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SUBJECT: CARMEL MOUNTAIN/DEL MAR MESA TRAILS COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENTS; 

AMENDMENTS TO THE NORTH CITY, DEL MAR MESA AND PACIFIC HIGHLANDS RANCH 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAMS (LCP); PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT VACATIONS AND 

ADOPTION OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT p ·LAN. CITY COUNCIL 

APPROVAL to allow for the adoption of Amendments to the following land use plans: Del 
Mar Mesa, Carmel Valley (Neighborhood 8A), Pacific Highlands Ranch, Rancho 
Peiiasquitos, and Torrey Highlands to revise the planned trail system in five northern 
communities; adoption of amendments for this segment of the North City Local Coastal 
Program (LCP): the Cannel Valley Neighborhood 8A Specific/Precise Plan, the Del Mar 
Mesa Specific Plan, and the Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea Plan. The Del Mar Mesa 
Specific Plan and Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea Plans are certified LCP Land Use Plans 
and the amendments to the text and figures to incorporate the proposed trail alignments also 
constitute LCP amendments. The Cannel Valley Neighborhood 8A Specific/Precise Plan 
was never submitted to the Coastal Commission for certification. The proposed amendment 
would add a text reference in the plan's trail discussion to the Natural Resources 

Management Plan; adoption of the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources 
Management Plan (NRMP) and Public Access Easement Vacations within the Preserves. 
The purpose ofthe Community Plan Amendments (CPA) and LCP Amendments is to 
incorporate a trail system that will be implemented in accordance with the Cannel 
Mountain Preserve and Del Mar Mesa Preserve (Preserves) NRMP, including establishing 
linkages to areas adjacent to the Preserves. The trails within the Preserves provide 
recreational opportunities consistent with the policies of the General Plan and applicable 
community plans. Alignments within the revised trail system generally follow existing 
paths and access roads. Public access easement vacations are required as part of the CPA 
and NRMP adoption are being proposed with this project. This involves vacating five (5) 
tlu:ee (3) public access easements (Nos. 1, 3, and 4) recorded with Torrey Santa Fe Units 2-
4 (Map Nos. 14274 and 14275) as shown on Figure 4a. 

The areas covered by the CPA, LCP Amendments, NRMP and Easement Vacations are 
generally described as the southern portion of Cannel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the 
southeastern portion of Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestem portion of Rancho 
Pefiasquitos and the southern portion ofTorrey Highlands. 

The NRMP has been prepared to provide guidelines for the protection and maintenance of 
preserved nah1ral open space on the Preserves as well as to assure compliance with Area 
Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) which satisfy the requirements of the City's 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan Implementing Agreement 
for The Preserves. The City of San Diego MSCP provides a framework for preserving and 
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protecting natural resources in the San Diego region. The City of San Diego prepared a 
Subarea Plan under the MSCP to meet the requirements of the California Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1992. The Preserves NRMP describes 
the tasks that will ensure management and maintenance of the Preserves in accordance with 
the MSCP and the Subarea Plan. The natural open space of the Preserves harbors extremely 
sensitive and depleted vegetation communities and species unique to the San Diego region. 
The primary resources to be protected on these Preserves are vernal pools; southern 
maritime chaparral; the continuity of habitat for wildlife movement and gene flow and the 
federally and state listed flora and fauna (particularly the short-leaved dudleya, Dudleya 
blochmaniae ssp. brevifolia). 

Adoption ofthe CPAs, LCP amendments and the NRMP does not authorize construction 
prior to or without subsequent approval in accordance vtith the Land Development Code. 
Implementation of future projects identified in the NRMP may require submittal and review 
for issuance of a Site Development Pennit (SDP) and/or Coastal Development Pennit 
(CDP) prior to aay plan implementation; construction-related activities,.-lrut are not being 
proposed at tllis time. Opening and use of existing trails within the Preserves does not 
require issuance of a pennit or further environmental review. 

Applicant: City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department - Open Space Division 

Update 02/24/2015: 

Revisions have been made in this Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) in order to address 
comments r eceived during public review and are shown in a strikeout and underline format. 
Please also note that this Final MND applies only to City-initiated Open Space activities or City­
sponsored restoration projects implemented in accordance with the NRMP. Projects on private 
property remaining within the Preserves will be subject to individual review in accordance with 
the provisions of CEQA and the Land Development Code. Implementation of the NRMP will not 
impact sensitive biological resources and therefore, mitigation as previously identified in this 
MND has been removed and replaced with measures that more accurately reflect requirements of 
the Park and Recreation Department- Open Space Division to assure compliance with the NRMP, 
ESL Regulations and the MSCP Subarea Plan. In accordance with California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15073.5 (c)(4), the addition of new information that clarifies, 
amplifies, or makes insignificant modification does not require recirculation as there are no new 
impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental document need only be recirculated 
when there is identification of new significant environmental impact or the addition of a new 
mitigation measure required to avoid a significant environmental impact. No new mitigation 
measures or information has been added to the final MND to warrant recirculation as noted 
above. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study. 

III. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego conducted an Irlitial Study which determined that the proposed project 
could have a significant enviromnental effect in the following areas(s) : LAND USE (MULTfPLE 
SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAMIMULTL-HABITATPLANNfNG AREA), BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
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AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY). The project proposal requires the implementation 
of specific mitigation identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). 
The project as presented avoids or mitigates the potentially significant environmental effects 
identified, and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would not be required. 

