restoration of water bodies, including reservoirs, 

coastal waters, creeks, bays, and wetlands; and preservation of 

natural attributes of both the floodplain and floodway without 

endangering life and property. 

Policy CE-E.2. Apply water quality protection measures to land 

development projects early in the process-during project design, 

permitting, construction, and operations-in order to minimize the 

quantity of runoff generated on-site, the disruption of natural water 

flows and the contamination of stormwater runoff. 

a. Increase on-site infiltration, and preserve, restore or 

incorporate natural drainage systems into site design. 

b. Direct concentrated drainage flows away from the MHPA and 

open space areas. If not possible, drainage should be directed 

into sedimentation basins, grassy swales or mechanical 

trapping devices prior to draining into the MHPA or open space 

areas. 

c. Reduce the amount of impervious surfaces through selection of 

materials, site planning, and street design where possible. 

To compensate for a minor increase in runoff and comply with the 

current municipal separate storm sewer system (MS-4) permit and 

City’s Stormwater Manual, the project includes flow-through 

biofiltration planters to collect and treat runoff before it is 

discharged to the off-site stormwater system. As discussed in 

Section 7.1.7, Hydrology, and Section 7.1.14, Water Quality, the project 

would comply with drainage and water quality requirements, 

including those of the City and Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Compliance with the water quality standards is ensured through 

permit conditions provided by Land Development Review (LDR) 

Engineering. Implementation of the recommendations in the 

project’s Preliminary Drainage Report (Appendix H) and Preliminary 

Stormwater Quality Management Plan (Appendix I) would be in 

conformance with Policies CE-E.2, CE-E.3, and CE-E.6. 

Yes 
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d. Increase the use of vegetation in drainage design. 

e. Maintain landscape design standards that minimize the use of 

pesticides and herbicides. 

f. Avoid development of areas particularly susceptible to erosion 

and sediment loss (e.g., steep slopes) and, where impacts are 

unavoidable, enforce regulations that minimize their impacts. 

g. Apply land use, site development, and zoning regulations that 

limit impacts on, and protect the natural integrity of 

topography, drainage systems, and water bodies. 

h. Enforce maintenance requirements in development permit 

conditions. 

Policy CE-E.3. Require contractors to comply with accepted 

stormwater pollution prevention planning practices for all projects. 

a. Minimize the amount of graded land surface exposed to 

erosion and enforce erosion control ordinances. 

b. Continue routine inspection practices to check for proper 

erosion control methods and housekeeping practices during 

construction. 

Policy CE-E.6. Continue to encourage “Pollution Control” measures to 

promote the proper collection and disposal of pollutants at the 

source, rather than allowing them to enter the storm drain system. 

a. Promote the provision of used oil recycling and/or hazardous 

waste recycling facilities and drop-off locations. 

b. Review plans for new development and redevelopment for 

connections to the storm drain system. 

c. Follow up on complaints of illegal discharges and accidental 

spills to storm drains, waterways, and canyons. 
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Sustainable Energy Goal 

An increase in local energy independence through conservation, 

efficient community design, reduced consumption, and efficient 

production and development of energy supplies that are diverse, 

efficient, environmentally-sound, sustainable, and reliable. 

Policy CE-I.4. Maintain and promote water conservation and waste 

diversion programs to conserve energy. 

The project would adhere to CBC and CAP requirements for water-

conserving plumbing. All landscape and irrigation would conform to 

the Landscape Regulations and Landscape Standards of the LDC and 

other applicable City and regional standards. 

Drought-tolerant plant materials would be incorporated into the 

landscape plan. Irrigation systems for all landscaped areas would 

use controllers that respond to local climactic conditions and 

monitor potential breakages to prevent wasted water. Therefore, the 

project would be consistent with Policy CE-1.4. 

Yes 

Urban Forestry Goal 

Protection and expansion of a sustainable urban forest. 

Policy CE-J.4. Continue to require the planting of trees through the 

development permit process. 

a. Consider tree planting as mitigation for air pollution emissions, 

stormwater runoff, and other environmental impacts as 

appropriate. 

The project includes landscaping that would expand “urban forest” 

goals through the provision of various tree types that would be 

maintained through maturity, consistent with Policy CE-J.4. 

Yes 
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Noise Element 

Noise and Land Use Compatibility Goal 

Consider existing and future noise levels when making land use 

planning decisions to minimize people’s exposure to excessive 

noise. 

Policy NE-A.2. Assure the appropriateness of proposed 

developments relative to existing and future noise levels by 

consulting the guidelines for noise-compatible land use (shown on 

Table NE-3) to minimize the effects on noise-sensitive land uses. 

Policy NE-A.4. Require an acoustical study consistent with Acoustical 

Study Guidelines (Table NE-4) for proposed developments in areas 

where the existing or future noise level exceeds or would exceed 

the “compatible” noise level thresholds as indicated on the Land 

Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines (Table NE-3), so that noise 

mitigation measures. 

Policy NE-A.5. Prepare noise studies to address existing and future 

noise levels from noise sources that are specific to a community 

when updating community plans. 

A noise study was conducted on the project, the results of which are 

presented in Section 5.4, Noise, and in this section under Issue 5. No 

land use-noise compatibility issues were identified. The project 

would be consistent with Policies NE-A.2 and NE-A.4. 

Yes 

Policy NE-B.1. Encourage noise-compatible land uses and site 

planning adjoining existing and future highways and freeways. 

Policy NE-B.2. Consider traffic calming design, traffic control 

measures, and low-noise pavement surfaces that minimize motor 

vehicle traffic noise. 

Policy NE-B.3. Require noise reducing site design, and/or traffic 

control measures for new development in areas of high noise to 

ensure that the mitigated levels meet acceptable decibel limits. 

As addressed in this section under Issue 5 and in Section 5.4, Noise, 

the project would not result in the exposure of people to current or 

future transportation noise levels that exceed City significance 

standards. Less-than-significant noise impacts from the operation of 

the parking structure and surface parking would occur. The project 

would be consistent with Policies NE-B.1 through NE-B.3. 

Yes 
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Principal Objective 

Maintain and Enhance the Quality of Existing Residences and 

Encourage the Development of a Variety of New Housing Types with 

Dwelling Unit Densities Primarily in the Low to Low-Medium Density 

Range as shown. 

The project would involve the construction of a non-residential use 

on a residentially designated site. It does not propose new housing. 

The site and architectural design incorporate careful planning and 

sensitive development features which create a well-defined, 

balanced and visually coherent design that would maintain the 

quality of the surrounding residential neighborhood. The project 

would be consistent with this objective from the Community Plan. 

Yes 

Residential Element 

Promote a healthy environment by careful planning and sensitive 

development of well-defined, balanced and distinct communities 

which encompass a variety of residential density patterns and 

housing types. 

The project would involve the construction of a non-residential use 

on a residentially designated site. The site and architectural design 

incorporate careful planning and sensitive development features 

which create a well-defined, balanced and visually compatible 

design that would maintain the quality of the surrounding 

residential neighborhood. Since the proposed church would not be 

inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood, as described 

in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, the project 

would be consistent with this goal of the Community Plan. 

Yes 

Foster techniques of land development that will encourage 

imagination and variety in building site layouts, housing types, and 

costs, and that will capitalize on the unique topographic assets of the 

community. All housing developments within the study area should 

relate to existing topography in order to minimize grading and 

preserve the natural terrain of the area. The use of retaining walls, 

terraces, split level or cantilevered houses should be considered in 

steep terrain. 

The proposed church/sanctuary structure would be situated in the 

topographic low point of the site near the College Avenue off-ramp 

from I-8 and setback from the adjacent, lower stature residential 

and commercial structures to the east and north, as shown in 

cross-sections contained in Chapter 3, Project Description, and 

Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The parking 

structure would be recessed into the terrain such that its upper 

parking deck would be slightly below College Avenue and the 

surface parking lot would meet surrounding grades. The building 

placement and setbacks defined in the project site plan would 

suppress the proposed structures. Landscaping, such as trees and 

vining species in raised planter beds, would be installed 

throughout the property, including the upper parking deck and 

Yes 
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along the façade of the parking structure, to soften and screen 

views. In addition, planting areas, with densely spaced trees and 

shrubs would be provided between parking areas and site 

perimeters to further soften views of the project. Therefore, the 

proposed grading, siting, landscaping, building articulation, roof 

treatments and other architectural design features would 

collectively provide visual interest and break up the massing of the 

structures such that the project would be consistent with this goal 

from the Community Plan. 

Encourage the design of residential areas so as to prevent the 

encroachment of incompatible uses and minimize conflict (e.g., traffic 

noise) with more intensive nonresidential uses. 

The proposed church/sanctuary and associated parking facilities 

have been sited to take advantage of the topographic differences 

that currently exist on site by placing the most intensive activities 

associated with the daily operations in the southwestern corner of 

the property in the lowest topographic area of the site below the 

adjacent residences to minimize the potential for noise. Primary 

vehicular access to the project and the parking structure would be 

via a full access driveway connected to a new signalized 

intersection along College Avenue to minimize traffic conflicts. 

Architectural articulation and features (i.e., arches) have been 

integrated into the design to provide visual interest. Extensive 

landscaping, including screening along the common property line 

with the nearby residential yards, is proposed to conceal and 

soften views of facilities, walls and rooftops, as described in 

Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The project 

design is consistent with this policy. 

Yes 
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Within each new development and where possible in developed 

areas, plazas, squares, and other similar open space areas should be 

created. Emphasis should be placed on developing interconnected 

bikeways and walkways separated from auto traffic as part of the 

internal circulation system within the study area. 

The proposed church/sanctuary would include an entry plaza, 

architectural design features and landscape treatments that would 

produce a positive visual appearance from public vantage points 

that surround the site. Primary vehicular access to the project and 

the parking structure would be via a full access driveway connected 

to a new signalized intersection along College Avenue. Off-site 

improvements to the new College Avenue intersection would 

include creating a break and narrowing of the existing raised 

median, constructing a new southbound left-turn lane, striping a 

northbound right-turn lane and installing a crosswalk. The private 

driveway connection at College Avenue would descend to an entry 

plaza between the parking structure and the church/sanctuary 

building. A second right turn in/out driveway would be installed at 

the northern project boundary. These project features would be 

consistent with this goal. 

Yes 

Parking and storage areas should be screened from the street and 

other public areas. 

The site plan and landscape plan in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

and visual simulations in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and 

Neighborhood Character, show that the parking areas would be 

heavily screened from public vantage points along College Avenue. 

These project features would be consistent with the goal. 

Yes 

Adequate off-street parking and storage must be provided and 

screened from living areas and public areas. Street trees and drought 

tolerant landscaping should be used in level terrain to add interest to 

hide parking and to separate functions. Non-contiguous sidewalks 

must be provided even around off-street parking and storage areas. 

The project would exceed the parking requirements in the SDMC, 

as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. The site plan and 

landscape plan in Chapter 3, Project Description, and visual 

simulations in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood 

Character, show that the parking areas would be heavily screened 

from public vantage points along College Avenue. A landscaped 

parkway and non-contiguous sidewalk would be installed along 

College Avenue along the project frontage. All storage areas would 

be either in the parking structure or concealed from view. These 

project features would be consistent with the goal. 

Yes 
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[Residential] Site Design 

If earth moving is necessary, re-contour rather than cut and fill. If a 

new form must be given to the land, the final form should have a 

strong, smoothly flowing character typical of the existing hills. The 

basic character of the original site should provide the theme with 

adjustments to make the slopes gentle. Particular attention should be 

paid to the transition areas where the existing terrain stops and 

earthwork begins. Additional shaping in some areas may be 

necessary due to the unique subsoil and groundwater conditions 

present. 

The project proposes both cut and fill grading to stabilize the 

unconsolidated fill from previous site grading, to create usable 

building pads and parking areas, and to recess the parking 

structure into the terrain. Grading transitions that match the 

existing sloping terrain would be constructed where the project 

interfaces with off-site slopes. The basic character of the site, which 

has the lowest elevations in the south and highest elevations in the 

north, would be retained upon project implementation as shown in 

the project grading plan (refer to Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3). The 

project would be consistent with the goal. 

Yes 

Imaginative and innovative building techniques should be 

encouraged to create buildings 

The church/sanctuary building is designed in a contemporary 

Spanish Colonial Revival-style theme featuring arched entrances 

and windows along its painted concrete tilt-up facades, with 

accents of wood fascia and terra-cotta-colored tile roofing 

materials. The glazing for each window would be tinted bronze in 

color. The proposed grading, siting, landscaping, building 

articulation, roof treatments and other architectural design 

features would collectively provide visual interest. The project 

would be consistent with the policy. 

Yes 

Residential Street Design 

Provide the maximum street tree planting. One principal 

characteristic of memorable streets throughout the world is their tree 

planting. The finest examples have mature specimens that arch 

across the street creating a green canopy. From an urban design 

standpoint, a various tree planting program is the most important 

single thing that the City can do. Trees should be spaced close 

enough together to create an effect of enclosure and to provide 

protection of trees from hot drying winds and sun scald. 

Landscape improvements along College Avenue would remove the 

existing contiguous sidewalk and create a 10- to 16-foot-wide 

landscaped parkway with non-contiguous sidewalk featuring street 

side canopy plantings and ground covers. The project design would 

exceed the landscape requirements in the SDMC, as described in 

Chapter 3, Project Description. The project would be consistent with 

the policy. 

Yes 
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Community Environment 

Encourage an overall quality of design by using materials, color and 

texture to give identity and focus to groups of structures within the 

urban landscape. 

The church/sanctuary and parking structure have been designed 

using similar architectural styling, building materials and colors, as 

well as landscaping, to create a comprehensively designed project, 

consistent with this policy. 

Yes 

Buildings – Structures 

 Create, through design, harmony between natural features and 

urbanized areas and activities. 

 Encourage an orderly transition of height, density, scale and 

arrangement of buildings to preserve the identity of each 

element as well as the cohesion of the whole. 

 Promote the coordination of building groupings to foster 

neighborhood and community identity and unity. 

 Encourage an overall quality of design by using materials, color 

and texture to give identity and focus to groups of structures 

within the urban landscape. 

 Develop points of visual relief in the urban landscape through 

the use of open spaces and landscaping, building setbacks, 

building materials, location of public facilities, and street and 

right-of-way design and maintenance. 

The project incorporates architectural design features and 

landscape treatments that complement the surrounding natural 

and urban setting. The proposed grading, siting, landscaping, 

building articulation, roof treatments and other architectural 

design features would collectively create design harmony with and 

transitions between the project and its surroundings and create 

visual interest by breaking up the massing of the structures such 

that the project would not exceed the bulk and scale of existing 

patterns of development by a substantial margin, as detailed in 

Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The 

architectural materials, color and texture would create a 

comprehensive design theme anchored in contemporary Spanish 

Colonial Revival styling. Visual relief would be provided through the 

use of enhanced landscape treatments around the perimeter of 

the property, including along College Avenue. Refer to the visual 

simulations in Section 5.5 for images illustrating the features of the 

project. The project features would be consistent with this goal 

from the Community Plan. 

Yes 
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Table 5.1-2 

 NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLAN GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Applicable Elements, Goals, and Recommendations Consistency Evaluation 
Consistent 

(Yes/No) 

Landscaping 

 Use trees and shrubbery along heavily traveled streets to help 

lessen effects of traffic noise. 

 Establish financing programs, such as assessment districts, to 

provide for and maintain landscaping in the public right-of-way 

for major streets within the community. 

 The following streets should receive first priority for such right-

of-way improvements: Navajo Road, Mission Gorge Road, College 

Avenue and Waring Road. These improvements should include 

the planting of street trees as well as landscaping of the center 

median. 

Landscape improvements along College Avenue would remove the 

existing contiguous sidewalk and create a 10- to 16-foot-wide 

landscaped parkway with non-contiguous sidewalk featuring street 

side canopy trees and ground covers. The project would install 32 

new street trees within the College Avenue right-of-way where 

none currently exist. Refer to Figure 3-6 and the visual simulations 

in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. 

Yes 

Natural 

 Utilize natural elements as points of visual relief in the urbanized 

areas. 

 Establish and maintain an open space system to conserve 

natural resources, preserve scenic beauty, and define urban 

form. 

 Create and preserve open space in and around built-up areas to 

aid in lessening the effects of high noise levels. 

 Strengthen environmental pollution control measures. Support 

research into causes and prevention of environmental pollution. 

 Prevent deterioration of natural watershed areas. 

As discussed in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood 

Character, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact 

related to visual and scenic resources. There are no view corridors 

designated in the Community Plan in the project area. The site is 

designated and zoned for residential development and is not 

designated for open space or preservation. The project would have 

less-than-significant operational noise impacts on the community, 

as discussed in Section 5.4, Noise. No deterioration of the natural 

watershed would occur due to the installation of best management 

practices (BMPs), such as biofiltration basins, that would detain and 

treat all runoff occurring on the project site. The project would be 

consistent with this goal. 

Yes 
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Table 5.1-2 

 NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLAN GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Applicable Elements, Goals, and Recommendations Consistency Evaluation 
Consistent 

(Yes/No) 

Circulation Element 

Develop a balanced transportation system that adequately links the 

Navajo area to nearby communities as well as regional facilities. 

According to the Local Mobility Analysis (Appendix J) prepared for 

the project, with the proposed traffic signal, median changes, 

sidewalk and bike lane improvements in place, project traffic would 

not result in a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 

circulation system, as discussed in Section 7.1.12, Transportation. 

The project would be consistent with this goal. 

Yes 

Strive to separate automobile, pedestrian and bicycle conflicts and, 

where safe and practical, provide specially designated bikeways to 

accommodate the increased demand for this mode of travel. 

To separate the pedestrian and bicycle movements from vehicular 

travel lanes along the project’s College Avenue frontage, a 12-foot 

shared (i.e., pedestrians and bicycles) contiguous sidewalk would 

be installed south of the project driveway toward the I-8 

interchange, while north of the project driveway a 10- to 12-foot-

wide parkway would be installed, consisting of street side canopy, 

shade-producing street trees and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk. Stairs and 

a ramp would be extended on-site from the sidewalks to link 

College Avenue to the church/sanctuary building and entry plaza. 

Bike lane signage and striping would be installed along the east 

side of College Avenue to accommodate multi-modal traffic. The 

project would be consistent with this goal. 

Yes 

Widening and realignment frequently destroys the visual character 

and identity of streets by the removal of mature trees, other 

landscaping, and median strips. The approach to street widening and 

realignment should be more sensitive to the character of the street 

and the quality of adjacent development. 

A coordinated system of variation in the use and placement of street 

trees, lighting, and other details could give streets better visual 

continuity and provide differentiation between through streets and 

local streets to aid driver orientation and traffic flow. The variations 

could include size, spacing and species of street trees and other 

landscaping, and intensity, spacing, and design of lighting fixtures. 

The project would not widen or realign College Avenue. Instead, it 

would create parkways and a short median break and narrowing of 

the existing raised median to construct a new southbound left-turn 

lane at the project driveway. Landscape improvements along 

College Avenue would also remove the existing contiguous 

sidewalk and create a 10- to 16-foot-wide landscaped parkway with 

non-contiguous sidewalk featuring street side canopy trees and 

ground covers north and south of the project entrance. Consistent 

with this policy, no street trees would be removed, and 32 new 

street trees would be installed within the College Avenue right-of-

way where none currently exist. As described in Chapter 3, Project 

Description, plant material would be used throughout the site to 

Yes 
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Table 5.1-2 

 NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLAN GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Applicable Elements, Goals, and Recommendations Consistency Evaluation 
Consistent 

(Yes/No) 

For example, major streets might have tall, widely spaced street 

trees; bright, closely spaced street lights; and large street signs. 

Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to 

pedestrians. Pedestrian walkways should be sharply separated from 

traffic areas and set apart where possible to provide a separate 

circulation system. Where necessary and practical, the separation 

should include landscaping and other barriers. 

Both public and private efforts in the installation and maintenance of 

landscaping should be increased. In residential areas, side yards and 

setbacks provide the best opportunities for landscaping visible in 

public areas. If no such space exists, then trees should be placed in 

the sidewalk area, preferably in the ground rather than in containers. 

Care should be taken to select species of trees suitable to each 

location. 

help define spaces, encourage circulation paths, highlight entry 

points, provide visual relief, and screen retaining walls and off-site 

properties. On-site landscaping would include canopy shade trees 

and raised box plantings on the upper deck of the parking 

structure, shade-producing trees in the parking areas, accent 

planting zones featuring palms and focal point species, and ground 

cover, shrubs and trees would be used for slope plantings. The 

landscape plans illustrated in Figure 3-6 of this report would 

comply with the City’s Landscape Design Manual and enhance the 

streetscape, improve safety for pedestrians and bicycles, and 

soften views into the property. The project would be consistent 

with this goal. 
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INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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5.2 Biological Resources 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is based on a number of biological surveys 

and related investigations including the Biological Technical Report (Alden Environmental Inc. 2020) 

contained in Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, to this EIR. 

5.2.1 Existing Conditions 

5.2.1.1 Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types 

Six upland vegetation communities occur on the project site (Figure 5.2-1, Vegetation and Sensitive 

Species/Impacts). Table 5.2-1, Existing Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types, presents a list of 

these communities/types and their respective acreage totals. There are no wetland or riparian 

communities present on the project site. One land cover type, developed, occurs in the off-site 

improvement area associated with the College Avenue intersection improvements and the off-site 

sewer connection through developed areas to its connection point with an existing sewer main in 

Marne Avenue. 

Table 5.2-1 

 EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/LAND COVER TYPES 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Typea On Site (acres)b 

Upland 

Diegan coastal sage scrub (Tier II) 2.3 

Diegan coastal sage scrub-disturbed (Tier II) 0.9 

Non-native grassland (Tier IIIB) 0.8 

Other Upland (Tier IV) 

Disturbed habitat 1.2 

Eucalyptus woodland 0.3 

Ornamental 0.6 

No Tier Land Cover 

Developed — 

Total 6.0 

Notes: 

Totals reflects rounding. 
a Upland vegetation communities are divided into five tiers of sensitivity (the first includes the most sensitive, 

the fifth the least sensitive) based on rarity and ecological importance (City of San Diego 2018a). Tier I includes 

rare upland habitats. Tier II includes uncommon upland habitats. Tiers IIIA and IIIB include common upland 

habitats. Tier IV includes other upland habitats. 
b Off-site utility improvements related to the project are not included in the table but would occur within 

developed areas. No vegetation communities are present in the off-site improvement areas.  

 

The following sections describe each vegetation community/land cover type on the project site. The 

acreages are provided along with the upland habitat tiers (City of San Diego 2018a), where 
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applicable. Upland vegetation communities are divided into five tiers of habitat sensitivity (the first 

includes the most sensitive, the fifth the least sensitive) based on rarity and ecological importance 

(City of San Diego 2018a). Tier I includes rare upland habitats. Tier II includes uncommon upland 

habitats. Tiers IIIA and IIIB include common upland habitats. Tier IV includes other upland habitats. 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including -disturbed) 

Coastal sage scrub is one of two major shrub types that occur in California. This community occupies 

xeric sites characterized by shallow soils. Coastal sage scrub is dominated by subshrubs whose 

leaves abscise during drought. This adaptation allows the plant species to better withstand the 

prolonged dry period in the summer and fall. Coastal sage scrub species have relatively shallow root 

systems and open canopies, which may allow for the occurrence of a substantial herbaceous 

component. Four floristic associations are recognized within the coastal sage scrub plant formation, 

and these occur in distinct geographic areas along the California coast with the Diegan association, 

which occurs on the project site, occupying the area from Orange County to northwestern coastal 

Baja California, Mexico (O’Leary 1990). 

Diegan coastal sage scrub on the project site contains a diverse suite of plant species including 

California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), 

lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), and laurel sumac (Malosma laurina). This community on site also 

supports small patches of mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) in an entirely upland situation. Diegan 

coastal sage scrub-disturbed contains many of the same shrub species as the undisturbed 

community but is sparser, has a higher proportion of non-native species (principally non-native 

grasses), and shows signs of previous disturbance. Diegan coastal sage scrub (including –disturbed) 

is a Tier II (uncommon upland) habitat (City of San Diego 2018a). Approximately 3.2 acres of this 

community occurs on the project site. 

Non-Native Grassland 

Non-native grassland is comprised of a dense to sparse cover of non-native grasses, sometimes 

associated with species of showy-flowered, native, annual forbs (Holland 1986). This community 

characteristically occurs on gradual slopes with deep, fine-textured, usually clay soils. Characteristic 

species on the project site include oats (Avena spp.), filaree (Erodium spp.), red brome (Bromus 

madritensis ssp. rubens), and ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus). Most of the annual, introduced species 

that comprise the majority of species and 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 

droughts, contributed to the successful invasion and establishment of these species and the 

replacement of native grasses with annual-dominated, non-native grassland (Jackson 1985). Non-

native grassland is a Tier IIIB (common upland) habitat (City of San Diego 2018a). Approximately 

0.8 acres of non-native grassland occurs on the project site. 

Disturbed Habitat 

Disturbed habitat includes land cleared of vegetation, land containing a preponderance of non-

native plant species, or land showing signs of past or present usage that removes its capability of 

providing viable wildlife habitat. Such areas include dirt roads, graded areas, and dump sites where 
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no native or naturalized species remain. Approximately 1.2 acres of disturbed habitat occurs on the 

project site. Disturbed habitat is a Tier IV (other upland) habitat (City of San Diego 2018a). 

Eucalyptus Woodland 

Eucalyptus woodland is dominated by eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.), an introduced genus that has 

been planted for wind blocking, ornamental, or hardwood production purposes. The understory 

within well-established groves is usually very sparse due to the closed canopy and allelopathic 

nature of the abundant leaf and bark litter. The sparse understory offers only limited wildlife 

habitat; however, as a wildlife habitat, these woodlands can provide nesting sites for raptors. During 

winter migrations, a variety of warblers may be found feeding on the insects that are attracted to 

the eucalyptus flowers. Approximately 0.3 acres of eucalyptus woodland occurs on the project site. 

Eucalyptus woodland is a Tier IV (other upland) habitat (City of San Diego 2018a). 

Ornamental 

Ornamental is where non-native landscaping has been planted. Ornamental landscaping occurs on 

approximately 0.6 acres of the project site and includes species such as pine (Pinus sp.) and pepper 

(Schinus spp.) trees. Ornamental is a Tier IV (other upland) habitat (City San Diego 2018a). 

Developed 

Developed land occurs in the off-site utility improvement areas, including within College Avenue and 

through developed areas to connect with the existing sewer main in Marne Avenue. 

5.2.1.2 Jurisdictional Areas 

Jurisdictional areas include waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, waters of the State under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW), and City Wetlands. There are no jurisdictional areas on the project site. 

5.2.1.3 Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Sensitive vegetation communities are considered rare within the region or sensitive by CDFW 

(Holland 1986) and/or the City (City of San Diego 2018a). These communities in any form (including, 

for example, -disturbed) are considered sensitive because they have been historically depleted, are 

naturally uncommon, or support sensitive species. The project site supports two sensitive vegetation 

communities: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including -disturbed; Tier II habitat) and non-native 

grassland (Tier IIIB habitat). 

5.2.1.4 Sensitive Plant Species 

Sensitive plant species are those that are federal, state, or California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

rare, threatened, or endangered; Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Narrow Endemics; 

or MSCP-Covered Species. A species may also be considered sensitive if it is included in the CNPS 

Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants. 
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Observed 

Three sensitive plant species were observed on the project site (Figure 5.2-1). They include graceful 

tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata), San Diego County sunflower (Bahiopsis laciniata), and ashy 

spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens), as described below. Sensitivity codes are explained in 

Appendix C of EIR Appendix C. 

 Graceful tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata) 

– Sensitivity: CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2 (a CNPS watch list species) 

– Distribution: Orange, Riverside, and San Diego counties 

– Habitat(s): Chaparral, valley grassland, foothill woodland, coastal sage scrub 

– Presence on site: Scattered individuals were found within non-native grassland on the 

project site 

 San Diego County sunflower (Bahiopsis laciniata) 

– Sensitivity: CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2 (a CNPS watch list species) 

– Distribution: San Diego and Orange counties; Baja California, Mexico. 

– Habitat(s): Diegan coastal sage scrub is the habitat of this perennial shrub 

– Presence on site: Eight individuals of this species were found in Diegan coastal sage 

scrub-disturbed on the project site. 

 Ashy spike moss (Selaginella cinerascens) 

– Sensitivity: CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.1 (a CNPS watch list species) 

– Distribution: Orange and San Diego counties; northwestern Baja California, Mexico. 

– Habitat(s): Open areas on flat mesas in coastal sage scrub and chaparral 

– Presence on site: A small patch of this species was found in Diegan coastal sage scrub on 

the project site 

Not Observed 

Sensitive plant species that were not observed but that may have potential to occur on the project 

site are listed in Table 5.2-2, Sensitive Plant Species and Their Potential to Occur. Table 5.2-3, MSCP 

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Potential to Occur, specifically addresses the potential for all City 

Narrow Endemic plant species to occur on the project site. 
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Table 5.2-2 

 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

CNPS 

City Habitat(s) 

Bloom 

Period Potential to Occur 

California 

adolphia 

(Adolphia 

californica) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 2B.1 

— 

Occurs in chaparral, valley grassland, and 

coastal sage scrub in Los Angeles and San Diego 

counties. 

December to 

May 

None. A perennial shrub that would 

have been observed if present. 

San Diego 

goldenstar 

(Bloomeria 

clevelandii) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Covered Species 

Found on clay soils in chaparral, coastal scrub, 

vernal pools, and valley and foothill grassland in 

Riverside and San Diego counties. 

April to May Very low. Suitable habitat and soils 

not present. 

Palmer’s 

goldenbush 

(Ericameria 

palmeri var. 

palmeri) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Covered Species 

Associated with coastal sage scrub and 

chaparral habitats. 

September to 

November 

None. A perennial, evergreen shrub 

that would have been observed if 

present.  

San Diego barrel 

cactus 

(Ferocactus 

viridescens) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 2B.1 

Covered Species 

Associated with coastal sage scrub and 

chaparral habitats. 

May to June None. A perennial stem succulent 

that would have been observed if 

present. 

Robinson's 

pepper-grass 

(Lepidium 

virginicum var. 

robinsonii) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.3 

— 

Associated with coastal sage scrub and 

chaparral habitats. 

January to July Low. Survey was conducted at the 

middle of the bloom period; 

therefore, it is expected it would 

have been found if present.  

Golden-rayed 

pentachaeta 

(Pentachaeta 

aurea ssp. aurea) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2 

— 

Found in mesic montane grasslands and sage 

scrub in Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange, Los 

Angeles, and San Diego counties; Baja 

California, Mexico. 

March to July Low. Survey was conducted during 

the bloom period; therefore, it is 

expected it would have been found if 

present. 
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Table 5.2-2 

 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

CNPS 

City Habitat(s) 

Bloom 

Period Potential to Occur 

Purple stemodia 

(Stemodia 

durantifolia) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 2B.1 

— 

Associated with wetland/riparian habitats. January to 

December 

None. Suitable habitat not present.  

Oil neststraw 

(Stylocline 

citroleum) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

— 

Associated with coastal sage scrub, chenopod 

scrub, and grasslands in clay soils. 

March to April Very low. Soils on site not suitable.  

Source: Alden Environmental 2020 

Note: 
a See Appendix C of EIR Appendix C for an explanation of listing or sensitivity codes. 
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TABLE 5.2-3 

 MSCP NARROW ENDEMIC PLANT SPECIES POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

CNPS Habitat(s) 

Bloom 

Period Potential to Occur 

San Diego thornmint 

(Acanthomintha 

ilicifolia) 

FT/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs on clay lenses in grassy openings in chaparral 

or sage scrub. Prefers friable or broken, clay soils. 

Range limited to coastal areas of San Diego County 

and Baja California, Mexico. 

April to June Very low. Soils not suitable. 

Shaw’s agave 

(Agave shawii) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 2B.1 

Occurs in coastal sage scrub and coastal bluff scrub. 

Range limited to coastal areas of San Diego County 

and Baja California, Mexico. 

September 

to May 

Very low. A perennial leaf 

succulent that would have 

been observed if present. 

San Diego ambrosia 

(Ambrosia pumila) 

FE/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Found in disturbed areas within chaparral, coastal 

sage scrub, and grasslands. Range includes San Diego 

and Riverside counties south to Baja California, 

Mexico. 

June to 

September 

Very low. Not known from 

project vicinity. 

Aphanisma 

(Aphanisma blitoides) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.2 

Occurs in sandy areas along the coast. Range includes 

islands off the southern California coast from San 

Onofre to Imperial Beach in San Diego County. 

April to May Very low. No known 

populations in MSCP Plan 

Area. 

Coastal dunes milk-

vetch 

(Astragalus tener var. 

titi) 

FE/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs in sandy places along the coast, including 

coastal dunes. Range includes coastal areas of 

Monterey, Los Angeles, and San Diego counties. 

March to 

May 

Very low. Occurs on coastal 

dunes, and range does not 

include the project area. 

Snake cholla 

(Cylindropuntia 

californica var. 

californica) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Found in open patches in coastal sage scrub, 

primarily in southern portion of San Diego County 

and in Florida Canyon. 

April to June Very low. A perennial stem 

succulent that would have 

been observed if present. 

Otay tarplant 

(Deinandra conjugens) 

FT/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs in disturbed areas and patches of coastal sage 

scrub in the Otay Mesa area. 

June to 

August 

Very low. Occurs on Otay 

Mesa; not known from 

project vicinity. 

Short-leaved dudleya 

(Dudleya blochmaniae 

ssp. brevifolia) 

—/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs on Torrey sandstone soils in chaparral and 

coastal scrub. 

April None. Suitable soils not 

present. 
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TABLE 5.2-3 

 MSCP NARROW ENDEMIC PLANT SPECIES POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

CNPS Habitat(s) 

Bloom 

Period Potential to Occur 

Variegated dudleya 

(Dudleya variegata) 

—/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.2 

Occurs on dry hillsides and mesas in chaparral, 

coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and near vernal pools. 

Ranges from San Diego County south to Baja 

California, Mexico. 

May to June Very low. Not known from 

project vicinity. 

Spreading navarretia 

(Navarretia fossalis) 

FT/— 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs in marshes and swamps (assorted freshwater 

habitats), playas, and vernal pools. 

April to June None. No suitable habitat 

present. 

California Orcutt 

grass 

(Orcuttia californica) 

FT/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs within and adjacent to vernal pools. April to June None. No suitable habitat 

present. 

San Diego mesa mint 

(Pogogyne abramsii) 

FE/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs within and adjacent to vernal pools. March to 

July 

None. No suitable habitat 

present. 

Otay Mesa mint 

(Pogogyne nudiuscula) 

FE/SE 

CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B.1 

Occurs within and adjacent to vernal pools on Otay 

Mesa. 

March to 

July 

None. No suitable habitat 

present. Not known from 

project vicinity. 

Source: Alden Environmental 2020 

Note: 
a See Appendix C of EIR Appendix C for an explanation of listing or sensitivity codes. 
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5.2.1.5 Sensitive Animal Species 

Sensitive animal species are those that are considered federal or State rare, threatened, or 

endangered or MSCP-Covered Species. It also includes species on CDFW’s Special Animals List 

(CDFW 2019). Additionally, avian nesting is sensitive. Eight resident bird species were observed on 

the project site, and several have potential to nest there. Nesting birds are protected by the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code. 

Observed 

One sensitive animal species, orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi), was 

observed on site (Figure 5.2-1). This species is described below: 

 Orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi) 

– Sensitivity: State Species of Special Concern; MSCP Covered Species (See Appendix C of 

EIR Appendix C) 

– Distribution: Southern Orange and San Bernardino counties, south to the cape of Baja 

California, Mexico 

– Habitat(s): Coastal sage scrub, chaparral, edges of riparian woodlands and washes. Also 

found in weedy, disturbed areas adjacent to these habitats. Important habitat 

requirements include open, sunny areas, shaded areas, and abundant invertebrate prey 

base, particularly termites (Reticulitermes sp.). 

– Presence on site: This species was observed within Diegan coastal sage scrub/disturbed 

habitat on the project site 

Not Observed or Detected 

Sensitive animal species that were not observed or detected but that may have potential to occur on 

the project site are listed in Table 5.2-4, Sensitive Animal Species and Their Potential to Occur. 

5.2.1.6 Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites 

Wildlife corridors represent areas where wildlife movement is concentrated due to natural or 

anthropogenic constraints. Wildlife corridors can be local or regional in scale; their functions may 

vary temporally and spatially based on conditions and species presence. Local corridors provide 

access to resources such as food, water, and shelter. Animals use local corridors, which are often 

hillsides or tributary drainages, to move between different habitats. Regional corridors provide 

these functions but also link two or more large habitat areas. Regional corridors provide avenues for 

wildlife dispersal, migration, and contact between otherwise distinct populations. The project site is 

located in an urbanized area of the city and is not located within or adjacent to any wildlife corridor, 

including the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

A wildlife nursery site is a specific, established location often used repeatedly for breeding purposes, 

such as a heron rookery or bat maternal colony roost. No such wildlife nursery sites were observed, 

and due to the small size of the project site and its urbanized location, none is expected to occur. 
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

INVERTEBRATES 

San Diego fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta 

sandiegonensis) 

FE/— 

VPHCP 

Found in shallow vernal pools and ephemeral wetlands in southern 

coastal California and northern Baja California, Mexico. 

None. No suitable habitat on site. 

Quino checkerspot 

butterfly 

(Euphydryas editha 

quino) 

FE/— 

— 

The primary larval host plant of this species in San Diego is dwarf 

plantain (Plantago erecta). Owl’s clover (Castilleja exserta) may serve 

as host plant if primary host plants have senesced. Potential habitat 

includes areas of low-growing and sparse vegetation. Exists only as 

several, probably isolated, colonies in southwestern Riverside 

County, southern San Diego County, and northern Baja California, 

Mexico. 

Very low. Host plant not observed 

on site. Site is outside the 

recommended survey area for the 

species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2014). 

Hermes copper 

butterfly 

(Lycaena hermes) 

FC/— 

— 

Occurs in southern mixed chaparral and coastal sage scrub with 

mature specimens of its larval host plant, spiny redberry (Rhamnus 

crocea). Range is San Diego County, south of Fallbrook, to northern 

Baja California, Mexico. 

Very low due to project site’s small 

size and location in an urban setting. 

Salt marsh skipper 

(Panoquina errans) 

—/— 

Covered Species 

Found in coastal salt and brackish marshes, occasionally nearby 

fields and wood edges. 

None. No suitable habitat on site. 

Riverside fairy shrimp 

(Streptocephalus 

woottoni) 

FE/— 

VPHCP 

Found in moderate to deep (generally ranging from 10 inches to 5 to 

10 feet in depth), longer-lived vernal pools and ephemeral wetlands 

in southern coastal California and northern Baja California, Mexico. 

None. No suitable habitat on site. 

VERTEBRATES 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Silvery legless lizard 

(Anniella pulchra 

pulchra) 

—/SSC 

— 

Occurs in areas with loose, sandy soil. Generally found in leaf litter, 

under rocks, logs, or driftwood in oak woodland, chaparral, and 

desert scrub. Occurs from the Bay Area south through the Coast and 

Peninsular ranges to northern Baja California, Mexico. 

Low due to site’s small size and 

location in an urban setting. 
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

Arroyo toad 

(Anaxyrus californicus) 

FE/SSC 

Covered Species 

Found in washes, streams, and arroyos in semiarid areas. Prefer 

shallow pools and open, sandy stream terraces or sand bars with 

cottonwoods (Populus spp.), willows (Salix spp.), or sycamores 

(Platanus spp.). Breeds in shallow pools along stream edges with 

sand/gravel flats between March and June. Adults use sage scrub, 

mixed chaparral, and oak woodland habitats up to within 1 mile of 

breeding sites. 

None. No suitable habitat on site. 

Western pond turtle 

(Emys marmorata) 

—/SSC 

Covered Species 

Found in both permanent and intermittent waters, including 

marshes, streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes throughout Oregon, 

California, and Baja California, Mexico. 

None. No suitable habitat on site. 

Red-diamond 

rattlesnake 

(Crotalus ruber) 

—/SSC 

— 

Found in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and along creek banks, 

particularly among rock outcrops or piles of debris supporting 

rodents. Ranges from extreme southeastern Los Angeles County 

(Diamond Bar) into southern San Bernardino County, and south into 

southern Baja California, Mexico. 

Low due to site’s small size and 

location in an urban setting. 

Coast horned lizard 

(Phrynosoma blainvillii) 

—/SSC 

Covered Species 

Occurs in scrubland, grassland, coniferous woods, and broadleaf 

woodlands, typically in area with sandy soil, scattered shrubs, and 

native ant colonies. 

Low due to the presence of 

Argentine ants that out-compete the 

species’ native ant prey. 

Coronado skink 

(Plestiodon skiltonianus 

interparietalis) 

—/SSC 

— 

Inhabits grasslands, coastal sage scrub, open chaparral, pine oak 

woodland and coniferous forests. Prefers areas where there is 

abundant leaf litter or low, herbaceous growth. Occurs in inland 

southern California south through the north Pacific coast region of 

northern Baja California Norte, Mexico. 

Low due to site’s small size and 

location in an urban setting. 

Western spadefoot 

toad 

(Spea hammondii) 

—/SSC 

— 

Inhabits floodplains, washes, and low hills. Southern California 

habitats include coastal sage scrub, chaparral and grassland. 

Important habitat components include temporary pools (which form 

during winter and spring rains) for breeding and friable soils for 

burrowing. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

Two-striped garter 

snake 

(Thamnophis 

hammondii) 

—/SSC 

— 

Found in permanent fresh water, inhabiting streams, ponds, and 

vernal pools. Occupies adjacent coastal sage scrub and grasslands 

during the winter. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

Birds 

Cooper’s hawk 

(Accipiter cooperii) 

—/WL 

Covered Species 

Occurs throughout the continental U.S. (excluding Alaska) and parts 

of both Montana and the Dakotas. Winters south to Mexico and 

Honduras. In San Diego County, tends to inhabit lowland riparian 

areas and oak woodlands in proximity to suitable foraging areas 

such as scrubland or fields. Unit (2004) noted, however, that in the 

1980s Cooper’s hawks began adapting to urban environments in San 

Diego County and nesting in eucalyptus trees and other urban trees. 

Low potential to forage and nest on 

site due to the project site’s location 

in an urban setting adjacent to 

College Avenue and Interstate 8 (I-8). 

Tri-colored blackbird 

(Agelaius tricolor) 

BCC/SC, SSC 

— 

Occurs mostly in coastal lowland grasslands and wetlands, as well as 

freshwater marshes agricultural areas, lakeshores, parks. 

None. No suitable habitat present.  

Southern California 

rufous-crowned 

sparrow 

(Aimophila ruficeps 

canescens) 

—/WL 

Covered Species 

Inhabits coastal sage scrub and open chaparral as well as shrubby 

grasslands. Occur throughout the coastal lowlands and foothills of 

San Diego County. 

Low due to project site’s small size 

and location in an urban setting 

adjacent to College Avenue and I-8. 

Grasshopper sparrow 

(Ammodramus 

savannarum) 

—/SSC 

— 

Open grasslands in the eastern U.S. and plains areas as well as 

coastal California. Typical habitat is dense grasslands that have little 

or no shrub cover. 

Very low due to project site’s small 

size and location in an urban setting 

adjacent to College Avenue and I-8. 

Bell’s sage sparrow 

(Artemesiospiza belli 

belli) 

BCC/WL 

— 

Found in chaparral and sage scrub with modest leaf litter. Patchy 

distribution throughout San Diego County, which often shifts to 

include partially recovered burned areas. 

Low due to project site’s small size 

and location in an urban setting 

adjacent to College Avenue and I-8. 
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

Golden eagle 

(Aquila chrysaetos) 

BCC/FP, WL 

Covered Species 

Requires vast foraging areas in grassland, broken chaparral, or sage 

scrub. Nest in cliffs and boulders. 

None. Due to project site’s small size 

and location in an urban setting. 

Golden eagles are sensitive to 

anthropogenic presence (Palmer 

1988 in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2010). 

Burrowing owl 

(Athene cunicularia) 

BCC/SSC 

Covered Species 

Declining species occurring in grassland or open scrub habitats. In 

2003, there were an estimated 25 to 30 resident pairs of in San 

Diego County located primarily in the southern quarter of the county 

and on North Island (Lincer and Bloom 2007). 

Very low. Not known from project 

vicinity but is typically addressed at 

City request. 

Ferruginous hawk 

(Buteo regalis) 

BCC/WL 

— 

Found in arid and semiarid regions of North America. Grasslands, 

rock outcrops, shallow canyons, and gullies may characterize some 

habitats. 

None. Suitable habitat does not 

occur on site.  

Coastal cactus wren 

(Campylorhynchus 

brunneicapillus 

sandiegonensis) 

BCC/SSC 

Covered Species 

Occurs in arid and semiarid regions from the southwestern U.S. to 

southern Mexico. Occurs in coastal sage scrub with large cacti for 

nesting. 

Very low. No cacti suitable for 

nesting are present. 

Western snowy plover 

(Charadrius 

alexandrinus nivosus) 

FT/SSC 

Covered Species 

Found on sandy coasts and in brackish inland lakes up the Pacific 

coastline. Utilizes sandy beaches, dried mudflats, and saltpans. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

Northern harrier 

(Circus cyaneus) 

—/SSC 

Covered Species 

Utilizes coastal, salt, and freshwater marshlands; grasslands; and 

prairies. Widespread throughout the temperate regions of North 

America and Eurasia. Winters and migrates throughout California 

from below sea level in Death Valley to an elevation of 9,800 feet. 

Known breeding areas in San Diego County include Torrey Pines, the 

Tijuana River Valley, and Camp Pendleton. 

Very low due to project site’s small 

size and location in an urban setting 

adjacent to College Avenue and I-8.  



Section 5.2 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Biological Resources Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 5.2-14 

Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

White-tailed kite 

(Elanus leucurus) 

—/FP 

— 

Occurs in riparian woodlands and oak or sycamore groves and 

adjacent grasslands on coastal slopes in San Diego County. Nests in 

the crowns of trees, especially coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia). 

None. Suitable habitat not present.  

Southwestern willow 

flycatcher 

(Empidonax traillii 

extimus) 

FE/SE 

Covered Species 

This flycatcher typically breeds in patchy to dense, well-developed 

riparian woodlands along streams, rivers, lakes, or other wetlands, 

composed of native riparian species such as willows (Salix spp.) and 

mule fat. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

California horned lark 

(Eremophila alpestris 

actia) 

—/WL 

— 

Inhabits sandy beaches, agricultural fields, grasslands and open 

areas on coastal slopes, and in lowlands from Sonoma County to 

northern Baja California, Mexico. 

Low due to due to limited habitat 

and location in an urban setting 

adjacent to College Avenue and I-8. 

American peregrine 

falcon 

(Falco peregrinus) 

BCC/FP 

Covered Species 

Found in coastal sage scrub and chaparral with rock outcrops. 

Ranges from San Luis Obispo south through Santa Barbara, Ventura, 

Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, Orange, and San Diego 

counties and into Baja California, Mexico. 

Very low. Rare fall and winter 

visitor. Prefers various coastal 

habitats for foraging and breeding.  

Loggerhead shrike 

(Lanius ludovicianus) 

BCC/SSC 

— 

Found in grassland, open sage scrub, chaparral, and desert scrub. 

Uncommon year-round resident observed in lower elevations of San 

Diego County. 

Very low due to site’s small size and 

location in an urban setting adjacent 

to College Avenue and I-8. 

Long-billed curlew 

(Numenius americanus) 

BCC/WL 

Covered Species 

Occurs on tidal mudflats and open coastal grassland. None. No suitable habitat present. 

Coastal California 

gnatcatcher 

(Polioptila californica 

californica) 

FT/SSC 

Covered Species 

Occurs in coastal sage scrub and very open chaparral. Low. Would likely have been 

observed if present.  
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

Ridgeway’s rail 

(Rallus obsoletus) 

formerly light-footed 

clapper rail (Rallus 

longirostris levipes) 

FE/SE, FP 

Covered Species 

Occurs in the lower littoral zone of coastal salt marshes where 

cordgrass (Spartina sp.) is present; however, all marsh habitats and 

adjacent uplands are used to some extent. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

California least tern 

(Sterna antillarum 

browni) 

FE/SE, FP 

Covered Species 

Occurs on open sand, salt pans, or dried mudflats near lagoons or 

estuaries along the coast 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

Least Bell’s vireo 

(Vireo bellii pusillus) 

FE/SE 

Covered Species 

Occurs where there is dense, stratified canopy within willow-

dominated woodland or scrub, baccharis scrub, mixed oak/willow 

woodland, mesquite woodland, or elderberry scrub in riparian 

habitat. 

None. No suitable habitat present. 

Mammals 

Dulzura pocket mouse 

(Chaetodipus 

californicus femoralis) 

—/SSC 

— 

Primarily associated with mature chaparral. It has, however, been 

trapped in mule fat scrub and is known to occur in coastal sage 

scrub. Has been reported from the mouth of the Santa Margarita 

River south into northern Baja California, Mexico. In San Diego 

County, it ranges eastward to the desert transition zone.  

Low due to project site’s small size 

and location in an urban setting.  

Northwestern San 

Diego pocket mouse 

(Chaetodipus fallax 

fallax) 

—/SSC 

— 

Occurs in open areas of coastal sage scrub and weedy growth, often 

on sandy substrates. Ranges from Los Angeles County and southern 

San Bernardino County south into west-central Baja California, 

Mexico. 

Low due to project site’s small size 

and location in an urban setting.  

Western mastiff bat 

(Eumops perotis 

californicus) 

—/SSC 

— 

Occurs in chaparral, coastal and desert scrub, coniferous and 

deciduous forest, and woodland habitats. Most roost sites are in 

crevices in cliffs. 

Low to forage on project site; 

unlikely to roost due to the project 

site’s small size, location in an urban 

setting, and absence of cliffs. 
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Table 5.2-4 

 SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES AND THEIR POTENTIAL TO OCCUR 

Species 

Listing or 

Sensitivity:a 

Federal/State 

City  Habitat(s) Potential to Occur 

San Diego desert 

woodrat 

(Neotoma lepida 

intermedia) 

—/SSC 

— 

Occurs in open chaparral and coastal sage scrub, often building 

large, stick nests in rock outcrops or around clumps of cactus or 

yucca. Occurs along the coastal slope of southern California from 

San Luis Obispo County south into coastal northwestern Baja 

California, Mexico. 

Low. Nests likely would have been 

observed if present.  

Southern grasshopper 

mouse 

(Onychomys torridus 

ramona) 

—/SSC 

— 

Generally found in desert habitats with loose, friable soils. Very low due to project site’s small 

size and location in an urban setting.  

Pacific pocket mouse 

(Perognathus 

longimembris pacificus) 

FE/SSC 

— 

Endemic to the immediate coast (within approximately 2.5 to 

3.7 miles of the Pacific coast; Spencer 2005) of southern California 

from Marina del Rey and El Segundo in Los Angeles County, south to 

the vicinity of the Mexican border in San Diego County. Found in 

coastal sage scrub but more often in sandy washes.  

None. Project site is too far inland. 

Known currently from one location 

in Orange County and three on 

Camp Pendleton. Project site is also 

outside of species’ current range. 

American badger 

(Taxidea taxus) 

—/SSC 

Covered Species 

Occurs in drier, open stages of shrub steppes, agricultural fields, 

open woodland forests, and large grass and sagebrush meadows 

and valleys with friable soils 

None. Suitable habitat not present.  

Source: Alden Environmental 2020 

Note: 
a See Appendix C of EIR Appendix C for an explanation of listing or sensitivity codes. 
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5.2.2 Regulatory Framework 

5.2.2.1 Federal 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The MBTA (16 U.S. Code Sections 703-711) includes provisions for protection of migratory birds, 

including the non-permitted take of migratory birds. The MBTA regulates or prohibits taking, killing, 

possession of, or harm to migratory bird species listed in Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations 

Section 10.13. Migratory birds include geese, ducks, shorebirds, raptors, songbirds, and many 

others. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort (killing or 

abandonment of eggs or young) is considered a “take.” The MBTA is an international treaty for the 

conservation and management of bird species that migrate through more than one country and is 

enforced in the United States by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The MBTA was amended 

in 1972 to include protection for migratory birds of prey (raptors). Avian species protected by the 

MBTA are present on the project site. As a general/standard condition, the project must comply with 

the MBTA. 

5.2.2.2 State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Primary environmental legislation in California is found in the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and its implementing guidelines (CEQA Guidelines), requiring that projects with potential 

adverse effects or impacts to the environment undergo environmental review. This EIR is part of that 

environmental review. Adverse impacts to the environment are typically mitigated as a result of the 

environmental review process in accordance with existing laws and regulations. 

California Fish and Game Code 

Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, it is unlawful to take, possess, or 

needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any 

regulation made pursuant thereto. Raptors and owls and their active nests are protected by 

California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5, which states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or 

destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird unless 

authorized by the CDFW. Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory 

non-game bird as designated in the MBTA. These regulations could require that construction 

activities (particularly vegetation removal or construction near nests) be reduced or eliminated 

during critical phases of the nesting cycle unless surveys by a qualified biologist demonstrate that 

nests, eggs, or nesting birds will not be disturbed. As a general/standard condition, the project must 

comply with California Fish and Game Code. 
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5.2.2.3 City of San Diego 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Mitigation requirements for sensitive biological resources follow the requirements of the City ’s 

Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a) as outlined in the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

(ESL) Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1). ESL 

Regulations serve as standards for the determination of biological impacts and mitigation under 

CEQA in the City. ESL include sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, coastal beaches, sensitive 

coastal bluffs and 100-year floodplains (SDMC Section 143.0110). 

The purpose of the ESL Regulations is to, “protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the ESL of 

San Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands” (SDMC Section 143.0101). 

The ESL Regulations specify development requirements inside and outside of the City’s preserve, the 

MHPA. Inside the MHPA, development must be located in the least sensitive portion of a given site; 

outside of the MHPA, development must avoid wetlands and federal and/or State listed, non-MSCP-

Covered Species (City of San Diego 2018a). As noted, the project site is not located within or adjacent 

to the MHPA. The ESL Regulations further require that impacts to sensitive biological resources must 

be assessed, and mitigation provided where necessary, as required by Section III of the City ’s Biology 

Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a). The Biology Guidelines, MSCP, and MHPA are further 

addressed below. 

Biology Guidelines 

The City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a) have been formulated by the Development 

Services Department to aid in the implementation and interpretation of the ESL Regulations. The 

purpose of the ESL Regulations is to, “protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the ESL of San 

Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands” (SDMC 143.0101). Section III of the 

Biology Guidelines (Biological Impact Analysis and Mitigation Procedures) also serves as standards 

for the determination of impact and mitigation under CEQA. The Biology Guidelines are the baseline 

biological standards for processing Neighborhood Development Permits, Site Development Permits, 

and Coastal Development Permits issued pursuant to the ESL Regulations. 

Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego1997) was prepared to meet the requirements of the 

State Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) Act of 1992. The Subarea Plan is consistent with 

NCCP and is a stand-alone document that describes how proposed development projects may be 

implemented relative to the City’s MSCP-designated regional preserve (i.e., the MHPA). 

Multi-Habitat Planning Area 

The MHPA was developed by the City in cooperation with the USFWS, CDFW, property owners, 

developers, and environmental groups using the Preserve Design Criteria contained in the Final 

MSCP Plan and the City Council-adopted criteria for the creation of the MHPA. MHPA lands are large 

blocks of native habitat that have the ability to support a diversity of plant and animal life and, 

therefore, have been included within the City’s Subarea Plan for conservation. The MHPA also 
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delineates core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation as these lands 

have been determined to provide the necessary habitat quality, quantity, and connectivity to sustain 

the unique biodiversity of the San Diego region. The project site is not within the MHPA. 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Development adjacent to the MHPA is subject to special conditions to ensure that indirect impacts 

to the MHPA are minimized. Section 1.4.3 of the City’s Subarea Plan outlines the requirements to 

address indirect effects related to drainage and toxics, lighting, noise, public access, invasive plant 

species, brush management, and grading/land development. The project site is not adjacent to the 

MHPA, however, so the adjacency guidelines would not apply. 

Specific Management Directives 

Section 1.5.7 of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan contains specific requirements for certain areas within 

the MHPA. The project site is not within the MHPA; therefore, there are no specific management 

directives for the project site. 

Overall Management Policies and Directives 

Section 1.5.7 of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan also contains requirements and goals for all MHPA 

areas. The project site is not within the MHPA; therefore, there are no overall management policies 

and directives for the project site. 

5.2.3 Impact 1: Sensitive Species and Habitats 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

special status species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or 

regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS? 

Issue 2: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, 

Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB Habitats as identified in the Biology 

Guidelines of the Land Development manual or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or 

USFWS? 

5.2.3.1 Impact Thresholds 

Sensitive Species 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFW or 

USFWS. 
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Impacts to individual sensitive species, outside of any impacts to habitat, may also be considered 

significant based upon the rarity and extent of impacts. Impacts to State or federal listed species 

and all City Narrow Endemics would be considered significant. Certain species covered by the MSCP 

(as noted in the City’s Biology Guidelines), and other species not covered by the MSCP may be 

considered significant on a case-by case basis taking into consideration all pertinent information 

regarding distribution, rarity, and the level of habitat conservation afforded by the MSCP. This may 

include species in the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2019) or on the CDFW’s 

list of Special Animals (CDFW 2019). 

Sensitive Habitats 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, 

Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines or other 

sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 

CDFW or USFWS. 

Lands containing Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats and all wetlands are considered sensitive and 

declining habitats, and impacts to these resources may be considered significant. Lands designated 

as Tier IV are not considered to have significant habitat value and impacts would not be considered 

significant. 

Also, a project would have a significant direct or indirect impact on biological resources (City of San 

Diego 2020) if the project would: 

 Substantially affect an endangered, rare, or threatened species of animal or plant or the 

habitat of the species; and/or 

 Substantially diminish important upland or riparian habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants. 

Additionally, nesting birds are protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code. 

Compliance with the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code would be required for the project as 

a condition of approval. 

Impacts are either direct or indirect and may be permanent or temporary. A direct impact is a 

physical change in the environment that is caused by and immediately related to a project, wherein 

the primary effect is removal of existing habitat, often replacing it with developed areas. Indirect 

impacts consist of reasonably foreseeable secondary effects of a project (such as noise or night 

lighting) that lead to habitat degradation. The magnitude of an indirect impact may be the same as a 

direct impact; however, the effects from an indirect impact often take longer to become apparent. 

Permanent impacts are assessed to areas that are permanently altered as a result of developed 

project features. Temporary impacts are assessed to areas that would be disturbed by construction 

activities but not ultimately converted to hardscape or landscaping. For purposes of this analysis, all 

impacts associated with the project are considered permanent. 
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5.2.3.2 Impact Analysis 

Direct Impacts 

Construction of the project could result in direct injury or mortality to the orange-throated whiptail 

and would result in direct loss of its habitat. Although the orange-throated whiptail is a State Species 

of Special Concern, it is also an MSCP-Covered Species, which means that the City has take authority 

for it, and it is adequately conserved in the MHPA. For these reasons, project impacts to the orange-

throated whiptail and its habitat would be less than significant. 

Potential impacts to nesting birds could result if clearing of vegetation or construction occurs during 

the breeding season (February 1 to September 15). Clearing of vegetation or other construction 

activities could cause destruction or abandonment of active nests or mortality of adults, young, or 

eggs resulting in a potentially significant impact. This impact would be avoided through compliance 

with the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code as a condition of approval. 

One bat species has been identified as having the potential to occur at the project site; however, the 

western mastiff bat has low potential to roost on site because the project site does not support the 

species preferred roosting habitat (i.e., high vertical cliffs, rock quarries, outcrops of fractures 

boulders, and occasionally tall buildings). While the site does support a few palm trees, the species 

rarely roosts in palm trees. The potential for western mastiff bat to forage on site is also considered 

low. While the site does support some coastal scrub (3.2 acres), that vegetation is located among 

non-native vegetation and disturbed/developed areas on site, and the site, itself, is surrounded by 

urban, developed land. The species is noted to forage over urban environments but likely only 

opportunistically while commuting to higher-quality habitats, none of which are adjacent to the site. 

As such, no impacts to western mastiff bat would occur. 

Project construction would result in direct, permanent on-site impacts to 2.3 acres of Tier II Diegan 

coastal sage scrub, 0.9 acres of Tier II Diegan coastal sage scrub-disturbed, and 0.8 acres of Tier IIIB 

non-native grassland (a total of 4.0 acres on site). The total acreage of impact to sensitive habitats 

would be 4.0 acres. Impacts to these habitats would be significant because they are Tier I through 

Tier IIIB. 

Indirect Impacts 

Habitat insularization is the fragmentation of large habitat areas into smaller “islands” effectively 

isolated from one another. Such fragmentation presents barriers to wildlife movement and 

breeding, splits animal and plant populations, and increases edge effects. The project site is largely 

surrounded by development in an urbanized portion of the City, although a 2.10-acre parcel of City 

fee-owned parkland abuts the property generally to the south. The parkland parcel is also largely 

surrounded by development as it is generally bordered by the project to the north, existing housing 

to the north, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW) and I-8 to the 

south, and Caltrans ROW and existing housing to the east. Development of the site, therefore, would 

not increase habitat insularization in the area of the project site or parkland parcel. 

Landscaping and irrigation associated with proposed development may result in increased runoff. 

However, all runoff water from the project would be collected and treated on the project site in 

water quality basins and discharged into the city storm water system. Based on the project’s 
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drainage and water quality design features, less-than-significant impacts resulting from drainage or 

impaired water quality would occur. 

Night lighting exposes adjacent wildlife species to an unnatural light regime, may alter their behavior 

patterns, and consequently result in a loss of species diversity. The project’s surrounding landscape 

consists of existing development in an urban setting with night lighting, with the exception of the 

inaccessible open space parcel owned by the City Parks and Recreation situated immediately to the 

south. However, the open space parcel is not located in or adjacent to the MHPA and as such, would 

not result in indirect impacts associated with lighting. As such, less-than-significant lighting impacts 

to wildlife would occur. 

The project’s surrounding landscape consists of existing development in an urban setting, with the 

exception of the inaccessible open space parcel located south of the project site. Additionally, the 

project site is adjacent to College Avenue and I-8, all of which contributes to noise on the project 

site. The project site is not located within or adjacent to the MHPA and is located in an existing noisy, 

urban environment. As such, construction-related noise from clearing, grading, and vehicular traffic 

associated with project construction would result in less-than-significant impacts to wildlife. 

5.2.3.3 Significance of Impact 

The City has take authority for the orange-throated whiptail as part of the Subarea Plan and 

potential impacts to the species would be less than significant. 

Potentially significant construction impacts to nesting birds protected by the MBTA and California 

Fish and Game Code would be avoided through compliance with the regulations, as required in the 

conditions of approval. 

Direct impacts to Tier II Diegan coastal sage scrub, Tier II Diegan coastal sage scrub-disturbed, and 

Tier IIIB non-native grassland would be significant. 

Indirect impacts from habitat insularization, drainage/decreased water quality, lighting, and noise 

would not occur or would be less than significant. 

5.2.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

The following mitigation shall be implemented and is required consistent with the City’s MSCP 

Subarea Plan and Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a) to reduce the project’s significant 

direct and indirect impacts to sensitive habitats to below a level of significance. 

General Mitigation 

BIO-1: Biological Resource Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification – The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the City’s 

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a Project Biologist 

(Qualified Biologist) as defined in the City Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 

2018a), has been retained to implement the project’s biological monitoring program. 
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The letter shall include the names and contact information of all persons involved in 

the biological monitoring of the project. 

B. Preconstruction Meeting – The Qualified Biologist shall attend the preconstruction 

meeting, discuss the project’s biological monitoring program, and arrange to 

perform any follow up mitigation measures and reporting including site-specific 

monitoring, restoration or revegetation, and additional fauna/flora surveys/salvage. 

C. Biological Documents – The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required 

documentation to MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including but 

not limited to, maps, plans, surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are completed or 

scheduled per City Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (ESL), project permit conditions; 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered species acts (ESAs); and/or 

other local, state or federal requirements. 

D. Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit – The Qualified Biologist 

shall present a Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME), which 

includes the biological documents in C above. In addition, include: 

restoration/revegetation plans, plant salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal 

cactus wren plant salvage, burrowing owl exclusions, etc.), avian or other wildlife 

surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and USFWS protocol), 

timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/ 

barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent requirements 

determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City Assistant Deputy Director 

(ADD)/MMC. The BCME shall include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the 

project’s biological mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall 

be approved by MMC and referenced in the construction documents. 

E. Resource Delineation – Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the 

limits of disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compliance 

with any other project conditions as shown on the BCME. This phase shall include 

flagging plant specimens and delimiting buffers to protect sensitive biological 

resources (e.g., habitats/flora & fauna species, including nesting birds) during 

construction. Appropriate steps/care should be taken to minimize attraction of nest 

predators to the site. 

F. Education – Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified 

Biologist shall meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction crew 

and conduct an on-site educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts 

outside of the approved construction area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna 

(e.g., explain the avian and wetland buffers, flag system for removal of invasive 

species or retention of sensitive plants, and clarify acceptable access 

routes/methods and staging areas, etc.). 

II. During Construction 

A. Monitoring – All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be restricted to 

areas previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously 

disturbed as shown on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist shall 
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monitor construction activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do 

not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, or cause other similar damage, and 

that the work plan has been amended to accommodate any sensitive species located 

during the pre-construction surveys. In addition, the Qualified Biologist shall 

document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR shall be 

e-mailed to MMC on the first day of monitoring, the first week of each month, the 

last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any undocumented condition 

or discovery. 

B. Subsequent Resource Identification – The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to 

prevent any new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna onsite (e.g., flag plant 

specimens for avoidance during access, etc.). If active nests or other previously 

unknown sensitive resources are detected, all project activities that directly impact 

the resource shall be delayed until species specific local, state or federal regulations 

have been determined and applied by the Qualified Biologist. 

III. Post Construction Measures 

A. In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional impacts 

shall be mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP, CEQA, 

and other applicable local, state and federal law. The Qualified Biologist shall submit 

a final BCME/report to the satisfaction of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of 

construction completion. 

Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation for impacts to 3.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and Diegan coastal sage scrub-

disturbed shall be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1 for impacts that would occur outside the MHPA, with 

mitigation that would occur inside the MHPA. Mitigation for impacts to 0.8 acres of non-native 

grassland shall be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 (for habitat not occupied by the burrowing owl) since 

they occur outside the MHPA, and the mitigation would occur inside the MHPA (Table 5.2-5, 

Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Habitats). According to the Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 

2018a), the Habitat Acquisition Fund is intended to be used for the mitigation of impacts to small 

(generally less than 5 acres), isolated sites with lower long-term conservation value. The project’s 

impacts that require mitigation total 4.0 acres, and the site is surrounded by existing urban 

development (i.e., it has low long-term conservation value), therefore, the use of the Habitat 

Acquisition Fund would be appropriate based on the acreage requirement and the lower long-term 

conservation value of the site. 
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Table 5.2-5 

 MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE HABITATS 

Vegetation Community Impact (acres) Ratio Mitigation (acres) 

Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed) (Tier II) 3.2 1:1 3.2 

Non-native grassland (Tier IIIB) 0.8 0.5:1a 0.4 

TOTAL 4.0 — 3.6 

Source: Alden Environmental 2020 

Note: 
a Because the habitat is not occupied by the burrowing owl. 

 

The following mitigation is required to reduce the project’s significant direct impacts to sensitive 

habitats to below a level of significance. 

BIO-2: Sensitive Habitats. Impacts to 4.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native 

grassland shall be mitigated at ratios of 1:1 and 0.5:1 for impacts outside the Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) and mitigation inside the MHPA, respectively, pursuant to Table 3, 

Upland Mitigation Ratios, in the City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a). Mitigation 

shall be accomplished via payment into the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund equal to 3.6 acres 

of habitat. 

5.2.4 Impact 2: Wetlands 

Issue 3: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, 

but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

5.2.4.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands 

(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means. 

5.2.4.2 Impact Analysis 

There are no wetlands on the project site. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to 

wetlands. 

5.2.4.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would result in no impacts to wetlands as none is present on the project site. 

5.2.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 
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5.2.5 Impact 3: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 

Issue 4: Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

5.2.5.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites. 

5.2.5.2 Impact Analysis 

There are no wildlife movement corridors or habitat linkages on, or adjacent to, the project site, and 

there are no native wildlife nursery sites on the project site. Therefore, the project would not 

interfere with wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

5.2.5.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would not interfere with wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites; no impacts are identified. 

5.2.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 

5.2.6 Impact 4: Conservation Planning 

Issue 5: Would the project result in a conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved 

local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan 

area or in the surrounding region? 

5.2.6.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in a conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 

plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region. 
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5.2.6.2 Impact Analysis 

Since the project site is not located within or adjacent to the MHPA, and there are no edge effects to 

address for the orange-throated whiptail (as required by Area Specific Management Directives for 

this MSCP-Covered Species identified in Appendix A of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan), the project 

would not conflict with the Subarea Plan or NCCP and less-than-significant impacts would occur. 

5.2.6.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would result in less-than-significant impacts as it would not conflict with the MSCP 

Subarea Plan or NCCP. 

5.2.6.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 

5.2.7 Impact 5: Edge Effects 

Issue 6: Would the project result in introducing a land use within an area adjacent to the 

MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects? 

5.2.7.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in introducing a land use within an area adjacent to 

the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects. 

5.2.7.2 Impact Analysis 

The project is not within or adjacent to the MHPA, so it would have no edge effect impacts on the 

MHPA. 

5.2.7.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would have no edge effect impacts on the MHPA, and no impacts are identified. 

5.2.7.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 
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5.2.8 Impact 6: Policies and Ordinances 

Issue 7: Would the project result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources? 

5.2.8.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources. 

5.2.8.2 Impact Analysis 

As explained in Section 5.2.4.2, Impact Analysis, for Impact 2, Wetlands, there are no wetlands on the 

project site. Additionally, no federal and/or State listed, non-MSCP-Covered Species were found or 

are expected to occur on the project site. The project would be required to obtain a Site 

Development Permit in accordance with the ESL Regulations and would not result in a conflict with 

SDMC regulations protecting biological resources. 

5.2.8.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would not conflict with ESL Regulations, and less-than-significant impacts are identified. 

5.2.8.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 

5.2.9 Impact 7: Invasive Plant Species 

Issue 8: Would the proposal result in an introduction of invasive species of plants into a 

natural open space area? 

5.2.9.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), the project would have a significant 

impact to biological resources if it would result in an introduction of invasive species of plants into a 

natural open space area. 

5.2.9.2 Impact Analysis 

The project site is surrounded by existing urban development, except for fee-owned parkland 

owned by the City Parks and Recreation Department that abuts the project site to the south. This 

open space is comprised of a 2.10-acre parcel generally bordered by the project to the north, 

existing housing to the north, Caltrans ROW and I-8 to the south, and Caltrans ROW and existing 

housing to the east. The project’s landscape plan incorporates native or naturalized species that are 

not invasive in character and would ensure native trees and plant material are used adjacent to the 

parkland. The project would not introduce invasive species of plants into the parkland and would 
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have measures in place to prevent their establishment; therefore, less-than-significant impacts are 

identified. 

5.2.9.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would not introduce invasive plant species into natural open space, and less-than-

significant impacts are identified. 

5.2.9.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; no mitigation is required. 
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5.3 Historical Resources 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is based on the Phase I Cultural Resource 

Survey for the subject property prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates Inc. in April 2016. The 

results of the Cultural Resources Survey are summarized below, with related documentation 

included in Appendix D, Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for the Del Cerro Project, to this EIR. Although 

the Phase I Cultural Resource Survey was prepared in 2016, there have been no changes to the 

project site conditions that would impact cultural resources since the survey was prepared. 

5.3.1 Existing Conditions 

5.3.1.1 Natural Setting 

The project site is located in an urbanized area. Vegetation within the project area is classified as 

primarily urban/developed, including various non-native grasses, ground cover, trees, and shrubs, 

with limited native habitat (refer to Section 5.2, Biological Resources, for details). Native coastal sage 

scrub vegetation was likely common to the area during prehistoric times. The coastal sage scrub and 

chamise chaparral plan communities comprised major food resources for prehistoric inhabitants, as 

did the rocky foreshore and sand beach marine communities of nearby coastal environs. 

5.3.1.2 Cultural Setting 

Several cultures have been identified as occurring in the vicinity of the project site, including a 

possible Paleo Indian manifestation of the San Dieguito Complex, the Archaic and Early Milling Stone 

horizons represented by the La Jolla Complex, and the Late Prehistoric Kumeyaay culture. The 

project vicinity was used for ranching and farming following the Hispanic intrusion into the region, 

continuing through the historic period. Refer to the Appendix D for more detailed description of the 

cultural setting of the project vicinity, including the prehistory and history of the area. 

5.3.1.3 Built Environment 

A built environment resource is any above-ground building, structure, object, or district. Historical 

resources are, or may be, significant architecturally or culturally in local, state, or national history. In 

general, any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript which a Lead Agency 

determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 

economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be 

considered to be an historical resource, provided the Lead Agency’s determination is supported by 

substantial evidence in light of the whole record (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 

Guidelines Section 15064.5). For the purposes of CEQA review, a significant historic resource is one 

that meets the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California 

Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), is listed in a local historic register or is deemed significant in a 

historical resource survey, as provided under Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1(g) (City of 

San Diego 2016). The project site is currently undeveloped and contains no historic structures. 
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5.3.1.4 Methods and Results 

Archival Research 

Determinations of historical and architectural significance require a number of issues to be considered. 

Factors of significance include: the property's history, both construction and use; the history of the 

surrounding community; the potential for important persons or events to be associated with the 

property over its life span; the number of resources associated with the property; the potential for 

the resources to be the work of a master craftsman, architect, landscape gardener or artist; what 

historical, architectural, or landscape influences have shaped the design of the property and its 

pattern of use; what alterations have taken place over the years and how any changes have affected 

the historical integrity of the property; and the integrity of the property. These questions and related 

issues must be answered before a final determination of significance can be achieved. 

The archival research for the project site included a records search at the South Coastal Information 

Center (SCIC) at San Diego State University (SDSU), and a search of the Brian F. Smith Associates 

archives to determine if any recorded resources were present within the project area. The SCIC 

records search indicated that no previously recorded archaeological sites were present at the 

project site, but 12 cultural resource locations have been recorded within one mile of the project 

site. These previously recorded sites included two prehistoric artifact scatters, two prehistoric milling 

feature sites with associated artifacts, one prehistoric shell scatter, one prehistoric isolate, five 

historic structures (including the Aztec Bowl at SDSU, located approximately 0.7 mile southwest of 

the project site), and one unknown resource. The majority of the historic properties identified during 

the records search are related to SDSU. Sixty-six cultural resource studies have been conducted 

within a one-mile radius of the project site. None of these previous studies overlap with the project 

site; however, two of the studies partially touch the edge of the study area for the project site. These 

two studies are large overview studies and do not contain information specific to the project site. 

In addition to the records search, project research also included a review of the following historic 

sources: the National Register of Historic Places Index; the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), 

Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility; OHP Directory of Properties in the Historic Property 

Data File; the 1:24,000-scale United States Geological Survey La Mesa (1953) topographic map; and 

the San Diego County 1872 map. The review of these sources did not indicate the presence of 

cultural resources within or immediately adjacent to the project. Only the archaeological records 

search from the SCIC documented prehistoric sites near the project boundaries. 

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested from the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC). The NAHC SLF search did not indicate the presence of any Native American cultural 

resources in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Contact was initiated with the tribes listed by 

the NAHC. One response was received, from the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, with a request that a 

Kumeyaay Native American monitor be present for all ground-disturbing activities associated with 

the project. 

Field Survey 

In addition to the archival research described above, the Cultural Resources Survey included a 

pedestrian field survey. Visibility constraints were present during the survey, with only 50 percent 

ground visibility due to heavy vegetation. Exposed ground surfaces were closely inspected for 
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evidence of the potential presence of cultural resources. No artifacts, cultural ecofacts, or other 

materials related to prehistoric or historic land use were identified within the project site during the 

pedestrian field survey. No midden soils or cultural resources were observed. 

5.3.2 Regulatory Framework 

5.3.2.1 The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 established the NRHP as the official federal list of 

cultural resources that have been nominated by state offices for their historical significance at the 

local, state, or national level. Listing in the NRHP provides recognition that a property is significant to 

the nation, the state, or the community and assumes that federal agencies consider historic values 

in the planning for federal and federally assisted projects. Properties listed in the NRHP, or 

“determined eligible” for listing, must meet certain criteria for historical significance and possess 

integrity of form, location, and setting. Structures and features must usually be at least 50 years old 

to be considered for listing in the NRHP, barring exceptional circumstances. Criteria for listing in the 

NRHP, which are set forth in Code of Federal Regulations Title 36, Part 60, are the quality of 

significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture as present in 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and: 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history; 

(b) That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

(c) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 

and/or 

(d) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Eligible properties must meet at least one of the criteria and exhibit integrity, measured by the 

degree to which the resource retains its historical properties and conveys its historical character, the 

degree to which the original fabric has been retained, and the reversibility of changes to the 

property. The fourth criterion is typically reserved for archaeological and paleontological resources. 

These criteria have largely been incorporated into the CEQA Guidelines as well, as discussed below. 

5.3.2.2 California Register of Historic Resources 

State law also protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric 

and historic resources. The California criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the 

NRHP. The State Historic Preservation Officer maintains the CRHR. Properties listed, or formally 

designated eligible for listing, in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are State 

Landmarks and Points of Interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under local 

ordinances or identified through local historical resource surveys. A resource is eligible for listing in 
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the CRHR if the State Historical Resources Commission determines that it is a significant resource 

and that it meets any of the following NRHP criteria: 

1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values; and/or 

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history. 

Resources less than 50 years old generally are not considered for listing in the CRHR but may be 

considered if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the historical 

importance of the resource. 

5.3.2.3 Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act (California PRC Section 5097 et seq.) 

addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such 

remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction. It establishes procedures to be 

implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project. 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act establishes the NAHC as the authority to 

resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. 

5.3.2.4 California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was enacted in 2001 

(California Health and Safety Code Section 8010 et seq.). It requires all state agencies and museums 

that receive state funding and that have possession or control over collections of human remains or 

cultural items to complete an inventory and summary of these remains and items on or before 

January 1, 2003. The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act also provides a 

process for the identification and repatriation of these items to the culturally affiliated tribes. 

5.3.2.5 California Health and Safety Code 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 

regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment of disposition of those 

remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are 

discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of 

the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the County 

coroner has examined the remains. California PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be 

followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the coroner determines or has reason the 

believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact the California NAHC 

within 24 hours. The NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant. With the permission of the 

landowner, the Most Likely Descendant may inspect the site of the discovery. The inspection must 

be completed within 48 hours of notification of the Most Likely Descendant by the NAHC. The Most 
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Likely Descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 

human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

5.3.2.6 California Environmental Quality Act 

The CEQA statues and CEQA Guidelines contain the following sections that are relevant to 

archaeological and historical resources: 

 California PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

 California PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) define historical 

resources. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial 

adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource. It also defines the circumstances 

when a project would materially impair the significance of a historical resource. 

 California PRC Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth standards 

and steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any 

location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

 California PRC Sections 21093.2(b) and 21083.2(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 

provide information regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historic 

resources, including examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures. Preservation-in-

place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites 

because it maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context and 

may help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with the 

archaeological site(s). 

Under CEQA, a project may have a significant impact on the environment if it may cause “a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource” (California PRC 

Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)). If a site is listed or eligible for listing in the 

CRHR, included in a local register of historic resources, or identified as significant in a historical 

resources survey, it is a “historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally 

significant for the purposes of CEQA (California PRC Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(a)). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that a resource is a historical 

resource, even if it does not meet the criteria described herein. 

5.3.2.7 City of San Diego Historical Resource Regulations 

The City’s Historical Resources Regulations are contained in San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14, 

Article 3, Division 2. The purpose and intent of the Regulations are outlined as follows: 

To protect, preserve, and where damaged, to restore the cultural resources of San Diego, 

which include historical buildings, historical structures or historical objects, important 

archaeological sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural 

properties. These regulations are intended to ensure that development occurs in a 

manner that protects the overall quality of historical resources. It is further the intent of 

these regulations to protect the educational, cultural, economic, and general welfare of 

the public, while employing regulations that are consistent with sound historical 

preservation principles and the rights of private property owners. 
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The regulations apply to all development with the City of San Diego when cultural resources are 

present within the premises, regardless of the requirement to obtain a Neighborhood Development 

Permit or Site Development Permit. 

The regulations have been developed to implement applicable local, state, and federal policies and 

mandates. Included in these are the General Plan, CEQA, and National Historic Preservation Act of 

1966 Section 106. Historical resources, in the context of the City’s regulations, include site 

improvements, buildings, structures, historic districts, signs, features (including significant trees or 

other landscaping), places, place names, interior elements and fixtures designated in conjunction with 

a property, or other objects of historical, archaeological, scientific, educational, cultural, architectural, 

aesthetic, or traditional significance to the citizens of the city. These include structures, buildings, 

archaeological sites, objects, districts, or landscapes having physical evidence of human activities. 

These resources are usually over 45 years old, and they may have been altered or still be in use. 

5.3.2.8 City Historic Resources Register 

According to the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines (City of San Diego 2001), any improvement, 

building, structure, sign, interior element and fixture, site, place, district, area or object may be 

designated as historic by the City of San Diego Historical Resource Board if it meets any of the 

following criteria: 

A. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s or a neighborhood’s 

historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, 

landscaping, or architectural development; 

B. Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history; 

C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction or is a 

valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship; 

D. Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer, 

landscape architect, interior designer, artist or craftsman; 

E. Is listed on or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing on the 

NRHP or is listed or has been determined to be eligible by the California OHP for listing on 

the CRHR; and/or 

F. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way; or is a 

geographically definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a 

special character, historical interest, or aesthetic value; or which represent one or more 

architectural periods or styles in the history and development of the city. 
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5.3.3 Impact 1: Historical Resources 

Issue 1: Would the project result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or 

aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building 

(including an architecturally significant building), structure, or object or site? 