IV. DOCUMENTATION: 

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination. 

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE FOLLOWING MITIGATION FRAMEWORK APPLIES ONLY TO FUTURE NON­

RESTORATION/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS INSIDE THE PRESERVES OR ANY FUTURE OPEN SPACE P ARK 

ACTIVITIES WIDCH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL OR HISTORICAL 

RESOURCES. ADOPTION OF THE CPA'S, LCP AMENDMENTS AND NRMP ARE NOT CONSIDERED 

DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES WHICH REQUIRE PERMITTING OR IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION 

MEASURES CONTAINED IN THIS MND. 

LAND USE (MSCP/MHPA, ESL REGULATlONS & HISTORICAL RESOURCES REGULATIONS) 

Mitigation Framework (Compliance with Applicable Regulations) 

LU-la: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP shall be 
subject to environmental review at the project-level in accordance with the Mitigation Framework 
HIST-1 (Historical Archaeological Resources) and the Cultural Resources Management Guidelines of 
the NRMP. 

LU-lb: Future projects imp lemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP which have 
the potential to shall not impact Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) such as sensitive vegetation, 
wetlands or vernal pools and shall be subject to environmental reviev,r at the project level in accordance 
with the Mitigation Framework BIO-I through BI0-4 (Biological Resources) and further guided by the 
Biological Resources Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) of the NRMP. 

LU2: 
Alitigatien Fnunewerk AIHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Future projects implemented in accordance vrith the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP which are located 
vvithin and/or adjacent to the MHPi\: shall be subject to environmental reviev<' at the project level in 
accordance with the ·Mitigation Framework and ASMDs of the NR~4P as further detailed below. 
Projects shall incorporate features that demonstrate compliance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines to ens:ure avoidance or reduction ofpotential ·MHPA impacts. 

LU 2: Future project implemented in accordance with the CPA. Trai ls Plan and NR}.4P shall comply 
with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP in terms ofland use, drainage, access, toxic 
substances in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and brush management 
requirements. Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient buffers and design features, 
ban-iers (rocks, boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate vegetation) where necessary, lighting 
directed away from the MHPA, and berms or \Nalls adjacent to commercial or industrial areas and any 
other use that may introduce constmction noise or noise from future development that could impact or 
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interfere with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project biologist for each proposed project wou:ld 
identify specific mitigation measures needed to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
Subsequent environmental reviev.' would be required to determine the significance of impacts and 
compliance 'Nith the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP. Prior to approval of any subsequent 
project within and/or adjacent to the MHPA, the City of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of 
approval in order to avoid or to reduce potential impacts to the MHPA. 

Specific requirements shall include: 

• Prior to the issuance of any permits, development areas shall be permanently fenced where 
development is adjacent to the MHPA to deter the intrusion of people and/or pets into the MHPA 
open space areas. Signage may be installed as an additional deterrent to human intrusion as 
required by the City. 

• The use of structural and nonstructural best management practices (BMPs), including sediment 
catchment devices, shall be required to reduce the potential indirect impacts associated with 
construction to drainage and \Vater quality. Drainage shall be directed away from the l\4HPA or, 
if not possible, must not drain directly into the MHPA. Instead, runoff shall flmv into 
sedimentation basins, grassy swales, or mechanical trapping devices prior to draining into the 
MHPA. Drainage shall be shown on the site plan and reviewed satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

• All outdoor lighting adjacent to open space areas shall be shieided to prevent light over spill off 
site. Shielding shall consist of the installation of fixtures that physically direct light away from 
the outer edges of the road or landscaping, berms, or other barriers at the edge of development 
that prevent light over spill. 

• The landscape plan for the project shall contain no exotic plant/invasive species and shall include 
an appropriate mix of native species •.vhich shall be used adjacent to the MHPA. 

• All manufactured slopes must be included within the development footprint and outside the 
MHPA. 

• All brush management areas shall be shovm on the site plan and reviewed and approved by the 
Environmental Designee. Zone l brush management areas shall be included within the 
development footprint and outside the MHPA. Bmsh management Zone 2 may be permitted 
'vVithin the MHPA (considered impact neutral) but cannot be used as mitigation. Vegetation 
clearing shall be done consistent with City standru·ds and shall avoid/minimize impacts to 
covered species to the maximum extent possible. For all new development, regardless of the 
ownership, the brush management in the Zone 2 area shall be the responsibility of a homeowners 
association or other private party. 

• Access to the MHPA, if any, shall be directed to minimize impacts and shall be shown on the site 
plan and reviewed and approved by the Environmental Designee. 

Lru1d uses, such as recreation and agriculture, that use chemicals or generate by products such as 
manure, that are potentially toxic or impactive to '>Vildlife, sensitive species, habitat, or water quality 
need to incorporate measures to reduce impacts caused by the application and/or drainage of such 
mate1ials into the MHPA. Such measures shall include drainage/detention basins, swales, or holding 
areas '.vith non invasive grasses or wetland type native vegetation to filter out the toxic materials. 
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Regular maintenance should be provided. Where applicable, this requirement shall be incorporated into 
leases on publicly owned property as leases come up for renewal. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework 

The following Mitigation Framework is required to assure compliance with the ASMD's of the 
Biological Resources Management Guidelines in the NRMP, ESL Regulations and the MSCP Subarea 
Plan for impacts that are considered significant under the City of San Diego's Biology Guidelines 
(2012) and the City of San Diego's CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2011). All impacts 
to sensitive biological resources sha11 be avoided to the maximum extent feasible and minimized when 
avoidance is not possible. Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and 
i'JR}.4P shall be subject to environmental reviev,. in accordar.ce with the Biological Resources Mitigation 
Framework and the ASl\ID's of the Biological Resources Management Guidelines in the NR.\4P. 
Where impacts are not avoidable or cannot be minimized, mitigation shall be required to reduce 
significant impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation measures typically employed include 
resource avoidance, restoration, or creation of habitat, dedication, or acquisition ofhabitat or pa)ment 
into the City of San Diego 's Habitat Acquisition Fund or other City approved mitigation bank and will 
be determined and implemented at the project level. Adherence to the Mitigation Framework and the 
ASMDs in the NRMP are anticipated to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources. 

Restoration or revegetation undertaken in the MHP A shall be performed in a manner acceptable to the 
City. Where covered species status identifies the need for Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa NRMP 
reintroduction and/or increasing the population, the covered species will be included in 
restoration/revegetation plans, as appropriate. Restoration or revegetation proposals shall be required to 
prepare a plan that includes elements addressing financial responsibility, site preparation, planting 
specifications, maintenance, monitoring and success criteria, and remediation and contingency 
measures. Wetland restoration/revegetation proposals are subject to pennit authorization by federal and 
state agencies. 

BI0-1: 
1. Restoration Goal: The Park and Recreation Department- Open Space Division 

Biologist shall be responsible for assuring, implementing and meeting the restoration 
goals established in the NRMP and associated Appendices. 

2. Responsibilities: The Park and Recreation Department- Open Space Division sha11 
be responsible for all restoration activities including, but not limited to, installation of 
plant materials and native seed mixes, and any necessary maintenance activities or 
remedial actions required during installation and the 120-day plant establishment 
period as detailed in the NRMP (Appendix 2, 5 and 6). Standard Best Management 
Practices as further described in the NRMP shall be implemented to insure that 
sensitive biological resources are not impacted. 

3. Biological Monitoring Requirements: All biological monitoring in or adjacent to 
wetlands shall be conducted by a qualified wetland biologist. The biologist shall 
conduct construction monitoring during all phases of the restoration project. Orange 
flagging shall be used to protect sensitive habitat. Restoration activities shall be 
limited to the established corridor identified on the restoration plans. Performance 
Criteria and all the maintenance requirements shall be conducted in accordance with 
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the NRMP and documented in the Management Actions Report as part of the MSCP 
Annual Report. 

4. Completion of Restoration Activities Specific to Sh01t-leaved Dudleya and/or Vernal 
Pools: At the end of the fifth year. a final report shall be prepared which demonstrates 
the success of the restoration effort. The report shall make a determination of whether 
the requirements of the NRMP have been achieved. If the final report indicates that 
the mitigation has been in pmt, or whole, unsuccessful, the Park and Recreation 
Department - Open Space Biologist shall prepare a revised or supplemental plan for 
restoration of the problem areas. The Park and Recreation Department shall be 
responsible for the long-term maintenance and monitoring of the restoration areas in 
accordance with the NRMP (Appendix 5 and 6) and document such eff01is in the 
Management Actions Report as part of the MSCP Annual Report. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE PROTECTION D URING CONSTRUCTION 

810-2: 
The following measures shall be incorporated into restoration documents to avoid and/or minimize 
direct impacts on wildlife movement, nesting or foraging activities and shall include 
preconstruction protocol surveys to be conducted during established breeding seasons, construction 
noise monitoring and implementation in order to comply with the FESA, MBT A, Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act, State Fish and Game Code, and/or the ESL Regulations. 

I. Prior to Restoration 

A. Field Meeting and Restoration Team Education - In accordance with the NRMP, the 
Park and Recreation Department - Open Space Division Qualified Biologist shall conduct 
a field meeting and conduct an on-site educational session regarding the restoration 
program, 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.), and an·ange to perform any fauna/flora 
surveys/ salvage. 

B. Restoration Plan- The Park and Recreation Department - Open Space Division Qualified 
Biologist shall prepare a restoration/revegetation plan which includes plant 
salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal cactus wren plant salvage, etc.), avian or 
other wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and USFWS 
protocol), timing of surveys, avian construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/ baniers, 
other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent requirements determined by the 
Qualified Biologist. 

C. Avian Protection Requirements- To avoid any direct impacts to raptors and/or any 
native/migratory birds, removal of habitat that supports active nests in the proposed area of 
disturbance should occur outside of the breeding season for these species (February I to 
September 15). If removal of habitat in the proposed area of disturbance must occur during 
the breeding season, the Qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey to 
determine the presence or absence of nesting birds on the proposed area of disturbance. The 
pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 10 calendar days prior to the start of 
construction activities (including removal of vegetation). If nesting birds are detected, the 
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Park and Recreation Department - Open Space Qualified Biologist shall halt work in the 
area and identify measures to be implemented to ensure that take of birds or eggs or 
disturbance ofbreeding activities is avoided. 

D. Resource Delineation- Prior to restoration activities, the Park and Recreation Department 
- Open Space Division 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. 