5.3.3.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), historical resource 

impacts may be significant if the project would affect any of the following: 

 A resource listed in, eligible for, or potentially eligible for the NRHP; 

 A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by, the State Historical Resources 

Commission, for listing in the CRHR (PRC Section 5024.1); 

 A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in PRC 

Section 5020.1(k), or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the 

requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); and/or 

 Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency 

determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 

scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 

California, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in 

light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be 

“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register 

of Historical Resources (PRC Section 5024.1), including the following criteria: 

a. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

b. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

c. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 

high artistic values; or 

d. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The determination of significance of impacts on historical and unique archaeological resources is 

based on the criteria found in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Section 15064.5 clarifies the 

definition of a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as “physical 

demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such 

that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” 

5.3.3.2 Impact Analysis 

Archaeological Resources 

As discussed in the existing conditions section, no prehistoric cultural resources were recorded or 

observed on site. However, there are recorded cultural resources within a one-mile radius of the 



Section 5.3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Historical Resources Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 5.3-8 

project site. Based on the presence of prehistoric and historic resources in the project vicinity, and 

the low ground visibility at the project site during the pedestrian field survey, the potential exists for 

unknown buried archaeological and Native American resources to occur. The construction of the 

project has the potential to encounter and potentially damage or destroy unknown buried 

archaeological and Native American resources. 

Built Environment 

The project site is currently undeveloped and contains no historic structures. Off-site road 

improvements to College Avenue and off-site improvements associated with the proposed sewer 

connection would not cause impacts to any structures. Therefore, the project would not have the 

potential to damage historic structures. 

5.3.3.3 Significance of Impacts 

No prehistoric cultural resources were recorded or observed at the project site. However, ground 

disturbance associated with the construction of the project has the potential to uncover previously 

unknown archaeological and Native American resources, resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

5.3.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

The following measure shall be implemented in accordance with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2, 

Historical Resources Regulations, of the Land Development Code to reduce the project’s historical 

resources impacts to unknown archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level: 

HR-1: Cultural Resources (Archaeological Resources) Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the 

first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a 

Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, 

whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental 

designee shall verify that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and 

Native American monitoring have been noted on the applicable construction 

documents through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and 

the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as 

defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If 

applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must 

have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification documentation. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI 

and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the 

qualifications established in the HRG. 
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3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC 

for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site-specific records search (0.25-

mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to, a 

copy of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the 

search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search 

was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the 0.25-

mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange 

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor 

(where Native American resources may be impacted), Construction Manager 

(CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 

appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor 

shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments 

and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule 

a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, 

prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to Be Monitored 

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has 

been reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor 

when Native American resources may be impacted) based on the 

appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying 

the areas to be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation 

limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site-specific records search as well 

as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. 

This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final 
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construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of 

excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase 

the potential for resources to be present. 

III. During Construction 

A. Monitor(s) Shall Be Present during Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full time during all soil disturbing 

and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to 

archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is 

responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction 

activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern within the area being 

monitored. In certain circumstances Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration safety requirements may necessitate modification of the AME. 

2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their 

presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities 

based on the AME and provide that information to the PI and MMC. If prehistoric 

resources are encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor’s 

absence, work shall stop and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in 

Section III.B–C and Section IV.A–D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern 

disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of 

fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or 

increase the potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field 

activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by 

the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly 

(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The 

RE shall forward copies to MMC. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor 

to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to 

digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in 

the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately 

notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 

discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery and shall submit 

written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of 

the resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding 

the significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are 

encountered. 
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C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American 

resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If 

Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 

additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 

Recovery Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American 

consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to 

significant resources must be mitigated before ground-disturbing activities in 

the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique 

archaeological site is also an historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the 

limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant may be required to pay to 

cover mitigation costs as indicated in CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating 

that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring 

Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is required. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be 

exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the 

human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), 

the California Public Resources Code (PRC) (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety 

Code (Section 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the PI, 

if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior 

Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services 

Department to assist with the discovery notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in 

person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate Discovery Site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby 

area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a 

determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI 

concerning the provenance of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a 

field examination to determine the provenance. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with 

input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American 

origin. 
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C. If human remains ARE determined to be Native American: 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most 

Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner 

has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance 

with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health & 

Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or 

representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the 

human remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the 

MLD and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of 

the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails 

to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner shall 

reinter the human remains and items associated with Native American 

human remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not 

subject to further and future subsurface disturbance, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. The document shall be titled “Notice 

of Reinterment of Native American Remains” and shall include a legal 

description of the property, the name of the property owner, and the 

owner’s acknowledged signature, in addition to any other information 

required by PRC 5097.98. The document shall be indexed as a notice 

under the name of the owner. 

D. If human remains are NOT Native American: 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era 

context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI 

and City staff (PRC Section 5097.98). 

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for 

internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, 
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the applicant/landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego 

Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract: 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent 

and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed: 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or 

weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to 

MMC via fax by 8 a.m. of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Section III, During Construction, and Section IV, 

Discovery of Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be 

treated as a significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, 

the procedures detailed under Section III, During Construction, and 

Section IV, Discovery of Human Remains, shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 a.m. of the next business day 

to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III.B, unless other 

specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction: 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum 

of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

VI. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), 

prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D) 

which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 

review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring. It 

should be noted that if the PI is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring Report 

within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from delays with analysis, special 

study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to MMC 
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establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of monthly status 

reports until this measure can be met. 

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft 

Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation. 

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms DPR 523 A/B) any 

significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 

Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 

preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 

B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are 

cleaned and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify 

function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal 

material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as 

appropriate. 

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

C. Curation of Artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the 

survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated 

with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with 

MMC and the Native American representative, as applicable. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 

the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

3. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the 

Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources 

were treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the 

resources were reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective 

measures were taken to ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance 

with Section IV, Discovery of Human Remains, Subsection 5. 
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D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE 

or BI as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after 

notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the 

Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final 

Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification from 

the curation institution. 

5.3.4 Impact 2: Religious or Sacred Uses 

Issue 2: Would the project result in any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within 

the potential impact area? 

5.3.4.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), prehistoric and 

historic resource impacts may be significant if the project would result in impacts to: 

 A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or 

historical importance; and/or 

 A site associated with a burial or cemetery; religious, social, or traditional activities of a 

discrete ethnic population; an important person or event as defined by a discrete ethnic 

population; or the belief system of a discrete ethnic population. 

5.3.4.2 Impact Analysis 

Based on the records search conducted for the project site, no religious or sacred uses are known to 

exist within the project site; however, research indicates that prehistoric and historic resources are 

frequent in the surrounding area. Areas in the Del Cerro neighborhood, including areas to the west 

and further east of the project site, have yielded cultural remains that document prehistoric 

occupation. While no known resources have been discovered onsite through background research 

or the on-site pedestrian survey, based on the presence of prehistoric and historic resources in the 

area, the project has the potential to encounter unknown religious or sacred resources during 

ground-disturbing activities. 

5.3.4.3 Significance of Impacts 

No existing religious or sacred use is located on the project site. However, ground disturbance 

associated with the construction of the project has the potential to uncover previously unknown 

religious or sacred resources, resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

5.3.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HR-1, as described above, impacts associated with 

religious or sacred uses would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 



Section 5.3 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Historical Resources Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 5.3-16 

5.3.5 Impact 3: Human Remains 

Issue 3: Would the project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

5.3.5.1 Impact Thresholds 

Based on the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), prehistoric and historic 

resource impacts may would be significant if the project results in the discovery of human remains. 

5.3.5.2 Impact Analysis 

No formal cemeteries or known burial sites have been identified on or in the immediate vicinity of 

the project site. In the unlikely event of a discovery of human remains, the project would be required 

to comply with California PRC Section 5097.98, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and 

California Government Code Section 27491. These regulations identify procedures to be implemented 

in the event of a discovery of human remains. Work would be halted, and the procedures identified 

in PRC Section 5097.98 and the California Health and Safety Code would be followed. 

5.3.5.3 Significance of Impacts 

Construction of the project would result in ground disturbance, which has the potential to uncover 

previously unknown resources, including unknown human remains, resulting in a potentially 

significant impact. 

5.3.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HR-1, as described above, impacts associated with the 

potential for discovery of human remains would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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5.4 Noise 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is based on the Noise Impact Assessment 

prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (March 2020, as amended in October 2021) that examines the 

potential noise impacts associated with the project. The noise analysis is summarized in this section, 

and both reports are included in Appendix E, Noise Impact Assessment and Noise Technical 

Memorandum, of this EIR. 

5.4.1 Existing Conditions 

5.4.1.1 Fundamentals of Noise and Environmental Sound 

Noise is defined as unwanted or annoying sound that interferes with or disrupts normal activities. 

Exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss. The individual human 

response to environmental noise is based on the sensitivity of that individual, the type of noise that 

occurs, and when the noise occurs. 

Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure 

level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels to be 

consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 

4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 

100 Hertz). The dB scale is logarithmic, not linear, and therefore sound levels cannot be added or 

subtracted through ordinary arithmetic. Two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a 

factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted (dBA), an increase of 10 dBA is 

generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 dBA sound is half as loud as an 

80 dBA sound and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound. When two identical sources are each producing 

sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than 

one source under the same conditions (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). 

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale, with the 0 dBA level based on the lowest 

detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound 

pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an 

increase of 3 dBA, and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level has no effect on 

ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dBA greater than 

the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in community noise 

levels is noticeable, while 1 to 2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. 

Sound levels attenuate (or reduce) at a rate of approximately 3 dB for each doubling of distance 

from a line source, such as a roadway, depending on ground surface characteristics (Federal 

Highway Administration [FHWA] 2011). No excess attenuation is assumed for hard surfaces like a 

parking lot or a body of water. Soft surfaces, such as soft dirt or grass, can absorb sound, so an 

excess ground-attenuation value of 1.5 dB per doubling of distance is normally assumed. For line 

sources, an overall attenuation rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance is assumed (FHWA 2011). 

In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is 

important since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or 

cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise 
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metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The 

Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy 

as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise 

level). Typically, Leq is summed over a 1-hour period. Lmax is the highest root mean squared (RMS) 

sound pressure level within the measuring period, and Lmin is the lowest RMS sound pressure level 

within the measuring period. 

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to be 

more disturbing than that which occurs during the day. Community noise is usually measured using 

day-night average level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 10 dBA penalty for 

noise occurring during nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level 

(CNEL), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7 p.m. 

to 10 p.m. and a 10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Noise levels described by 

Ldn and CNEL usually do not differ by more than 1 dBA. Daytime Leq levels are louder than Ldn or 

CNEL levels; thus, if the Leq meets noise standards, the Ldn and CNEL are also met. 

Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures. Generally, a single row of detached 

buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA (FHWA 

2008). A solid wall or berm generally reduces noise levels by 10 to 20 dBA (FHWA 2011). Noise 

barriers or enclosures specifically designed to reduce site-specific construction noise can provide a 

sound reduction of 35 dBA or greater (Western Electro-Acoustic Laboratory, Inc. 2000). 

The manner in which older homes in California were constructed generally provides a reduction of 

exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows (California Department of 

Transportation [Caltrans] 2002). The exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units is 

generally 30 dBA or more (Harris Miller, Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006). Generally, in exterior noise 

environments ranging from 60 dBA CNEL to 65 dBA CNEL, interior noise levels can be maintained 

below 45 dBA, a generally residential interior noise standard, with the incorporation of an adequate 

forced air mechanical ventilation system in each residential building and standard thermal-pane 

residential windows/doors with a minimum rating of Sound Transmission Class (STC) 28. 

Figure 5.4-1, Common Noise Levels, provides various sounds levels of typical noise sources in Leq. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are generally considered to include those uses where noise exposure 

could result in health-related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential 

element of their intended purpose. Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the 

potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to both interior and exterior noise 

levels. Additional land uses such as parks, historic sites, cemeteries, and recreation areas are 

considered sensitive to increases in exterior noise levels. Schools, churches, hotels, libraries, and 

other places where low interior noise levels are essential are also considered noise-sensitive land 

uses. The eastern site boundary contains residences with the closest unit located approximately 

30 feet away from the project property line. 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Section 5.4 

Environmental Impact Report Noise 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 5.4-3 

 
Source: California Department of Transportation 2020 

Figure 5.4-1 
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Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment surrounding the project site is dominated by motor vehicles and 

traffic noise. The noise source most commonly affecting the project site and vicinity is produced by 

automotive vehicles, mainly that on Interstate 8 (I-8) and College Avenue (e.g., cars, trucks, buses, 

motorcycles). Traffic moving along streets produces a sound level that remains relatively constant 

and is part of the project area’s minimum ambient noise level. 

To establish the ambient noise conditions on site, a 24-hour noise measurement was conducted on 

February 19, 2020, extending to February 20, 2020. Additionally, three short-term noise 

measurements were conducted on the afternoon of February 19, 2020. The noise measurements 

are representative of the typical existing noise experienced within and immediately adjacent to the 

project site and are depicted in Table 5.4-1, Existing Ambient Noise Monitoring Results. The ambient 

recorded noise level on the project site is 68.7 dBA CNEL. The ambient recorded noise levels 

adjacent to the project site ranged from 65.0 to 72.9 dBA. The noise source most commonly 

influencing ambient noise levels is produced by automotive vehicles, mainly those on I-8 and College 

Avenue (e.g., cars, trucks, buses, motorcycles). Monitoring locations are shown in Figure 5.4-2, Noise 

Monitoring and Receiver Locations. 

Table 5.4-1 

 EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE MONITORING RESULTS 

No. Short-Term Measurement Location Duration 
Leq 

dBA 

Lmin 

dBA 

Lmax 

dBA 

#1 At the intersection of Glenmont Street and Marne Avenue. 15 minutes 54.7 50.3 65.0 

#2 At the intersection of Capri Drive and Arno Drive. 15 minutes 55.1 44.6 72.9 

#3 At the intersection of Raydel Courte and Marne Avenue. 15 minutes 54.2 47.8 68.8 

No. Short-Term Measurement Location Duration Date Duration 
Leq 

(dBA) 

#4 On the project site  24 hours 61.3 103.0 68.7 

Source: ECORP 2020. 

Notes: 

Lmax = The maximum A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 

Lmin = The minimum A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 

 

Existing Traffic Noise 

Existing roadway noise levels were calculated for the roadway segments in the project vicinity using 

the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic volumes from the 

Project’s Local Mobility Analysis (Appendix J; LOS Engineering Inc. 2021a). Due to the nature of the 

traffic patterns for the project, traffic volumes have been analyzed for weekdays and Sundays. The 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average 

speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The average vehicle noise rates 

(energy rates) used in the FHWA model have been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates 

identified for California by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The Caltrans data 

shows that California automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher than national levels and that medium 

and heavy truck noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower than national levels. The average daily noise levels 

along the various studied roadway segments are presented in Table 5.4-2, Existing Traffic Noise Levels. 
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Table 5.4-2 

 EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Surrounding 

Uses 

CNEL at 100 feet from 

Centerline of Roadway 

Weekday Sunday 

College Avenue 

North of Del Cerro Boulevard Commercial 

and Residential 

58.3 57.5 

Between Del Cerro Boulevard and I-8 Westbound On-Ramp 

(adjacent to Project site) 

Residential 60.1 59.2 

North of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

63.6 61.5 

South of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

62.2 60.4 

Interstate 8 

I-8 Westbound Off-Ramp (toward College Avenue) Residential 65.2 62.1 

I-8 Westbound Commercial 

and Residential 

65.1 62.6 

I-8 Eastbound Commercial 

and Residential 

63.2 58.4 

I-8 Eastbound Off-Ramp (toward College Avenue) Residential 59.6 58.1 

Del Cerro Boulevard 

East of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

52.7 51.8 

West of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

48.0 46.2 

Source: ECORP 2020 

Note: 

A total of five intersections were analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study; however, only roadway segments that impact 

sensitive receptors were included for the purposes of this analysis. 

 

As shown in the table, existing traffic-generated noise level on project-vicinity roadways during the 

weekday currently ranges from 48.0 to 65.2 dBA CNEL and 46.2 to 62.6 dBA CNEL on Sundays. As 

previously described, CNEL is 24-hour average noise level with a 5 dBA “weighting” during the hours 

of 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. and a 10 dBA weighting added to noise during the hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. to 

account for noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime, respectively. It should be noted that the 

modeled noise levels depicted in Table 5.4-2 may differ from measured levels in Table 5.4-1 because 

the measurements represent noise levels at different locations around the project site. Also, the 

short-term measurements in Table 5.4-1 are reported in different noise metrics (e.g., noise 

measurements are the Leq values and traffic noise levels are reported in CNEL). 
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5.4.2 Regulatory Framework 

A project will normally have a significant noise-related effect on the environment if it will 

substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or conflict with adopted 

environmental plans and goals of the community in which it is located. The applicable noise 

standards governing the project site are the criteria in the City’s General Plan Noise Element and the 

Noise Ordinance (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC]). 

5.4.2.1 City of San Diego General Plan Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the City General Plan provides policy direction for minimizing noise impacts on 

the community and for coordinating with surrounding jurisdictions and other entities regarding 

noise control. By identifying noise-sensitive land uses and establishing compatibility guidelines for 

land use and noise, noise considerations will influence the general distribution, location, and 

intensity of future land use. The result is that effective land use planning and mitigation can alleviate 

the majority of noise problems. 

The City requires new projects to meet exterior noise level standards as established in the Noise 

Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2015e: Policy NE-A.4). The City has adopted land use 

noise compatibility guidelines as a basis for planning decisions based on noise considerations. In the 

case that the noise levels identified at a proposed land use do not surpass the maximum allowable 

levels presented, the proposed land use type is considered compatible with the existing noise 

environment. The Land Use–Noise Compatibility Guidelines contained in the Noise Element are 

presented in Table 5.4-3, City of San Diego Land Use–Noise Compatibility Guidelines. 

The City, as part of its noise guidelines, also includes standards governing interior noise levels that 

apply to all new single-family and multifamily residential units in California, consistent with 

California Code of Regulations Title 24. These standards require that acoustical studies be 

performed before construction at building locations where the existing Ldn exceeds 60 dBA. Such 

acoustical studies are required to establish mitigation measures that will limit maximum Ldn levels 

to 45 dBA in any habitable room. Although there are no generally applicable interior noise standards 

pertinent to all uses, many communities in California have adopted an Ldn of 45 dBA as an upper 

limit on interior noise in all residential units, as is the case for the City (see Table 5.4-3). 

5.4.2.2 City of San Diego Noise Ordinance 

The SDMC regulations with respect to noise are included in Chapter 5, Public Safety, Morals, and 

Welfare. SDMC Section 59.5.0404, Construction Noise, states that it is unlawful for any person, 

between the hours of 7 p.m. of any day and 7 a.m. of the following day, or on legal holidays, or on 

Sundays, to erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such 

a manner as to create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for 

and granted beforehand by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator. Additionally, per 

Section 59.5.0404 it is unlawful for any person to conduct any construction activity so as to cause, at 

or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential, an average sound level greater than 

75 dBA Leq during the 12-hour period from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
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Table 5.4-3 

 CITY OF SAN DIEGO LAND USE–NOISE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES 

Land Use Category 

Exterior Noise Exposure 

 60 65 70 75 

Parks and Recreational 

Parks, Active and Passive Recreation      

Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Water Recreational Facilities; Indoor 

Recreation Facilities 

     

Agricultural 

Crop Raising and Farming; Community Gardens, Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture 

Nurseries and Greenhouses; Animal Raising, Maintain and Keeping; Commercial 

Stables 

     

Residential 

Single Dwelling Units; Mobile Homes  45    

Multiple Dwelling Units (*For uses affected by aircraft noise, refer to Policies NE-D.2 

and NE-D.3) 

 45 45*   

Institutional 

Hospitals; Nursing Facilities; Intermediate Care Facilities; Kindergarten through 

Grade 12 Educational Facilities; Libraries; Museums; Child Care Facilities 

 45    

Other Educational Facilities including Vocational/Trade Schools and Colleges and 

Universities 

 45 45   

Cemeteries      

Retail Sales 

Building Supplies/Equipment; Food, Beverages, and Groceries; Pets and Pet 

Supplies; Sundries, Pharmaceuticals, and Convenience Sales; Wearing Apparel and 

Accessories 

  50 50  

Commercial Services 

Building Services; Business Support; Eating and Drinking; Financial Institutions; 

Maintenance and Repair; Personal Services; Assembly and Entertainment (includes 

public and religious assembly); Radio and Television Studios; Golf Course Support 

  50 50  

Visitor Accommodations  45 45 45  

Offices 

Business and Professional; Government; Medical, Dental, and Health Practitioner; 

Regional and Corporate Headquarters 

  50 50  

Vehicle and Vehicular Equipment Sales and Service Uses 

Commercial or Personal Vehicle Repair and Maintenance; Commercial or Personal 

Vehicle Sales and Rentals; Vehicle Equipment and Supplies Sales and Rentals; 

Vehicle Parking 
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Table 5.4-3 

 CITY OF SAN DIEGO LAND USE–NOISE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES 

Land Use Category 

Exterior Noise Exposure 

 60 65 70 75 

Wholesale, Distribution, Storage Use Category 

Equipment and Materials Storage Yards; Moving and Storage Facilities; 

Warehouse; Storage Distribution 

     

Industrial 

Heavy Manufacturing; Light Manufacturing; Marine Industry; Tracking and 

Transportation Terminals; Mining and Extractive Industries 

     

Research and Development    50  

Notes: 

 Compatible Indoor Uses Standard construction methods should attenuate exterior noise to an 

acceptable indoor noise level. Refer to Section I. 

Outdoor Uses Activities associated with the land use may be carried out. 

45, 50 Conditionally 

Compatible 

Indoor Uses Building structure must attenuate exterior noise to the indoor noise level 

indicated by the number (45 or 50) for occupied areas. Refer to Section I. 

Outdoor Uses Feasible noise mitigation techniques should be analyzed and incorporated to 

make the outdoor activities acceptable. Refer to Section I. 

 Incompatible Indoor Uses New construction should not be undertaken. 

Outdoor Uses Severe noise interference makes outdoor activities unacceptable. 

Source: City of San Diego 2015e 

 

The City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance also regulates fixed source and/or operational 

noise, as measured at the property line between the noise generator and the adjacent receptor. The 

noise limits are in terms of a 1-hour average sound level (or Leq). The allowable noise limits vary 

according to the land use and time of day. The noise limits for various land uses are depicted in 

Table 5.4-4, City of San Diego Noise Ordinance Limits. The sound level limit applies at any point on or 

beyond the boundary of the property on which the sound is produced. 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 zones (SDMC Section 59.5.0401(b)). 
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Table 5.4-4 

 CITY OF SAN DIEGO NOISE ORDINANCE LIMITS 

Land Use Zonea Time of Day 
1-hour Average 

Sound Level (dBA) 

Single-Family Residential 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 50 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 45 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 40 

Multifamily Residential (up to a maximum density of 1/2000) 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 55 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 50 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 

All Other Residential 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 60 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 

Commercial 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 65 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 60 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 60 

Manufacturing and All Other Industrial, including Agricultural and 

Extractive Industry 

Any time 75 

Source: City of San Diego Noise Ordinance SDMC Section 59.5.0401 
a 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. 

 

5.4.3 Impact: Ambient Noise Increase 

Issue 1: Would the project result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient 

noise levels? 

5.4.3.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), a project would result in a 

significant noise impact: 

 If it would result in temporary construction noise that exceeds 75 dBA Leq (12-hour) at the 

property line of a residentially zoned property from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (as identified in SDMC 

Section 59.0404) or if non-emergency construction occurs during the 12-hour period from 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday. Additionally, where temporary construction 

noise would substantially interfere with normal business communication, or affect sensitive 

receptors such as daycare facilities, a significant noise impact may be identified; 

 If it would result in or create a significant permanent increase in the existing noise levels. If 

the ambient noise level already exceeds the noted threshold, then a project contribution of 

3 dBA CNEL or greater would constitute a direct significant impact; and/or 
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 If it would result in the generation of noise levels at a common property line that exceed the 

SDMC limits shown in Table 5.4-4. If a non-residential use, such as a commercial, industrial, 

or school use, is proposed to abut an existing residential use, the decibel level at the 

property line should be the arithmetic mean of the decibel levels allowed for each use as set 

forth in SDMC Section 59.5.0401(b). 

Impacts related to land use–noise compatibility are addressed in Section 5.1, Land Use. 

5.4.3.2 Impact Analysis 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise associated with the project would be temporary and would vary depending on 

the nature of the activities being performed. Noise generated would primarily be associated with the 

operation of off-road equipment for onsite construction activities as well as construction vehicle 

traffic on area roadways. Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending on 

the nature or phase of construction (e.g., building construction, paving). Noise generated by 

construction equipment, including earthmovers, material handlers, and portable generators, can 

reach high levels. Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 

one or two minutes of full-power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power 

settings. Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance would be random incidents, which would 

last less than one minute (such as dropping large pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of 

machinery lifts). During construction, exterior noise levels could negatively affect sensitive receptors 

in the vicinity of the construction site. 

Nearby noise-sensitive land uses consist of single-family residences to the north, east, and west of 

the project site. In order to estimate the worst-case construction noise levels that may occur at the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity, the combined construction equipment noise 

levels were calculated using the FHWA’s Roadway Noise Construction Model (2008) for the 

demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, building, and coating phases. Construction would 

move around throughout the project site on any given day and would not be concentrated at one 

point for an extended period of time. Therefore, the distance between proposed construction 

activities and receptors was measured from the center of the project site. The anticipated short-

term construction noise levels generated during demolition, grading, paving, building, and coating 

activities are presented in Table 5.4-5, Construction Average (dBA) Noise Levels by Receptor Distance 

and Construction Phase – Unmitigated Condition. 

As shown in the table, the City’s noise construction standard of 75 dBA Leq would be exceeded for 

several construction phases resulting in a significant noise impact. Noise source control is the most 

effective method of controlling construction noise. Source controls, which limit noise, are the easiest 

to oversee on a construction project. Mitigation at the source reduces the problem everywhere, not 

just along one single path or for one receiver. Noise path controls are the second method in 

controlling noise. Barriers or enclosures can provide a substantial reduction in the nuisance effect in 

some cases. Path control measures include moving equipment farther away from the receiver; 

enclosing especially noisy activities or stationary equipment; erecting noise enclosures, barriers, or 

curtains; and using landscaping as a shield and dissipater. Refer to the mitigation recommendations 

that address this impact under Section 5.4.3.4, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting. 
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Table 5.4-5 

 CONSTRUCTION AVERAGE (DBA) NOISE LEVELS BY RECEPTOR DISTANCE AND CONSTRUCTION PHASE – 

UNMITIGATED CONDITION 

Construction Phase 

Estimated Exterior Construction 

Noise Level at Property 

Line (dBA Leq) 

Construction 

Noise Standard 

(dBA Leq) 

Exceeds 

Standards? 

Site Preparation 76.1 75.0 Yes 

Grading 76.8 Yes 

Building Construction 77.9 Yes 

Paving 77.4 Yes 

Painting 64.6 No 

Source: ECORP 2020 

 

Operational Noise 

Exterior Traffic Noise 

Traffic is the primary operational noise source that would be generated by the project. Future traffic 

noise levels were modeled based on the predicted traffic volumes identified by LOS Engineering, Inc. 

(2021a) to determine the project’s contribution to noise levels along project-vicinity roadways. 

Table 5.4-6, Existing Plus Project Conditions – Predicted Traffic Noise Levels, shows the calculated offsite 

roadway noise levels under existing traffic noise levels compared to existing traffic noise levels with 

the project for weekdays and Sundays. 

Table 5.4-6 

 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – PREDICTED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Surrounding 

Uses 

CNEL at 100 feet from 

Centerline of Roadway Change 

in Noise 

Levels 

Exceed 

3 dBA 

Standard? 

Existing 

Conditions 

Existing + Project 

Conditions 

Weekday Traffic Noise 

College Avenue 

North of Del Cerro Boulevard Commercial 

and Residential 

58.9 58.9 0.0 No 

Between Del Cerro 

Boulevard and I-8 

Westbound On-Ramp 

(adjacent to project site) 

Residential 60.8 60.8 0.0 N/A 

North of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

Not Analyzed 

in Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 

South of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

Not Analyzed 

in Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 
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Table 5.4-6 

 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – PREDICTED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Surrounding 

Uses 

CNEL at 100 feet from 

Centerline of Roadway Change 

in Noise 

Levels 

Exceed 

3 dBA 

Standard? 

Existing 

Conditions 

Existing + Project 

Conditions 

Interstate 8 

I-8 Westbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

Residential 61.0 61.0 0.0 No 

I-8 Westbound Commercial 

and Residential 

63.8 63.8 0.0 No 

I-8 Eastbound Commercial 

and Residential 

65.0 65.0 0.0 No 

I-8 Eastbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

Residential Not Analyzed 

in Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 

Del Cerro Boulevard 

East of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

52.1 52.1 0.0 No 

West of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

48.7 48.7 0.0 No 

Sunday Traffic Noise 

College Avenue 

North of Del Cerro Boulevard Commercial 

and Residential 

57.5 57.6 0.1 No 

Between Del Cerro Boulevard 

and I-8 Westbound On-Ramp 

(adjacent to Project site) 

Residential 59.2 59.9 0.7 No 

North of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

61.5 62.1 0.6 No 

South of Canyon Crest Drive Commercial 

and Residential 

60.4 60.6 0.2 No 

Interstate 8 

I-8 Westbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

Residential 62.1 62.1 0.0 No 

I-8 Westbound Commercial 

and Residential 

62.7 63.8 1.1 No 

I-8 Eastbound Commercial 

and Residential 

62.6 63.9 1.3 No 

I-8 Eastbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

Residential 58.1 60.5 2.4 No 
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Table 5.4-6 

 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – PREDICTED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Surrounding 

Uses 

CNEL at 100 feet from 

Centerline of Roadway Change 

in Noise 

Levels 

Exceed 

3 dBA 

Standard? 

Existing 

Conditions 

Existing + Project 

Conditions 

Del Cerro Boulevard 

East of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

51.8 51.9 0.1 No 

West of College Avenue Commercial 

and Residential 

46.2 46.3 0.1 No 

Source: ECORP 2021 

 

As shown in Table 5.4-6, a large majority of the roadway’s segments already experience noise levels 

that exceed the noise standards in the City General Plan. As previously stated, outside of the 

laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a perceivable difference. As such, an increase of 3 dBA 

over the existing ambient noise level is considered significant. As shown in the table, the predicted 

increase in weekday and Sunday traffic noise levels associated with the project would not exceed 

3 dBA over existing ambient conditions. As such, the increase in traffic noise would not be 

perceivable and the project would have a less-than-significant impact on ambient traffic noise levels. 

Parking Structure and Lot Noise 

Vehicles operating in the parking structure and/or parking lots may generate noise. This would 

include engine operation, period car alarm activation, and other noises commonly associated with 

vehicles operating in a parking lot or structure. These noises would be short-term, periodic, and 

consistent with noise that occurs within developed areas. Because of the duration, these sources 

typically do not impact the overall Leq at sensitive-receptors sites located in the proximity of parking 

structures. Typical noise levels associated with parking lot activities are 61.1 dBA Leq (ECORP 2020). 

Table 5.4-7, Predicted Stationary Source Operational Noise Levels, shows the predicted noise 

propagation associated with parking lot activity/circulation, as estimated using the SoundPLAN 3D 

noise model. The analysis takes into consideration the three offsite locations where baseline noise 

measurements were taken, as well as seven additional locations at residences adjacent to the 

project site. While these noises would be audible, they would be part of the ambient condition 

occurring in the neighborhood. 

As shown in Table 5.4-7, project noise levels would reach between 36.8 and 56.8 dBA at the modeled 

locations, including nearby noise-sensitive residences. These numbers fall below the City’s single-

family residential noise standard of 60 dBA. Furthermore, project noise modeling represents a worst-

case scenario in which all parking lot activity is being generated at full intensity at the same moment. It 

is very unlikely that noise levels on the project site would reach that of those predicted in Table 5.4-7. 

Finally, it should be noted that the existing ambient noise level where baseline noise measurements 

were taken (Locations 1 through 3 in Figure 5.4-2) already exceed noise levels predicted by that of the 

project under existing conditions. Less-than-significant operational noise impacts are identified. 
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Table 5.4-7 

 PREDICTED STATIONARY SOURCE OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS 

Site 

Location Location 

Modeled Operational 

Noise Attributable to 

Project (Leq dBA) 

Affected 

Land Use 

Exceed 

60 dBA 

Standard? 

1 At the intersection of Glenmont Street and 

Marne Avenue 

48.9 Residential No 

2 At the intersection of Capri Drive and Arno 

Drive 

36.8 Residential No 

3 At the intersection of Raydel Courte and Marne 

Avenue 

42.5 Residential No 

4 Residence east of the project site adjacent to 

sanctuary 

53.9 Residential No 

5 Residence east of the project site adjacent 

parking garage 

53.5 Residential No 

6 Residence east of the project site adjacent 

parking garage 

56.3 Residential No 

7 Residence east of the project site 56.8 Residential No 

8 Residence east of the project site 55.6 Residential No 

9 Residence north of the project site 44.9 Residential No 

10 Residence west of the project site 48.7 Residential No 

Source: ECORP 2020 

 

Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning Noise 

ECORP staff regularly conducts noise measurements within various land uses, at specific noise-

generating events, and at individual pieces of noise-generating equipment in order to develop a 

wide sampling of potential noise levels associated with such. Previous noise measurements 

conducted by ECORP staff within 5 feet of an operating heating, ventilation and air conditioning 

(HVAC) identified a sound power level of 56.8 dBA Leq. At its closest point, the project’s HVAC unit 

would be positioned over 195 feet from the nearest residential receptor. As previously described, 

sound spreads (propagates) uniformly outward in a spherical pattern, and the sound level decreases 

(attenuates) at a rate of approximately 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from a stationary or 

point source. Therefore, accounting for this attenuation rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of distance 

from the proposed HVAC to the nearest residential receptor, the proposed HVAC unit, when 

operating, would generate a noise level of 30.8 dBA at the nearest residential receptor, which is well 

below the City standards and less-than-significant operational noise impacts are identified. 

5.4.3.3 Significance of Impact 

Based upon the City Noise Ordinance noise limits, construction noise impacts would have the 

potential to be significant exposing nearby residential properties to noise levels in excess of 75 dBA 

average at the property line of residentially zoned properties. Significant construction-related noise 

impacts are identified. 
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The project would not result in the exposure of people to current or future transportation noise 

levels that exceed City significance standards. Less-than-significant noise impacts would also occur 

from the operation of the parking structure and lots and HVAC equipment. Therefore, less-than-

significant operational noise impacts are identified. 

5.4.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

The following measure shall be required during construction to reduce temporary construction 

noise to acceptable levels and reduce the project’s noise impacts to less than significance. 

NOI-1 Best Management Practices. The following best management practices shall be 

incorporated into the project drawings and implemented during project construction to 

ensure sustained construction noise levels do not exceed 75 decibels over a 12-hour period 

at the nearest sensitive receivers: 

 In order to reduce construction noise, a temporary noise barrier or enclosure shall be 

used along the property lines of adjacent residences to break the line-of-sight between 

the construction equipment and the adjacent residences. The temporary noise barrier 

shall consist of a solid plywood fence and/or flexible sound curtains attached to chain-

link fencing. 

 Barriers such as flexible sound control curtains shall be erected around stationary heavy 

equipment to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding land uses to the 

maximum extent feasible during construction. 

 Equipping of all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust 

mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

 Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar power tools, where 

feasible. 

 Internal combustion engines shall be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended 

by the manufacturer and in good repair. 

 All diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and be equipped with 

factory recommended mufflers. 

 Prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 

 Locating stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable 

power generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Constructing temporary 

noise barriers to screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near 

adjoining sensitive land uses. 

 Utilization of "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 

technology exists. 

 Control of noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible 

at adjacent residences bordering the project site. 

 Notifying of all adjacent residences of the construction schedule, in writing, and provide 

a written schedule of “noisy” construction activities to the adjacent and nearby 

residences at least 24 hours prior to initiation of construction activities that could result 
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in substantial noise levels at outdoor or indoor living areas. This notification should 

include the anticipated hours and duration of construction and a description of noise 

reduction measures being implemented at the project site. The notification should 

include the telephone number and/or contact information for the on-site noise control 

coordinator that neighbors can use for inquiries and/or to submit complaints associated 

with construction noise. 

 Designation of a noise control coordinator who shall be responsible for responding to 

any complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine 

the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and shall require that 

reasonable measures be implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a 

telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it 

in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the construction schedule. 
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5.5 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

This section evaluates potential visual effects and neighborhood character impacts associated with 

the project. It references environmental setting and project description information contained in 

other sections of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as applicable. 

5.5.1 Existing Conditions 

5.5.1.1 Visual Setting 

The project site is an approximately 6-acre vacant property situated south and east of College 

Avenue near its interchange with Interstate 8 (I-8). The property extends from College Avenue east 

to a single-family neighborhood along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont Street and 

between the I-8 off-ramp to a commercial property along Del Cerro Boulevard (refer to Figure 2-2 for 

project location information). As described in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, the project site is 

heavily vegetated and features a mix of native habitats, such as Diegan coastal sage scrub, as well as 

non-native uplands including non-native grassland, disturbed habitat, eucalyptus woodland, and 

ornamental plantings (i.e., pepper trees and palm trees). Existing developed areas affected by 

project construction include the sidewalk along the edge of College Avenue and a portion of the off-

site median and street. Site photographs are contained in Figure 5.5-1, Site Photographs from College 

Avenue, and Figure 5.5-2, Site Photograph from I-8 Corridor. 

Topographically, the terrain of the portion of the Del Cerro neighborhood surrounding the project 

site is hilly with development occurring along the ridgelines of undeveloped south-facing and west-

facing slopes that descend in elevation toward College Avenue and I-8. As shown in Figure 2-6 in 

Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, much of the project site is lower in elevation than College Avenue, 

the I-8 freeway and westbound off-ramp, and the surrounding neighborhoods. The on-site terrain 

ranges in elevation from a low of 365 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) below the I-8 westbound off-

ramp to a high of 450 feet above AMSL in the northern portion of the site. Near the center of the 

southern portion of the property at an elevation of 384 feet above AMSL occurs a broad level area 

which is surrounded by steep terrain. Much of the site has been previously altered by grading, as 

evidenced by the existence of artificial fill identified in the geotechnical report (Advanced 

Geotechnical Solutions 2020), and the steep slopes immediately east of College Avenue and north of 

I-8. The steep slopes are not naturally occurring since they feature the embankments created when 

the road and freeway were constructed. 

Off-site in the nearby neighborhoods, the gas station and residences along Marne Avenue are at 

grade with the northern portion of the site and above grade of the southern portion of the site. 

Similarly, the homes along Glenmont Street (near the Marne Avenue intersection) are above the 

project site. Along the project frontage, College Avenue increases elevation from 400 to 450 feet 

above AMSL and splits grade as it travels northbound toward Del Cerro Boulevard. 

5.5.1.2 Scenic Resources 

In accordance with the State Scenic Highway Program, the General Plan classifies scenic highways 

and routes throughout the City. No roadways or freeways within the project area have been 

designated as scenic corridors by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) or the City. 
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In addition, no unique scenic resources occur on the project site, including trees, rock outcroppings 

or historic buildings, that are visible from a state scenic highway. 

The Navajo Community Plan (Community Plan) does not formally designate any scenic view 

corridors or vantage points. However, the Community Plan does contain policies protecting the 

natural beauty and open space amenities of the community (see Section 5.5.2, Regulatory 

Framework). 

5.5.1.3 Public Views 

Public views are those provided from public resources such as freeways, public roadways, public 

transit, open space areas, public parks, and public recreation areas. Public views by local residents, 

workers and travelers through the project area are available from I-8 and other primary public 

roadways (i.e., College Avenue) and the light rail trolley line. There are no publicly accessible open 

spaces, parks, or recreation areas in the project vicinity with views of the project site; the adjacent 

dedicated parkland property fee-owned by the City Parks and Recreation does not have any trails or 

other designated public access or views. A description of the quality of views offered from public 

vantage points in the project area is provided below. 

Freeway Views 

Motorists traveling on I-8, which is adjacent to the project site, are provided peripheral views into 

the project site in the westbound direction, with off-ramp views of the project site available from 

both sides of the freeway. The eastbound I-8 travel lanes are not afforded expansive views of the 

project site due to the intervening local terrain and obstructions by development and the College 

Avenue overpass. According to Caltrans data from 2016 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways 

(http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/), which provides a snapshot of the magnitude of travelers along 

the freeway, the section of I-8 that crosses beneath College Avenue carries approximately 224,000 to 

203,000 average annual daily trips with a peak hour volume of 17,700 vehicles. Although many 

freeway users travel through the project area on a daily basis, views from the freeway travel lanes 

are interrupted by topography and intervening development and structures (i.e., off-ramps) and are 

limited in duration due to the perpendicular viewing angle and high freeway rates of travel speed 

(i.e., 65 miles per hour [mph]). The exception are travelers exiting the I-8 westbound off-ramp at 

College Avenue who travel at a descending rate of speed and have peripheral views of the project 

site as they exit the freeway. Additionally, freeway travelers using the eastbound on-ramp to I-8 

from College Avenue have unobstructed views over the freeway toward the project site until the 

lanes turn due east and enter the freeway (see Figure 5.5-2). 

Trolley Views 

The Metropolitan Transit System operates the Sycuan Green Line light rail trolley south of I-8 in the 

vicinity of the College Avenue freeway interchange. The trolley tracks are elevated above Alvarado 

Canyon Road turning south and rising up to the San Diego State University (SDSU) main campus east 

of College Avenue. Riders using the trolley have unobstructed views of the project site, although 

they are limited in duration because of the travel speed of the trolley line, intervening buildings, 

landscaping, and grade changes. In 2019, approximately 31,000 average daily passengers used the 

Sycuan Green Line Trolley (San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2020). 

http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/


SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Section 5.5 

Environmental Impact Report Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 5.5-3 

Local Street Views 

Local street volumes and speeds are typically lower than those of the freeway and can offer longer 

duration views to travelers. Local streets are travelled by residents and workers who are very 

familiar with the visual conditions in the area, as well as visitors who are only experiencing views of 

the area temporarily. The primary local street with views of the project site is College Avenue, which 

is a 4-lane major road that splits grade in front of the project site as it rises up in elevation toward 

Del Cerro Boulevard. The median between the northbound and southbound travel lanes of College 

Avenue is partially landscaped with mature pine trees. About 30,000 vehicles travel the segment of 

College Avenue adjacent to the site at a posted speed limit of 40 mph. 

Travelers using College Avenue are generally not afforded long-range (more comprehensive) views 

up or down the road corridor due to its curvilinear configuration, intervening buildings, and mature 

landscaping, including the median trees. Views of the project site from College Avenue are most 

comprehensive from the northbound travel lanes near the SDSU campus and through the I-8 

interchange. As viewers travel north of the interchange and approach the project site, short-range 

views only capture the upper elevations of the property, as much of the project site is situated below 

grade of the road. Views of the project site from the southbound lanes of College Avenue traveling 

downhill from Del Cerro Boulevard are limited in scope due to the split grade, curvilinear routing, 

and intervening landscaped median. Unobstructed short-range views only appear to southbound 

lanes when the median breaks on the approach to the I-8 interchange. Figure 5.5-1 illustrates typical 

views of the site from the College Avenue travel lanes. 

5.5.1.4 Designated Scenic Views 

There are no scenic vistas designated in the project area. Although public views of the site are 

available from the travel lanes of College Avenue and I-8, neither of these vantage points are 

formally recognized as scenic vistas. 

5.5.1.5 Neighborhood Character 

The existing patterns of development in the Navajo community as a whole are predominantly 

suburban single-family residential in character, although there are several multifamily, commercial, 

and institutional buildings interspersed throughout the residential community. Examples of larger 

institutional structures in the Navajo community include the Temple Emanu-El, across College 

Avenue from the site, and St. Therese Catholic Church, located just over 0.75 miles to the northwest 

along College Avenue. Institutional academic buildings and multi-level parking structures associated 

with SDSU are located south of the project site and I-8. In addition, multi-family residential, medical 

office, hospital, and office buildings occur along Alvarado Canyon Road east of the interchange 

fronting the south side of I-8 within the College area community. 

The project area is characterized by single and multi-family residential development atop steep 

slopes and commercial development along Del Cerro Boulevard. The single-family residences, 

commercial structures, and water pump station immediately adjacent to the project site are one- 

and two-story structures that feature backyard fencing and/or walls. Mature landscaping is 

interspersed throughout the community and within the College Avenue center median. West of 

College Avenue, across from the project site, are single-family homes atop steep undeveloped 
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hillsides and the multi-story Temple Emanu-El complex that resides at the intersection with Del 

Cerro Boulevard. A variety of architectural styles exist in the project area, including many ranch-style 

homes, as well as contemporary-style homes, commercial and institutional buildings. Spanish revival 

style buildings are also associated with campus structures at SDSU. As such, there is no specific 

architectural style or theme established in the Navajo community or surrounding project area. 

5.5.2 Regulatory Framework 

Existing policies, design guidelines, and development regulations provide relevant visual quality and 

neighborhood character policies for development in the project area. These include the General 

Plan, Community Plan, the Land Development Code (LDC), and Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 

Regulations. 

5.5.2.1 City of San Diego General Plan 

The City approved its General Plan on March 10, 2008. The General Plan is a comprehensive, long-

term document that sets out a long-range vision and policy framework for how the City could grow 

and develop, provide public services, and maintain the qualities that define San Diego. Accordingly, 

the General Plan “provides policy guidance to balance the needs of a growing city while enhancing 

quality of life for current and future San Diegans” (City of San Diego 2008a). The General Plan is 

comprised of a Strategic Framework section and ten elements including: Land Use and Community 

Planning; Mobility; Urban Design; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Conservation; Historic 

Preservation; Noise; and Housing. The following two elements contain policies that pertain to visual 

resources and community character. More details on the specific General Plan policies that apply to 

the project are provided in Table 5.1-1 under the Land Use discussion. 

Urban Design Element 

The purpose of the Urban Design Element is “to guide physical development toward a desired image 

that is consistent with the social, economic and aesthetic values of the City” (City of San Diego 

2008a). The Urban Design Element policies capitalize on San Diego’s natural beauty and unique 

neighborhoods by calling for development that respects the natural setting, enhances the 

distinctiveness of its neighborhoods, strengthens the natural and built linkages, and creates mixed-

use, walkable villages throughout the city. Urban Design Element policies help support and 

implement land use and transportation decisions, encourage economic revitalization, and improve 

the quality of life in San Diego. Ultimately, the Urban Design Element influences the implementation 

of all of the General Plan’s elements and community plans. It sets goals and policies for the pattern 

and scale of development as well as the character of the built environment. Particularly relevant 

policies to the project from the Urban Design Element include Policies UC-A.3, UC-A.4, UC-A.5, 

UD-A.8, UD-A.10, UD-A.11, UD-A.12, UD-B.4, and UD-C.7, as discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use. 

Conservation Element 

The purpose of the Conservation Element is “to become an international model of sustainable 

development and conservation and to provide for the long-term conservation and sustainable 

management of the rich and natural resources that help define the City’s identity, contribute to its 

economy, and improve its quality of life” (City of San Diego 2008a). The Conservation Element 
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contains policies to guide the conservation of resources that are fundamental components of San 

Diego’s environment, that help define the City’s identity, and that are relied upon for continued 

economic prosperity. San Diego’s resources include but are not limited to water, land, air, 

biodiversity, minerals, natural materials, recyclables, topography, viewsheds, and energy. The 

Conservation Element contains policies for sustainable development; preservation of open space 

and wildlife; management of resources; and other initiatives to protect the public health, safety, and 

welfare. Conservation policies applicable to the project are outlined in Section 5.1, Land Use, and 

consist of Policies CE-A.5, CE-I.4, and CE-J.4. 

5.5.2.2 Navajo Community Plan 

The Community Plan does not have a comprehensive urban design element like that of the General 

Plan. Design-related objectives and policies/proposals are, however, interspersed within Community 

Plan elements as outlined in Table 5.1-2 in Section 5.1, Land Use. The Community Environment 

Element of the Community Plan is focused on the community’s image and visual form and 

recognizes the natural amenities that occur within the Community Plan area. An objective of this 

element is “to preserve and enhance the natural beauty and amenities of the Navajo Community.” 

Policies geared toward implementing this objective address grading to preserve natural topography, 

buildings that create harmony between natural areas and urbanized development, signage that is 

complimentary to the community, landscaping that is focused on the heavily travelled roads in the 

community (i.e., College Avenue), and recognizing the importance of natural areas to conserve 

natural resources, preserve scenic beauty, and define urban form. See Table 5.1-2 for a listing of the 

specific policies from the Community Plan that are applicable to the project. 

5.5.2.3 Land Development Code 

The City’s LDC contains numerous provisions to guide the design of development throughout the 

City. Through zoning and development standards, such as specified maximum building heights; 

maximum lot coverage; floor area ratios; and front, rear, and side yard setbacks, the LDC provides 

restrictions on land development and design that affect visual quality. The project site is located in 

the RS-1-7 zone, which is intended to accommodate single-family residential uses. The RS-1-7 zone 

permits a minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet (SF) and a maximum residential density of 

one dwelling unit (DU) for each 5,000 SF of lot area. Maximum building heights in the RS-1-7 zone 

are limited to 30 feet above grade. Maximum wall heights can be 6 feet above grade up to 50 linear 

feet. Setbacks vary in the zone depending on the configuration of the lot. 

5.5.2.4 ESL Regulations 

The LDC (Section 143.0101) contains development restrictions and guidelines to protect and 

enhance environmentally sensitive lands. Among other resources, the regulations are applied when 

a project impacts steep hillsides. Steep hillsides are defined as those with natural gradients equal to 

or in excess of 25 percent with a minimum elevation differential of 50 feet, or a natural gradient of 

200 percent with a minimum elevation differential of 10 feet. The project site does not contain any 

naturally steep hillsides meeting these criteria, and these regulations are not discussed further. 
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5.5.3 Impact 1: Scenic Views 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view 

from a public viewing area as identified in the community plan? 

5.5.3.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), visual impacts may be 

significant if the project would: 

 Substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor as shown in an adopted 

community plan, the General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program; 

 Cause substantial view blockage from a public viewing area of a public resource (such as the 

ocean) that is considered significant by the applicable community plan; and/or 

 Exceed the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this excess results in a substantial view 

blockage from a public viewing area. 

5.5.3.2 Impact Analysis 

There are no vistas or scenic views designated in the project area by the Community Plan or General 

Plan. Although public views of the site are available from the travel lanes of College Avenue and I-8, 

neither of these vantage points are considered scenic vistas. In addition, there are no public 

resources visible from public viewing areas nearby. The roofline modulating elements of the 

church/sanctuary building would exceed the 30-foot building height limit in the RS-1-7 zone: 

however, the exceedance would not block a view of a designated public resource from a public 

viewing area, such as local roads. Therefore, the project would not obstruct any vista or scenic views 

identified in the Community Plan or General Plan. 

5.5.3.3 Significance of Impact 

The project would not block a designated public view corridor or a public viewing area of a public 

resource that is considered significant by the applicable community plan or General Plan. Therefore, 

less-than-significant impacts to public views would occur as a result of the project. 

5.5.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts to public views are identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
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5.5.4 Impact 2: Neighborhood Character 

Issue 2: Would the project result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 

Issue 3: Would the project result in a project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would be 

incompatible with surrounding development? 

Issue 4: Would the project result in substantial alteration to the existing or planned 

character of the area such as could occur with the construction of a subdivision in 

a previously undeveloped area? Note: for substantial alteration to occur, new 

development would have to be of a size, scale, or design that would markedly 

contrast with the character of the surrounding area. 

5.5.4.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), visual impacts to 

neighborhood character may be significant if the project would: 

 Exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations and the height and bulk of the existing 

patterns of development in the vicinity of the project by a substantial margin; 

 Have a negative visual appearance that meets one or more of the following conditions: 

– The project would create a disorganized appearance and would substantially conflict 

with City codes; 

– The project would significantly conflict with the height, bulk, or coverage regulations of 

the zone and does not provide architectural interest; and/or 

– The project includes crib, retaining, or noise walls greater than 6 feet in height and 

50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would be 

visible to the public. 

 Have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast to adjacent development 

where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural theme; 

 Be located in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an interstate 

highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural 

topography through excessive height, bulk, signage, or architectural projections; and/or 

 Result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community identification symbol or 

landmark (e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historic landmark) which is identified in the 

General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal program. 

5.5.4.2 Impact Analysis 

Height and Bulk Regulations 

The majority of the church/sanctuary building would comply with the 30-foot height limit established 

for the RS-1-7 zone. The exception would be the building’s roofline modulation elements and 

religious symbol (i.e., cross). Three roof towers and a cross atop one of the towers would extend 

above the main roof to a height of 45 to 48 feet above grade for the roof towers and to 53 feet 
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above grade for the cross (refer to Figures 3-2 and 3-3 in the Project Description). The tower elements 

are proposed along the north, south and west elevations of the church structure to create visual 

interest and the cross signifies a religious assembly structure to passers-by from public roads, 

comparable to other religious assembly buildings in the community. The tallest roof tower feature 

would occur on the north elevation marking the entrance to the church/sanctuary between the entry 

plaza and parking structure. The roof tower would extend approximately 21 feet above grade at a 

minimum distance of 120 feet from the nearest residential properties along Marne Avenue (refer to 

Figure 5.5-3, Architectural Cross-Sections). The cross feature on the west elevation facing College 

Avenue would extend 8 feet higher than the 45-foot-high tower element and be situated 

approximately 24 feet above grade and over 210 feet west of the nearest residential properties. 

Cross-sections of the project grading and architecture relative to its surroundings are provided in 

Figure 3-4 in the Project Description. 

In addition to the site layout that would place the church/sanctuary building in the southern portion 

of the site away from the residential neighborhood, a minimum 5-foot-wide landscape buffer 

containing spreading ground covers, taller screening shrubs and canopy trees, ranging in height 

from 25 to 40 feet, would be installed between the surface parking areas and residential properties 

to the east (Figure 3-6). As shown in the project cross-sections, although the rooftop elements of the 

project would exceed the allowable height regulations in the RS-1-7 zone, the church/sanctuary 

building itself would be placed in the lowest elevation of the site and recessed into the terrain, 

setback 195 feet from nearby residential properties, and architectural design elements and 

landscape buffer treatments would provide visual interest and screening to the nearby residential 

properties, thus avoiding a negative visual appearance despite the exceedance of the allowable 

height or bulk regulations. 

Visual Appearance 

The church/sanctuary building and parking structure are designed in a contemporary Spanish 

Colonial Revival-style theme featuring arched entrances and windows along their painted concrete 

tilt-up facades, with accents of wood facia and terra cotta colored tile roofing materials. The glazing 

for each window would be tinted bronze in color. Exterior building elevations and articulations are 

shown on Figures 3-2 and 3-3. The project’s massing and architectural style would be distinctive 

from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the project vicinity. The project’s 

architectural and landscape treatments would create visual interest and aesthetic features that 

would create a cohesive, rather than a disorganized, appearance. Figure 5.5-4a, Project Visual 

Simulations – Northbound, and Figure 5.5-4b, Project Visual Simulations – Southbound, contain 

computer simulations of the project when viewed from the travel lanes of College Avenue. 

There is no consistent architectural styling or theme in the project area that would be disordered by 

the project; however, the project design would not resemble the low-stature residential subdivision 

style of the nearby neighborhood and instead would reflect the architectural styling of the SDSU 

academic buildings across the I-8/College Avenue interchange from the site. A similar architectural 

style is also used for a multi-family residential structure visible in the project area near Alvarado 

Hospital as well. Furthermore, the proposed church/sanctuary is not proposed on a visually 

prominent hillside or ridgeline, but rather on a topographic low-spot on the project site adjacent to 

the I-8 right of way (ROW). 
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A deviation for retaining wall heights is proposed to implement the project site/grading plan and 

form usable building areas in which to place the church structure and parking areas on the property. 

The retaining walls along the southern property line would also prevent the need to grade into the 

Caltrans ROW for I-8. There would be two retaining walls greater than 6 feet in height and longer 

than 50 feet in length that would be visible to the public and require deviations from the City 

development regulations. Both retaining walls are proposed along the southern project boundary 

fronting I-8 and its interchange with College Avenue to form building areas for the proposed 

structure and parking areas. The retaining walls would range in height from 4 to 19 feet and reach 

lengths between 75 and 450 linear feet. Both retaining walls would be placed below grade of the I-8 

and College Avenue travel lanes and beyond the field of vision for drivers. Landscaping in the forms 

of trees, shrubs, and vines would be installed at the top and base of the walls to soften their 

appearance and ultimately provide visual screening through their growth characteristics (see 

Figure 3-6 in the Project Description). Additional discussion of the retaining walls is provided below in 

the landform alteration discussion under Issue 6. 

Although the project would substantially alter the existing and planned residential character of the 

area, the project’s height, bulk, signage, or architectural projections would not result in a negative 

visual appearance due to its topographically-sensitive site layout, cohesive architectural styling, and 

below grade placement of retaining walls combined with the heavy use of screening vegetation and 

landscape treatments to soften its appearance from nearby public and private viewing areas. 

Community Symbol or Landmark 

The project would develop a vacant site and would remove natural and non-native vegetation that 

currently occurs on site but is not recognized in the General Plan or Community Plan as unique or 

unusual in its appearance. There are no community identifying symbols, such as trees or historic 

structures, that would be removed by the project. Therefore, the project would not result in the loss, 

isolation, or degradation of a community identification symbol, or landmark identified in the General 

Plan or Community Plan. The project would appear to be a continuation of existing patterns of 

development in the project area at large. 

5.5.4.3 Significance of Impact 

Although the project would substantially change the character of the project site, the project design, 

as expressed through its grading, architecture, and landscaping, would not result in a negative visual 

appearance, exceed the bulk and scale of existing patterns of development in the area by a 

substantial margin, create a disordered appearance due to architectural style, result in the loss of a 

community identification symbol, or strongly contrast with surrounding development through 

excessive height, bulk, or architectural projections. Therefore, less-than-significant neighborhood 

character impacts would occur. 

5.5.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts are identified; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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5.5.5 Impact 4: Landmark Trees 

Issue 5: Would the project result in the loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or stand 

of mature trees as identified in the community plan? (Normally, the removal of 

non-native trees within a wetland as part of a restoration project would not be 

considered significant). 

5.5.5.1 Impact Thresholds 

If a project would result in the removal of any distinctive or landmark trees or stand of mature trees 

that are identified in the community plan, a significant impact would occur. 

5.5.5.2 Impact Analysis 

The Community Plan does not identify any of the trees located on the project site as scenic 

resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

5.5.5.3 Significance of Impact 

No distinctive or landmark trees are located on the project site; no impacts are identified. 

5.5.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts would occur; no mitigation is required. 

5.5.6 Impact 5: Landform Alteration 

Issue 6: Would the project result in a substantial change in the existing landform? 

5.5.6.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2016), landform impacts may be 

significant if the project would: 

 Alter more than 2,000 cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either excavation or fill, in 

addition to one or more of the following conditions: 

– Disturb steep hillsides in excess of the encroachment allowances of the ESL regulations 

(LDC Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1); 

– Create manufactured slopes higher than 10 feet or steeper than 2:1 (50 percent); and/or 

– Result in a change in elevation of steep hillsides from existing grade to proposed grade 

of more than 5 feet by either excavation or fill unless the area over which excavation or 

fill would exceed 5 feet is only at isolated points on the site. 

The above conditions may not be considered significant, however, if the grading plans clearly 

demonstrate, with both spot elevations and contours, that the proposed landforms will very closely 
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imitate the existing on-site landform and/or the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding 

neighborhood landforms. This may be achieved through “naturalized” variable slopes. 

5.5.6.2 Impact Analysis 

Approximately 93 percent (or 5.6 acres) of the approximately 6-acre site would be graded to 

implement the project. Grading would require 16,500 cubic yards (cy) of cut and 39,000 cy of fill. The 

proposed grading would result in 6,964 cy per graded acre, which would exceed the 2,000 cy per 

graded acre significance threshold. However, as described in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, and 

shown as Figures 2-6 and 2-7, prior grading has altered site topography and fills on the order of 20 

to 30 feet deep were historically placed throughout the site. Therefore, there are no naturally 

occurring steep slopes or natural topography on the project site. 

The maximum fill depth proposed by the project would be 28 feet, while the maximum cut depth 

would be 25.5 feet. Manufactured slopes would be created around the perimeter of the site ranging 

in height from 5 to 23 feet; however, all slopes would not be steeper than 2:1 in accordance with the 

LDC grading requirements. Elevation changes of more than 5 feet on steep hillsides would not be 

significant because the on-site hillsides are not naturally occurring as defined by the ESL Regulations 

(San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Section 143.0142). Retaining walls would be used in several 

locations to form buildable areas and avoid grading into the Caltrans ROW, as described under 

Issue 2 and shown in Figure 3-1. Due to the extent of prior site disturbances and grading on the 

project site, proposed grading would not have a significant impact on natural landforms. 

5.5.6.3 Significance of Impact 

Although the project would cause more than 2,000 cy of cut and fill per graded acre and would 

exceed the 10-foot-high threshold for manufactured slopes, the project site’s topography and 

landforms are not naturally occurring; therefore, the impact to existing landforms would be 

considered less than significant. 

5.5.6.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts to natural landforms are identified; no mitigation is required. 

5.5.7 Impact 6: Light and Glare 

Issue 6: Would the project result in substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 

daytime or nighttime view in the area? 

5.5.7.1 Impact Thresholds 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2016), light and glare impacts may be 

significant if the project would meet one or more of the following thresholds: 

 The project would be moderate to large in scale, more than 50 percent of any single elevation 

of a building’s exterior is built with a light reflectivity greater than 30 percent (per LDC 

Section 142.07330(a)), and the project is adjacent to a major public roadway or public area. 
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 The project would shed substantial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land use, 

or emit a substantial amount of ambient light the nighttime sky. 

5.5.7.2 Impact Analysis 

Wayfinding, safety/security, and landscape/architectural accent lighting would be installed on the 

project site, where none currently exist, as part of the project. All lighting would comply with SDMC 

Section 142.0740, Outdoor Lighting Regulations, which require the minimization of negative impacts 

from light pollution including light trespass, glare, and urban sky glow. Exterior lighting would be 

directed away from the adjoining properties and shielded to reduce impacts to the adjacent light-

sensitive uses and public ROW. The new traffic signal and street lighting at the project entrance 

would also be required to comply with the outdoor lighting regulations. Lighting sources would be 

required to comply with the City’s standards for low-sodium bulbs to protect the nighttime sky, and 

intense and visible security or flood lighting is strictly prohibited. The amount of window glazing on 

the exterior of the proposed church/sanctuary building would comply with SDMC Section 142.0730. 

Therefore, the project would not produce a substantial amount of light and glare affecting day or 

nighttime views in the area. 

5.5.7.3 Significance of Impact 

Compliance with the City regulations governing exterior lighting and glazing would ensure that less-

than-significant impacts would occur due to light and glare. 

5.5.7.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts from light and glare are identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are 

required. 
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Site Photographs from College Avenue
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Figure 5.5-2

Site Photographs from I-8 Corridor
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View 2



Figure 5.5-3

Architectural Cross-Sections
ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Kenneth D. Smith Architect & Associates 2021
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Figure 5.5-4a

Project Visual Simulations - Northbound
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Source: 2021

View near project property lineView near overpass

View near project entrance View near surface parking



Source: 2021 Figure 5.5-4b

Project Visual Simulations - Southbound
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5.6 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates potential tribal cultural resources 

(TCRs) impacts associated with the project. The analysis is based, in part, on the Phase I Cultural 

Resource Survey for the subject property prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates Inc. in April 

2016 and consultation with California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated 

with the project area who have requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21080.3.1. 

5.6.1 Existing Conditions 

No TCRs are known to exist on the project site. Refer to Section 5.3, Historical Resources, of this EIR 

for a discussion of existing conditions related to the cultural setting of the project vicinity. 

5.6.2 Regulatory Framework 

5.6.2.1 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act is a federal law passed in 1990 that 

provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain Native American cultural 

items, such as human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony, to 

lineal descendants and culturally affiliated Indian tribes. 

5.6.2.2 California Register of Historic Resources 

State law also protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric 

and historic resources. The California criteria for the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) 

are nearly identical to those for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The State Historic 

Preservation Officer maintains the CRHR. Properties listed, or formally designated eligible for listing, 

in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are State Landmarks and Points of Interest. The 

CRHR also includes properties designated under local ordinances or identified through local 

historical resource surveys. A resource is eligible for listing in the CRHR if the State Historical 

Resources Commission determines that it is a significant resource and that it meets any of the 

following NRHP criteria: 

1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values; and/or 

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history. 

Resources less than 50 years old generally are not considered for listing in the CRHR but may be 

considered if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the historical 

importance of the resource. 



Section 5.6 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Tribal Cultural Resources Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 5.6-2 

5.6.2.3 Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act (California PRC Section 5097 et seq.) 

addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such 

remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction. It establishes procedures to be 

implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project. 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act establishes the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) as the authority to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. 

5.6.2.4 California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was enacted in 2001 

(California Health and Safety Code Section 8010 et seq.). It requires all state agencies and museums 

that receive state funding and that have possession or control over collections of human remains or 

cultural items to complete an inventory and summary of these remains and items on or before 

January 1, 2003. The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act also provides a 

process for the identification and repatriation of these items to the culturally affiliated tribes. 

5.6.2.5 California Health and Safety Code 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 

regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment of disposition of those 

remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are 

discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of 

the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the County 

coroner has examined the remains. California PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be 

followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the coroner determines or has reason the 

believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact the California NAHC 

within 24 hours. The NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant. With the permission of the 

landowner, the Most Likely Descendant may inspect the site of the discovery. The inspection must 

be completed within 48 hours of notification of the Most Likely Descendant by the NAHC. The Most 

Likely Descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 

human remains, and items associated with Native Americans. 

5.6.2.6 Assembly Bill 52 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), the Native American Historic Resources Protection Act, applies to projects 

that file a notice of preparation for an EIR or notice of intent to adopt a negative or mitigated 

negative declaration on or after July 1, 2016. AB 52 adds TCRs to the specific cultural resources 

protected under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under AB 52, a tribal cultural 

resource is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape (must be geographically defined in 

terms of size and scope), sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 

tribe that is either included or eligible for inclusion in the California Register or included in a local 

register of historical resources. A Native American tribe or the lead agency, supported by substantial 

evidence, may choose at its discretion to treat a resource as a tribal cultural resource. AB 52 also 

mandates lead agencies to consult with tribes, if requested by the tribe, and sets the principles for 

conducting and concluding consultation. 
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5.6.2.7 City of San Diego General Plan 

Historic Preservation Element Policy HP-A.5.e in the City of San Diego (City) General Plan states that 

Native American monitors should be included during all phases of the investigation of 

archaeological resources. This would include surveys, testing, evaluations, data recovery phases, and 

construction monitoring. 

5.6.3 Impact 1: Tribal Cultural Resources 

The City has not yet prepared Significance Determination Thresholds for potential impacts to TCRs. 

Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, guidance provided by issue questions listed in CEQA 

Guidelines Appendix G are used to evaluate the potential for significant impacts to TCRs, as 

presented below. 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined I Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a 

site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geologically defined in terms of the 

size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

Section 5020.1(k)? or 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria 

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead 

agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 

American tribe. 

5.6.3.1 Impact Analysis 

AB 52 requires meaningful consultation with California Native American tribes on potential impacts 

to TCRs, as defined in PRC Section 21074. TCRs are sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred 

places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either eligible or 

listed in the CRHR or local register of historical resources. 

In accordance with the requirements of PRC Section 21080.3.1, the City provided formal notification 

to the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, Jamul Indian Village, and San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians, all 

of which requested consultation and agreed that construction monitoring should be conducted by a 

Native American monitor. The project site does not contain recorded sites listed or sites eligible for 

listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined by the PRC. Although TCRs have not been identified in the project area, the area is 

considered sensitive for potential TCRs. Therefore, there is the potential for the inadvertent 

discovery of a resource that could be impacted by project implementation. 
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5.6.3.2 Significance of Impacts 

No prehistoric cultural resources were recorded or observed at the project site. However, ground 

disturbance associated with the construction of the project has the potential to uncover previously 

unknown TCRs, resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

5.6.3.3 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HR-1, as described in Section 5.3, Historical Resources, 

impacts associated with TCRs would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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6. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) address cumulative impacts of a project when its incremental 

effect would be cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental 

effects of an individual project would be considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 

past, current, or probable future projects. 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the discussion of cumulative effects “need not provide 

as great a detail as is provided of the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should 

be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.” The evaluation of cumulative 

impacts is to be based on either: “(A) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing 

related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the 

agency, or (B) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 

document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which 

described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. Any 

such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified 

by the Lead Agency.” 

The basis and geographic area for the analysis of cumulative impacts is dependent on the nature of 

the issue and the project. In some cases, regional planning addresses cumulative impacts, while in 

other cases, the analysis takes into consideration more-localized effects. For the All Peoples Church 

Project (project), a plan approach is generally taken given the built-out and developed nature of the 

Navajo Community Plan area and, specifically, the Del Cerro neighborhood near the project site. 

However, the San Diego State University (SDSU) Master Plan proposes faculty/staff housing in the 

Adobe Falls portion of the Navajo community in the vicinity of the project and is taken into 

consideration in this cumulative impacts discussion, as appropriate. The timing and details of the 

Adobe Falls housing development are unknown at this time (SDSU 2007). Figure 6-1, Cumulative 

Setting, illustrates the project’s proximity to the SDSU housing site in Adobe Falls. 

Based on the analyses contained in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, the project’s impacts to 

biological resources, historical resources, noise and tribal cultural resources (TCRs) would be 

potentially significant prior to implementation of mitigation, while project impacts to land use and 

visual effects/neighborhood character would less than significant. The following is a discussion of 

whether or not these direct impacts would contribute to cumulative impacts and if that contribution is 

cumulatively considerable. 

6.1 Effects Found to Be Not Cumulatively Considerable 

6.1.1 Land Use 

The project would amend the Navajo Community Plan to include a church use on a residentially 

designated parcel and require deviations from the RS-1-7 zone for building heights, wall heights, 

setbacks, and bicycle parking. The Community Plan Amendment (CPA) would be consistent with the 

goals and policies of the General Plan and community plan and any community plan specific 

amendment criteria; would provide additional public benefit to the community as compared to the 
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existing land use designation; and public facilities appear to be available to serve the project. 

Overall, the project reflects the goals and policies intended to support the General Plan policies and 

is consistent with the goals of the Navajo Community Plan, a described in Section 5.1, Land Use. In 

addition, the project would implement the goals and objectives of the Climate Action Plan by 

including energy and water efficient fixtures, and incorporating design features that would 

encourage bicycling, walking, and transit use. No conflicts with adopted environmental plans, such 

as the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations and other San Diego Municipal Code 

(SDMC) requirements, would occur given the project’s location outside of the Multi-Habitat Planning 

Area (MHPA) and compliance with the Biological Resources Guidelines requiring mitigation for 

habitat. A Planned Development Permit (PDP) is proposed that would allow for the religious 

assembly use within the RS-1-7 zone and would also allow approval of deviations from the 

development regulations of the zone. As described in Section 5.1, Land Use, the proposed deviations 

related to the project design features would result in a less-than-significant aesthetic impact, and as 

such, would not contribute to cumulatively considerable land use consistency impacts. 

The project is proposed on an infill vacant site that is surrounded by development and major roads 

(i.e., Interstate 8 [I-8] and College Avenue) and would not introduce any barriers or project features 

that could physically divide an established community. The project would not result in land use 

impacts associated with an inconsistency with airport land use computability, and thus, would not 

contribute to a cumulative impact associated with airport land use consistency. 

The proposed church would be compatible with the City’s Noise Element of the General Plan and 

would not contribute to a cumulative impact regarding land use-noise compatibility. Because the 

local community is built out and no other current development projects or CPAs are occurring in the 

project area, the proposed change in allowable use would be a site-specific condition that would not 

combine with other land use changes in the project area and contribute to cumulative land use 

impacts. SDSU is proposing campus housing just north of I-8 and west of College Avenue, 

approximately one mile from the project site. The Adobe Falls campus is designated by the Navajo 

Community Plan as "Park,” but slated for housing in the Campus Master Plan. The housing site is an 

undeveloped area that is not adjacent to or near the project site. The conversion of undeveloped 

land to residential use by SDSU would contribute to the land use changes in the community since 

both projects would involve the development of vacant lands. However, both projects would be 

implemented in accordance with adopted plans and policies. The project’s land use impacts would 

be less than significant and, therefore, not be considered cumulatively considerable given its 

consistency with the City’s land use plans and policies protecting environmental resources and 

character of the community. No mitigation is required. 

6.1.2 Biological Resources 

As described in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, the project would result in significant direct and 

indirect impacts to biological resources, all of which would occur outside of the MHPA. The Multiple 

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) was designed to compensate for the cumulative loss of 

biological resources throughout the San Diego region. Projects that conform to the MSCP as specified 

by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan and implementing ordinances, (i.e., Biology Guidelines and ESL 

Regulations) are not expected to result in a significant cumulative impact for those biological resources 

adequately covered by the MSCP. These resources include habitats identified as Tier I through IV and 

MSCP-Covered species (City of San Diego 2018a). Projects on the SDSU campus, such as the Adobe 



SCH No. 1993121032; Project No. 417090 Chapter 6 

Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impacts 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 6-3 

Falls housing project, would have to comply with the biological resources mitigation framework in the 

Campus Master Plan Final EIR (SDSU 2007). 

Future development in the City would comply with the City’s Subarea Plan by conforming to the 

MHPA (i.e., the City’s MSCP designated regional preserve) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and Area 

Specific Management Directives for MSCP-Covered species (if later determined necessary) and by 

mitigating for significant impacts in accordance with ESL Regulations and the City’s Biology Guidelines. 

Therefore, project development would not contribute to cumulatively significant impacts on sensitive 

biological resources in the city, and no mitigation for cumulative impacts would be required. 

6.1.3 Historical Resources 

No known archaeological sites of significance would be impacted by proposed development, as 

described in Section 5.3, Historical Resources. However, historical resources mitigation, in the form of 

monitoring, would be implemented during construction to avoid or reduce potential impacts to 

unknown subsurface resources to below a level of significance. Every project impacting undeveloped 

land that has the potential for unknown archaeological resources would undergo similar reviews in 

terms of determining the presence of historical (archaeological) resources and potential for 

unknown buried resources. Similar treatment of potential resources is anticipated for other projects 

in the city and on the SDSU campus (if applicable) during construction, ensuring no resources are 

destroyed without appropriate Native American contact. As a result, the project would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to the loss of regional historic resources, namely 

archaeological resources. No mitigation is required. 

6.1.4 Noise 

The project would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts related to transportation 

noise on local roads and parking lot/circulation noise on site. Community-wide increases in 

transportation noise would occur along local roads and freeways with general population growth in 

the region. An analysis of the cumulative effects of the project’s traffic in combination with existing 

and future traffic in the project area was performed in the noise impact assessment and 

memorandum contained in Appendix E (ECORP 2020; ECORP 2021). A project’s contribution to a 

cumulative traffic noise increase could be considered substantial when the combined effect exceeds 

the perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold or 3.0 decibels (dB) using the A-weighted 

sound pressure level (dBA). A comparison of the “Cumulative No Project” condition with the 

“Cumulative Plus Project” condition outlined in Table 5.4-6 was completed in the project-specific 

noise memorandum. As shown in Table 6-1, Cumulative Traffic Noise Analysis, the predicted increase 

in cumulative traffic noise levels associated with the project and other projects in the community, 

including the SDSU Adobe Falls housing development, during both the weekday and Sunday 

conditions would not exceed an increase of 3.0 dBA over cumulative conditions. As such, the 

project’s contribution to increases in cumulative traffic noise in the project area would not be 

considerable and no mitigation is required. 
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Table 6-1 

 CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS 

Roadway Segment 

CNEL @ 100 Feet from 

Roadway Centerline 

Difference in CNEL 

between Cumulative 

No Project and 

Cumulative + Project 

Cumulatively 

Significant 

Impact? 

Cumulative 

No Project 

Cumulative 

+ Project 

North of Del Cerro Boulevard 59.0 59.0 0.0 No 

Between Del Cerro Boulevard 

and I-8 Westbound On-Ramp 

(adjacent to project site) 

60.9 60.9 0.0 No 

North of Canyon Crest Drive Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 

South of Canyon Crest Drive Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 

I-8 Westbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

61.4 61.4 0.0 No 

I-8 Westbound 63.8 63.8 0.0 No 

I-8 Eastbound 65.2 65.2 0.0 No 

I-8 Eastbound Off-Ramp (toward 

College Avenue) 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

Not Analyzed in 

Weekday 

N/A N/A 

East of College Avenue 52.1 52.1 0.0 No 

West of College Avenue 48.6 48.9 0.3 No 

North of Del Cerro Boulevard 57.5 57.6 0.1 No 

Between Del Cerro Boulevard 

and I-8 Westbound On-Ramp 

(adjacent to project site) 

59.3 60.0 0.7 No 

North of Canyon Crest Drive 62.1 62.2 0.1 No 

South of Canyon Crest Drive 60.6 60.6 0.0 No 

I-8 Westbound Off-Ramp 

(toward College Avenue) 

62.2 62.2 0.0 No 

I-8 Westbound 62.8 63.8 1.0 No 

I-8 Eastbound 62.7 63.9 1.2 No 

I-8 Eastbound Off-Ramp (toward 

College Avenue) 

58.0 60.6 0.4 No 

East of College Avenue 51.8 51.9 0.1 No 

West of College Avenue 45.9 46.3 0.4 No 

Source: ECORP 2021 
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Construction activities associated with the project would occur on an infill location not near any 

other construction projects in the area. Construction noise impacts primarily affect the areas 

immediately adjacent to a construction site and only during such activities. Although the project 

would have significant construction noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, which would 

require mitigation to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance limit, no other construction activities 

are anticipated in the project area at the same time. Therefore, the project’s construction activities 

would not result in cumulatively considerable noise impacts and no mitigation is required. 

6.1.5 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Development of the project site would result in changes to the character of the project area, as 

described in Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The analysis determined that the 

project would not block a designated public view corridor or a public viewing area of a public 

resource that is considered significant; would provide architectural and visual interest that would 

offset the exceedance of the building height limits of the RS-1-7 zone and retaining walls heights in 

the Land Development Code; would not strongly contrast with the surrounding development; would 

not impact any landmark trees; would not substantially change natural landforms; and would not 

result in excessive light and glare impacts to adjacent properties or roads. Given its architectural, 

landscape, and site design features that would minimize the visual effects of the project and its 

location on an infill vacant site that is surrounded by urban development and major roads, the 

project’s visual impacts would be site-specific and would not combine with other changes to 

neighborhood character in the local community. The SDSU Adobe Falls campus is situated north of 

I-8 but farther to the west and at much lower elevation than the project site; thus, changes in visual 

character associated with both projects would not be collectively visible from the same local public 

vantage points. Compliance with General Plan Urban Design Element policies, as well as the 

development regulations in the SDMC, and policies in the Community Plan and in the mitigation 

framework in the SDSU Campus Master Plan Final EIR would ensure that the project’s impacts to 

visual effects and neighborhood character would not lead to a cumulatively considerable visual 

impact that is significant. No mitigation is required. 

6.1.6 Tribal Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 5.6, Tribal Cultural Resources, the development of the project site has the 

potential to result in significant impacts associated with unknown subsurface TCRs. As required by 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), lead agencies are required to consult with any California Native American 

tribe that requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area 

of a proposed project. The project has completed consultation as required by AB 52 and discussed 

in Section 5.6. The project includes implementation of mitigation, which requires construction 

monitoring during grading and ground disturbance. This mitigation would reduce project-specific 

TCR impacts to a less-than-significant level and as such, the project would not contribute to a 

significant cumulative TCR impact. Other projects in the city and on the SDSU campus would be 

required to comply with the requirements of AB 52, including implementing mitigation to reduce 

impacts if the potential for TCR impacts would occur. Therefore, cumulatively significant impacts to 

TCRs are not anticipated. 
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7. OTHER CEQA SECTIONS 

7.1 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15128 requires an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) to contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible effects 

of a project were determined not to be significant and were, therefore, not discussed in detail in the 

EIR. Based upon initial environmental review, the City has determined that the project would not 

have the potential to cause significant impacts associated with the following 15 issue areas: 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Energy 

 Geologic Conditions 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Health and Safety 

 Hydrology 

 Mineral Resources 

 Paleontological Resources 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services and Facilities 

 Transportation 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Water Quality 

 Wildfire 

7.1.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) state that a significant impact on agricultural 

resources may result from a project that involves the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. 

The project site is currently vacant. The project site and its surroundings are zoned for residential 

and other urban uses. The project site and its surroundings are classified as Urban and Built-Up 

Land by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation 

2021), and no mapped farmland is located in close proximity to the project site. No agricultural 

production is occurring on the project site or surrounding properties. The proposed project would 

not conflict with existing zoning to protect agricultural resources or require the discontinuation of a 

Williamson Act Contract. Further, the project site is not zoned for forest land or timber use, nor do 

any existing forestry uses occur on the project site or in close proximity. No active agricultural 

activities are located adjacent to or in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, implementation of 

the project would not impact agricultural or forestry resources. 

7.1.2 Air Quality 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) state that a significant impact on air quality 

may result from a project if it would: 

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

 Result in a violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation; 
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 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; 

 Exceed 100 pounds per day of particulate matter (PM) dust; and/or 

 Result in a substantial alternation of air movement in the area of the project. 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is required, pursuant to the federal Clean Air 

Act, to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) is in 

nonattainment. The SDAPCD and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are responsible 

for developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient 

air quality standards in the SDAB. Strategies to achieve these emissions reductions are developed in 

the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and State Implementation Plan (SIP), prepared by SDAPCD 

for the region. The County RAQS was initially adopted in 1991 with the most recent update 

completed in 2016 (SDAPCD 2016). The RAQS outlines the SDAPCD's plans and control measures 

designed to attain the state air quality standards for ozone. The RAQS relies on information from the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, as 

well as information regarding projected growth in San Diego County and the cities in the county, to 

project future emissions and then determine the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions 

through regulatory controls. CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth 

projections are based on population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by San Diego 

County and the cities in the county as part of the development of their general plans. 