II. During Restoration Activities 

A. Monitoring- All restoration activities (including access/staging areas) shall be restricted to 
areas previously identified by the Park and Recreation Department - Open Space Division 
Qualified Biologist. The Qualified Biologist shall monitor construction activities as needed 
to ensure that restoration 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. 

A. 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 pro ject 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 Restoration Measures 

A. Biological Documents - Upon completion of the restoration activities, the Park and 
Recreation Department - Open Space Division Qualified Biologist shall prepare a final 
report or provide information necessary to be included in the Management Actions Report 
as patt of the MSCP Annual Repmt. 

To reduce potentially significant impacts that would cause a reduction in the number of unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals, if present within the Preserves 
area, all subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the CPA and NRMP shall be analyzed in 
accordance with the CEQA, Significance Thresholds, which require that site specific biological 
resources surveys be conducted in accordance with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2012). The 
locations of any sensitive plant species, including listed, rare, and narrow endemic species, as well as the 
potential for occurrence of any listed or rare wildlifu species shall be recorded and presented in a 
biological resources report. Based on available habitat within Preserves, focused presence/absence 
surveys shall be conducted in accordance \Vith the biology guidelines and app licable resource agency 
survey protocols to dete1mine the potential for impacts resulting from the future projects on these 
species. Engineering design specifications based on project level grading and site plans shall be 
incorporated into the design of future projects to minimize or eliminate direct impacts on sensitive plant 
and \Vildlifu species consistent '.vith the FESA, MBTA, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA), MSCP Subarea P lan, and ESL Regulations. 
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In addition to the requirements detailed above, specific measures shall be implemented '.vhen the 
biological survey results in the identification of Burrowing Owls on the project site. Future projects 
shall be required to conduct a habitat assessment to determine whether or not protocol surveys are 
needed. Should burrovling owl habitat or sign be encountered on or within 150 meters of the project site, 
breeding season surveys shall be conducted. If occupancy is detennined, site specific avoidance and 
mitigation measures shall be developed in accordance with the protocol established in the Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Measures to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing 
ovll shall be included in a Conceptual Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan which includes take avoidance 
(pre construction) surveys, site surveillance, and the use of buffers, screens, or other measures to 
minimize construction related impacts. 

!\litigation for lmpaets to Sensitive Upland Habitats 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP resulting in impacts to 
sensitive upland Tier l, II, IliA, or IIIB habitats shall implement avoidance and minimization measures 
consistent with the City Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan and provide suitable mitigation in 
accordance with the City's Biology Guidelines (see Table lA) MSCP Subarea Plan. Future project 
level grading and site plans shall incorporate project design features to minimize direct impacts on 
sensitive vegetation communities including but not limited to riparian habitats, \Yetlands, oak 
woodlands, and coastal sage scrub consistent with federal , state, and City guidelines. ,1\ny required 
mitigation for impacts on sensitive vegetation communities shall be outlined in a conceptual mitigation 
plan fo llovring the outline provided in the City Biology Guidelines 

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities shall be implemented at the time future 
projects are proposed. Project level analysis shall determine whether the impacts are V'>'ithin or outside of 
the MHPA. Mitigation for impacts to sensitive upland habitats shall occur in accordance vrith the 
M8CP mili~tttion ratios as specified within the City's Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2012a). 
These mitigation ratios are based on Tier level of the vegetation community, the location of the impact 
and the location of the mitigation site(s). For example, impacts to lands inside of the MHPA and 
mitigated outside the MHPA would have the highest mitigation ratio vrhereas impacts to lands outside 
the MHPA and mitigated inside the MHPA Yvvould have the lowest mitigation ratio. 

Any MHPA boundary adjustments associated with future projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPA Trails Plan or N!U-4:P shall be processed by the individual project applicants through the City and 
Wildlife Agencies during the early project planning stage. 
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TABLElA 
IVIITICATION R\TIOS FOR IMP ACTS TO UPLfLl\ffi VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

,<\...~D L.<\...~D COVER TYPES 

+ieF Habitat Type 

+feR-+ Southern foredunes 
(rare uplaeds) Torrey Pines Forest 

Coastal Bluff Sorub 
Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime Chaparral 

TIER II 
(uecommoe 
uplands) 

TIER III A 
(eommon 
uplands) 

TIER III B 
(com:Fnon 
uplands) 

~ 

Scrub Oak Chaparral 
Native Grassland 
Oak Woodlaeds 

Coastal Sage Serub 
Coastal Sage Scrub/ Chaparral 

Mixed Chaparral 
Chamise Chaparral 

Non ·Native Grasslands 

Mitigation Ratios 

Looatioe ofPreservatioe 
-In-s-id_e__ ~-- -

Locatioe ~ b-1- J.:+ - - --of Impact Outside hl U ___::..:..=_ _ ___c 

Location ofPreservatioe -----

Location 
oflropaot 

Insiee Gffis.ide 
1-as-,--id.,.---e-:-* _...:..:hl=: =-=-=-~ hl 
-0-ut-si-de____,.l_hl_: --· 1_.5: 1 J 

Location ofPreservation 
Insi6e ~ 

Loeation I ~-_ ..,.--.,.->-hl~ 
of Impact ' 0\Hside J hl b-1-~ 

Location of Preservation -------
fflside G\ttsffie 

Loeation of I ~ I hl -"--..,...-:1:....:.5::c'-::....:l .:....::....:--' 

~ Outside ~ hl 

~or all Tier [ ilnj'laets, tl:!e FRitigation eoHIEI (I) oeeur 'o'<' itl=l iR tl:!e MHPA j30rti on of Tier I (iR Tier) or (2) oeeur 
outside of tile M H:PA witl:!iR tl:!e affeeted l:!aeitat type (in kind). 
~or iFRj'laets on Tier 11, IliA, aRd IIIB l:!aeitats, tile FRitigation eoHIEI (I) oeet~r witl=liR tl:!e M H:PA portion of Tiers 
I rn (ot~t of ldnd) Of (2) 0€C!lF O!ltsiEie oftl:!e MI4PA within tfie affeeted fiaeitat type (iR IEiRd). Prejeet 
speeifie FRitigation will ee s~lljeet to Bj3j3lieable ll'litigation ratios at the ti1ne of j3rejeet S<!Sinittal. 

Mitigation for Short-term Impacts to Sensitive Species from Project CoRstru.etioR Implementation 

Specific measures necessary for reducing potential construction-related noise impacts to the coastal 
California gnatcatcher, least Bell's vireo, burrowing owl, and the California cactus wren are further 
detailed in LU 2 and BI0-2, BI0-3, and the NRMP. 

Mitigation Measures for to reduce potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species (including temporary 
and pennanent noise impacts) resulting from future projects implemented in accordance with the NRMP 
are included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and 5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources). Please refer to 
1'.1itigation Framework BIO 1 through BIO 4 and LU 2 (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines) .ruill 
theNRMP. 

Mitigation Framework - Migratory Wildlife 

BI0-2 BI0 -3: Mitigation for future projects Measures to reduce potentially significant impacts that 
would interfere with the nesting, foraging, or movement of wildli fe species within the NRMP Preserves, 
shall be identified in site specific biological resources surveys prepared in accordance with City of San 
Diego Biology Guidelines as further detailed in BJO 1 during the subsequent review process 
implemented prior to the start of restoration efforts. The Open Space Biologist y Repmi shall include 
identify results of protocol surveys and recommendations for additional measures to be implemented 
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during construction related restoration activities; shall identify the limits of any identified local-scale 
wildlife corridors or habitat linkages and analyze potential impacts in relation to local fauna, and the 
effects of conversion of vegetation communities (e.g., non-native grassland to riparian or agricultural to 
developed land) to minimize direct impacts on sensitive wildlife species and to provide for continued 
wildlife movement through the corridor. 

Measures that shall be incorporated into project-level construction documents restoration plans to 
minimize direct impacts on wildlife movement, nesting or foraging activities shall be addressed in 
identified by the Open Space Biologist y report and shall include recommendations for preconstruction 
protocol surveys to be conducted during established breeding seasons, construction noise monitoring 
and implementation of any species specific mitigation plans (such as a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan) 
in order to comply with the FESA, MBTA, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, State Fish and Game 
Code, and/or the ESL Regulations. 

Mitigation Framework for Impacts to Wetlands 

Wetland Restoration activities Future project implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and 
NRMP are exempt from the EnvironmentallY Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations, do not require a Site 
Development or Neighborhood Development Permit and therefore, are not subject to CEQA. wfH.eh 
cannot result in impacts to wetlands/jurisdictional resources which cannot be avoided The Park and 
Recreation Department Open Space Division Qualified Biologist shall be required to implement the 
fOllowing Mitigation Framework BI0-1, 2 and 3, and Biological Resources Management Guidelines 
contained in the NRMP. 

To reduce potential direct impacts to City, state, and federally regulated wetlands, future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP shall be required to comply 'Nith 
USAGE Clean \Vater l\.ct Section 404 requirements and special conditions, CDF'N Section 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements and special conditions, and the City of San Diego ESL 
Regulations fur minimizing impacts to 'Netlands. Achieving consistency with these regulations fur 
impacts on 'Netlands and special aquatic sites \Vould reduce potential impacts to regulated wetlands and 
provide compensatory mitigation (as required) to ensure no net loss of wetland habitats. 

Prior to obtaining approval fur future actions implemented in accordaRce with the CPA Trails Plan and 
NRMP, a site specific biological resources survey shall be completed in accordance with City of San 
Diego Biology Guidelines. Any required mitigation fur impacts shall be outlined in a conceptual 
\vet land mitigation plan prepared in accordance with the City's Biology Guidelines (20 12a). In addition, 
a preliminary or final jurisdictional wetlands delineation of the project site shall be completed full owing 
the methods outlined in the USAGE's 1987 Wetlends Delin.eetion Afanual and the Regional Supp!:ement 
to the Corps ~JEngi."leers Delineation hfamtcdfor the Arid West Region .. A detennination of the 
presence/absence and boundaries of any \Vaters of the US and \Vaters of the State shall also be 
completed following the appropriate USAGE guidance documents fur determining the OHWM 
boundaries. The limits of any riparian habitats on site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFW shall also be 
delineated, as well as any special aquatic sites (excluding vernal pools) that may not meet federal 
jurisdictional criteria but are regulated by California Coastal Commission and the RWQCB. Engineering 
design specifications based on project level grading and site plans shall be incorporated into the project 
design to minimize direct impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional waters, riparian habitats, vernal pools, etc. 
consistent with federal, state, and City guidelines. 