As such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by local 

plans would be consistent with the RAQS. However, if a project proposes development that is 

greater than that anticipated in the local plan and SANDAG's growth projections, the project might 

be in conflict with the RAQS and may contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on air 

quality. Population growth is typically associated with the construction of residential units or large 

employment centers. 

In addition to impacts from criteria pollutants, project impacts may include emissions of pollutants 

identified by the State and federal government as toxic air contaminants (TACs) or hazardous air 

pollutants (HAPs). If a project has the potential to result in emissions of any TAC or HAP that may 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, the project would be deemed to 

have a potentially significant impact. 

The City of San Diego Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) has adopted emission 

thresholds based on the thresholds for an Air Quality Impact Assessment in the SDAPCD’s Rule 20.2. 

These thresholds are shown in Table 7-1, Significance Criteria for Air Quality Impacts. For CEQA 

purposes, these screening level thresholds can be used to determine if a project’s total emissions 

would result in a significant impact associated with air quality or health risk. 
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Table 7-1 

 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA FOR AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

Pollutant 
Emission Rate 

lbs/Hr lbs/Day Tons/Year 

Criteria Pollutants 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 550 100 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) 25 250 40 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) — 100 15 

Oxides of Sulfur (SOX) 25 250 40 

Lead and Lead Compounds — 3.2 0.6 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) — 67 10 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)a — 137 15 

Risk Type Threshold Limit 

Health Risk – Toxic Air Contaminants 

30-Year Residential Cancer 10 in one million 

Non-Cancer Chronic Risk 1.0 Health Hazard Index 

Non-Cancer Acute Risk 1.0 Health Hazard Index 

Source: City of San Diego 2020; SDAPCD 2019. 
a VOC threshold based on South Coast Air Quality Management District levels, which have similar federal and state 

attainment status as San Diego. 

 

With regard to evaluating whether a project would have a significant impact on sensitive receptors, 

air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as schools (i.e., preschool to 12th grade), 

hospitals, resident care facilities, daycare centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with 

health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality. SDAPCD issued 

supplemental health risk assessment (HRA) guidance in June 2015. The methodologies are 

presented in the SDAPCD’s Supplemental Guidelines for Submission of Air Toxics “Hot Spots” 

Program Health Risk Assessments, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 

Guidance Document, Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects (CAPCOA 2009), and 

the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) March 2015 Guidance Manual. 

Construction activities for the project were evaluated with regard to the standards in the SDAPCD 

guidance. 

With regard to odor impacts, a project that proposes a use that produces objectionable odors would 

be deemed to have a significant odor impact if it would affect a considerable number of off-site 

receptors. The impacts associated with construction and operation of the project were evaluated for 

significance based on these significance criteria. 

Impacts regarding fugitive dust would be significant if the project would result in the generation of 

100 pounds or more on a daily basis. 

Per the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, impacts regarding air movement would be 

significant if the project results in a substantial alteration of air movement in the area of the project. 
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The following discussion is based on the Air Quality Technical Study and Screening Health Risk 

Assessment prepared for the project by BlueScape Environmental (BlueScape Environmental 2021). 

A copy of the report is included as Appendix G, Air Quality Technical Study and Screening Health Risk 

Assessment, to this EIR. 

7.1.2.1 Consistency with Regional Air Quality Strategy 

The project would construct a church and parking structure, which would require an amendment to 

the Community Plan and a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow such a use on a residentially 

zoned property. Under the existing land use designations in the Navajo Community Plan and RS-1-7 

zone, the project site can build up to 52 single-family residences, assuming a 5,000-square-foot (SF) 

lot minimum over the approximately 6-acre site. The project would produce less traffic on an 

average weekly basis than a residential use that would be consistent with the existing zoning for the 

project site. The amount of mobile and area source emissions produced by the project would be the 

same or less than the maximum emissions associated with a residential use of the site. While the 

project would require a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to add “church” use to the Other 

Community Facilities figure in the Navajo Community Plan and a PDP, development of the site with 

the proposed institutional use would not be more intense from an emissions perspective than the 

residential use allowed under the existing zoning. Therefore, the project would be consistent with 

the growth anticipated by local plans, consistent with the underlying growth forecasts used in the 

development of the RAQS, and would not obstruct implementation of the RAQS. Less than 

significant impacts would result. 

7.1.2.2 Violation of an Air Quality Standard 

Construction. Construction of the project would generate temporary criteria pollutant and diesel 

particulate matter (DPM) emissions, primarily from operation of construction equipment on site and 

from vehicles transporting construction workers to and from the site. DPM emissions are discussed 

in more detail in Section 7.1.2.3 below. Construction equipment used for site preparation and 

grading typically generate the highest quantity of emissions. Construction emission calculations 

were based on the worst-case assumption that construction would commence as early as January 

2022, with a duration of 12 months. A later construction start date and longer duration would yield 

lower emissions levels. Emissions from the construction of the project were estimated using the 

CalEEMod model version 2020.4.0 (BlueScape Environmental 2021). Table 7-2, Estimated Maximum 

Daily Construction Emissions, and Table 7-3, Estimated Maximum Annual Construction Emissions, 

provides the detailed daily and annual construction emission estimates, respectively, as calculated 

with the CalEEMod model. Construction emission calculations assumed water of exposed areas 

would occur up to three times per day, in accordance with the City’s Grading Ordinance. Additional 

assumptions utilized in the construction emissions calculations included the use of Tier 4 engine 

standards for all construction equipment rated at 100 horsepower or more, and adjustments to 

select equipment default hours to be more consistent with the overall building phase scenario (refer 

to Appendix G for additional details regarding modeling assumptions). Watering of exposed areas 

three times a day and the use of Tier 4 engines would be a condition of approval on the project’s 

grading permit. 
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Table 7-2 

 ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Construction Phase 
Maximum Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

2022 Maximum Day 14.2 49.5 32.6 0.22 12.7 5.76 

City of San Diego Screening Thresholds 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold Exceeded  No No No No No No 

Source: BlueScape Environmental 2021. 

Notes: See Appendix G for CalEEMod ver. 2020.4.0 computer model output for the construction emission estimates for the 

proposed development; the higher value of summer or winter, daily emissions, incorporating project design features to 

minimize emissions, are shown. 

VOC= volatile organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 

 

Table 7-3 

 ESTIMATED MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Construction Phase 
Maximum Emissions (tons/year) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

2022 Annual 0.24 0.84 2.22 0.005 0.17 0.079 

City of San Diego Screening Thresholds 15 40 100 40 15 10 

Threshold Exceeded  No No No No No No 

Source: BlueScape Environmental 2021. 

Notes: See Appendix G for CalEEMod ver. 2020.4.0 computer model output; annual emissions shown. 

VOC= volatile organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 

 

As shown in Tables 7-2 and 7-3, construction of the project would not exceed the City’s CEQA 

construction emission thresholds for daily or annual emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC), 

oxides of nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of sulfur (SOX), respirable particulate matter 

(PM10), or fine particulate matter (PM2.5). As such, air quality impacts from project-related 

construction activities would be less than significant. 

Operations. Operational emissions include emissions from electricity consumption (energy 

sources), vehicle trips (mobile sources), area sources, landscape equipment, and evaporative 

emissions as the structures are repainted over the life of the project. The majority of operational 

emissions are associated with vehicle trips to and from the project site. Operational emissions 

calculations assumed the first year of project operation would be 2023. 

Project design features applied in the CalEEMod model for operational emissions calculations 

included the use of architectural coatings that meet SDAPCD Rule 67.0.1 standards, current Title 24 

Building Standards, low flow water fixtures and water-efficient irrigation systems, and a 50 percent 

reduction in solid waste to meet California’s existing waste diversion requirements. These project 

design features would be included as part of project conditions of approval. Table 7-4, Estimated 

Daily Operational Emissions, and Table 7-5, Estimated Annual Operational Emissions, summarizes daily 

and annual emissions, respectively, associated with the operation of the project. 
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Table 7-4 

 ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Proposed Project 
Estimated Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 1.27 <0.001 0.013 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 

Energy 0.019 0.169 0.142 0.001 0.013 0.013 

Mobile 4.38 3.77 31.4 0.055 5.49 1.49 

Daily Total 5.67 3.94 31.5 0.056 5.50 1.50 

SDAPCD Thresholds 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: BlueScape Environmental 2021. 

Note: See Appendix G for CalEEMod ver. 2020.4.0 computer model output; the higher value of summer or winter, daily 

emissions, incorporating project design features to minimize emissions, are shown. 

VOC= volatile organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 

 

Table 7-5 

 ESTIMATED ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Proposed Project 
Estimated Emissions (tons/year) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 0.23 <0.001 0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 

Energy 0.003 0.031 0.026 <0.001 0.002 0.002 

Mobile 0.20 0.18 1.47 0.003 0.26 0.07 

Annual Total 0.43 0.21 1.49 0.003 0.26 0.07 

SDAPCD Thresholds 15 40 100 40 15 10 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: BlueScape Environmental 2021. 

Note: See Appendix G for CalEEMod ver. 2020.4.0 computer model output; annual emissions, incorporating project design 

features to minimize emissions, are shown. 

VOC= volatile organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 

 

As shown in Tables 7-4 and 7-5, the project’s estimated daily and annual operational emissions 

would not exceed the SDAPCD thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10, or PM2.5. Therefore, the 

project would not result in regional air quality impacts (including impacts related to criteria 

pollutants and violations of air quality standards). Impacts would be less than significant. 

The nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development within 

the SDAB, and this regional impact is cumulative rather than attributable to any one source. A 

project’s emissions may be individually limited, but cumulatively considerable when taken in 

combination with past, present, and future development projects. The thresholds of significance are 

relevant to whether a project’s individual emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable 

incremental contribution to the existing cumulative air quality conditions. If a project’s emissions 
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would be less than those threshold levels, the project would not be expected to result in a 

considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact. 

As discussed above, the project would not result in the generation of criteria air pollutant emissions 

that would exceed the SDAPCD thresholds adopted by the City for construction and operational 

activities; therefore, it would not contribute a considerable amount of criteria air pollutant emissions 

to the region’s emissions profile and would not impede attainment and maintenance of ambient air 

quality standards. 

7.1.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Emissions of DPM from equipment used to construct the project were analyzed to determine if the 

health risk impacts to nearby sensitive receptors (including schools, hospitals, daycare, parks, etc.) 

would exceed the City thresholds (identified in Table 7-1). Additionally, while residential uses are not 

typically identified as sensitive receptors, this analysis incudes an examination of DPM emissions at 

the residential uses adjacent to the project site. Single-family residential uses are located directly 

adjacent to the east of the project site and across College Avenue to the west. The nearest school is 

the Temple Emanu-El preschool situated at 6299 Capri Drive, across College Avenue and 

approximately 300 feet north of the project site, while Hearst Elementary School is located 

approximately 0.1 mile northwest of the project site, at 6230 Del Cerro Boulevard. The closest 

hospital is Alvarado Hospital Medical Center, located south of Interstate 8 (I-8), at 6655 Alvarado 

Road, approximately 0.4 miles southeast of the project site. Temple Emanu-El preschool and Hearst 

Elementary School are the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site. 

A screening HRA (BlueScape Environmental 2021) was prepared for the project and is included in 

Appendix G. Detailed information regarding the assumptions and methodology for the health risk 

assessment, including assumptions related to the generation of DPM emissions, the modeling 

software and modeling inputs, and risk calculation methodology are described therein. The health 

risk assessment calculated cancer risk, chronic risk, and acute risk for resident, child, and school 

receptor exposures. As explained in more detail in Appendix G, due to the short-term construction 

period and the sensitivity of the youngest age groups (third trimester pregnancy and 0–2 years) to 

cancer risk impacts, the analysis of health risks for the younger age groups provides the most 

conservative estimate of cancer risk health impacts. Thus, the younger age groups were used to 

calculate the cancer risk impacts, even though these age groups would not be present at the 

elementary school (which typically has children ages 5–12). 

Table 7-6, Screening Health Risk Assessment Results, Diesel Particulate Matter Due to Construction, 

identifies the calculated cancer risk, non-cancer chronic risk, and acute risk impacts at the Maximally 

Exposed Individual (MEI) for residents in the vicinity of the project site and for the Temple Emanu-El 

preschool and Heart Elementary School, which are the nearest schools to the project site. 

As shown in Table 7-6, the health risk impacts from construction DPM would not exceed the SDAPCD 

CEQA significance thresholds adopted by the City. Therefore, the project’s construction-related 

health risk impacts at the nearest sensitive receptors, including residents adjacent to the project 

site, Temple Emanu-El preschool, and Hearst Elementary School, would be less than significant. 
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Table 7-6 

 SCREENING HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS, DIESEL PARTICULATE MATTER DUE TO CONSTRUCTION 

Risk 

Type Receptor Type UTM Location (meters) Risk Results 

Significance 

Threshold 

Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Cancer 

Risk 

Resident, Child Rec. # 1273 

494112.50; 3627012.50 

9.70 in one 

million 

10 in one 

million 

No 

School (Temple 

Emanu-El Preschool) 

Rec # 1587 

494087.50; 3627162.50 

1.02 in one 

million 

No 

School (Hearst 

Elementary) 

Rec # 1747 

494037.50; 3627237.50 

0.29 in one 

million 

No 

Chronic 

Risk 

Resident, Child Rec. # 1273 

494112.50; 3627012.50 

0.14 1.0 Health 

Hazard 

Index 

No 

School (Temple 

Emanu-El Preschool) 

Rec # 1587 

494087.50; 3627162.50 

0.001 No 

School (Hearst 

Elementary) 

Rec # 1747 

494037.50; 3627237.50 

0.0004 No 

Acute 

Risk 

Resident, Child Rec. # 2797 

494121.36; 3627047.71 

0.15 1.0 Health 

Hazard 

Index 

No 

School (Temple 

Emanu-El Preschool) 

Rec # 1587 

494087.50; 3627162.50 

0.05 No 

School (Hearst 

Elementary) 

Rec # 1747 

494037.50; 3627237.50 

0.028 No 

Source: BlueScape Environmental 2021. 

Note: UTM = Universal Transverse Mercator 

 

7.1.2.4 Odors 

The project may temporarily produce odors during construction activities resulting from 

construction equipment exhaust, application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural 

coatings; however, standard construction practices would minimize the odor emissions and their 

associated impacts. Furthermore, odors emitted during construction would be temporary, short-

term, and intermittent in nature, would cease upon the completion of the respective phase of 

construction, and generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect a substantial number of 

people. As the project consists of an institutional use, no operational odor sources are proposed. 

Accordingly, the project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 

people during construction, and short-term impacts would be less than significant. 

7.1.2.5 Particulate Matter 

As discussed in Section 7.1.2.2 above, the project would not result in emissions of particulate matter 

in excess of SDAPCD established thresholds. Estimated maximum daily construction emissions of 

particulate matter are 12.7 pounds of PM10 and 5.76 pounds of PM2.5. Estimated daily operational 
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emissions of particulate matter are 5.5 pounds of PM10 and 1.5 pounds of PM2.5. Thus, as 

demonstrated in Tables 7-2 and 7-4, the project would not result in the emissions exceeding 

100 pounds per day of particulate dust. Impacts would be less than significant. 

7.1.2.6 Air Movement 

Air movement impacts are typically associated with the placement of high structures in proximity to 

one another that can result in the tunneling of air movement. The pitched roof towers of the 

building would extend from 45 to up to 48 feet above grade and the rooftop extension (i.e., cross) 

would extend an additional 8 feet above the 45-foot-high tower, for a total structure height of 

53 feet above grade. The roof-top deck of the structured parking garage would be at grade with 

College Avenue. The project does not propose multiple high structures, nor is it located in an area 

that has existing multiple high structures. Adjacent land uses consist of a residential neighborhood, 

with nearby commercial and institutional uses (a temple and school), none of which are high profile 

or large structures that would contribute to air movement impacts. Air movement and air flow 

patterns would not be substantially altered as a result of the project and impacts would be less than 

significant. 

7.1.3 Energy 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, energy conservation impacts were analyzed by estimating 

project energy requirements by amount and type, then evaluating project compliance with energy 

regulatory requirements. These data were used to evaluate the project’s effects on energy resources 

and the degree to which the project would comply with existing energy standards. A project may 

result in a significant energy impact if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 

 If the project would result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or 

operation; and/or 

 If the project would conflict with or obstruct a state of local plan for renewable energy or 

energy efficiency. 

The analysis included in this section uses the CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0 results from the project’s 

Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist Appendix to evaluate energy impacts (refer to 

Appendix B). 

7.1.3.1 Energy Usage 

Construction. Temporary electrical power would be needed during construction activities. 

Electricity demand during construction is limited, and generally includes demand for lighting and 

electronic equipment, such as computers inside temporary construction trailers. Electricity for 

construction would be provided by San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E). The amount of electricity used 

during construction would be minimal and associated with the use of construction trailers that are 

used by managerial staff during the hours of construction activities, and electricity associated with 

powered hand tools. 
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The largest source of energy consumption during project construction would be from petroleum-

based fuels. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primarily energy resource 

expended over the course of construction, while transportation of construction materials and 

construction worker commutes would also result in petroleum-based fuel consumption. Heavy-duty 

equipment and haul trucks involved in hauling materials during project construction would rely on 

diesel fuel. In contrast, construction workers would travel to and from the project site in gasoline-

powered passenger vehicles. There would be no unusual project characteristics or construction 

processes that would require the use of equipment that would be more energy intensive than is 

used for comparable activities or use of equipment that would not conform to current emissions 

standards (and related fuel efficiencies). 

Both types of energy used during construction of the project would be limited to the construction 

period and would not involve long-term electrical or petroleum use. As such, energy consumption 

during construction activities would not be considered excessive, inefficient, or unnecessary. 

Operations. The California Energy Commission reported SDG&E electrical demand for all uses in 

2019 was 17,720.76 million kilowatt-hours (kWh) (California Energy Commission 2021). The project 

would generate the demand for approximately 569,882 kWh/year of electricity use (CalEEMod run by 

BlueScape Environmental 2021; see CAP Consistency Checklist, Appendix B). This equals 

approximately 3/1,000th of 1 percent of the total energy demand reported by SDG&E in 2019. 

Electricity use at the project would not be excessive, would be commensurate with the proposed 

use, and would not result in a substantial increase in regional consumption. The project would 

adhere to Title 24 requirements and the City’s CAP and would incorporate several measures directed 

at minimizing energy use, including cool/green roofs; electric vehicle charging stations; designated 

and secure bicycle parking spaces; designated parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and 

carpool/vanpool vehicles; and implementation of a solid waste recycling plan. 

Natural gas would be directly consumed throughout the operation of the project, primarily through 

building and water heating. Natural gas consumption was estimated for the project based on the 

CalEEMod default values. The California Energy Commission reported natural gas demand in 2019 

for SDG&E for all uses to be 533.9 million therms (California Energy Commission 2021), or 

5.339 billion kBtu (1 therm is equivalent to approximately 10 thousand British thermal units [kBtu]). 

The project is estimated to consume approximately 627,564 kBtu of natural gas per year during 

operations (CalEEMod run by BlueScape Environmental 2021; see CAP Consistency Checklist, 

Appendix B). This represents approximately 0.01 percent of total consumption of natural gas by 

SDG&E for all uses in 2019. In addition, the project would be designed to comply with California 

Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Part 6, as well as the City’s CAP. As such, the project’s long-term 

demand for natural gas would be commensurate with the planned residential land use, would not 

be substantial, and would not cause the use of large amounts of natural gas in a manner that is 

wasteful or otherwise inconsistent with adopted plans or policies. 

Operational petroleum usage would be attributable to the additional vehicles that would be 

associated with on-site employees and attendees to various small groups at the facility during 

weekdays, and with employees, volunteers, and church attendee vehicle trips on weekends. As 

noted under Section 7.1.12, Transportation, the project is expected to generate an increase above 

existing levels of 280 average daily trips (ADT) during weekdays, and an increase above existing 

levels of 1,976 ADT during Sundays (Appendix J; LOS Engineering 2022). Although the project would 

result in an increase in petroleum use during operation compared to the existing conditions, 
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project-specific petroleum use would be expected to diminish over time as fuel efficiency improves 

and as a result of the project’s proximity to transit connections, bicycle infrastructure, and 

pedestrian facilities (i.e., sidewalks). 

Given the above considerations with regard to all sources of energy usage, operation of the project 

would not result in the use of excessive, wasteful, or inefficient amounts of electricity, natural gas, or 

petroleum and would not result in the need to develop additional sources of energy. 

7.1.3.2 Energy Efficiency Policy Compliance 

The federal, state, and local regulatory plans and policies regarding energy efficiency aim to reduce 

energy demand, impose emission caps on energy providers, establish minimum building energy and 

green building standards, transition to renewable non-fossil fuels, incentivize homeowners and 

builders, fully recover landfill gas for energy, and expand research and development. In accordance 

with CARB’s Scoping Plan, the project includes sustainable building practices, such as the following 

features: 

 Cool/green roofs 

 Use of low-flow fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation 

 Electrical vehicle charging stations 

 Designated and secure bicycle parking spaces 

 Designated parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles 

 Implementation of a solid waste recycling plan 

Additionally, the project would be required to include all mandatory green building measures under 

the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code, and as specified in the CAP Consistency 

Checklist prepared for the project (refer to Appendix B to this EIR). Therefore, the project would be 

consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan measures through incorporation of stricter building and 

appliance standards. 

The project is consistent with General Plan concepts such as increased walkability, enhanced 

pedestrian networks, and proximity to transit through the provision of pedestrian and bicycle-

friendly components. These include the provision of new bicycle lane signage and striping, a 12-foot 

shared (for pedestrians and bicycles) contiguous sidewalk south of the project driveway, a 5-foot 

non-contiguous sidewalk north of the driveway, and the provision of bicycle parking and storage. 

The project would implement a waste management plan (WMP) directed at diverting solid waste, 

supporting the use of recycled materials, and promoting on-site recycling in accordance with 

citywide ordinances. 

The project is consistent with the CAP as demonstrated in the project’s CAP Consistently Checklist. 

Each of the applicable CAP strategies would be implemented by the project, including sustainable 

development features and green building practices. Refer to additional discussion under 

Section 7.1.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Thus, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a state 

or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. No significant adverse environmental effects 

would result from the adoption of the project in terms of plan consistency or policy conflicts. 
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7.1.4 Geologic Conditions 

Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), a project may result in a 

significant geologic hazards impact if it meets one or more of the following criteria: 

 If the project would expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, 

landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards; 

 If the project would result in substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on 

or off the site; and/or 

 If the project is located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-project-site landslide, 

lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

A project-specific geotechnical investigation was prepared for the project (Updated Preliminary 

Geotechnical Investigation and Design Recommendations, Proposed Church Facility, APN 463-010-100, 

San Diego, California, 90212, Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, Inc. 2020a). The results of this 

investigation are presented in this section. The complete preliminary geotechnical investigation 

report is contained in Appendix F to this EIR. The project site is located within the westernmost 

portion of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of California, in an area underlain by 

younger marine and non-marine sedimentary rocks. A majority of the project site is mantled with 

pre-existing undocumented fill soils, locally underlain by young alluvium and older alluvium where a 

pre-development drainage was filled in (based on a review of historic aerials, the drainage was filled 

during grading activities in the mid- to late-1960s). The fill and alluvial soils are underlain to 

maximum depths explored by Tertiary-aged Stadium Conglomerate and Cretaceous-age Santiago 

Peak Volcanics. In addition, the project is mapped in the City’s Seismic Safety Study as being in 

Geologic Hazards Category 52 corresponding to “other level areas, gently sloping to steep terrain, 

favorable geologic structure, low risk” (City of San Diego 2008b). 

7.1.4.1 Unstable Geologic Conditions 

Geologic Hazards. Based on a review of published geologic maps and reports, the project site is not 

located on any known active, potentially active, or inactive fault traces and thus, would not be 

subject to potential adverse effects associated with the rupture of a known earthquake fault at the 

project site. The nearest known active surface fault is the Silver Strand section of the Newport-

Inglewood-Rose Canyon fault zone, located approximately 7.1 miles southwest of the site. Based on 

the City’s Seismic Safety Study, the project site has favorable geologic structure. In the event of a 

major earthquake on regional faults or other significant faults in the Southern California and 

northern Baja California area, the project site could be subjected to moderate to severe ground 

shaking. With respect to this hazard, the site is considered low risk and comparable to other 

locations in the general vicinity. Additionally, seismic design of the proposed structures would be 

performed in accordance with guidelines currently adopted by the City, including California Building 

Code and seismic design parameters of the Structural Engineers Association of California. 

Implementation of proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction practices, to 

be verified at the building permit stage, would ensure that the potential for impacts associated with 

seismic ground shaking would be reduced to an acceptable level of risk. Therefore, impacts would 

be less than significant. 
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Liquefaction/Spreading/Subsidence. As noted previously, the project site is located within 

Geologic Hazards Zone 52 on the City’s Seismic Safety Study Geologic Hazards Map, which is 

characterized as areas with favorable geologic structure and low risk. The project site is underlain by 

Santiago Peak Volcanics that consist of moderately hard to hard, metavolcanic bedrock and Stadium 

Conglomerate that consists of moderately hard, cobble conglomerate with a silty sandstone matrix. 

These geologic units are not susceptible to seismically induced liquefaction or settlement. Based on 

the dense nature of the formational materials underlying the site, the lack of a shallow groundwater 

table, and the proposed remedial grading associated with project construction that would remove 

loose, sandy soils from the site, the potential for seismically induced liquefaction is considered 

remote. Additionally, the susceptibility to earthquake-induced dynamic settlement is considered to 

be remote due to the presence of well consolidated/indurated formational materials underlying the 

site and the aforementioned removal of loose, sandy soils during remedial grading at the project 

site. Due to the dense underlying materials present at the project site, the potential for unstable 

geologic conditions, such as subsidence or lateral spreading is low. Proper engineering design and 

utilization of standard construction practices would ensure that impacts resulting from unstable 

geologic conditions, such as liquefaction, settlement, subsidence, or lateral spreading would not 

occur. Therefore, no seismic-related ground failure is anticipated on site and no impact would occur. 

Landslides. No landslides or indications of deep-seated landsliding were observed at the site during 

field observations or during review of published geologic maps. The nearest known landslide is 

approximately 0.75 miles west of the project within exposures of Friars Formation, which are not 

present at the project site. Therefore, the risk to people or structures associated with a landslide 

hazard does not exist and no impact would occur. 

Seiches. Seiches are periodic oscillations in large bodies of water such as lakes, harbors, bays, or 

reservoirs. The risk potential for damage to the project site caused by seiches is low due to the 

project’s distance from large bodies of water. The risk to people or structures associated with 

inundation hazards caused by seiche is low. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Unstable Soils. Due to the dense underlying materials present at the project site, the potential for 

unstable geologic conditions that would potentially result in on- or off-site impacts is low. 

Additionally, soil types at the project site consist of Diablo-Urban Land Complex and Sandy Loam, 

which are not considered expansive soils. The project, in accordance with the recommendations of 

the geotechnical investigation, would remove unsuitable soils (artificial fill, young alluvium, and 

weather older alluvium/bedrock) and the proposed structures would be placed on compacted fill 

overlying competent Older Alluvium, Stadium Conglomerate, or Santiago Peak Volcanics. Therefore, 

the risk associated with unstable soils, including expansive soils would be avoided. 

Based on the discussion above, the project would not expose people or property to potentially 

substantial effects including the risk of life, injury, or death resulting from hazards such as 

earthquakes and seismic shaking, liquefaction, spreading, subsidence, landslides, unstable soils, or 

similar hazards. The project would incorporate geotechnical recommendations based on the site-

specific geotechnical report, would incorporate proper engineering design and standard 

construction practices consistent with applicable regulatory requirements. As such, impacts 

associated with geologic hazards would be less than significant. 
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7.1.4.2 Soil Erosion 

As presented in Section 7.1.7, Hydrology, and Section 7.1.14, Water Quality, drainage for the site 

would be adequately controlled through the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) 

during construction and operation such that substantial runoff would not occur. In the future, the 

project site would be developed with structures, hardscape, and landscaping. No soil would be 

exposed that could be subject to wind or water erosion. Therefore, the project would not result in a 

substantial increase in wind or water erosion, and less-than-significant impacts would occur. 

7.1.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

According to the California Natural Resources Agency, “due to the global nature of greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions and their potential effects, GHG emissions will typically be addressed in a 

cumulative impacts analysis.” According to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, the following criteria may 

be considered to establish the significance of global climate change for a project: 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment; and/or 

 Conflict with the City’s CAP or an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, the determination of the significance of GHG 

emissions calls for a careful judgment by the lead agency, consistent with the provisions in 

Section 15064. Section 15064.4 further provides that a lead agency should make a good-faith effort, 

based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate, or estimate the 

amount of GHG emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, 

in the context of a particular project, whether to: 

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions resulting from a project, and which 

model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select the model or 

methodology it considers most appropriate, provided it supports its decision with 

substantial evidence. The lead agency should explain the limitations of the particular model 

or methodology selected for use; and/or 

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. 

Section 15064.4 also advises a lead agency to consider the following factors, among others, when 

assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment: 

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the 

existing environmental setting; 

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 

determines applies to the project; and 

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 

implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 

emissions. 
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In December 2015, the City adopted a CAP that outlines the actions that the City will undertake to 

achieve its proportional share of state GHG emission reductions (City of San Diego 2015a). The CAP 

is a qualified plan for the reduction of GHG emissions, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15183.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a 

project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions effect may be determined not to 

be cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements of the CAP. In July 2016, the City 

adopted the CAP Consistency Checklist to provide a streamlined review process for the analysis of 

potential GHG impacts from proposed new development; checklist revisions were then 

implemented in July 2017. The CAP Consistency Checklist requires a three-step review of the project 

to determine consistency with the GHG projections and programs outlined in the City’s CAP. For the 

applicable steps, the project has been found to be consistent with the CAP (Baranek Consulting 

Group 2021). The following summarizes that determination based on the various items included in 

the project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (Appendix B to this EIR). 

The project site is designated in the Navajo Community Plan for Residential land use and is zoned 

Residential (RS-1-7). The designation is for Very Low/Low Residential use at a density range of 0 to 

9 dwelling units (DU) per acre. With minimum 5,000 SF lots, as allowed in the RS-1-7 zone, the 

project site could be developed with maximum construction of up to 52 DU on the approximately 6-

acre site. The Navajo Community Plan does not provide a separate land use designation for 

churches or places of religious assembly. Instead, these types of community facilities are identified 

as “Church” on the Other Community Facilities map (Figure 24) of the Navajo Community Plan. The 

project requires approval of a CPA to add “Church” use to the Other Community Facilities map in the 

Navajo Community Plan, similar to other religious institutions in the community. The proposed CPA 

would retain the Residential land use designation and identify the site for Institutional (Church) uses. 

No rezone is proposed because churches are a permitted use in the RS-1-7 zone. With regard to 

Step 1 of the CAP Consistency Checklist, a quantification of estimated project emissions was 

prepared, using the CalEEMod v2020.4.0 model, to evaluate whether the project would result in 

equivalent or less GHG emissions than assumed in the CAP. State and federal GHG measures were 

assumed in the calculations consistent with the regulatory assumptions in the CAP, including 2019 

Building Efficiency Standards, under Title 24; Pavley I, Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and advanced 

Clean Cars standards; and the City’s goal of 50 percent solid waste diversion through recycling and 

waste reduction programs (refer to the Appendix B to this EIR for additional details regarding 

modeling assumptions). 

Table 7-7, Estimated Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Planned Land Use Designation and Zoning – 

52 Single-Family Homes, and Table 7-8, Estimated Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Proposed 

Land Use Designation and Zoning – All Peoples Church Project, summarize the estimated GHG 

emissions with the existing and proposed land use designations and zoning, respectively. 

As shown in Tables 7-7 and 7-8, the project would result in annual operational GHG emissions that 

are lower than levels that would occur under the planned land use designation/zoning assumed in 

the CAP by 156.79 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). The site’s annual vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) would be reduced by approximately 459,305 miles as compared to the planned 

land use designation/zoning assumed in the CAP. Therefore, the project would result in equivalent 

or less GHG emissions than assumed in the CAP compared to the planned land use and zoning and 

meets the requirements of Step 1 of the CAP Consistency Checklist. 
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Table 7-7 

 ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PLANNED LAND USE DESIGNATION AND 

ZONING – 52 SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES 

Emission Source 

Annual Emissions (Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 76.87 0.05 0.004 79.38 

Energy 159.67 0.007 0.002 160.40 

Mobile Source 481.81 0.03 0.02 489.34 

Solid Waste 6.20 0.37 0.00 15.36 

Water Use 14.96 0.09 0.002 17.84 

Construction Emissions (Amortized Over 20 Years) 

Construction Sources 13.52 0.003 0.00 13.62 

Total 753.03 0.55 0.03  

TOTAL CO2e Emissions 775.94 

Source: CalEEMod run by BlueScape Environmental (2021); see Appendix B. 

Note: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 

 

Table 7-8 

 ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATION AND 

ZONING – ALL PEOPLES CHURCH PROJECT 

Emission Source 

Annual Emissions (Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 0.002 0.00 0.00 0.002 

Energy 173.07 0.01 0.002 173.79 

Mobile Source 334.47 0.03 0.02 337.91 

Solid Waste 31.52 1.86 0.00 78.09 

Water Use 11.59 0.05 0.001 13.06 

Construction Emissions (Amortized Over 20 Years) 

Construction Sources 16.12 0.003 0.00 16.30 

Total 563.77 1.95 0.02  

TOTAL CO2e Emissions 619.15 

Source: CalEEMod run by BlueScape Environmental (2021); see Appendix B. 

Note: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
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With regard to Step 2 of the CAP Consistency Checklist, the project design would comply with the 

GHG reduction strategies in the CAP by featuring the following, as described in Chapter 3, Project 

Description, and would be included as part of project conditions of approval: 

 Cool/green roofs 

 Use of low-flow fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation 

 Electrical vehicle charging stations 

 Designated and secure bicycle parking spaces 

 Designated parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles 

 Implementation of a solid waste recycling plan 

A Step 3 conformance evaluation is not required because the project does not require a land use 

designation amendment (i.e., the project site would remain in the residential land use designation), 

and Step 1 demonstrates the project would be consistent with the General Plan and the Navajo 

Community Plan. 

Therefore, the project would be consistent with projected GHG emissions and GHG reduction 

strategies outlined in the City’s CAP, or any other applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing emissions of GHGs. The project would not result in a significant impact 

relative to plans, policies, or regulations aimed at reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would, 

therefore, be less than significant. 

7.1.6 Health and Safety 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) require that the environmental review 

process include steps to disclose and address the safe removal, disposal, and/or remediation of 

hazardous materials in conformance with applicable federal, state, and local government standards. 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds also identify potential public safety/public health 

issues associated with projects that are: (1) located within and/or in close proximity to airports, 

flood-prone areas, or areas susceptible to brush fires; (2) susceptible to disease-carrying vector 

exposure, sewage spills, or electromagnetic field effects associated with electric transmission lines 

and communications facilities; and (3) in proximity to former or active underground storage tank 

sites, fuel-storage tank farms, sewage treatment plants, or areas where toxic chemicals may be 

stored. Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), a project may result in a 

significant health and safety impact if the project would: 

 Expose people to toxic substances, such as pesticides and herbicides, some of which have 

long-lasting ability, applied to the soil during previous agricultural uses; 

 Result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school; 

 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites complied 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to 

the public or environment; 
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 Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency plan or 

emergency evacuation plan; 

 Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working within two miles of a private airstrip 

or a private airport or heliport facility that is not covered by an adopted Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan; 

 Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated airport influence 

area; and/or 

 Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 

fires, including when wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wildlands? 

7.1.6.1 Construction 

Hazardous Materials Usage and Transport. Construction of the project may require the use of 

hazardous materials (fuels, lubricants, solvents, etc.), which would require proper storage, handling, 

use and disposal; however, the project would not routinely transport, use or dispose of hazardous 

materials. Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure releases involving hazardous 

materials represent a potential threat to human health and the environment if not properly treated. 

Accident prevention and containment are the responsibility of the construction contractors, and 

provisions to properly manage hazardous substances and wastes are typically included in construction 

specifications. The contractor would be required to comply with applicable local, state, and federal 

regulations, regarding the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. 

Therefore, adherence to the construction specifications and applicable regulations regarding 

hazardous materials and hazardous waste, including disposal, would ensure that construction of the 

project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

Hazardous materials would not be disposed of or released onto the ground, the underlying 

groundwater, or any surface water. Totally enclosed containment would be provided for all refuse. 

With implementation of these construction BMPs, potential impacts from the accidental release of 

hazardous materials during construction activities would not occur. 

7.1.6.2 Operations 

Hazardous Materials Usage and Transport. The project is institutional in nature and does not 

propose the use or transport of any hazardous materials beyond those used for ordinary 

maintenance and cleaning purposes (e.g., chemical reagents, solvents, fuels, paints, and cleansers). 

These materials would be used for building and grounds maintenance. Many of the hazardous 

materials used would be considered household hazardous wastes, common wastes, and/or 

universal wastes by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, which regards these types of wastes 

to be common to businesses and households and to pose a lower risk to people and the 

environment than other hazardous wastes when they are properly stored, transported, used, and 

disposed of. All hazardous materials generated, used, and stored on the project property would be 

managed in accordance with all relevant federal, state, and local laws, including the California 

Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and 

Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (22 CCR 4.5). 
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Hazardous Emissions. Given the institutional character of the project, operations would not create 

any sources of hazardous emissions that could affect the public. The closest schools to the project 

site are Hearst Elementary School, located approximately 0.1 mile northwest of the project site and 

a pre-school at Temple Emanu-El, located across College Avenue, approximately 300 feet north of 

the project site. Although the project site is located within 0.25 miles of two existing schools, as an 

institutional use with no stationary emissions sources, it would not emit any hazardous substances. 

Therefore, hazardous materials impacts related to hazardous emissions and the project’s proximity 

to schools would be less than significant. 

Listed Hazardous Materials Sites. EnviroStor is an online database search and GIS tool for 

identifying sites that have known contamination or sites where there may be reasons to investigate 

further. It also identifies facilities that are authorized to treat, store, dispose, or transfer hazardous 

waste. Based on review of the online EnviroStor database on the Department Toxic Substances 

Control website, there are no recorded hazardous materials sites within a mile of the project site 

(California Department of Toxic Substances Control 2021). Therefore, the project site and its 

surroundings are not on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

Section 65962.5. and the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment. No impact would occur. 

Emergency Evacuation Plans. The City participates in the County’s Unified San Diego County 

Emergency Services Organization and County of San Diego Operational Area Emergency Plan 

(County of San Diego 2018). Primary evacuation routes consist of the major interstates, highways, 

and prime arterials within San Diego County. Primary evacuation routes identified in the emergency 

plan nearest the project site include I-8, which is located just south of the project site, and Interstate 

15 (I-15), which is located approximately 3 miles west of the project site. However, as noted in the 

emergency plan, specific evacuation routes would be determined based on the location and extent 

of the incident and would include as many predesignated transportation routes as possible (County 

of San Diego 2018). The project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere with, 

an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. Off-site roadway improvements are 

proposed along College Avenue at the proposed site entrance. A full access private driveway would 

be constructed along College Avenue, with a new signalized intersection and turn lanes. 

Construction activities associated with the project entry would include creating a break and 

narrowing of the existing raised median, constructing a new southbound left-turn lane, striping of a 

northbound right-turn lane and installing a crosswalk. A new traffic signal would be installed at the 

completed intersection. A second private driveway access would also be added in the northern 

portion of the site, providing an additional access point to the site from College Avenue. An 

encroachment permit from the City would be required for those improvements. Traffic control 

would be implemented by the construction contractor (as required by the City) to ensure safe 

passage through the area while construction is occurring and to make sure emergency access is 

maintained in the project area. Once complete, the project would not interfere with any emergency 

response along College Avenue and less-than-significant impacts would occur. 

Wildfire Hazard. The project site is surrounded on all sides by urban development, with the 

exceptions of a 2.0-acre City fee-owned open space dedicated parkland that is situated between I-8 

and the project site and adjacent residential neighborhood with no interface with wildlands. Some 

undeveloped hillsides occur west of College Avenue but are bordered by I-8 to the south and 

residential development to the west and north (refer to Figure 2-2). According to the City of San 
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Diego Official Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) Map No. 20, the project site is located 

within a “VHFHSZ & 300' Brush Buffer” (City of San Diego 2009). As part of standard development 

procedures, the proposed development plans would be submitted to the City for review and 

approval to ensure that adequate emergency access is provided to and from the project site. The 

project would be constructed to comply with the City’s Fire Code and City requirements related to 

development within the VHFHSZ and would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Less than significant impacts are identified. 

Airport Safety Hazards. The project site is located within the Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Overlay Zone (ALUCOZ) and Airport Influence Area (AIA) for Montgomery Field. Specifically, the 

project site is located within Review Area 2 of the AIA, which consists of locations within the airspace 

protection and/or overflight notification areas (County of San Diego 2010). Limits on the heights of 

structures, particularly in areas of high terrain, is the only restriction on land uses within Review 

Area 2. Although the project site is located in Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field, the City 

determined that an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review of the project would be 

unnecessary because of its topographic location below surrounding land uses and low stature 

relative to the airspace restrictions. The project would not interfere with the operations of the 

airport and no associated safety impacts would occur. The project site is not located in the vicinity of 

a private airstrip, and no safety impacts associated with private airstrips would occur. 