Additional ly, any impacts to wetlands in tF,e City of San Diego would require a deviation from the ESL 
v;etland regulations. Under the wetland deviation process, development proposals that have wetland 
impacts shall be considered only pursuant to one oftl~ee options; Essential Public Projects, Economic 
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Viability Option, or Biologically Superior Option. ESL Regulations require that impacts to wetlands be 
avoided. Unavoidable impacts to wetlands shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and 
mitigated as follov<'s: 

• As pmt of the project specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all unavoidable wetland 
impacts shall be analyzed, and mitigation shall be required in accordance with ratios shown in 
Tables 5.4 8a bi_and Wb below. Mitigation shall be based on the impacted type of ·.vetland and 
project design. Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of '>vetland functions and values of the impacted 
wetland. 

• for the Biologically Superior Option, the project and proposed mitigation shall include avoidance, 
minimization, and compensatory measures, which would result in a biologically superior net gain in 
overall function and values of (a) the type of wetland resource being impacted and/or (b) the 
biological resources to be conserved. The Biologically Superior Option mitigatioa shall include 
either (1) standard mitigation per Table 2A, including wetland creation or restoration of the same 
type of wetland resource that is being impacted that results in high quality wetlands; and a 
biologically superior project design whose avoided area(s) (i) is in a configuration or alignment that 
optimizes the potential long term biological viability of the on site sensitive biological resources, 
and/or (ii) conserves the rarest and highest quality on site biological resources; or (2) for a project 
not considered consistent with " 1" above, extraordinary mitigation per Table 2B is required. 

TABLE2A 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO \VETL'\.~ MITIGzAo:TION R.\TIOS 

(With Bialegieally Su~erier Design) 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 

2:1 to 3:1 
2:1 to 4:1 
2:1 to 4:1 

Freshwater marsh 
*The City e~o-meRtly does Rot have take a~::thority for •vernal pools. A draft ••emal pool HCP is OlitTeRtly 
beiRg prepared by the City iR eoordiAatiofl •.vith the Wildlife AgeAeies. lf adopted, the City wotild have 
''talee" a11thority for the ' 'emal flOOl sj3eeies oeelirring vlithiA til e ' 'emal pool HCP areas. 

TABLE28 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO WETLt-L~D MITIGz ..... TION IU .. TIOS 

(Without llialegieaUy Su~erier Design) 

Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratio 
D' ' " . 4:1 to 6:1 
,,,~,..t ,.,.t :!: 

-···~· y~~· 4:1 to 8:1 
4:1 to 8:1 

Freshwater marsh 
*Tl:te City e~:~n·eAtly does 110t ha\•e talee auttlority for vemal pools. A draft vernal pool HCP is elitl"eAtly 
beiAg prepared by the City iA eoordiAatioA with the Wildlife AgeAeies. If adopted, the City would have 
" take" &lithority for the vernal pool speeies oeel:lmAg withiA the verflal pool I=ICP areas. 

As part of any future project specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, all unavoidable wetlands 
impacts (both temporary and permanent) shall be analyzed and mitigation required in accordance \vith 
the City Biology Guidelines; mitigation shal1 be based on the impacted type of wetland habitat. 
Mitigation shall prevent any net loss of wetland functions and values of the impacted wetland. The 
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following provides operational definitions of the four types of activities that constitute wetland 
mitigation under the BSL Regulations: 

• \\'etlaod ereatiao is an activity that results in the formation of new wetlands in an upland area. An 
example is excavation of uplands adjacent to existing ·.vetlands and the establishment of native 
wetland vegetation. 

• \Vetlaod resteration is an activity that re establishes the habitat functions of a former ·.vetland. f..n 

example is the excavation of agricultural fill from historic wetlands and the re establishment of 
native 'Netland vegetation. 

• \Vetland enhaoeement is an activity that improves the self sustaining habitat functions of an 
existing wetland. An example is removal of exotic species from existing ripa1ian habitat. 

• Wetland acquisition may be considered in combination v1ith any of the three mitigation activities 
above. 

Wetland enhancement and wetland acquisition focus on the preservation or the improvement of existing 
wetland habitat and function and do not result in an increase in wetland area; therefore, a net loss of 
wetland may result. As such, acquisition and/or enhancement of existing wetlands shall be considered as 
partial mitigation only for any balance of the remaining mitigation requirement after restoration or 
creation if '.vetland acreage is provided at a minimum of a 1: 1 ratio. 

For pennanent \'>'etland impacts that are unavoidable and minimized to the maximum extent feasible, 
mitigation shall consist of creation of ne>.v in kind habitat to the fullest extent possible and at the 
appropriate ratios. If on site mitigation is not feasible, then at least a portion of the mitigation must 
occur within the same watershed. The City' s Biology Guidelines and MSCP Subarea Plan req!!ire that 
impacts on wetlands, including vernal pools, shall be avoided, and that a sufficient wetland buffer shall 
be maintained, as appropriate, to protect resource functions/values. The project specific biology report 
shall include an analysis of on site vletlands (including City, state, and federal jUiisdiction analysis) and, 
if present, include project alternatives that fully/substantially avoid wetland impacts. Detailed evidence 
supporting vrhy there is no feasible less environmentall y damaging location or alternative to avoid any 
impacts must be provided for City staff review, as well as a mitigation plan that specifically identifies 
hovr the project is to compensate for any unavoidable impacts. 1\ conceptual \Netland mitigation plan 
(which includes identification ofthe mitigation site) shall be approved by City staff prior to the release 
of the draft environmental document. Avoidance shall be the first requirement; mitigation shall only be 
used for impacts clearly demonstrated to be unavoidable. 

Prior to the commencement of any construction related activities within the PreseFves fur projects 
impacting wetland habitat (in~uding earthvrork and fencing) the applicant shall provide evidence of the 
following to the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) /Environmental Designee prior to any construction 
activity: 

• Compliance \'t'ith USAGE Section 404 nationwide permit; 

• Compliance vlith the R\VQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification; and 

• Compliance with the CDFW Section 160 l/16031QQLStreambed Alteration A.greernent. 
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BI0-4: Vernal Pools and Vernal Pool Species 

Mitigation for projects impacting Restoration of vernal pools sh al l be accomplished in accordance with 
the provisions outlined in Appendix 6 of the NRMP and shall include salvage of sensitive species from 
vernal pools to be impacted, introduction of salvaged material into restored vernal pool habitat where 
appropriate (e.g., same pool series) and maintenance of salvaged material pending successful restoration 
of the vernal pools. Salvaged material shall not be introduced to existing vernal pools containing the 
same species outside the vernal pool series absent consultation with and endorsement by vernal pool 
species experts not associated with the project (e.g., independent expert). The mitigation restoration sites 
shall include preservation of the entire watershed and a buffer based on functions and values; however, 
if such an analysis is not conducted, there shall be a default of a 1 00-foot buffer from the watershed. 

In accordance with the provisions in the NRMP (Appendix 6), the Park and Recreation Depatiment­
Open Space Division shall prepare and submit a detailed restoration plan to the Wildlife Agencies for 
consultation and approval prior to issuance of any permit, authorization to proceed or other action that 
would allow impacts to wetlands. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Framework for Historical Resources (Archaeology) 

Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP which result in, or 
have the potential to impact Historical Resources (Archaeology) shall be subject to review in accordance 
with the Mitigation Framework detailed below and compliance with the Cultural Resources 
Management Guidelines of the NRMP. Specifically, where future activities within archaeological site 
CA-SDI-11696 require excavation for fence post-holes or installation of container plants, only 
archaeological and Native American monitoring will be required; the following Mitigation 
Framework will be applied to all other activities associated with native plant 
restoration/installation within the Preserves where there is a potential for encountering 
unknown/buried archaeological resources. 

HIST-1: Future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP that could 
directly affect an archaeological resource, shall be subject to environmental review at the project-level in 
accordance with the Mitigation Framework to determine: (1) the presence of archaeological resources 
and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources which may be impacted by a 
development activity. Sites may include, but are not limited to, residential and commercial prope1iies, 
privies, trash pits, building foundations, and industrial features representing the contributions of people 
from diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds. Sites may also include resources associated with 
pre-historic Native American activities. 

INITIAL DETERMINATION 
The environmental analyst will determine the likelihood for the project site to contain historical 
resources by reviewing site photographs and existing historic infonnation (e.g. Archaeological 
Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological Map Book, and the City's "Historical Inventory of Important 
Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego") and conducting a site visit. If there is any evidence 
that the site contains archaeological resources, then a historic evaluation consistent with the City 
Guidelines would be required . All individuals conducting any phase of the archaeological evaluation 
program must meet professional qualifications in accordance with the City Guidelines. 
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STEP 1: 
Based on the results of the Initial Detennination, if there is evidence that the site contains historical 
resources, preparation of a historic evaluation is required. The evaluation report would generally include 
background research, field survey, archaeological testing and analysis. Before actual fi eld 
reconnaissance would occur, background research is required which includes a record search at the 
SCIC at San Diego State University and the San Diego Museum of Man. A review of the Sacred Lands 
File maintained by the NAHC must also be conducted at this time. Infonnation about existing 
archaeological collections should also be obtained from the San Diego Archaeological Center and any 
tribal repositories or museums. 

In addition to the record searches mentioned above, background information may include, but is not 
limited to: examining primary sources of historical information (e.g., deeds and wills), secondary 
sources (e.g., local histories and genealogies), Sanborn Fire Maps, and historic cartographic and aerial 
photograph sources; reviewing previous archaeological research in similar areas, models that predict site 
distribution, and archaeological, architectural, and historical site inventory files; and conducting 
informant interviews. The results of the background infonnation would be included in the evaluation 
report. 

Once the backgrow1d research is complete, a field reconnaissance must be conducted by individuals 
whose qualifications meet the standards outlined in the City Guidelines. Consultants are encouraged to 
employ innovative survey techniques when conducting enhanced reconnaissance, including, but not 
limited to, remote sensing, ground penetrating radar, and other soil resistivity teclmiques as determined 
on a case-by-case basis. Native American participation is required for field surveys when there is 
likelihood that the project site contains prehistoric archaeological resources or traditional cultural 
properties. If through background research and field surveys historical resources are identified, then an 
evaluation of significance must be perfonned by a qualified archaeologist. 