7.1.7 Hydrology 

According to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), a project may result in a 

significant impact to hydrology if the project would: 

 Result in impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff; 

 Result in a substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due to changes in 

runoff flow rates or volumes; and/or 

 Develop within a 100-year floodplain as identified on Federal Emergency Management 

(FEMA) maps or impose flood hazards on other properties. 

Information for the following discussion is based on the Preliminary Drainage Study (Pasco Laret 

Suiter & Associates 2021) and Priority Development Project (PDP) Storm Water Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP) (Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2020), which are included as Appendix H, Preliminary 

Drainage Study, and Appendix I, Stormwater Quality Management Plan, of this EIR. 

The project site is currently vacant, with no impervious surfaces. The project would result in 

excavation, grading, and the placement of fill to construct the proposed structures and associated 

surface parking. Construction of the project would result in approximately 2.46 acres of new 

impervious areas of the site, which would cover approximately 41 percent of the site. In the current 

condition, there are no impervious areas, so the project would result in an increase of impervious 

areas at the site of 2.46 acres. The project design includes several drainage facilities to 

accommodate identified runoff volumes and velocities within the site, including the placement of 

pervious pavement on approximately 19 percent of the site and the construction of four biofiltration 

basins. In the existing condition, the runoff rate for the 100-year peak flow rates is 118.26 cubic feet 

per second (cfs). The project, with the identified planned stormwater improvements, would result in 
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runoff rates for the 100-year peak flow rates of 115.23 cfs. As such, the project would not result in 

significant impacts associated with increased runoff rates due to new impervious surfaces. 

Existing drainage at the site consists of sheet flows from the northeast portion to the southern 

property line and tends toward a natural drainage flowline at the bottom of the slope, adjacent to 

College Avenue. Off-site run-on enters the project site at three separate locations. The first location 

is an existing 36-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) public storm drain main at the northern 

boundary of the project site (via an existing easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego), 

which is conveyed in a southerly direction through the project site and into California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW) via an earthen drainage pathway prior to discharging 

to an existing 48-inch RCP (in the Caltrans ROW), which conveys flow under the I-8 off-ramp. An 

existing 18-inch RCP public storm drain (within an existing 10-foot-wide easement for storm drains 

to the City of San Diego) also discharges stormwater on to the project site at the eastern boundary, 

coming from Marne Avenue. Drainage flows westerly to its confluence with the earthen drainage 

channel discussed above and continues in a southerly direction towards the Caltrans headwall and 

48-inch public RCP. An existing 30-inch RCP discharges stormwater onto the project site at the 

southwestern boundary of the project site from underground infrastructure and a grated inlet along 

College Avenue (in the Caltrans ROW). The discharge flows through an 18-inch public RCP pipe, 

outletting at a headwall on Caltrans ROW, adjacent to the project site, and flows into the project site 

where it enters an existing 15-foot-wide easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego. Runoff 

flows southeasterly and converges with the earthen drainage channel flow line, flowing from the 

project site into Caltrans ROW and ultimately discharging to the existing Caltrans 48-inch RCP, which 

continues under the I-8 off-ramp. All of the existing on-site stormwater that is generated by the project 

site flows toward the existing 48-inch storm drain near the southwest corner of the project site. 

The project includes drainage improvements, including vacations of portions of existing easements 

for storm drains to the City of San Diego, and the creation of new easements for storm drains to the 

City of San Diego. Proposed storm drain easements would conform to the requirements of the City’s 

Drainage Design Manual. The project includes the construction of underground pipe to route two of 

the existing outlets (discussed above) further down the site. Construction of the project includes a 

36-inch RCP public off-site mainline storm drain that would connect to the existing 36-inch RCP at 

the northern boundary but would be rerouted underground down College Avenue (with no adverse 

effect to neighboring properties) and transition to a public 48-inch RCP after it turns on-site. 

Rerouting of the 36-inch RCP storm drain would require removal of 38.8 linear feet of existing storm 

drain, which would require vacation of the easement. The main 36-inch trunk line would be rerouted 

down northbound College Avenue and would turn on site just before the Caltrans ROW begins. This 

36-inch RCP public storm drain would be centered on a 15-foot-wide proposed drainage easement 

to the City of San Diego as it goes underground. It would then transition to a public 48-inch RCP line 

(a portion of which would be in a new 15-foot storm drains easement to City of San Diego on site) 

after it turns on site and enters the first public cleanout on the project site. It would then parallel the 

Caltrans ROW on site, where it would transition from the proposed 15-foot-wide public storm drains 

easement to City of San Diego into the existing 15-foot-wide easement for storm drains to the City of 

San Diego. 

At the southwest corner of the project site, an 18-inch public storm drain (with a proposed 15-foot 

public storm drain easement) is proposed within the private road on site to reroute the existing 

18-inch RCP storm drain (located within a 10-foot easement for storm drains to the City of San 
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Diego). Rerouting of this storm drain would require removal of approximately 80 linear feet of 

18-inch public RCP storm drain (with no adverse effects to neighboring properties) and vacation of a 

portion of the existing 10-foot easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego. The 18-inch RCP 

described above would be constructed to reroute the existing 18-inch storm drain to convey off-site 

stormwater runoff from the existing 18-inch public RCP storm drain downstream (from the 

neighborhood above the project site at Marne Avenue), through the proposed 15-foot easement for 

storm drains to the City of San Diego, before converging with the proposed mainline 48-inch RCP. 

The new 48-inch public RCP would capture and convey off-site storm runoff that is discharged onto 

the project site in the existing condition and transport treated water from the project (via private 

drainage structures and pipe networks) from biofiltration basins 1–3, into a 10-foot-wide engineered 

earthen channel, dissipated by riprap. This engineered channel would be within the existing 15-foot 

easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego that would run along the existing drainage route 

at the southwest corner of the site, before entering the 19.87-foot-wide proposed easement for 

storm drains to the City of San Diego, where flows would be dissipated via rip-rap and would 

discharge along the existing flowline on site. This overland flowline then picks up the treated 

stormwater of biofiltration basin 4 (which is part of the project’s private drainage infrastructure), 

before flowing over the project site property line into Caltrans ROW (mimicking the existing 

condition), following the natural overland drainage pathway before being picked up by the existing 

headwall and 48-inch storm drain in the Caltrans ROW that flows beneath I-8. All on-site and off-site 

runoff would have an ultimate discharge point at the off-site 48-inch RCP Caltrans storm drain that 

does under the I-8 offramp to College Avenue, just as it does in the existing condition. 

Approximately 4.91 acres of the developed site runoff would drain to four biofiltration basins for 

water quality treatment and hydromodification management prior to discharging to the mainline 

storm drain. These biofiltration basins would detain and mitigate the 100-year storm event peak 

flow rate prior to discharging on site. Stormwater discharged from the biofiltration basins would 

move further downstream to the existing off-site Caltrans 48-inch storm drain system at the 

southern end of the project site. Stormwater discharged from the remaining 1.08 acres of slopes 

and self-mitigated areas on the project site would follow natural drainage paths or be conveyed via 

concrete brow ditches to the ultimate discharge point (the Caltrans 48-inch storm drain system) at 

the southern end of the site. Runoff was calculated for the 100-year storm events, using the Rational 

Method, where Q is the flow rate in cfs, C is the runoff coefficient (determined from Table A-1 of the 

City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual), I is rainfall intensity in inches per hour (in/hr), and A is 

the drainage basin area in acres. Table 7-9, Summary of Overall 100-Year Storm Event Peak Flow Rates, 

shows the 100-year storm event peak flow rates for the project site in the existing condition, the 

proposed condition (the project without the proposed biofiltration basins), and the proposed 

condition (the project with detention provided by the project’s four biofiltration basins). 
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Table 7-9 

 SUMMARY OF OVERALL 100-YEAR STORM EVENT PEAK FLOW RATES 

Condition 

Total Drainage 

Area Off Site 

and On Site 

Q100 

(cubic feet 

per second) 

Time of 

Concentration 

(minimum) 

Existing Condition 64.4 118.26 13.07 

Proposed Condition (the project without 

the proposed biofiltration basins) 

64.4 116.80 13.05 

Proposed Condition (the project with 

detention provided by the project’s four 

biofiltration basins) 

64.4 115.23 13.05 

Source: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2021 

 

Table 7-9 shows the existing and proposed hydrologic results at the outfall of the project site. The 

proposed condition, both without and with the detention provided by the project’s four biofiltration 

basins has a peak flow (Q100) that is less than the existing condition. Additionally, Table 7-10, On-

Site and Off-Site Hydrological Conditions, shows the hydrological conditions at the project site in the 

existing condition, the proposed condition (the project without the proposed biofiltration basins), 

and the proposed condition (the project with detention provided by the project’s four biofiltration 

basins). 

Table 7-10 

 ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE HYDROLOGICAL CONDITIONS 

Condition 

Area 

(acres) 

Q100 

(cubic feet 

per second) 

Time of 

Concentration 

(minimum) 

V100 

(feet per 

second) 

Weighted 

C 

Existing Condition 64.4 118.26 13.07 13.92 0.59 

Proposed Condition (the project without the 

proposed biofiltration basins) 

64.4 116.80 13.05 9.86 0.61 

Proposed Condition (the project with 

detention provided by the project’s four 

biofiltration basins) 

64.4 115.23 13.05 9.77 0.61 

Source: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2021 

 

As shown in Table 7-10, as a result of the detention provided by the four proposed biofiltration 

basins, the project would mitigate the 100-year storm event peak flow rate to below the existing 

condition. The proposed storm drain mainline would be sized to sufficiently convey the on-site and 

off-site 100-year storm event peak flow rate in the post development condition. There would be no 

negative impacts to adjacent properties. The project would not result in significant alteration of 

existing patterns, as the proposed improvements would ultimately discharge to the same location 

downstream of the project as the existing condition. As such, the project would not result in the 

substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or 

volumes. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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The project site does not contain wetlands or jurisdictional areas and the project would not result in 

impacts to such resources. As such, the project would not result in the need for approvals related to 

Clean Water Act Sections 401 or 404. 

The project site is not located within FEMA special flood hazard areas (FEMA 2021). No development 

is proposed as part of the project that would occur within the floodplain or result in flood-related 

impacts. No impact associated with 100-year floodplains would occur. 

7.1.8 Mineral Resources 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) indicate that a project could cause a 

potentially significant impact to mineral resources if it results in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. According to 

the Generalized Mineral Land Classification figure (Figure CE-6) in the Conservation Element of the 

City General Plan, the project site is designated as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ-) 3 (City of San Diego 

2008a). MRZ-3 areas contain mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from 

available data. As discussed in the Conservation Element, the City’s high quality mineral resource 

areas are designated as MRZ-2. The project site is located adjacent to a developed residential 

neighborhood and is not suitable for mineral extraction, nor is it identified in the General Plan as an 

area of known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. 

The project site has not been delineated on a local general, specific, or other land use plan as a 

locally important mineral resource recovery site, and no such resources would be affected with 

project implementation. As such, no impacts to mineral resources would occur. 

7.1.9 Paleontological Resources 

Based on the described City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), impacts related to 

paleontological resources would be significant if a project would require excavation exceeding: 

 Over 1,000 cubic yards (cy) of excavation extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater in a high-

resource-potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit; and/or 

 Over 2,000 cy of excavation extending to a depth of 10 feet or greater in a moderate-

resource-potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit. 

According to the geotechnical investigation prepared for the project (Advanced Geotechnical 

Solutions 2020a; Appendix F) the project site is underlain by the Santiago Peak Volcanic and Stadium 

Conglomerate formations. The Santiago Peak Volcanic is assigned a zero sensitivity for fossil 

resources, while the Stadium Conglomerate is assigned a high potential for fossil resources. As 

described in Section 3.2.4, Grading Plan, the project grading plan indicates that approximately 

93 percent of the project site would be graded, with 16,500 cy of cut and 39,000 cy of fill (including 

22,500 cy of import). The maximum depth of excavation would be 25.5 feet. Therefore, the project’s 

grading permit would be conditioned to require paleontological monitoring during the initial cuts 

into Stadium Conglomerate formational materials due to exceeding the 10-foot-or-greater threshold 

of significance. Through compliance with the grading permit conditions, the project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts to fossil resources. 
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7.1.10 Population and Housing 

The City has not adopted specific significance thresholds for addressing a project’s population and 

housing impacts. However, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G indicates a project could have a significant 

impact on population and housing if it would: 

 Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area either directly or indirectly; and/or 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere. 

The project is an institutional land use that would not result in new residents or increase population 

in the project area. The project would not extend road or infrastructure to an area that does not 

have public utilities. As such, the project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial 

population growth in the area. Additionally, the project site does not currently contain existing 

residences that would be demolished or displaced as a result of the project and the project would 

not necessitate the construction of replacement housing to offset the removal of existing homes. 

Therefore, population and housing–related impacts associated with the project would be less than 

significant. 

7.1.11 Public Services and Facilities 

The City Significance Determination Thresholds (2020) state that public services and facilities 

impacts may be significant if the project would have an effect upon, or result in the need for, new or 

altered government services in any of the following areas: police protection, fire/life safety 

protection, libraries, parks, or other recreational facilities. If so, the focus of the analysis should be 

on the physical impacts of construction for public service facilities, such as whether the project 

would (1) conflict with the community plan in terms of the number, size, and location of public 

service facilities; and/or (2) result in direct impacts from construction of proposed new public service 

facilities needed to serve the project. The significance of a project’s impacts should be evaluated 

relative to construction of public service facilities, particularly whether the project would conflict 

with the community plan in terms of number, size, and location of public service facilities, as well as 

if direct impacts from construction of new facilities needed to serve the project would occur. 

As noted in Section 5.1, Land Use, while the project would require a CPA to add “Church” use to the 

Other Community Facilities map in the Navajo Community Plan, the project would not alter the 

zoning or land use designation of the site. As such, the number, size, and location of public service 

facilities required to serve the site would not change, as noted below. 

7.1.11.1 Fire-Rescue 

The project site is located within the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (SDFD) service area 

for fire protection and medical services. The City has 52 fire stations protecting more than 

343 square miles and over 1.4 million residents (City of San Diego 2021c). According to the Public 

Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan, for medical patients and small fires, 

the first-due unit should arrive within 7.5 minutes, 90 percent of the time from the receipt of the 911 

call in fire dispatch. For serious emergencies, a multiple-unit response of at least 17 personnel 

should arrive within 10.5 minutes from the time of 911-call receipt in fire dispatch, 90 percent of the 
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time (City of San Diego 2021a). The fire station closest to the project site is Fire Station 31, located 

approximately 1.1 miles north of the project site. Fire Station 31 serves Grantville/Del Cerro and its 

surrounding areas, with a district of 6.3 square miles (City of San Diego 2021c). Station 31 houses 

Engine 31 and Medic 31. 

Similar to other institutional uses in the city, implementation of the project would require fire and 

emergency medical services. The project would result in staff being present on the site during 

weekdays, with additional attendees present at the site on weekday evenings for various small 

group activities. Additionally, on weekends, staff, volunteers, and church guests would be present. 

The project would result in some increases in service calls and response times; however, the project 

would not require the construction of new public facilities related to fire or emergency medical 

services. SDFD would provide first responder and first responder paramedic services to the project 

from Fire Station 31. Additionally, the project would be constructed in accordance with applicable 

fire codes and City regulations. The project would also be required to pay development impact fees 

prior to issuance of building permits, a portion of which could support maintenance of fire 

protection and emergency response services provided by the City. The project would not necessitate 

the construction of additional fire protection facilities that would result in impacts on the 

environment. Therefore, project impacts related to the provision of local fire protection services 

would be less than significant. 

7.1.11.2 Police Services 

The City of San Diego Police Department (SDPD) would serve the proposed project. The project site 

is located within the SDPD's Eastern Division, which serves a population of 155,982 people and 

encompasses 47.1 square miles. The Eastern Division serves the neighborhoods of Allied Gardens, 

Birdland, College East, College West, Del Cerro, Kearny Mesa, Lake Murray, Mission Valley East, 

Qualcomm, San Carlos, Serra Mesa, and Tierrasanta. The Eastern Division Substation is located at 

9225 Aero Drive, approximately 4.3 miles northwest of the project site (City of San Diego 2021d). The 

SDPD does not staff individual stations based on the number of sworn officers per 1,000 population 

ratio, but it does have a goal of maintaining 1.48 officers per 1,000 population ratio citywide. As the 

project is an institutional use that would serve existing residents of the city and would not bring 

more residents to the area (through the construction of housing or large employment-generating 

uses) the project would not affect the existing sworn offers per 1,000 population ratio. 

In consultation with SDPD, through the Crime Prevention through Environmental Design Review, the 

project has been designed to comply with emergency access requirements, which would help to 

reduce the demands for police services. The project would introduce an institutional use to the site. 

Although this could result in an increase in service calls compared to the current vacant property, 

the project is located in an urbanized area that is currently served by the SDPD. Additionally, the 

SDPD has facilities and staffing in the project area to adequately serve the project; ongoing funding 

for police services is provided by the City General Fund; and no new facilities or improvements to 

existing facilities would be required. Therefore, potential project-related impacts to police services 

and facilities would be less than significant. 
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7.1.11.3 Parks and Recreation Facilities 

The project is an institutional use that would not increase the demand on park and recreational 

facilities in the project area. The project would not include construction of future housing or induce 

growth that could increase demand for park facilities or recreational amenities in the area. No need 

for new or physically altered park and recreation facilities would occur as a result of the proposed 

project and no impact would occur. 

7.1.11.4 Schools 

The project site is located within the San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD), which serves over 

121,000 students ranging from preschool through grade 12 in 226 educational facilities (SDUSD 

2021). The project is an institutional use that would not generate students or increase the need for 

school facilities. Additionally, the project would not include construction of future housing or induce 

growth that could increase demand for schools in the area. No need for new or physically altered 

school facilities would occur as a result of the proposed project and no impact associated with 

schools would occur. 

7.1.11.5 Libraries 

Library services are provided in the project area by the San Diego Public Library. The project is an 

institutional use and would not result in the construction of future housing or induce growth that 

could increase demand for library services in the area. As such, the project would not result in the 

need for new or physically altered library facilities and no impact to library services would occur. 

7.1.12 Transportation 

The City has adopted the following significance determination thresholds for addressing a project’s 

transportation impacts (2020). According to the adopted significance determination thresholds, a 

project could have a significant impact on transportation if it would: 

 Conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the transportation 

system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; 

 Result in VMT exceeding thresholds identified in the City of San Diego Transportation Study 

Manual; 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); and/or 

 Result in inadequate emergency access. 

A Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) (Appendix J to this EIR) was conducted for the project (LOS 

Engineering 2022). The purpose of the LMA is to determine if there are any effects caused by project 

traffic that would trigger roadway and other multi-modal improvements or if the project should 

contribute a fair-share participation in planned improvements. The LMA evaluates and documents 

existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and identifies any deficiencies in those facilities 

within a 0.5-mile distance of the site in the context of proposed improvements. 
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In addition to the proposed Based on the recommendations contained in the LMA, the project would 

install a traffic signal and median improvements at the project’s main entrance driveway along 

College Avenue, the project would construct and construct pedestrian and bicycle improvements 

along the site’s frontage on College Avenue to facilitate access (refer to DEIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, for a detailed description of the access improvements). From the northern project 

boundary down to the proposed signalized main project entrance driveway, a 5-foot non-contiguous 

sidewalk with a transition to the existing contiguous sidewalk north of the project and a buffered 

Class II bike lane would be installed. From the proposed signalized main project driveway down to 

the southern project boundary, a 12-foot shared contiguous sidewalk consisting of a 6-foot bike 

path and a 6-foot pedestrian path would be installed. Installation of the identified improvements 

would assure that the project would not conflict  with the goals and objectives of the Mobility 

Element of the General Plan related to roadway network operations, safety, accessibility, and multi-

modal connectivity (City of San Diego 2015). Thus, no significant transportation impact related to an 

adopted program, plan, ordinance or policy would occur. 

Metropolitan Transit System lists Bus Routes 14 and 115 within a 0.5-mile walking distance from the 

project access. There are four bus stops within the 0.5-mile walking distance, with two on College 

Avenue just north of Del Cerro Boulevard, and two on College Avenue just south of Alvarado Road. 

Additionally, the San Diego State University trolley station is within a 1-mile walking distance of the 

project pedestrian access point. The Alvarado Road trolley station is over a 1-mile walking distance 

from the project site. Both stations are served by the Green Line trolley service operated by 

Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS). 

The LMA analysis estimates that the project would generate 280 ADT, with 31 a.m. trips and 107 

p.m. trips during the week and forecasts that the church would generate 1,976 ADT on Sunday when 

services are scheduled. The forecasted Sunday trip estimate is based, in part, on actual traffic counts 

taken at the three services offered at the church’s existing location at 5555 University Avenue in San 

Diego, as adjusted for the proposed 900-seat capacity at the proposed location. The LMA addresses 

the effects of project traffic on intersections, street segments and freeway off-ramp queues in the 

project area. According to the analysis in the LMA, with the proposed traffic signal, median changes, 

sidewalk, and bike lane improvements in place, the project would not conflict with an applicable 

plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 

circulation system and no additional off-site improvements would be required; thus, a less-than-

significant impact would occur. 

A Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis screening was prepared for the project (LOS Engineering 2021) and 

is contained in Appendix K to this EIR to address the project’s potential for VMT impacts. As 

discussed above, the The project would result in 280 weekday ADT, with 31 a.m. peak hour trips and 

107 p.m. peak hour trips. On Sundays, the project would result in 1,976 ADT, with 690 Sunday peak 

hour trips (378 outbound after the 10 a.m. service and 312 inbound for the 11:30 a.m. service). The 

VMT screening criteria to determine if a detailed transportation VMT analysis is required is based on 

the City of San Diego Transportation Study Manual (City of San Diego 2020b), which states that a 

project that meets at least one of eight screening criteria could be presumed to have a less-than-

significant VMT impact. The project meets the “small project” criteria, which defines a small project 

as one that generates less than 300 daily unadjusted driveway trips using the City of San Diego trip 

generation rates and procedures. The project satisfies this criterion because the unadjusted 

weekday driveway trips for the project are calculated as 280 ADT (LOS Engineering 2021). Therefore, 
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the project does not require a detailed transportation VMT analysis because the project’s 

unadjusted daily driveway trips would be below the “small project” threshold of 300 daily unadjusted 

driveway trips contained in the Transportation Study Manual. As such, the project would be presumed 

to have a less-than-significant impact regarding transportation VMT. 

The project would provide new vehicular access to the project site, with a full signalized access 

driveway along College Avenue. Additionally, a 24-foot right-in/right-out driveway would be located 

in the northern portion of the site. Each driveway would be designed consistent with City of San 

Diego standards, and as such, the project would not result in significant impacts regarding hazards 

due to design features. No significant impact would occur. 

The project includes provisions for emergency response and evacuation by providing two points of 

access along College Avenue. A traffic control plan would be implemented as a condition of approval 

during construction activities to ensure that adequate access is maintained, to the satisfaction of the 

City Engineer. During long-term operation of the project, the two driveways along College Boulevard 

would be maintained, ensuring access for emergency response. No impact associated with 

inadequate emergency access would occur. 

7.1.13 Utilities and Service Systems 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2020), public utility impacts may be 

significant if the project would: 

 Result in the need for new systems, or require substantial alterations to existing utilities, the 

construction of which would create physical impacts, with regards to the following utilities: 

electrical power, natural gas, water, sewer, communication systems, and solid waste 

disposal; 

 Use excessive amounts of water; and/or 

 Use predominantly non-drought-resistant landscaping and excessive water usage for 

irrigation and other purposes. 

With regard to the specific utility services affected by the project, the following discussion of water 

supply/conservation, water facilities, wastewater facilities and treatment, solid waste management, 

and electricity and natural gas is provided. 

7.1.13.1 Water Supply/Conservation 

Under Senate Bill (SB) 610 (codified in the Water Code beginning at Section 10910), a water supply 

assessment (WSA) must be furnished to cities and counties for inclusion in any environmental 

documentation of projects (defined in the Water Code) that propose to construct 500 DU or more of 

residential, or that will use an amount of water equivalent to what would be used by 500 DU of 

residential uses (such as a commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having 

more than 250,000 square feet of floor space), and are subject to CEQA. Under SB 221, approval by a 

city or county of certain residential subdivisions requires an affirmative written verification of 

sufficient water supply or water supply verification (WSV). A WSA evaluates the water purveyor’s 

ability to provide water supplies to a project during normal water supply year, a single dry water 

year, and multiple dry water years over a 20-year projection period, in addition to existing and 
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planned future water demands within its jurisdiction. The project would result in the construction of 

a 54,476 SF church/sanctuary building, a parking garage, and landscaping, and would employ less 

than 50 people. 

Based on the criteria contained in the Water Code, the project would not demand an amount of 

water equivalent to or greater than a 500 DU project, and as such, would not trigger the 

requirement for the preparation of a WSA (Water Code Section 10912). Regional water planning 

documents utilize zoning and land use designations to determine water demand and to ultimately 

determine the entitlements needed to provide adequate water supply. The project would not alter 

the zoning or land use designation of the site but would add the church use to the Other Community 

Facilities map of the Navajo Community Plan through an amendment. Therefore, the project would 

not result in a need to revise estimated regional water demands or alter existing entitlements and 

would not result in a need to alter existing water entitlements. A less-than-significant impact related 

to water supply entitlements would occur. 

The project would minimize its demand for potable water by complying with the City’s Land 

Development Code and CALGreen Code with regard to the installation of water conservation 

devices, such as low-flow toilets, showers, and faucets, and low-flow irrigation, as noted in the 

project’s CAP Consistency Checklist (Appendix B) and would be included as part of project conditions 

of approval. In addition, the landscape plan contains drought-tolerant, native plants in its palette, 

which would further reduce the project’s demand for potable water. Therefore, the project would 

not use excessive amounts of potable water and impacts associated with conservation would be less 

than significant. 

7.1.13.2 Water Facilities 

The project site is vacant but is located in an urban area which is served by the City of San Diego. 

The project would include construction of new on-site water infrastructure to extend water service 

to the project site. On-site improvements would include private water laterals connecting to the 

existing City facilities in the project area and off-site improvements would consist of public water 

infrastructure. A 320-linear-foot, 8-inch public water main extension would be installed along College 

Avenue to a point of connection at its intersection with Del Cerro Boulevard, within the College 

Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard ROW. On-site improvements would include the installation of a 2-

inch-diameter public domestic water service connection, an 8-inch-diameter private water line for 

fire service, and a 1-inch-diameter irrigation line. Water infrastructure would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with the criteria established by the City of San Diego’s current water 

facility guidelines, regulations, standards, and practices. The project site is planned for future 

development and proposed in a developed, urban area already served by utility infrastructure. The 

impacts of constructing the new public water main line have been addressed in this EIR and no 

other off-site facilities would be required to provide water services to the project. The project would 

not require the construction of new water systems or require substantial alterations to existing 

water facilities such that the construction would create physical impacts. Impacts associated with 

water facilities would be less than significant. 
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7.1.13.3 Wastewater Facilities and Treatment 

As discussed for water facilities above, the project would include the construction of new on-site 

wastewater infrastructure to extend wastewater services to the site. Although the project site is 

vacant, the project area is urbanized, and existing wastewater infrastructure is present in the area. 

Wastewater treatment is provided at the project site by the City of San Diego’s Metropolitan 

Wastewater System. Wastewater produced on site would be pumped up to a private sewer 

discharge manhole, where it would gravity flow via a private 8-inch-diameter gravity flow sewer 

lateral to a private sewer lift station and private sewer force main which would connect through an 

adjacent private residential lot via a private sewer lateral to an off-site public sewer main in Marne 

Avenue. Project-related wastewater infrastructure would be designed and sized to meet the 

project’s needs in accordance with the criteria established by the City of San Diego’s current sewer 

facility design guidelines, regulations, standards and practices. As such, wastewater facilities and 

treatment impacts would be less than significant. 

7.1.13.4 Solid Waste Management 

A WMP was prepared for the project (Appendix L; Baranek Consulting Group 2020b). The WMP 

evaluates the project’s anticipated construction and operational waste and assesses whether or not 

it would result in an impact on local solid waste management programs, policies and waste 

diversion goals. The City CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds for solid waste identify a 

threshold of 1,500 tons of waste or more during construction and demolition (C&D) for direct solid 

waste impacts, and 60 tons of waste or more during C&D for potentially significant cumulative solid 

waste impacts. 

Construction activities would generate waste in the form asphalt and concrete, brick/masonry/tile, 

cardboard, carpet/ padding/foam, drywall, landscape debris, mixed C&D debris, roofing materials, 

scrap metal, unpainted wood and pallets, and garbage/trash. Construction debris would be 

separated on site into material-specific containers to facilitate reuse and recycling and to increase 

the efficiency of waste reclamation. Source separation at the construction site would (1) ensure 

appropriate waste diversion, (2) minimize costs associated with transportation and disposal, and 

(3) facilitate compliance with the City of San Diego’s C&D Debris Deposit Ordinance. Construction 

activities are estimated to generate approximately 241 tons of waste. 

During operation of the project, the church/sanctuary would generate approximately 56.4 tons of 

waste annually, not taking into account compliance with City regulations on diversion. The project 

would be required to provide exterior refuse and recyclable material storage areas in accordance 

with City regulations (San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 8, Refuse and 

Recyclable Material Storage Regulations), which would enable on-site recycling. Landscape 

maintenance would include the collection and diversion of green waste. Diversion activities during 

project occupancy would achieve a 40 percent diversion rate, resulting in 22.6 tons of waste diverted 

annually. 

Based on the WMP estimates, the project would meet the 75 percent solid waste diversion rate for 

waste produced during the construction phases. The project would, however, fail to meet the 

75 percent waste reduction target annually once the project is occupied. Nonetheless, the project 

would fall below the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Threshold (generation of more than 
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1,500 tons of solid waste materials) for direct impacts to solid waste facilities during construction 

(i.e., 47.5 tons of construction materials to Miramar Landfill). Project operations would dispose of 

33.8 tons of solid waste to Miramar Landfill which would not exceed the 60 or more tons of waste 

for cumulative impacts. 

The project would implement the provisions of its WMP as part of the construction and operational 

phases to offset its cumulative contribution to solid waste quantities in the region. Therefore, the 

project would not adversely impact the permitted capacity at Miramar Landfill. Less than significant 

impacts would occur. 

7.1.13.5 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Electricity and natural gas to the project site would be provided by SDG&E. The construction of the 

project would include the placement of new underground electrical and natural gas infrastructure at 

the project site, which would connect with existing SDG&E infrastructure in the project vicinity. The 

project is located in an urbanized area where existing electrical and natural gas infrastructure is 

already extended. The project would not result in the need for new energy delivery systems, or 

require substantial alterations to existing utilities, the construction of which would create physical 

impacts. Impacts associated with the provision of electricity and natural gas to the site would be less 

than significant. 

7.1.14 Water Quality 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, water quality impacts may be 

significant if the project would: 

 Result in an increase in pollutant discharge to receiving waters during or following 

construction, or discharge identified pollutants to an already impaired water body; and/or 

 Result in short-term and long-term effects on local and regional water quality. 

Information for the following discussion is based on the Preliminary Drainage Study (Pasco Laret 

Suiter & Associates 2021) and Priority Development Project (PDP) Storm Water Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP) (Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2020) for the project, which are included as Appendix H, 

Preliminary Drainage Study, and Appendix I, Stormwater Quality Management Plan, of this EIR. 

Compliance with the water quality standards is ensured through permit conditions provided by Land 

Development Review Engineering for private projects (City of San Diego 2016). Adherence to the 

City’s stormwater regulations is, thus, considered adequate to preclude surface water quality 

impacts. Accordingly, conformance with the City’s stormwater regulations is the applicable 

threshold. If it is determined that BMPs are to be used to protect a specific environmental resource 

(e.g., biological resources) and these BMPs are above and beyond what is required to achieve 

compliance with the City’s Water Quality Standards, the impacts would be considered significant and 

the BMPs should be regarded as mitigation measures. 

The project site is situated within the Mission San Diego Hydrologic Unit (No. 907.11). Site runoff 

discharges on the southwest corner of the site, into an existing 48-inch concrete headwall that 

carries stormwater under I-8 and into Alvarado Creek. From Alvarado Creek, stormwater slows and 
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merges into San Diego River (Lower), and then flows into Famosa Slough and Channel. Stormwater 

ultimately flows into the Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego Hydrologic Unit, at Stub Jetty, south of 

San Diego River outlet, near Cape May Avenue. Alvarado Creek is located approximately 500 feet 

downstream of the project site and is included in the most recent list of Clean Water Act 

Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Segments; Alvarado Creek is impaired for nitrogen. The existing 

beneficial uses of receiving waters downstream of the project discharge locations include 

agricultural supply; aquaculture; preservation of biological habitats; cold freshwater habitat; 

commercial and sport fishing; industrial service supply; marine habitat; migration of aquatic 

organisms; municipal and domestic supply; navigation; rare, threatened, or endangered species; 

non-contact water recreation; water contact recreation; shellfish harvesting; spawning, 

reproduction, and development; warm freshwater habitat; and wildlife habitat. Pollutants 

anticipated to occur at the project site include sediment, nutrients, trash and debris, and pesticides. 

The infiltration feasibility condition for the project has been identified as a “no infiltration” condition 

for the proposed BMP biofiltration basins. This condition has been identified based on the existing 

and proposed grades of the site; the proposed development; depths of existing artificial fill; 

proposed BMP’s distance to slopes, underground utilities, structures, and retaining walls; and the 

negligible permeability of the underlying bedrock units (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions 2020b, 

included in Attachment 1 of the project SWQMP, Appendix I of this EIR). 

The project site is divided into five Drainage Management Areas (DMAs). DMA-1 through DMA-4 

would be treated for water quality and hydromodification. DMA-5 is self-mitigating and would not 

require water quality treatment or hydromodification. The project would use permeable pavement 

as Site Design BMPs, and biofiltration for permanent structural BMPs for DMA-1 though DMA-4. The 

project proposes four biofiltration basins that would provide stormwater quality treatment and 

hydromodification management for on-site runoff. On-site stormwater runoff would drain to the 

four biofiltration basins for water quality treatment and hydromodification management prior to 

discharging to the mainline storm drain. The DMAs, including total area, total impervious areas, total 

pervious areas, runoff factors, design capture volume, DMA type, and associated BMPs are 

summarized in Table 7-11, Drainage Management Areas Summary. 

As discussed in Section 7.1.7, Hydrology, on-site stormwater runoff would be directed to the four 

biofiltration basins and then discharged into existing storm drains. The 36-inch RCP mainline storm 

drain is proposed to connect to the existing 36-inch RCP at the northern boundary, which would be 

rerouted underground down College Avenue, requiring vacation of the existing easement for storm 

drains to City of San Diego. This main 36-inch trunk line would be re-routed down northbound 

College Avenue and would turn on site just before the Caltrans ROW begins. This 36-inch RCP would 

be centered on a 15-foot proposed easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego, as it goes 

underground below the slope on site. It would then transition to a public 48-inch RCP line (a portion 

of which would be in a new 15-foot easement for storm drains on site to City of San Diego) after it 

turns on site and enters the first public cleanout on the project site. It would then parallel the 

Caltrans ROW on site, where it would transition from the proposed 15-foot easement for storm 

drains into the existing 15-foot-wide easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego. At the 

southwest corner of the project site, an 18-inch public storm drain (within a proposed 15-foot public 

easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego) is proposed within the private road on site to 

reroute the existing 18-inch RCP storm drain (within an existing 10-foot easement for storm drains 

to the City of San Diego). This improvement would require removal of approximately 80 linear feet  
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Table 7-11 

 DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AREAS SUMMARY 

Drainage 

Management 

Areas (DMAs) 

Total Area 

(square 

feet) 

Total 

Area 

(acres) 

Total 

Impervious 

Area 

(acres) 

Total 

Pervious 

Area 

(acres) 

DMA 

Runoff 

Factor Ca 

Design 

Capture 

Volume 

(cubic feet) DMA Type 

Structural 

BMP Type 

Structure 

BMP 

Name 

DMA-1 23,775 0.55 0 0.26 0.16 203 Drains to BMP Biofiltration BMP-1 

DMA-2 27,352 0.63 0.04 0.09 0.17 242 Drains to BMP Biofiltration BMP-2 

DMA-3 56,780 1.30 0.93 0.20 0.69 2,061 Drains to BMP Biofiltration BMP-3 

DMA-4 106,108 2.44 1.49 0.78 0.63 3,515 Drains to BMP Biofiltration BMP-4 

DMA-5 46,929 1.08 0 1.08 0.23 0 Self-Mitigating Self-Mitigating Not Applicable 

Source: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2021 

Notes: 
a Area weighted runoff factor “c” calculated per Appendix B.1.1 of the City of San Diego BMP Design Manual (October 2018). All impervious surfaces were assigned a 

runoff factor of 0.90. All permeable pavement was assigned a runoff factor of 0.1. All landscape areas were assigned a runoff factor of 0.23, consistent with Type C soils. 
b 85th percentile rainfall, I = 0.63 inches. 
c Design capture volume (DCV) calculated per Appendix B.1 of the City of San Diego BMP Design Manual (October 2018). DVC = (C*I*A)/12. 
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of the 18-inch public RCP storm drain. This would convey off site stormwater from the existing 

18-inch public RCP storm drain downstream (from the neighborhood above Marne Avenue), through 

the proposed 15-foot public easement for storm drains to the City of San Diego, and on to the 

proposed 48-inch public storm trunk line, where it would be picked up by the existing headwall and 

public 48-inch storm drain that flows beneath I-8. 

All new parking, garage, and road surface stormwater would be collected via storm drain inlet 

structures and piped to different biofiltration basins throughout the site for water quality treatment 

and hydromodification controls. The church/sanctuary building would have roof drains directed to 

biofiltration basin 4. Concrete brow ditches would be used to convey off-site drainage, drainage 

along the property line, and self-mitigating landscape areas. These ditches would end at catch 

basins and routed amongst the main storm drain line and routed south. With the exception of 

DMA-4, the entire off-site and on-site drainage ends up in the 48-inch public storm drain within the 

Caltrans ROW before it exits at a headwall into an engineered earthen tunnel. This flows adjacent to 

the proposed retaining wall and church/sanctuary building before outletting at riprap and 

converging with the treated runoff from DMA-4. For there, storm drainage follows the existing 

drainage path to the existing 48-inch Caltrans storm drain (with headwall). 

The project would incorporate source control BMPs, including the following: prevention of illicit 

discharges into the MS4; storm drain stenciling or signage; and protection of outdoor storage 

material areas and trash storage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff, and wind dispersal. Additional 

BMPs would be implemented based on the following potential source runoff pollutants for the 

project: on-site storm drain inlets; interior floor drains and elevator shaft sump pumps; interior 

parking garages, landscape/outdoor pesticide use; refuse areas; industrial processes; outdoor 

storage of equipment or materials; vehicle and equipment cleaning; vehicle and equipment repair 

and maintenance; fire sprinkler test water; miscellaneous drain or wash water; and plaza, sidewalks, 

and parking lots. 

Site design BMPs that would be implemented as part of the project include the conservation of 

natural areas, soils, and vegetation; minimization of impervious areas and soil compaction; 

impervious area dispersion; runoff collection; and landscaping with native or drought-tolerant 

species. Conservation of natural areas, soils, and vegetation would occur by planting additional 

native or drought-tolerant trees and shrubs and replacement of topsoil in areas of disturbance. 

Impervious areas would be minimized by using permeable pavers in the private driveways and 

surface parking areas, and within drive aisles to the minimum width necessary. All proposed 

landscape and biofiltration areas minimize soil compaction to allow more stormwater runoff to 

permeate into the soil and slow down flows. The project disperses all impervious areas through 

landscaping, biofiltration/stormwater treatment, or permeable pavers prior to draining to the public 

storm system. The project treats site runoff in permanent post-construction BMPs prior to releasing 

flow off site. All proposed landscape areas would be planted with native or drought-tolerant species. 

In summary, the project would incorporate BMPs, including the use of permeable pavement and 

four biofiltration basins to treat stormwater before release into the stormwater system. The 

biofiltration basins have been sized and designed to meet water quality and hydromodification 

requirements. The improvements would ensure that all on-site stormwater runoff, including roof 

and garage drainage, would be diverted to a private storm drain system and treated by the 

biofiltration basins and detained in accordance with the City’s hydromodification requirements 

before being discharged. The treated and detained storm runoff would be conveyed as described in 
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Section 7.1.7, Hydrology. The on-site treatment BMPs outlined in the Stormwater Quality 

Management Plan would comply with the City’s Stormwater Quality Standards. Therefore, less-than-

significant water quality impacts are identified. 

7.1.15 Wildfire 

The City has not yet prepared Significance Determination Thresholds for potential impacts 

associated with wildfire. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, guidance provided by issue 

questions listed in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G are used to evaluate the potential for significant 

wildfire impacts. Specifically, a significant impact is identified if a project would: 

 Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; 

 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 

spread of wildfire; 

 Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 

breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 

risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment; and/or 

 Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

As discussed in Section 7.1.11, Public Services and Facilities, the project site is located within the SDFD 

service area for fire protection services. The fire station closest to the project site is Fire Station 31, 

located approximately 1.1 miles north of the project site. Fire Station 31 serves Grantville/Del Cerro 

and its surrounding areas, with a district of 6.3 square miles (City of San Diego 2021c). 

7.1.15.1 Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan 

As discussed in Section 7.1.6, Health and Safety, the City participates in the County’s Unified San 

Diego County Emergency Services Organization and County of San Diego Operational Area 

Emergency Plan (County of San Diego 2018). Primary evacuation routes identified in the emergency 

plan that are nearest to the project site include I-8, which is located just south of the project site, and 

I-15, which is located approximately 3 miles west of the project site. As discussed previously, specific 

evacuation routes would be determined based on the location and extent of the emergency incident 

and generally would include as many predesignated transportation routes as possible (County of 

San Diego 2018). While the project would result in off-site improvements on College Avenue to 

provide access to and from the site, these improvements would not impair the implementation of, 

or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. An 

encroachment permit from the City would be required for the identified improvements to College 

Avenue, and traffic control would be implemented to ensure safe passage through the area while 

construction is occurring. The permit and traffic control requirements would ensure that emergency 

access is maintained in the project area during construction activities. Once complete, the project 

would not interfere with any emergency response due to construction activities along College 

Avenue. 
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During operation of the project, people would be present at the project site primarily on Sundays; 

although small group activities may occur during the weekdays or on Saturdays. The project would 

not result in a permanent increase in people living in the area. The Project would include the 

provision of a full access private driveway, which would be constructed along College Avenue, with a 

new signalized intersection and turn lanes and a second private driveway access would be added in 

the northern portion of the site, providing an additional access point to the site from College 

Avenue. The project’s ingress/egress plans would be required to comply with the City’s street design 

requirements, including standards related to minimum sight distance and emergency access. 

Signalization of the project entrance would control traffic coming in and out of the site. Additionally, 

the project would be constructed to comply with the City’s Fire Code and City requirements related 

to development within a VHFHSZ, including standards for maintaining emergency evacuation and 

access. Impacts associated with emergency response and evacuation plans would be less-than-

significant impact. 

7.1.15.2 Exacerbate Wildfire Risks 

According to the City’s VHFHSZ Map No. 20, the project site is located within a “VHFHSZ & 300' Brush 

Buffer” (City of San Diego 2009). The project site is surrounded on all sides by urban development, 

with the exception of an isolated fee-owned parkland parcel that is situated between I-8 and the 

project site that does not interface with wildlands. Some undeveloped hillsides occur east of the 

project site and west of College Avenue but are bordered by I-8 to the south, and residential 

development to the west and north. Due to the project’s location in a VHFHSZ, and the presence of 

undeveloped land adjacent to the site, the project would have the potential to result in impacts 

associated with VHFHSZs. The proposed church/sanctuary building would consist of concrete-tilt up 

facades, with accents of wood fascia and terra-cotta-colored tile roofing materials. The parking 

structure would be constructed with concrete walls. The primary construction materials for the 

structures consist of concrete, and roofing for the church/sanctuary building would consist of tile 

roofing materials, resulting in minimal flammability for the proposed structures. Landscaping would 

be installed as part of the project, including the areas along the southern portion of site, south and 

west of the proposed church/sanctuary. No fuel modification zones are required as part of the 

project. As part of standard development procedures, the proposed development plans, including 

the landscaping plan, would be submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure that the 

project would be constructed to comply with the City’s Fire Code and City requirements related to 

development within the VHFHSZ. As such, the project would not expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 

7.1.15.3 Installation or Maintenance of Infrastructure 

The project does not include components that would require the installation or maintenance of 

associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. The project is located in an urbanized area, 

with direct access to area roadway network and emergency services within the city. Utilities are 

present in the project vicinity and direct connection to existing utilities would occur as part of project 

construction. No new roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or other utilities that may 

exacerbate fire risk are proposed as part of the project. No impact would occur. 
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7.1.15.4 Downstream Flooding or Landslides 

As discussed in Section 7.1.4, Geologic Conditions, no landslides or indications of deep-seated land 

sliding were observed at the site during field observations or during review of published geologic 

maps. The nearest known landslide is approximately 0.75 miles west of the project within exposures 

of Friars Formation, which are not present at the project site. The project site currently contains 

slopes up to approximately 25 feet in height along the western/northwestern property boundary, 

adjacent to College Avenue (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions 2020a; Appendix F). Existing slopes 

descend to a minor drainage basin at the southwestern corner of the site. Construction of the 

project would include grading of approximately 93 percent of the project site, with the two-level 

parking structure recessed into the terrain. The project includes the construction of stormwater 

systems and detention basins to control runoff rates and prevent flooding on or off site. The project 

would incorporate geotechnical recommendations and would comply with applicable building 

standards and the City’s BMPs for drainage. Compliance with geotechnical recommendations, 

building and construction standards, and the City’s BMP requirements, as well as the construction of 

on-site stormwater systems and detention basins would ensure that the project would not result in 

significant impacts associated with downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 

runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

7.2 Growth Inducement 

This analysis presents responses to each Initial Study checklist question and demonstrates why the 

project’s effects on growth inducement are not found to be significant. Based on the City’s Initial 

Study Checklist, a project could result in significant growth inducement impacts if it would: 

 Induce substantial population growth in an area, (for example, by proposing new homes and 

commercial or industrial businesses beyond the land use density/intensity envisioned in the 

community plan); 

 Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 

population of an area; or 

 Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the community plan or 

adopted Capital Improvements Project list, when such infrastructure exceeds the needs of 

the project and could accommodate future developments. 

A project is regarded as growth-inducing if it can foster economic or population growth or the 

construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). Included in this definition are projects that would remove 

obstacles to population growth, such as extending public services into areas not previously served. 

Growth inducement can also be defined as an action that would encourage an increase in density of 

development in surrounding areas or encourage adjacent development. Growth should not be 

assumed to be beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.2(d)). 

The project is an institutional use that would serve the existing population in the project vicinity. The 

project does not include new residences or a large job-generating use that would cause workers to 

relocate to the area. Although the project site is currently vacant, it is located in an urbanized area 
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with existing residential, commercial, institutional, and recreational uses with adequate utility 

services. As such, the project would not result in substantial growth inducement. The infill nature of 

the project would not foster population growth, either directly or indirectly, as it would 

accommodate the population currently existing rather than opening up a new area of land for 

population growth. The project would not alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth 

rate of the Navajo Community Plan area, adjacent communities, or the city as a whole. 

Although the project includes improvements to existing on-site utilities such as water, sewer, and 

electricity, these improvements would be sized to only serve the needs of the project and would not 

extend into previously unserved areas. No new infrastructure would be provided that would exceed 

the needs of the project and/or that could accommodate future growth not already planned for the 

project area. Development of the proposed institutional use and associated parking and landscaping 

would not foster economic or population growth, either directly or indirectly, such that construction 

of additional housing in the surrounding area would be required. For these reasons, the project 

would not encourage or facilitate growth-inducing activities that could significantly affect the 

surrounding environment, individually or cumulatively. 

7.3 Significant Environmental Effects that Cannot Be 

Avoided if the Project Is Implemented 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to identify significant environmental effects that 

cannot be avoided if the project is implemented (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). As discussed in Chapter 5, 

Environmental Analysis, implementation of the project would not result in any significant and 

unmitigated impacts. 

7.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Caused by the Project 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires the evaluation of significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would occur as a result of a project. The evaluation includes a discussion of primary 

and secondary impacts, and environmental accidents potentially associated with the project. 

Primary impacts can include impacts associated with the use of nonrenewable resources (i.e., 

biological habitat, agricultural land, mineral deposits, water bodies, energy resources, and cultural 

resources). Secondary impacts can include impacts such as highway improvements which provides 

access to a previously inaccessible area. 

Section 15126.2(d) also states that irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to 

ensure that current consumption of such resources is justified. Implementation of the project would 

not result in significant irreversible impacts to agricultural land, mineral resources, water bodies, 

historical resources, paleontological resources, or tribal cultural resources. 

The project would require the commitment of energy and non-renewable resources such as 

electricity, fossil fuels, natural gas, construction materials (such as concrete, asphalt, sand and 

gravel, steel, petrochemicals, and lumber), potable water, and labor during construction. The project 

would be required to comply with current Title 24 Building Standards and CALGreen Code, as 

discussed previously. Additionally, the project incorporates several sustainable building practices to 
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minimize its consumption of energy and non-renewable resources, which would be included as part 

of project conditions of approval, including the following: cool/green roofs; the use of low-flow 

fixtures/appliances and low-flow irrigation; electrical vehicle charging stations; designated and 

secure bicycle parking spaces; designated parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and 

carpool/vanpool vehicles; and implementation of a solid waste recycling plan. Nonetheless, the use 

of these resources would have an incremental effect regionally and would result in long-term 

irretrievable losses of non-renewable resources, such as fuel and energy. 

The project would result in the loss of a total of 4.0 acres of sensitive vegetation, consisting of 

3.9 acres of Tier II vegetation and 0.8 acres of Tier IIIB vegetation. Additionally, construction of the 

project could result in direct injury or mortality to the orange-throated whiptail and would result in 

direct loss of its habitat. Indirect impacts to special-status plant and animal species would be less 

than significant due to the infill nature of the project and its location in an urbanized area. 

Irreversible impacts to an individual orange-throated whiptail and its habitat and to sensitive 

vegetation would occur as a result of project implementation, as discussed in Section 5.2, Biological 

Resources. The species is, however, adequately conserved in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

Project impacts to biological resources would be mitigated to less than significant by incorporation 

of Mitigation Measures Bio-1, which would protect biological resources during construction, and 

Bio-2, which would provide payment to the City’s habitat acquisition fund. 

The project has the potential to disturb unknown subsurface sensitive historical resources and tribal 

cultural resources (TCRs) during project construction, and such impacts would be irreversible. 

However, impacts for subsurface historical resources and potential TCRs would be reduced below a 

level of significance with incorporation of mitigation, as described in Sections 5.3, Historical 

Resources, and 5.6, Tribal Cultural Resources. Recovery of any unearthed materials would occur during 

construction monitoring. 

The project does not include the provision of roadway or highway improvements that would provide 

access to previously inaccessible areas. The project’s driveways and off-site improvements to College 

Avenue have been designed in accordance with City engineering standards. The project would not 

result in secondary impacts that would cause significant irreversible environmental changes. 
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8. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

8.1 Introduction 

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must contain a discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to 

the project, or to the location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 

the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states that “the range 

of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only 

those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” 

The following discussion focuses on project alternatives that are capable of eliminating significant 

environmental impacts or substantially reducing them as compared to the project, even if the alternative 

would impede the attainment of some project objectives or would be more costly. In accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), among the factors that may be taken into account when 

addressing the feasibility of alternatives are: (1) site suitability; (2) economic viability; (3) availability of 

infrastructure; (4) general plan consistency; (5) other plans or regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional 

boundaries; and (7) whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access 

to the alternative site. Not one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable 

alternatives. An alternative does not need to be considered if its environmental effects cannot be 

reasonably ascertained and if implementation of such an alternative is remote or speculative. 

The evaluation of individual alternatives considered in detail is provided in Sections 8.4.1 through 

8.4.3, with a summary of the project alternatives and identification of the environmentally superior 

alternative outlined in Section 8.5. A matrix comparing the environmental impacts of the alternatives 

analyzed in detail to those of the project as proposed is provided thereafter. 

8.2 Summary of Project Objectives and Significant 

Effects 

As required in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), in developing the alternatives to be addressed in 

this section, consideration was given regarding an alternative’s ability to meet most of the basic 

objectives of the project. These objectives are presented in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR 

and are provided below in Section 8.2.1 for ease of reference. 

8.2.1 Project Objectives 

The objectives associated with the project are as follows: 

1. Place the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego location that is both visible from and 

convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance; 

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation, 

including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and Del Cerro; 
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3. Establish a place of worship that would accommodate the existing and future space needs of 

its staff and congregation; 

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing topography and 

surrounding neighborhoods; 

5. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing sufficient parking to accommodate 

the maximum projected parking demand; 

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available to its 

congregation; 

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities, including Sunday School 

and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces; 

and 

8. Fulfill the institution’s religious mission to be a multi-ethnic, multi-generational local church 

with a global vision. 

8.2.2 Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Based on the analysis contained in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, the project would result in the 

potential for significant impacts to biological resources (sensitive habitat), historical resources 

(unknown archaeological and religious or sacred resources, human remains), noise (construction 

noise) and tribal cultural resources (TCRs). Measures have been identified in Chapter 5 that would 

reduce these project impacts to below significance with mitigation incorporated. Project impacts to 

land use and visual effects/neighborhood character would be less than significant, as described in 

Chapter 5. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the following analysis of project alternatives 

is preceded by a brief description of the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. In 

addition, alternatives that were considered but rejected are also identified. It should be noted that 

CEQA does not compel a lead agency to adopt an alternative that is less environmentally damaging 

than the project, but only to identify feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the 

project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA states that “in the event specific economic, social, 

or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual 

projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof” (Public Resources Code 

Section 21002). 

8.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), alternative locations for the project 

would be considered if “any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially 

lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” An 

alternative use for the site is discussed below in response to comments received on the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) (see Appendix A for details). 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 8 

Environmental Impact Report Project Alternatives 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 8-3 

8.3.1 Alternative Project Location 

Off-site alternatives should be considered if development of another site is feasible and if 

development of another site would substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of the 

project. Factors that need to be considered when identifying an off-site alternative include the size 

of the site, its location, the General Plan (or other applicable planning document) land use 

designation, availability of infrastructure, and whether or not the applicant can reasonably acquire, 

control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site. It should be noted that the availability of an 

alternative site does not in and of itself reduce the project’s impact potential. It is expected that 

developing a similar project on a different site would result in a similar array of project impacts and 

would simply transfer the impact potential to areas surrounding the alternate site location. 

Currently, All Peoples Church occupies several rented buildings at 5555 University Avenue in the 

College area community, approximately 2.5 miles south of the project site. Their current facilities are 

being planned for redevelopment as part of the Chollas Triangle Park project. The offices are open 

Monday through Thursday from 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. and are closed on Fridays. Services are provided on 

Sundays during three timeframes. The church generally draws its congregation from the 

surrounding communities and is located in central San Diego for ease of access to its existing 

population. The choice of properties with significantly differing environmental profiles is limited in 

this region due to: 

1. The applicant’s need to locate in fairly close proximity to the population base it currently 

serves; 

2. High levels of development already present in the area; and 

3. The limitations of available sites in terms of size and functionality. 

This project area and nearby communities are already highly developed, as shown in Figure 2-2. As a 

result, available sites of sufficient size are not common. Site ownership and site design are 

important aspects of the site selection for the applicant, so that the facility can fully express design 

features that support the religious beliefs of the congregants. Therefore, renting is not an option 

because it would not meet the basic needs of the applicant. The applicant conducted an extensive 

survey of area properties before initiating this proposal, and the proposed location was found to 

best fit their needs. The applicant does not currently own any similarly sized undeveloped or 

developed parcels within the project area, and the applicant cannot reasonably acquire, control, or 

otherwise have access to a sufficiently sized alternative site within the communities it serves. 

The present site described in this EIR remains the best location that combines all of the factors that 

the applicant requires for an adequate worship facility. Any project in the area would rely on existing 

infrastructure, including primary access routes, rendering a different location likely to have similar 

traffic impacts. Proximity to existing development would trigger similar concerns expressed by the 

local community. Additionally, a developed site could be closer to sensitive receptors or be on level 

terrain with residential development, possibly increasing the intensity of project effects. The areas in 

the vicinity that are undeveloped are more distant from developed areas and are frequently located 

in environmentally sensitive locations, such as steep hillsides or on properties with highly sensitive 

biological resources. 
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No alternative location is proposed in the EIR because this site presents special features that make it 

the best choice for a project of this kind. The approximately 6-acre site contains adequate room to 

accommodate a church/sanctuary building, parking, and access. The building site is lower in 

elevation than surrounding residential uses, making it less dominant when compared to level 

properties. All of the required infrastructure is already available to serve the site. Finally, relocating 

the project to an alternative location away from major roads would not allow the applicant to take 

advantage of freeway access and visibility and transit within the community it serves, which is one of 

the project objectives. As such, the current site presents characteristics that make it particularly well-

suited for the project and an alternative project location is not studied in detail in this EIR. 

8.3.2 Alternative Land Use 

In response to comments received on the NOP, community members have suggested alternative 

land uses for the project site, including retaining the site as open space or developing the property 

into a park. As noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the EIR, the project site is designated for 

residential use in the General Plan and Navajo Community Plan (Community Plan) and is zoned RS-

1-7; therefore, retaining the site as open space or creating a park use would be inconsistent with the 

intent of the General Plan, Community Plan, and underlying zoning. Retention of the site in open 

space would prevent a property in an infill location that has access to utilities, public services, and 

transit from being developed. Development of a neighborhood park in this location would have 

similar construction-period impacts to biological resources, historical resources, and noise as the 

project. In addition, a park would not be compatible with the freeway noise exposure currently 

experienced on site, based on the land use-noise compatibility standards in the Noise Element of 

the General Plan (see Table 5.4-3). Finally, alternative land uses would not achieve any of the 

applicant’s project objectives. Therefore, alternative land use scenarios are not studied in detail in 

this EIR. 

8.3.3 No Project/Existing Community Plan 

Under the existing Community Plan, the property would be developed with a residential use that is 

consistent with the land use designation and zoning for the site. A Community Plan Amendment 

would not be required to for development according to the existing Community Plan. Based on the 

development regulations in the Land Development Code (LDC) for the RS-1-7 (Section 131.0430 for 

Development Regulations of Residential Zones), the following basic requirements would be applied 

to the approximately 6-acre project site to define development that would occur with the existing 

Community Plan: 

 Minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet 

 Minimum lot width of 50 feet 

 Minimum lot depth of 95 feet 

 Minimum front setback of 15 feet 

 Minimum rear setback of 13 feet 

 Maximum height structure of 30 feet 
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Based on the RS-1-7 development regulations, up to 52 single-family homes could be constructed on 

site. If accessory dwelling units (ADU) are built concurrently on site, in accordance with LDC 

Section 141.0302, the existing Community Plan could allow for the development of up to 52 ADUs on 

the project site. A total of up to 104 units could be constructed on-site under the existing 

Community Plan. Similar to the project, it is likely that a deviation related to side yard setbacks 

would be required to implement this alternative due to the project site’s relationship to College 

Avenue. The entire project site would be graded and retaining walls would be used to create 

buildable area. Development consistent with the existing Community Plan would construct 

residences that would comply with the height and bulk regulations in the RS-1-7 zone, whereas the 

project is requesting deviations from the height regulations to accommodate the roofline and cross 

on the church/sanctuary building. Therefore, development consistent with the existing Community 

Plan would directly align with the height and bulk regulations in the LDC, as compared to the project.  

Development of the project site consistent with the existing Community Plan would result in up to 

104 units, which would generate 1,040 new vehicle trips (based on the City trip generation rate of 10 

trips/unit).  That amount of traffic would not qualify as a small project, as defined by the City’s 

Transportation Study Manual guidelines, and thus is assumed to result in a significant impact related 

to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The presumed new significant VMT impact is a new significant 

impact, resulting in greater significant impacts as compared to the project, which would not result in 

a significant transportation impact as discussed in Section 7.1.12, Transportation. Finally, the Existing 

Community Plan alternative would not achieve any of the applicant’s project objectives.   Therefore, 

development consistent with the existing Community Plan is not studied in detail in this EIR. 

8.4 Alternatives Considered in Detail 

The following three alternatives are provided to reduce or eliminate the project’s potential for 

significant impacts to biological resources, historical resources, noise, and TCRs: 

 No Project/No Development Alternative 

 Reduced Residential Development Alternative 

 Reduced Project Alternative 

The alternatives analysis provided herein is compared to the impacts associated with the project, in 

accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). The three alternatives discussed below 

represent a reasonable range of alternatives, as defined in the CEQA Guidelines, because they 

present feasible alternate development scenarios that would reduce and/or eliminate significant 

impacts associated with the project. 
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8.4.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 

Consideration of a no project alternative is required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). The 

analysis of a no project alternative must discuss the existing conditions at the time the NOP was 

published (i.e., October 22, 2021), as well as “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 

foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with 

available infrastructure and community services” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)]. The 

requirements also specify that, “If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in 

predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ 

consequence should be discussed” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B)]. The purpose of 

describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts 

of approving a project with the impacts of not approving the project. 

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative for this EIR, construction of the project would not 

occur. The site would remain as described in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, and no changes to the 

existing site would occur under the No Project/No Development Alternative. Because a new 

church/sanctuary building would not be constructed, this alternative would not achieve the project’s 

basic objectives related to relocating the facility to a church-owned property that has proximity to its 

existing congregation; establishing a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of 

its staff and congregation; addressing the parking needs on Sundays by constructing an on-site 

parking structure; develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections occur; and 

enhancing the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities through the design and 

character of the indoor and outdoor spaces. 

8.4.1.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the No Project/No Development 

Alternative to the Project 

Land Use 

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and 

undeveloped. No institutional development would be constructed on site. The property would 

continue to be designated and zoned for residential development. This alternative would not conflict 

with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 

(including but not limited to the general plan, community plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. This alternative would not avoid or 

reduce any significant land use impacts, given that the project’s impact would be less than significant. 

Biological Resources 

The project site features both native and non-native habitats, which would continue to exist on site 

under the No Project/No Development Alternative. Because of the site’s location within an urbanized 

area, no impacts to wildlife corridors or migratory wildlife species would occur under the alternative 

and the project. Over time, the on-site habitat may continue to be subjected to indirect effects, such as 

erosion, litter, lighting, noise, and invasive species, given its position in an urbanized setting. The 

potentially significant, but mitigable, direct impacts to sensitive habitats and species caused by the 

project would be avoided by this alternative. 
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Historical Resources 

As no prehistoric cultural resources were identified on site, this alternative would not result in any 

direct impacts to known archaeological resources. There would be no need for mitigation given that 

the No Project/No Development Alternative would not result in construction that would lead to 

potentially significant impacts to unknown historical (cultural) resources. This alternative would avoid 

the project’s potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts to unknown archaeological resources. 

Noise 

No construction or operational noise sources would be created on the project site under the No 

Project/No Development Alternative. Although operational transportation noise would be less than 

significant for the project, this alternative would result in no increase in off-site transportation noise 

levels. Because no grading, construction, or any other site disturbance would occur, the No 

Project/No Development Alternative would also avoid the project’s potentially significant impacts 

from construction noise, which could affect nearby sensitive receptors. 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not alter views in the project area; however, 

since none of the public vantage points in the project area are designated as view corridors by the 

Community Plan, no impact would be avoided. Retention of the site in its vacant and undeveloped 

state would not damage scenic resources as none occur on site. Without any construction proposed, 

there would be no new structures built on site. In terms of the effects of bulk and scale on visual 

character or quality of the site and surroundings, this alternative would avoid the project’s less-than-

significant impacts to visual quality and neighborhood character. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

No known TCRs were identified on the project site. The No Project/No Development Alternative 

would not result in ground disturbance or construction activities that could lead to the discovery of 

unknown TCRs. The discovery of such resources would be a potentially significant impact; however, 

this alternative would avoid the potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts associated with the 

discovery of unknown TCRs. 

8.4.2 Reduced Residential Development Alternative 

Under this alternative, the property would be developed with the Marburn Corporation residential 

subdivision which was approved by the City Council in 2018 (Project No. 435438). Similar to the 

project, this alternative required approval of a Site Development Permit (SDP), Planned 

Development Permit (PDP), Easement Vacations, and Tentative Map (TM). Similar to the project, 

several deviations from the LDC are needed to implement this alternative. A Community Plan 

Amendment (CPA) is not required to implement the residential development. Despite the RS-1-7 

development allowances outlined under the No Project/Existing Community Plan Alternative that 

permit more residential units, the Reduced Residential Development Alternative consists of the 

construction of 24 residential units, five homeowner association lots, private access to the property, 

and other site improvements. The alternative also includes 12-foot-high masonry walls around the 
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site perimeter with landscape screening. Nearly the entire project site would be graded to 

implement this alternative. The approved site plan for this alternative is provided in Figure 8-1, 

Reduced Residential Development Alternative. The below environmental analysis is a summary of the 

relevant portions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH No. 2017051071) and its technical 

reports adopted as part of the prior approvals, which are incorporated by reference herein (City of 

San Diego 2017), in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15150. 

8.4.2.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the Reduced Residential 

Development Alternative to the Project 

Land Use 

This alternative is compatible with the residential land use designation and zoning for the project 

site and is consistent with the existing underlying zone. A PDP was required for four deviations: to 

create buildable lots without frontage on a dedicated public right-of-way; to create residential lots 

which take access from a private drive; to reduce the front- and rear-yard setback for certain units; 

and to allow certain lots to deviate from the minimum required lot depth. 

Due to the project site’s proximity to the freeway and College Avenue, the Reduced Residential 

Development Alternative would not be considered a compatible land use given the exterior noise 

environment on site (i.e., greater than 65 dB CNEL as shown in Section 5.4 of this EIR) based on the 

Land Use-Noise Compatibility Criteria in the Noise Element of the General Plan. Exterior use areas 

for the residential development would be considered “conditionally acceptable.” To implement the 

project and comply with the land use compatibility policy in the Noise Element, noise walls and/or 

enhanced building materials and mechanical ventilation would likely be required. In contrast, the 

institutional land use associated with the project would be consistent with the Noise Element 

policies given that outdoor usable open space is not required. No significant land use impacts would 

be avoided by this alternative. 

Biological Resources 

The Reduced Residential Development Alternative would disturb 3.0 acres of Tier II Diegan coastal 

sage scrub and 0.6 acres of Tier IIIB non-native grasslands, resulting in similar significant impacts to 

sensitive habitat as the project and would require similar mitigation (i.e., payment into the City’s 

habitat acquisition fund). Both this alternative and the project would require construction 

monitoring to mitigate for significant indirect impacts to sensitive habitats. No impacts to wetlands 

or jurisdictional areas would occur for this alternative similar to the proposed project. Because of 

the site’s location within an urbanized area, no impacts to wildlife corridors or migratory wildlife 

species would occur under the alternative and the project. The alternative project would be 

consistent with all the goals and policies in the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan related to 

the protection of biological resources, including the need to get an SDP for impacts to sensitive 

biological resources. This alternative’s potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts to biological 

resources would be substantially similar to those of the project. 
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Historical Resources 

Similar to the project, no prehistoric cultural resources were identified on site; however, the project 

area is known to contain significant archaeological resources and the potential would exist for 

significant impacts to unknown cultural resources. Mitigation in the form of construction monitoring 

would be required during the implementation of the Reduced Residential Development Alternative. 

This alternative’s potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts to historical (cultural) resources 

would be substantially similar to those of the project. 

Noise 

Both the project and the Reduced Residential Development Alternative would contribute to 

increases in traffic noise in the project vicinity; as compared to the church project, this residential 

alternative would produce a similar level of traffic related noise due to similar trip generating 

characteristics (i.e., 260 trips for the alternative versus 280 trips for the project). In both cases, the 

increase in traffic noise would not exceed the City’s noise criteria and less than significant 

transportation noise impacts would arise in the local community. Daily construction noise would be 

produced by this alternative similar to the project. The acoustical analysis conducted for this 

alternative determined that construction noise would be temporary in nature and the residential 

development would be required to comply with the noise limits in the San Diego Municipal Code 

(SDMC). Compliance with these regulations would require the development to implement standard 

noise control measures, such as ensuring all equipment is properly maintained and that equipment 

mufflers and noise enclosures are used. In addition, noise mitigation measures were identified in 

this alternative’s acoustical analysis in order to further reduce construction noise to acceptable noise 

levels (Davy & Associates 2016). As described in Section 5.4 of this EIR, noise control would also be 

required to reduce the project’s construction noise impacts to less than significant. During the long-

term operation of the Reduced Residential Development Alternative, noise levels would be typical of 

residential uses and would not result in an increase in the existing ambient noise levels or result in 

noise levels in excess of standards established in the City of San Diego General Plan or Noise 

Ordinance. Similar to the Project, operational noise levels would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation would be required. Therefore, this alternative would result in substantially similar 

significant impacts from construction and operational noise as the project. 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

The Reduced Residential Development Alternative would alter views in the project area; however, 

none of the public vantage points are designated as view corridors by the Community Plan, as 

described in Section 5.5 of this EIR. No impacts to a designated scenic vista would occur, similar to 

the project. As with the project, this alternative would not damage scenic resources as none occur 

on site. The Reduced Residential Development Alternative would construct residences that would 

comply with the height and bulk regulations in the RS-1-7 zone whereas the project is requesting 

deviations from the height regulations to accommodate the roofline and cross on the 

church/sanctuary building. Therefore, the Reduced Residential Development Alternative would 

directly align with the height and bulk regulations in the LDC, as compared to the project. In terms of 

the effects of bulk and scale on visual character or quality of the site and surroundings, both the 

project and this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts. 



Chapter 8 SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 

Project Alternatives Environmental Impact Report 

City of San Diego All Peoples Church 

July 2023 8-10 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Residential Development Alternative would result in grading at the site, at a scale 

similar to the project. No TCRs were identified on site; however, the potential would exist for 

significant impacts to unknown TCRs to occur under the Reduced Residential Development 

Alternative. Mitigation in the form of construction monitoring would be required during the 

implementation of the Reduced Residential Development Alternative. This alternative’s potentially 

significant, but mitigable, impacts to TCRs would be substantially similar to those of the project. 

8.4.3 Reduced Project Alternative 

In an effort to reduce the potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts associated with constructing 

the project, a Reduced Project Alternative is evaluated that would reduce the amount of on-site 

grading required to implement the project. A reduced grading footprint would, in turn, reduce the 

project’s significant impacts to biological resources, historical resources and TCRs. Under the 

Reduced Project Alternative, the project’s surface parking would be modified to comply with the 

City’s parking regulations, rather than constructing 37 more parking spaces than required by the 

City. Specifically, the Reduced Project Alternative would construct a total of 319 parking spaces, 

which would be 37 fewer spaces than the project is providing but would comply with the City 

parking requirements. Surface parking for the project is proposed north of the parking structure and 

along the eastern edge of the parking structure and church/sanctuary building as shown on the site 

plan in Figure 3-1. To construct 37 fewer parking spaces, the project’s grading footprint would be 

reduced by approximately 0.4 acres, depending on which spaces are removed under this alternative. 

All other features of the project would remain the same as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

8.4.3.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the Reduced Project Alternative to 

the Project 

Land Use 

Similar to the project, implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would require approval of 

a CPA, SDP, PDP, TM and Easement Vacation. Reduction in the quantity of parking spaces would not 

require an additional deviational from the RS-1-7 regulations as this alternative would comply with 

the minimum parking standards in the SDMC. The Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent 

with applicable policies from the General Plan and Community Plan similar to the project. From a 

Noise Element perspective, institutional land uses, such as proposed by the Reduced Project 

Alternative and the project, would be compatible with the existing noise exposure on site. There 

would be no conflicts with applicable plans or policies under this alternative and the project. 

Biological Resources 

Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would have the potential to reduce but not 

eliminate the project’s impact to sensitive habitat, such as Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native 

grassland, as shown in Figure 5.2-1 up to approximately 0.4 acres. As such, similar mitigation (i.e., 

payment into the City’s habitat acquisition fund) would be required for this alternative. No impacts 

to wetlands or jurisdictional areas are expected for this alternative similar to the project. Because of 

the site’s location within an urbanized area, no impacts to wildlife corridors or migratory wildlife 
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species would occur under the alternative and the project. This alternative’s potentially significant, but 

mitigable, impacts to biological resources would be reduced from levels associated with the project. 

Historical Resources 

Because no prehistoric cultural resources were identified on site, no direct impacts to cultural 

(archaeological) resources would occur under the Reduced Project Alternative, as is the case for the 

project. However, the project area is known to contain significant archaeological resources and the 

potential would still exist for significant impacts to unknown cultural resources. Reduction of the graded 

footprint would reduce the potential for causing impacts to cultural resources; however, mitigation in 

the form of construction monitoring would still be required by this alternative. This alternative’s 

significant impacts to historical (cultural) resources would be slightly less than those of the project. 

Noise 

Because a similar amount of daily construction activity would be required to implement this 

alternative, potentially significant impacts from construction noise associated with this alternative 

would still affect nearby sensitive receptors, similar to the project. However, reduction in the graded 

footprint would increase the setback distance between construction activities and the nearby 

sensitive receptors which could lessen the extent of the construction noise impacts. However, 

similar mitigation as proposed for the project would be required to ensure this alternative’s 

construction noise complies with the City standard and impacts would be less than significant. This 

alternative would result in the same institutional use occurring on the project site; thus, operational 

noise from parking lot and circulation activity associated with this alternative would be similar to or 

slightly than that identified for the project and operational impacts would be less than significant. 

Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative’s noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

The Reduced Project Alternative would alter views in the project area; however, none of the public 

vantage points are designated as view corridors by the Community Plan, as described in Section 5.5 

of this EIR. No impacts to a designated scenic vista would occur, similar to the project. As with the 

project, this alternative would not damage scenic resources as none occur on site. The Reduced 

Project Alternative would not comply with the height and bulk regulations in the RS-1-7 zone and 

would require approval of deviations from the height regulations to accommodate the roofline and 

cross on the church/sanctuary building, similar to the project. Reducing the grading footprint would 

not substantially change the visual character of the development. In terms of the effects of bulk and 

scale on visual character or quality of the site and surroundings, both the project and this alternative 

would result in less-than-significant impacts. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

No TCRs are known to occur on the project site; however, there is potential to uncover unknown 

buried TCRs during ground disturbance. The reduced grading footprint associated with the Reduced 

Project Alternative would reduce the area disturbed on site, resulting in a reduced potential to 

impact unknown TCRs. However, for the remainder of the project site that would still be graded 

under this alternative, the potentially significant, but mitigable, impact associated with the discovery 

of unknown TCRs would occur. Reduction of the graded footprint would reduce the potential for 
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causing impacts to TCRs; however, mitigation in the form of construction monitoring would still be 

required by this alternative. This alternative’s potentially significant impacts to TCRs would be 

slightly less than those of the project, but in both cases, the impact would be less than significant 

with mitigation. 

8.5 Summary of Project Alternatives 

The project alternatives discussed in this section are intended to avoid or substantially lessen one or 

more of the significant impacts identified for the project to below a level of significance. A summary 

comparison of impact levels for the issues identified as significant under the project is provided in 

Table 8-1, Project Alternatives Summary of Impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), 

“if the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘No Project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify 

an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” Based on that information 

and the discussions in Sections 8.4.1 through 8.4.3, the Reduced Project Alternative would be the 

environmentally superior alternative. Specifically, this alternative would reduce the project’s 

potentially significant, but mitigable, biological resources, historical (cultural) resources and TCR 

impacts by reducing the extent of grading required to implement the project. It would also increase 

the setback distance between construction activities and the nearby sensitive receptors, thus 

reducing construction noise impacts of the project. 

Table 8-1 

 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Environmental Issuea Project 

No Project/ 

No Development 

Alternative 

Reduced 

Residential 

Development 

Alternative 

Reduced 

Project 

Alternative 

Land Use LS NI LS LS 

Biological Resources SM NI SM SM- 

Historical Resources SM NI SM SM- 

Noise SM NI SM SM- 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood 

Character 

LS NI LS- LS 

Tribal Cultural Resources SM NI SM SM- 

Notes: SM=significant but mitigable; LS=less than significant; NI=no impact; - = Less than the project; + = More than 

the project 
a Only the environmental effects contained in Chapter 5 are included in this comparison matrix. 

 
  



Figure 8-1

Reduced Residential Development Alternative
 ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

Source: Marburn Corp TM

Site Plan
Marburn Corp TM/Project No. 435483
City of San Diego – Development Services Department
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9. MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING 

PROGRAM 

9.1 General Requirements 

As lead agency for the project under the California Environmental Quality Act, the City of San Diego 

will administer the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the following 

environmental issue areas as identified in the All Peoples Church Project EIR: Biological Resources, 

Historical Resources, Noise, and Tribal Cultural Resources. The mitigation measures identified below 

include all feasible measures from the All Peoples Church Project EIR (SCH No. 2021100394; Project 

No. 636444). This MMRP shall be made a requirement of project approval. 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires a lead or responsible agency that 

approves or carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to 

adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for adopted or required changes to mitigate or avoid 

significant environmental effects.” The City of San Diego is the lead agency for the All Peoples 

Church Project EIR and, therefore, must ensure the enforceability of the MMRP. An EIR has been 

prepared for this project that addresses potential environmental impacts and, where appropriate, 

recommends measures to mitigate these impacts. As such, an MMRP is required to ensure that 

adopted mitigation measures are implemented. 

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – PART I: Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance) 

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed for a subdivision, or any construction permits, 

such as demolition, grading, or building, or beginning any construction-related activity on 

site, the Development Services Department (DSD) director’s environmental designee (ED) 

shall review and approve all construction documents (CDs) (plans, specification, details, 

etc.) to ensure that MMRP requirements are incorporated into the design. 

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP conditions/notes that apply ONLY to the 

construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the heading 

“ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.” 

3. These notes must be shown within the first three sheets of the CDs in the format 

specified for engineering CD templates as shown on the City website: 

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml 

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the “Environmental/Mitigation 

Requirements” notes are provided. 

5. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY: The DSD director or city manager may require 

appropriate surety instruments or bonds from private permit holders to ensure the long-

term performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The 

City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City 

personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects. 

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml
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B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – PART II: Post Plan Check (after permit issuance/prior to 

start of construction) 

1. PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED 10 WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO 

BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible 

to arrange and perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of 

the Field Engineering Division and City staff from MITIGATION MONITORING 

COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include the permit holder’s 

representative(s), job site superintendent, noise control coordinator, and the following 

consultants: 

Qualified Biologist 

Qualified Archaeological Monitor 

Native American Monitor 

 

Note: Failure of all responsible permit holder’s representatives and consultants 

to attend shall require an additional meeting with all parties present. 

CONTACT INFORMATION: 

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field Engineering Division – 

858.627.3200 

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, applicant t is also required 

to call the RE and MMC at 858.627.3360 

2. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This project, Project Tracking System No. 636444 and/or 

Environmental Document No. 636444, shall conform to the mitigation requirements 

contained in the associated environmental document and implemented to the satisfaction 

of the DSD’s ED (MMC) and the city engineer (RE). The requirements may not be reduced 

or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when and how compliance is being met 

and location of verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be added to 

other relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific locations, 

times of monitoring, methodology, etc.). 

Note: Permit Holder’s Representatives must alert the RE and MMC if there are 

any discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions. 

All conflicts must be approved by the RE and MMC BEFORE the work is performed. 

3. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency 

requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and 

acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within one week of the permit holder 

obtaining documentation of those permits or requirements. Evidence shall include 

copies of permits, letters of resolution, or other documentation issued by the 

responsible agency: 

None Required 

4. MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to the RE and MMC, a 

monitoring exhibit on a 11x17-inch reduction of the appropriate construction plan, such 

as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to clearly show the specific areas including 

the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes indicating when in the 
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construction schedule that work will be performed. When necessary for clarification, a 

detailed methodology of how the work will be performed shall be included. 

NOTE: Surety and Cost Recovery – When deemed necessary by the DSD director 

or city manager, additional surety instruments or bonds from the private 

permit holder may be required to ensure the long-term performance or 

implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is 

authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for 

City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects. 

5. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit Holder/Owner’s representative 

shall submit all required documentation, verification letters, and requests for all 

associated inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the following schedule: 

Table 9-1 

 DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

Issue Area Document Submittal 
Associated 

Inspection/Approvals/Notes 

General Consultant Qualification Letters Prior to Preconstruction Meeting 

Biological 

Resources 

Biological Construction 

Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit 

Prior to Preconstruction Meeting 

Historical 

Resources 

Archaeology Report Archaeology/Historic Site Observation 

During Construction 

Noise Noise Control Measures  Prior to Preconstruction Meeting 

Bond Release Request for Bond Release Letter Final MMRP Inspections Prior to Bond 

Release Letter 

 

9.2 Specific MMRP Issue Area Conditions/Requirements 

9.2.1 Biological Resources 

BIO-1: Biological Resource Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification – The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the City’s 

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a Project Biologist 

(Qualified Biologist) as defined in the City Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 

2018a), has been retained to implement the project’s biological monitoring program. 

The letter shall include the names and contact information of all persons involved in 

the biological monitoring of the project. 

B. Preconstruction Meeting – The Qualified Biologist shall attend the preconstruction 

meeting, discuss the project’s biological monitoring program, and arrange to 

perform any follow up mitigation measures and reporting including site-specific 

monitoring, restoration or revegetation, and additional fauna/flora surveys/salvage. 
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C. Biological Documents – The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required 

documentation to MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including but 

not limited to, maps, plans, surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are completed or 

scheduled per City Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (ESL), project permit conditions; 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered species acts (ESAs); and/or 

other local, state or federal requirements. 

D. Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit – The Qualified Biologist 

shall present a Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME), which 

includes the biological documents in C above. In addition, include: 

restoration/revegetation plans, plant salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal 

cactus wren plant salvage, burrowing owl exclusions, etc.), avian or other wildlife 

surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and USFWS protocol), 

timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/ 

barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent requirements 

determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City Assistant Deputy Director 

(ADD)/MMC. The BCME shall include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the 

project’s biological mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall 

be approved by MMC and referenced in the construction documents. 

E. Resource Delineation – Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the 

limits of disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compliance 

with any other project conditions as shown on the BCME. This phase shall include 

flagging plant specimens and delimiting buffers to protect sensitive biological 

resources (e.g., habitats/flora & fauna species, including nesting birds) during 

construction. Appropriate steps/care should be taken to minimize attraction of nest 

predators to the site. 

F. Education – Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified 

Biologist shall meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction crew 

and conduct an on-site educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts 

outside of the approved construction area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna 

(e.g., explain the avian and wetland buffers, flag system for removal of invasive 

species or retention of sensitive plants, and clarify acceptable access 

routes/methods and staging areas, etc.). 

II. During Construction 

A. Monitoring – All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be restricted to 

areas previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously 

disturbed as shown on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist shall 

monitor construction activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do 

not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, or cause other similar damage, and 

that the work plan has been amended to accommodate any sensitive species located 

during the pre-construction surveys. In addition, the Qualified Biologist shall 

document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR shall be 

e-mailed to MMC on the first day of monitoring, the first week of each month, the 
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last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any undocumented condition 

or discovery. 

B. Subsequent Resource Identification – The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to 

prevent any new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna onsite (e.g., flag plant 

specimens for avoidance during access, etc.). If active nests or other previously 

unknown sensitive resources are detected, all project activities that directly impact 

the resource shall be delayed until species specific local, state or federal regulations 

have been determined and applied by the Qualified Biologist. 

III. Post Construction Measures 

A. In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional impacts 

shall be mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP, CEQA, 

and other applicable local, state and federal law. The Qualified Biologist shall submit 

a final BCME/report to the satisfaction of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of 

construction completion. 

BIO-2: Sensitive Habitats. Impacts to 4.0 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native 

grassland shall be mitigated at ratios of 1:1 and 0.5:1 for impacts outside the Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) and mitigation inside the MHPA, respectively, pursuant to Table 3, 

Upland Mitigation Ratios, in the City’s Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018a). Mitigation 

shall be accomplished via payment into the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund equal to 3.6 acres 

of habitat. 

9.2.2 Historical Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

HR-1: Cultural Resources (Archaeological Resources) Protection during Construction. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the 

first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a 

Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, 

whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental 

designee shall verify that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and 

Native American monitoring have been noted on the applicable construction 

documents through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and 

the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as 

defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If 

applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must 

have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification documentation. 
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2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI 

and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the 

qualifications established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC 

for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site-specific records search (0.25-

mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to, a 

copy of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the 

search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search 

was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the 0.25-

mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange 

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor 

(where Native American resources may be impacted), Construction Manager 

(CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 

appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor 

shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments 

and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule 

a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, 

prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to Be Monitored 

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has 

been reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor 

when Native American resources may be impacted) based on the 

appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying 

the areas to be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation 

limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site-specific records search as well 

as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 
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b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. 

This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final 

construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of 

excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase 

the potential for resources to be present. 

III. During Construction 

A. Monitor(s) Shall Be Present during Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full time during all soil disturbing 

and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to 

archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is 

responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction 

activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern within the area being 

monitored. In certain circumstances Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration safety requirements may necessitate modification of the AME. 

2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their 

presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities 

based on the AME and provide that information to the PI and MMC. If prehistoric 

resources are encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor’s 

absence, work shall stop and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in 

Section III.B–C and Section IV.A–D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern 

disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of 

fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or 

increase the potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field 

activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by 

the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly 

(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The 

RE shall forward copies to MMC. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor 

to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to 

digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in 

the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately 

notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 

discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery and shall submit 

written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of 

the resource in context, if possible. 
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4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding 

the significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are 

encountered. 

C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American 

resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If 

Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 

additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 

Recovery Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American 

consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to 

significant resources must be mitigated before ground-disturbing activities in 

the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique 

archaeological site is also an historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the 

limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant may be required to pay to 

cover mitigation costs as indicated in CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating 

that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring 

Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is required. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be 

exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the 

human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), 

the California Public Resources Code (PRC) (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety 

Code (Section 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the PI, 

if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior 

Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services 

Department to assist with the discovery notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in 

person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate Discovery Site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby 

area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a 

determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI 

concerning the provenance of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a 

field examination to determine the provenance. 
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3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with 

input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American 

origin. 

C. If human remains ARE determined to be Native American: 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most 

Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner 

has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance 

with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health & 

Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or 

representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the 

human remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the 

MLD and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of 

the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails 

to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner shall 

reinter the human remains and items associated with Native American 

human remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not 

subject to further and future subsurface disturbance, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. The document shall be titled “Notice 

of Reinterment of Native American Remains” and shall include a legal 

description of the property, the name of the property owner, and the 

owner’s acknowledged signature, in addition to any other information 

required by PRC 5097.98. The document shall be indexed as a notice 

under the name of the owner. 

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a 

ground-disturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that 

additional conferral with descendants is necessary to consider culturally 

appropriate treatment of multiple Native American human remains. 

Culturally appropriate treatment of such a discovery may be ascertained 

from review of the site utilizing cultural and archaeological standards. Where 

the parties are unable to agree on the appropriate treatment measures the 
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human remains and items associated and buried with Native American 

human remains shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to 

Section 5.c, above. 

D. If human remains are NOT Native American: 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era 

context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI 

and City staff (PRC Section 5097.98). 

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for 

internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, 

the applicant/landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego 

Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract: 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent 

and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed: 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or 

weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to 

MMC via fax by 8 a.m. of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Section III, During Construction, and Section IV, 

Discovery of Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be 

treated as a significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, 

the procedures detailed under Section III, During Construction, and 

Section IV, Discovery of Human Remains, shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 a.m. of the next business day 

to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III.B, unless other 

specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction: 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum 

of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 
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VI. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), 

prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D) 

which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 

review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring. It 

should be noted that if the PI is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring Report 

within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from delays with analysis, special 

study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to MMC 

establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of monthly status 

reports until this measure can be met. 

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft 

Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation. 

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms DPR 523 A/B) any 

significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 

Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 

preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 

B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are 

cleaned and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify 

function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal 

material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as 

appropriate. 

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

C. Curation of Artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the 

survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated 

with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with 

MMC and the Native American representative, as applicable. 
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2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 

the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

3. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the 

Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources 

were treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the 

resources were reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective 

measures were taken to ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance 

with Section IV, Discovery of Human Remains, Subsection 5. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE 

or BI as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after 

notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the 

Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final 

Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification from 

the curation institution. 

9.2.3 Noise 

NOI-1: Best Management Practices. The following best management practices shall be 

incorporated into the project drawings and implemented during project construction to 

ensure sustained construction noise levels do not exceed 75 decibels over a 12-hour period 

at the nearest sensitive receivers: 

 In order to reduce construction noise, a temporary noise barrier or enclosure shall be 

used along the property lines of adjacent residences to break the line-of-sight between 

the construction equipment and the adjacent residences. The temporary noise barrier 

shall consist of a solid plywood fence and/or flexible sound curtains attached to chain-

link fencing. 

 Barriers such as flexible sound control curtains shall be erected around stationary heavy 

equipment to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding land uses to the 

maximum extent feasible during construction. 

 Equipping of all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust 

mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

 Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar power tools, where 

feasible. 

 Internal combustion engines shall be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended 

by the manufacturer and in good repair. 

 All diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and be equipped with 

factory recommended mufflers. 

 Prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444 Chapter 9 

Environmental Impact Report Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

All Peoples Church City of San Diego 

July 2023 9-13 

 Locating stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable 

power generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Constructing temporary 

noise barriers to screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near 

adjoining sensitive land uses. 

 Utilization of "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 

technology exists. 

 Control of noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible 

at adjacent residences bordering the project site. 

 Notifying of all adjacent residences of the construction schedule, in writing, and provide 

a written schedule of “noisy” construction activities to the adjacent and nearby 

residences at least 24 hours prior to initiation of construction activities that could result 

in substantial noise levels at outdoor or indoor living areas. This notification should 

include the anticipated hours and duration of construction and a description of noise 

reduction measures being implemented at the project site. The notification should 

include the telephone number and/or contact information for the on-site noise control 

coordinator that neighbors can use for inquiries and/or to submit complaints associated 

with construction noise. 

 Designation of a noise control coordinator who shall be responsible for responding to 

any complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine 

the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and shall require that 

reasonable measures be implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a 

telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it 

in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the construction schedule. 
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 Shannon Scoggins, Park and Recreation 

 George Cornell, Fire Plan Review 

 Mark Dossett, Fire Plan Review 

 Willard Larson, Fire Plan Review 

Public Utilities Department 

 Gary Nguyen, Water & Sewer Development 

11.2 EIR Preparer and Management 

Baranek Consulting Group, Inc. 

 Kim Baranek, Principal/Senior Project Manager 

 Teresa Wilkinson, Senior Environmental Planner 
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 Sheryl Horn, Senior Environmental Planner 

 Debbie Clayton, Biologist 

 Justin Palmer, GIS Specialist 

 Joel Miller, Document Manager 

11.3 Technical Appendices Preparers 

Appendix B – Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist – Baranek Consulting Group, Inc. 

 Kim Baranek, Principal/Senior Project Manager 

Appendix C – Biological Technical Report – Alden Environmental, Inc. 

 Greg Mason, Senior Biologist 

Appendix D – Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey – Brian F. Smith Associates 

 Tracy Stropes, Senior Archaeologist 

Appendix E – Noise Impact Assessment– ECORP Consulting, Inc. 

 Seth Meyers, Senior Specialist 

Appendix F – Geotechnical Investigation– Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, Inc. 

 Shane Smith, Staff Engineer 

Appendix G – Air Quality Technical Study and Screening Health Risk Assessment – 

Bluescape Environmental Inc. 

 James Westbrook, Principal 

 Estee LaFrenz, Senior Engineer 

Appendix H – Preliminary Drainage Study – Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 

 William Mack, P.E. 

Appendix I – Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) – Pasco Laret Suiter & 

Associates 

 William Mack, P.E. 

Appendix J – Local Mobility Analysis – LOS Engineering, Inc. 

 Justin Rasas, Principal 

Appendix K – Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis – LOS Engineering, Inc. 

 Justin Rasas, Principal 

Appendix L – Waste Management Plan – Baranek Consulting Group, Inc. 

 Kim Baranek, Principal/Senior Project Manager 


	Certification of the Final EIR
	All Peoples Church Final Environmental Impact Report (July 2023)
	1. Introduction
	2. Master Responses
	Master Response 1: Project Alternatives
	Residential Use
	Other Land Uses
	Alternative Locations

	Master Response 2: Cumulative Impacts
	Master Response 3: Land Use
	Land Use Policy Consistency
	Regional Housing Policy Consistency

	Master Response 4: Aesthetics
	Neighborhood Character
	Scenic Views

	Master Response 5: Transportation
	Trip Generation Rate
	Local Mobility Analysis


	Master Response 6: Non-CEQA Issues
	General Opposition
	Need for Project
	Project Operations


	3. Response to Comments
	3.1.1 Agency Letters
	3.1.1.1 Letter A1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
	A1-1
	A1-2
	A1-3
	A1-4
	A1-5
	A1-6
	A1-7
	3.1.1.2 Letter A2: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	A2-1
	A2-2



	3.1.2 Organizations Letters
	3.1.2.1 Letter O1: Campo Band of Mission Indians
	O1-1

	3.1.2.2 Letter O2: San Diego County Archaeological Society
	O2-1

	3.1.2.3 Letter O3: Navajo Community Planners
	O3-1
	O3-2
	O3-3
	O3-4
	O3-5
	O3-6
	O3-7
	O3-8
	O3-9
	O3-10
	O3-11
	O3-12
	O3-13
	O3-14


	3.1.3 Individuals Letters
	3.1.3.1 Letter I1: Summer Adleberg
	I1-1
	I1-2
	I1-3
	I1-4
	I1-5

	3.1.3.2 Letter I2: Stephanie Ballinger
	I2-1
	I2-2
	I2-3
	I2-4
	I2-5

	3.1.3.3 Letter I3: Janice Baranski
	I3-1
	I3-2

	3.1.3.4 Letter I4: Steve Behar
	I4-1

	3.1.3.5 Letter I5: Linda and Michael Bennett
	I5-1
	I5-2
	I5-3
	I5-4

	3.1.3.6 Letter I6: John Benz
	I6-1
	I6-2
	I6-3
	I6-4

	3.1.3.7 Letter I7: Deborah Black
	I7-1
	I7-2
	I7-3
	I7-4
	I7-5

	3.1.3.8 Letter I8: Dennis Black
	I8-1
	I8-2
	I8-3
	I8-4
	I8-5
	I8-6
	I8-7
	I8-8
	I8-9
	I8-10

	3.1.3.9 Letter I9: Benjamin Bloom
	I9-1

	3.1.3.10 Letter I10: Peggy Bocko
	I10-1

	3.1.3.11 Letter I11: Katie Booth
	I11-1

	3.1.3.12 Letter I12: Chip Brent
	I12-1

	3.1.3.13 Letter I13: Cameron Bresnick
	I13-1

	3.1.3.14 Letter I14: Janis Brown
	I14-1

	3.1.3.15 Letter I15: Christina Callahan
	I15-1
	I15-2
	I15-3
	I15-4

	3.1.3.16 Letter I16: Elaine Camara
	I16-1

	3.1.3.17 Letter I17: Gregg Cantor
	I17-1

	3.1.3.18 Letter I18: James Carry
	I18-1

	3.1.3.19 Letter I19: Jordan Chaim
	I19-1
	I19-2

	3.1.3.20 Letter I20: Shari and Joseph Colloca, Robin Kastner, Maureen Champion, Rosemary and Victor Ghosn, Adeline and Yann Renard, Hortencia and Ted Bendrick, Wendy and Dustin Jones, Amy and John Pecoraro, Kathy and Bill Connell, Diana and Rich Sanderson, Deborah and Dennis Black, Danielle Black, Kelly and Matt Rookus, Denine and Larry Dawson, Stephanie and Chad Summers, Sara Moten and Karla and Dan DeCoursey, Christine and Ryan Dammann
	I20-1
	I20-2
	I20-3
	I20-4
	I20-5
	I20-6
	I20-7
	I20-8
	I20-9
	I20-10
	I20-11
	I20-12
	I20-13
	I20-14
	I20-15
	I20-16
	I20-17
	I20-18
	I20-19

	3.1.3.21 Letter I21: Steve Colombel
	I21-1

	3.1.3.22 Letter I22: Eddie and Adriana Cuadal
	I22-1

	3.1.3.23 Letter I23: Christine Dammann
	I23-1

	3.1.3.24 Letter I24: Konrad Davis
	I24-1

	3.1.3.25 Letter I25: Mardine Davis
	I25-1
	I25-2
	I25-3
	I25-4
	I25-5
	I25-6

	3.1.3.26 Letter I26: Larry Dawson
	I26-1

	3.1.3.27 Letter I27: Lew Dawson
	I27-1
	I27-2
	I27-3
	I27-4
	I27-5
	I27-6
	I27-7
	I27-8
	I27-9
	I27-10
	I27-11
	I27-12
	I27-13
	I27-14
	I27-15
	I27-16
	I27-17

	3.1.3.28 Letter I28: Lauren Degheri
	I28-1

	3.1.3.29 Letter I29: Kendra DeGroot
	I29-1

	3.1.3.30 Letter I30: Maria DeLeon
	I30-1
	I30-2

	3.1.3.31 Letter I31: Nadine Desteunder
	I31-1
	I31-2
	I31-3

	3.1.3.32 Letter I32: Scott Dickson
	I32-1

	3.1.3.33 Letter I33: June Dodge
	I33-1
	I33-2
	I33-3
	I33-4
	I33-5
	I33-6
	I33-7
	I33-8

	3.1.3.34 Letter I34: Bruce Doole
	I34-1

	3.1.3.35 Letter I35: Martin Doucett
	I35-1
	I35-2
	I35-3
	I35-4
	I35-5

	3.1.3.36 Letter I36: David Einstein
	I36-1
	I36-2
	I36-3

	3.1.3.37 Letter I37: David Endow
	I37-1

	3.1.3.38 Letter I38: Gene Erquiaga
	I38-1

	3.1.3.39 Letter I39: Ryan Evenson
	I39-1

	3.1.3.40 Letter I40: James Forbes
	I40-1
	I40-2
	I40-3

	3.1.3.41 Letter I41: Teri Frazier
	I41-1

	3.1.3.42 Letter I42: Beth Friedenberg
	I42-1

	3.1.3.43 Letter I43: Lee Fuhr
	I43-1

	3.1.3.44 Letter I44: Marie Garcia
	I44-1

	3.1.3.45 Letter I45: Jean and Franklin Gaylis
	I45-1

	3.1.3.46 Letter I46: Cap Geis
	I46-1

	3.1.3.47 Letter I47: Laura Gingras
	I47-1

	3.1.3.48 Letter I48: John Larry Granger
	I48-1
	I48-2
	I48-3
	I48-4
	I48-5

	3.1.3.49 Letter I49: Toni and Allen Gruber
	I49-1
	I49-2
	I49-3

	3.1.3.50 Letter I50: Lesley Halpern
	I50-1

	3.1.3.51 Letter I51: Bryan Harris
	I51-1

	3.1.3.52 Letter I52: Shain Haug
	I52-1
	I52-2

	3.1.3.53 Letter I53: Marilyn Hinck
	I53-1
	I53-2
	I53-3
	I53-4

	3.1.3.54 Letter I54: Jeff Hinck
	I54-1
	I54-2
	I54-3
	I54-4

	3.1.3.55 Letter I55: Jon Hoidal
	I55-1

	3.1.3.56 Letter I56: John Hood
	I56-1
	I56-2
	I56-3
	I56-4

	3.1.3.57 Letter I57: Aleyda Hoskins
	I57-1
	I57-2
	I57-3

	3.1.3.58 Letter I58: Redelle Hrastich
	I58-1

	3.1.3.59 Letter I59: Loretta Huckabone
	I59-1

	3.1.3.60 Letter I60: Loretta Huckabone
	I60-1

	3.1.3.61 Letter I61: Sharon Hudnall
	I61-1
	I61-2
	I61-3
	I61-4
	I61-5

	3.1.3.62 Letter I62: Sharon Hudnall
	I62-1
	I62-2
	I62-3

	3.1.3.63 Letter I63: Jeffrey and Michael Hunt
	I63-1
	I63-2
	I63-3
	I63-4
	I63-5

	3.1.3.64 Letter I64: Cheryl Irick
	I64-1
	I64-2
	I64-3
	I64-4
	I64-5
	I64-6
	I64-7

	3.1.3.65 Letter I65: Donna Janzen
	I65-1

	3.1.3.66 Letter I66: Vivienne Jarvis and Joe Shapiro
	I66-1

	3.1.3.67 Letter I67: Dave Jones
	I67-1

	3.1.3.68 Letter I68: Candy Kalman: September 22, 2022
	I68-1

	3.1.3.69 Letter I69: Lia Jones-Karavokiris
	I69-1

	3.1.3.70 Letter I70: Karen Kawamoto
	I70-1
	I70-2
	I70-3
	I70-4
	I70-5
	I70-6
	I70-7
	I70-8

	3.1.3.71 Letter I71: Rebecca Kawamoto
	I71-1

	3.1.3.72 Letter I72: Robert Kawamoto
	I72-1

	3.1.3.73 Letter I73: David and Claudia Kay
	I73-1
	I73-2
	I73-3
	I73-4
	I73-5
	I73-6

	3.1.3.74 Letter I74: Allyson Kelley: September 27, 2022
	I74-1

	3.1.3.75 Letter I75: Danielle Kerr
	I75-1

	3.1.3.76 Letter I76: Anne and Mohsin Khan
	I76-1

	3.1.3.77 Letter I77: Michael Kinnamon
	I77-1
	I77-2
	I77-3

	3.1.3.78 Letter I78: Derek and Lily Kinninger
	I78-1
	I78-2

	3.1.3.79 Letter I79: George Kirazian
	I79-1
	I79-2
	I79-3

	3.1.3.80 Letter I80: Sarah Knoepfli: October 11, 1022
	I80-1
	I80-2
	I80-3
	I80-4
	I80-5

	3.1.3.81 Letter I81: Daniel Kroeger
	I81-1

	3.1.3.82 Letter I82: Erik Larson
	I82-1
	I82-2

	3.1.3.83 Letter I83: Trish Larson
	I83-1

	3.1.3.84 Letter I84: Bob and Jane LeRibeus
	I84-1

	3.1.3.85 Letter I85: Phillippe and Natascha Lesage
	I85-1

	3.1.3.86 Letter I86: Aaron Levine
	I86-1
	I86-2
	I86-3
	I86-4

	3.1.3.87 Letter I87: Lacey Levitt
	I87-1

	3.1.3.88 Letter I88: Zita Liebermensch
	I88-1

	3.1.3.89 Letter I89: Michael Livingston (Save Del Cerro)
	I89-1
	I89-2
	I89-3
	I89-4
	I89-5
	I89-6
	I89-7
	I89-8
	I89-9
	I89-10

	3.1.3.90 Letter I90: Meaghan Loud
	I90-1

	3.1.3.91 Letter I91: Michael Lovci
	I91-1
	I91-2

	3.1.3.92 Letter I92: Mark Luciano
	I92-1
	I92-2

	3.1.3.93 Letter I93: Sandy Luebben
	I93-1

	3.1.3.94 Letter I94: Stephanie Macceca
	I94-1
	I94-2
	I94-3
	I94-4
	I94-5

	3.1.3.95 Letter I95: Thomas Marshall: September 17, 2022
	I95-1

	3.1.3.96 Letter I96: Robert Martin
	I96-1

	3.1.3.97 Letter I97: Anne McColl
	I97-1
	I97-2

	3.1.3.98 Letter I98: Medina Family
	I98-1
	I98-2
	I98-3
	I98-4

	3.1.3.99 Letter I99: David Mendel
	I99-1

	3.1.3.100 Letter I100: David Mendel
	I100-1

	3.1.3.101 Letter I101: Julie Middlemas
	I101-1
	I101-2

	3.1.3.102 Letter I102: Vince Mikulanis
	I102-1
	I102-2

	3.1.3.103 Letter I103: Michael Miller
	I103-1

	3.1.3.104 Letter I104: Scott and Karen Miller
	I104-1
	I104-2
	I104-3

	3.1.3.105 Letter I105: Patricia Mooney: September 20, 2022
	I105-1

	3.1.3.106 Letter I106: Camellia Mortezazadeh
	I106-1

	3.1.3.107 Letter I107: Ryan Mosher
	I107-1
	I107-2

	3.1.3.108 Letter I108: J.G. Ney
	I108-1
	I108-2
	I108-3

	3.1.3.109 Letter I109: Jackie O’Connor
	I109-1
	I109-2
	I109-3

	3.1.3.110 Letter I110: Vince Outlaw
	I110-1

	3.1.3.111 Letter I111: Rosaura Picasso
	I111-1

	3.1.3.112 Letter I112: Michael Poltorak
	I112-1

	3.1.3.113 Letter I113: Bill Poulin
	I113-1
	I113-2

	3.1.3.114 Letter I114: Irma Poulin
	I114-1

	3.1.3.115 Letter I115: David Preciado
	I115-1
	I115-2
	I115-3
	I115-4
	I115-5
	I115-6
	I115-7
	I115-8
	I115-9
	I115-10
	I115-11
	I115-12

	3.1.3.116 Letter I116: Julie, Kevin and Kate Prichard
	I116-1

	3.1.3.117 Letter I117: Barbara and Jim Recht
	I117-1
	I117-2
	I117-3

	3.1.3.118 Letter I118: Mark Remer
	I118-1

	3.1.3.119 Letter I119: Stacy Roberts
	I119-1
	I119-2
	I119-3

	3.1.3.120 Letter I120: Sheryl Schultz Rose
	I120-1
	I120-2
	I120-3
	I120-4

	3.1.3.121 Letter I121: Jeffrey Rosenblatt
	I121-1

	3.1.3.122 Letter I122: Rachel Rothman
	I122-1

	3.1.3.123 Letter I123: Daniel Saltzman
	I123-1

	3.1.3.124 Letter I124: Diana Sanderson
	I124-1

	3.1.3.125 Letter I125: Abel Santana
	I125-1
	I125-2
	I125-3
	I125-4
	I125-5
	I125-6
	I125-7
	I125-8
	I125-9
	I125-10

	3.1.3.126 Letter I126: Mark Sauer and Donna Valerie
	I126-1
	I126-2
	I126-3
	I126-4
	I126-5

	3.1.3.127 Letter I127: Amy Schindler
	I127-1

	3.1.3.128 Letter I128: Mark Schulze and Patty Mooney
	I128-1

	3.1.3.129 Letter I129: Noah Schuster
	I129-1

	3.1.3.130 Letter I130: David Schwartz
	I130-1

	3.1.3.131 Letter I131: Cindy Scott
	I131-1

	3.1.3.132 Letter I132: Kevin Sheedy
	I132-1

	3.1.3.133 Letter I133: Shannon Shepley
	I133-1

	3.1.3.134 Letter I134: Charles Sloan
	I134-1

	3.1.3.135 Letter I135: Andrew Sloter
	135-1

	3.1.3.136 Letter I136: Jaime and Art Smart
	I136-1

	3.1.3.137 Letter I137: Jaime Smart
	I137-1

	3.1.3.138 Letter I138: Cheryl Smelt
	I138-1
	I138-2
	I138-3
	I138-4

	3.1.3.139 Letter I139: Lauren Sommer
	I139-1
	I139-2
	I139-3
	I139-4
	I139-5

	3.1.3.140 Letter I140: Sabine Steck
	I140-1
	I140-2
	I140-3

	3.1.3.141 Letter I141: Nathan Stein
	I141-1
	I141-2
	I141-3
	I141-4
	I141-5
	I141-6
	I141-7

	3.1.3.142 Letter I142: Lisa Stein
	I142-1
	I142-2
	I142-3

	3.1.3.143 Letter I143: Dana Stewart
	I143-1

	3.1.3.144 Letter I144: Kurt and Susan Stormberg
	I144-1

	3.1.3.145 Letter I145: Judy Swinko
	I145-1
	I145-2
	I145-3
	I145-4

	3.1.3.146 Letter I146: Jim Treglio
	I146-1

	3.1.3.147 Letter I147: Christine van Spronsen
	I147-1
	I147-2

	3.1.3.148 Letter I148: Jon Wiggins
	I148-1
	I148-2

	3.1.3.149 Letter I149: Brain Woolsey
	I149-1

	3.1.3.150 Letter I150: Evan Youngstrom, Lewis and Sarah Dawson, Judith Abegglen, Susan and Hailey Andrews, Lisa Busalacchi, Goncalo and Nancy Gloria
	I150


	3.1.4 Late Letters
	3.1.4.1 Letter L1: Paula Berberick
	L1-1

	3.1.4.2 Letter L2: Christine and Ryan Dammann and Shannon Shepley (via Joe Colloca)
	L2-1
	L2-2

	3.1.4.3 Letter L3: Cathleen Elmies
	L3-1

	3.1.4.4 Letter L4: Theresa Golden
	L4-1

	3.1.4.5 Letter L5: Annemarie Penick
	L5-1

	3.1.4.6 Letter L6: David and Celeste Schwartz
	L6-1




	All Peoples Church Project Final Environmental Impact Report (July 2023)
	Contents
	Appendices
	Figures
	Tables

	Abbreviations and Acronyms
	ES. Executive Summary
	ES.1 Project Location, Setting, Objectives, and Description
	ES.1.1 Site Plan and Design Features
	ES.1.2 Utilities and Other Site Improvements
	ES.1.3 Sustainable Design

	ES.2 Environmental Analysis
	ES.3 Project Alternatives
	ES.3.1 No Project/No Development Alternative
	ES.3.2 Reduced Residential Development Alternative
	ES.3.3 Reduced Project Alternative

	ES.4 Areas of Controversy/Issues to Be Resolved

	1. Introduction
	1.1 Purpose and Legal Authority
	1.2 EIR Scope
	1.2.1 Notice of Preparation
	1.2.2 Project Baseline

	1.3 Public Review Process
	1.4 Content and Organization of the EIR

	2. Environmental Setting
	2.1 Project Location
	2.2 Existing Site Conditions
	2.3 Surrounding Land Uses
	2.4 Planning and Regulatory Context
	2.4.1 State Regulations
	2.4.1.1 California Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24)
	2.4.1.2 Assembly Bill 52 (Native American Consultation)

	2.4.2 Regional Plans
	2.4.2.1 Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	2.4.2.2 Regional Air Quality Strategy
	2.4.2.3 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin

	2.4.3 Local Regulations
	2.4.3.1 City of San Diego General Plan
	2.4.3.2 City of San Diego Climate Action Plan
	2.4.3.3 Navajo Community Plan
	2.4.3.4 Land Development Code



	3. Project Description
	3.1 Project Objectives
	3.1.1 Project Objectives

	3.2 Project Characteristics
	3.2.1 Site Plan
	3.2.2 Architectural Design
	3.2.3 Landscape Concept Plan
	3.2.4 Grading Plan
	3.2.5 Vehicular, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access
	3.2.6 Utilities and Other Site Improvements
	3.2.7 Sustainable Design Features

	3.3 Project Construction
	3.3.1 Site Preparation and Demolition

	3.4 Discretionary Actions
	3.4.1 Community Plan Amendment
	3.4.2 Planned Development Permit
	3.4.3 Site Development Permit
	3.4.4 Tentative Map
	3.4.5 Easement Vacations
	3.4.6 Other Agency Approvals

	3.5 Intended Uses of the EIR

	4. History of Project Changes
	5. Environmental Analysis
	5.1 Land Use
	5.1.1 Existing Conditions
	5.1.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.1.2.1 Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	5.1.2.2 City of San Diego General Plan
	Strategic Framework
	Land Use and Community Planning Element
	Mobility Element
	Urban Design Element
	Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element
	Conservation Element
	Noise Element

	5.1.2.3 Climate Action Plan
	5.1.2.4 Navajo Community Plan
	5.1.2.5 Land Development Code
	Planned Development Permit Regulations
	Site Development Permit Regulations
	Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations


	5.1.3 Impact 1: Potential Conflicts with General or Community Plans
	5.1.3.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.1.3.2 Impact Analysis
	General Plan Consistency
	Climate Action Plan Consistency
	Community Plan Consistency
	Land Development Code Regulations Consistency

	5.1.3.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.1.3.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

	5.1.4 Impact 2: Physical Community Division
	5.1.4.1 Impact Threshold
	5.1.4.2 Impact Analysis
	5.1.4.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.1.4.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

	5.1.5 Impact 3: Compatibility with Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
	5.1.5.1 Impact Threshold
	5.1.5.2 Impact Analysis
	5.1.5.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.1.5.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

	5.1.6 Impact 4: Potential Exposure to Excessive Noise Levels
	5.1.6.1 Impact Threshold
	5.1.6.2 Impact Analysis
	5.1.6.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.1.6.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting


	5.2 Biological Resources
	5.2.1 Existing Conditions
	5.2.1.1 Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types
	Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including -disturbed)
	Non-Native Grassland
	Disturbed Habitat
	Eucalyptus Woodland
	Ornamental
	Developed

	5.2.1.2 Jurisdictional Areas
	5.2.1.3 Sensitive Vegetation Communities
	5.2.1.4 Sensitive Plant Species
	Observed
	Not Observed

	5.2.1.5 Sensitive Animal Species
	Observed
	Not Observed or Detected

	5.2.1.6 Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites

	5.2.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.2.2.1 Federal
	Migratory Bird Treaty Act

	5.2.2.2 State
	California Environmental Quality Act
	California Fish and Game Code

	5.2.2.3 City of San Diego
	Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations
	Biology Guidelines
	Multiple Species Conservation Program
	Multi-Habitat Planning Area
	MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines
	Specific Management Directives
	Overall Management Policies and Directives


	5.2.3 Impact 1: Sensitive Species and Habitats
	5.2.3.1 Impact Thresholds
	Sensitive Species
	Sensitive Habitats

	5.2.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Direct Impacts
	Indirect Impacts

	5.2.3.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
	General Mitigation
	Sensitive Habitats


	5.2.4 Impact 2: Wetlands
	5.2.4.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.4.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.4.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.2.5 Impact 3: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites
	5.2.5.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.5.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.5.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.2.6 Impact 4: Conservation Planning
	5.2.6.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.6.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.6.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.6.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.2.7 Impact 5: Edge Effects
	5.2.7.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.7.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.7.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.7.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.2.8 Impact 6: Policies and Ordinances
	5.2.8.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.8.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.8.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.8.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.2.9 Impact 7: Invasive Plant Species
	5.2.9.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.2.9.2 Impact Analysis
	5.2.9.3 Significance of Impact
	5.2.9.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting


	5.3 Historical Resources
	5.3.1 Existing Conditions
	5.3.1.1 Natural Setting
	5.3.1.2 Cultural Setting
	5.3.1.3 Built Environment
	5.3.1.4 Methods and Results
	Archival Research
	Field Survey


	5.3.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.3.2.1 The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
	5.3.2.2 California Register of Historic Resources
	5.3.2.3 Native American Historic Resource Protection Act
	5.3.2.4 California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
	5.3.2.5 California Health and Safety Code
	5.3.2.6 California Environmental Quality Act
	5.3.2.7 City of San Diego Historical Resource Regulations
	5.3.2.8 City Historic Resources Register

	5.3.3 Impact 1: Historical Resources
	5.3.3.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.3.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Archaeological Resources
	Built Environment

	5.3.3.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.3.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.3.4 Impact 2: Religious or Sacred Uses
	5.3.4.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.3.4.2 Impact Analysis
	5.3.4.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.3.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.3.5 Impact 3: Human Remains
	5.3.5.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.3.5.2 Impact Analysis
	5.3.5.3 Significance of Impacts
	5.3.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting


	5.4 Noise
	5.4.1 Existing Conditions
	5.4.1.1 Fundamentals of Noise and Environmental Sound
	Sensitive Receptors
	Existing Noise Environment
	Existing Traffic Noise


	5.4.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.4.2.1 City of San Diego General Plan Noise Element
	5.4.2.2 City of San Diego Noise Ordinance

	5.4.3 Impact: Ambient Noise Increase
	5.4.3.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.4.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Construction Noise
	Operational Noise
	Exterior Traffic Noise

	Parking Structure and Lot Noise
	Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning Noise

	5.4.3.3 Significance of Impact
	5.4.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting


	5.5 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
	5.5.1 Existing Conditions
	5.5.1.1 Visual Setting
	5.5.1.2 Scenic Resources
	5.5.1.3 Public Views
	Freeway Views
	Trolley Views
	Local Street Views

	5.5.1.4 Designated Scenic Views
	5.5.1.5 Neighborhood Character

	5.5.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.5.2.1 City of San Diego General Plan
	Urban Design Element
	Conservation Element

	5.5.2.2 Navajo Community Plan
	5.5.2.3 Land Development Code
	5.5.2.4 ESL Regulations

	5.5.3 Impact 1: Scenic Views
	5.5.3.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.5.3.2 Impact Analysis
	5.5.3.3 Significance of Impact
	5.5.3.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.5.4 Impact 2: Neighborhood Character
	5.5.4.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.5.4.2 Impact Analysis
	Height and Bulk Regulations
	Visual Appearance
	Community Symbol or Landmark

	5.5.4.3 Significance of Impact
	5.5.4.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.5.5 Impact 4: Landmark Trees
	5.5.5.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.5.5.2 Impact Analysis
	5.5.5.3 Significance of Impact
	5.5.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.5.6 Impact 5: Landform Alteration
	5.5.6.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.5.6.2 Impact Analysis
	5.5.6.3 Significance of Impact
	5.5.6.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

	5.5.7 Impact 6: Light and Glare
	5.5.7.1 Impact Thresholds
	5.5.7.2 Impact Analysis
	5.5.7.3 Significance of Impact
	5.5.7.4 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting


	5.6 Tribal Cultural Resources
	5.6.1 Existing Conditions
	5.6.2 Regulatory Framework
	5.6.2.1 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
	5.6.2.2 California Register of Historic Resources
	5.6.2.3 Native American Historic Resource Protection Act
	5.6.2.4 California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
	5.6.2.5 California Health and Safety Code
	5.6.2.6 Assembly Bill 52
	5.6.2.7 City of San Diego General Plan

	5.6.3 Impact 1: Tribal Cultural Resources
	5.6.3.1 Impact Analysis
	5.6.3.2 Significance of Impacts
	5.6.3.3 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting



	6. Cumulative Impacts
	6.1 Effects Found to Be Not Cumulatively Considerable
	6.1.1 Land Use
	6.1.2 Biological Resources
	6.1.3 Historical Resources
	6.1.4 Noise
	6.1.5 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
	6.1.6 Tribal Cultural Resources


	7. Other CEQA Sections
	7.1 Effects Found Not to Be Significant
	7.1.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
	7.1.2 Air Quality
	7.1.2.1 Consistency with Regional Air Quality Strategy
	7.1.2.2 Violation of an Air Quality Standard
	7.1.2.3 Sensitive Receptors
	7.1.2.4 Odors
	7.1.2.5 Particulate Matter
	7.1.2.6 Air Movement

	7.1.3 Energy
	7.1.3.1 Energy Usage
	7.1.3.2 Energy Efficiency Policy Compliance

	7.1.4 Geologic Conditions
	7.1.4.1 Unstable Geologic Conditions
	7.1.4.2 Soil Erosion

	7.1.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	7.1.6 Health and Safety
	7.1.6.1 Construction
	7.1.6.2 Operations

	7.1.7 Hydrology
	7.1.8 Mineral Resources
	7.1.9 Paleontological Resources
	7.1.10 Population and Housing
	7.1.11 Public Services and Facilities
	7.1.11.1 Fire-Rescue
	7.1.11.2 Police Services
	7.1.11.3 Parks and Recreation Facilities
	7.1.11.4 Schools
	7.1.11.5 Libraries

	7.1.12 Transportation
	7.1.13 Utilities and Service Systems
	7.1.13.1 Water Supply/Conservation
	7.1.13.2 Water Facilities
	7.1.13.3 Wastewater Facilities and Treatment
	7.1.13.4 Solid Waste Management
	7.1.13.5 Electricity and Natural Gas

	7.1.14 Water Quality
	7.1.15 Wildfire
	7.1.15.1 Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan
	7.1.15.2 Exacerbate Wildfire Risks
	7.1.15.3 Installation or Maintenance of Infrastructure
	7.1.15.4 Downstream Flooding or Landslides


	7.2 Growth Inducement
	7.3 Significant Environmental Effects that Cannot Be Avoided if the Project Is Implemented
	7.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Caused by the Project

	8. Project Alternatives
	8.1 Introduction
	8.2 Summary of Project Objectives and Significant Effects
	8.2.1 Project Objectives
	8.2.2 Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project

	8.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected
	8.3.1 Alternative Project Location
	8.3.2 Alternative Land Use
	8.3.3 No Project/Existing Community Plan

	8.4 Alternatives Considered in Detail
	8.4.1 No Project/No Development Alternative
	8.4.1.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the No Project/No Development Alternative to the Project
	Land Use
	Biological Resources
	Historical Resources
	Noise
	Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
	Tribal Cultural Resources


	8.4.2 Reduced Residential Development Alternative
	8.4.2.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the Reduced Residential Development Alternative to the Project
	Land Use
	Biological Resources
	Historical Resources
	Noise
	Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
	Tribal Cultural Resources


	8.4.3 Reduced Project Alternative
	8.4.3.1 Comparison of the Impacts from the Reduced Project Alternative to the Project
	Land Use
	Biological Resources
	Historical Resources
	Noise
	Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
	Tribal Cultural Resources



	8.5 Summary of Project Alternatives

	9. Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
	9.1 General Requirements
	9.2 Specific MMRP Issue Area Conditions/Requirements
	9.2.1 Biological Resources
	9.2.2 Historical Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources
	9.2.3 Noise


	10. References Cited
	11. Certification
	11.1 City of San Diego
	Development Services Department
	Planning Department
	Public Utilities Department

	11.2 EIR Preparer and Management
	Baranek Consulting Group, Inc.

	11.3 Technical Appendices Preparers
	Appendix B – Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist – Baranek Consulting Group, Inc.
	Appendix C – Biological Technical Report – Alden Environmental, Inc.
	Appendix D – Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey – Brian F. Smith Associates
	Appendix E – Noise Impact Assessment– ECORP Consulting, Inc.
	Appendix F – Geotechnical Investigation– Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, Inc.
	Appendix G – Air Quality Technical Study and Screening Health Risk Assessment – Bluescape Environmental Inc.
	Appendix H – Preliminary Drainage Study – Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates
	Appendix I – Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) – Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates
	Appendix J – Local Mobility Analysis – LOS Engineering, Inc.
	Appendix K – Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis – LOS Engineering, Inc.
	Appendix L – Waste Management Plan – Baranek Consulting Group, Inc.