STEP 2: 
Once a historical resource has been identified, a significance detennination must be made. It should be 
noted that tribal representatives and/or Native American monitors will be involved in making 
recommendations regarding the significance of prehistoric archaeological sites during this phase of the 
process. The testing program may require reevaluation of the proposed project in consultation with the 
Native American representative which could result in a combination of project redesign to avoid and/or 
preserve significant resources as well as mitigation in the form of data recovery and monitoring (as 
recommended by the qualifi ed archaeologist and Native American representative) . An archaeological 
testing program will be required which includes evaluating the horizontal and vertical dimensions of a 
site, the chronological placement, site function, artifact/ecofact density and variability, presence/absence 
of subsurface features, and research potential. A thorough discussion of testing methodologies, including 
surface and subsurface investigations, can be found in the City Guidelines. 

The results from the testing program will be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds found in the 
Guidelines. If significant historical resources are identified within the Area of Potential Effect, the site 
may be eligible for local designation. At this time, the final testing report must be submitted to 
Historical Resources Board staff for eligibility detennination and possible designation. An agreement on 
the appropriate form of mitigation is required prior to distribution of a draft environmental document. If 
no significant resources are found, and site conditions are such that there is no potential for further 
discoveries, then no further action is required. Resources found to be non-significant as a result of a 
survey and/or assessment will require no further work beyond documentation of the resources on the 
appropriate Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) site forms and inclusion of results in the survey 
and/or assessment report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation and 
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testing phase indicates there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the property that 
could not be tested, then mitigation monitoring is required. 

STEP 3: 
Preferred mitigation for historical resources is to avoid the resource tlu·ough project redesign. If the 
resource cannot be entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm shall be taken. 
For archaeological resources where preservation is not an option, a Research Design and Data Recovery 
Program is required, which includes a Collections Management Plan for review and approval. The data 
recovery program shall be based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as outlined 
in CEQA, Section 21083.2. The data recovery program must be reviewed and approved by the City' s 
Environmental Analyst prior to draft CEQA document distribution. Archaeological monitoring may be 
required during building demolition and/or construction grading when significant resources are known 
or suspected to be present on a site, but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to obstructions such as, 
but not limited to, existing development or dense vegetation. 

A Native American observer must be retained for all subsurface investigations, including geotechnical 
testing and other ground-disturbing activities, whenever a Native American Traditional Cultural 
Property or any archaeological site located on City property or within the Area of Potential Effect of a 
City project would be impacted. In the event that human remains are encountered during data recovery 
and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 5097 must be followed. 
These provisions are outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Repmiing Program (MMRP) included in 
the environmental document. The Native American monitor shall be consulted during the preparation of 
the written report, at which time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources. If 
the Native American community requests participation of an observer for subsurface investigations on 
private property, the request shall be honored. 

STEP 4: 
Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals as 
determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the Guidelines. The discipline shall be tailored to 
the resource under evaluation. In cases involving complex resources, such as traditional cultural 
properties, rural landscape districts, sites involving a combination of prehistoric and historic 
archaeology, or historic districts, a team of experts will be necessary for a complete evaluation. 

Specific types of historical resource reports are required to document the methods (see Section III of the 
Guidelines) used to detem1ine the presence or absence of historical resources; to identify the potential 
impacts from proposed development and evaluate the significance of any identified historical resources; 
to document the appropriate curation of archaeological collections (e.g. collected mate1ials and the 
associated records) ; in the case of potentially significant impacts to historical resources, to recommend 
appropriate mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to below a level of significance; and to 
document the results of mitigation and monitoring programs, if required. 

Archaeological Resource Management reports shall be prepared in conf01mance with the California 
Office of Historic Preservation "Archaeological Resource Management Reports: Recommended 
Contents and Fonnat" (see Appendix C of the Guidelines), which will be used by Environmental 
Analysis Section staff in the review of archaeological resource reports. Consultants must ensure that 
archaeological resource reports are prepared consistent with this checklist. This requirement will 
standardize the content and fonnat of all archaeological technical reports submitted to the City. A 
confidential appendix must be submitted (under separate cover) along with historical resources reports 
for archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties containing the confidential resource maps and 
records search information gathered during the background study. In addition, a Collections 
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Management Plan shall be prepared for projects which result in a substantial collection of artifacts and 
must address the management and research goals of the project and the types ofmate1ials to be collected 
and curated based on a sampling strategy that is acceptable to the City. Appendix D (Historical 
Resources Report Form) may be used when no archaeological resources were identified within the 
project boundaries. 

STEP 5: 
For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including original maps, field notes, non-bmial 
related artifacts, catalog information, and final reports recovered during public and/or private 
development projects must be permanently curated with an appropriate institution, one which has the 
proper facilities and staffing for insuring research access to the collections consistent with state and 
federal standards. In the event that a prehistoric and/or histmic deposit is encountered during 
construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan would be required in accordance with the 
project MMRP. The disposition of human remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or 
are inadvertently discovered is governed by state (i.e., Assembly Bill 2641 and California Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of2001) and federal (i.e., Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally approptiate 
manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any human bones and 
associated grave goods ofNative American origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native 
American group for repatriation. 

Anangements for long-term curation must be established between the applicant/property owner and the 
consultant prior to the initiation of the field reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological 
survey, testing, and/or data recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. Curation must 
be accomplished in accordance with the California State Historic Resources Cmmnission's Guidelines 
for the Curation of Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 
36 Code of Federal Regulations 79 of the Federal Register. Additional information regarding curation is 
provided in Section II of the Guidelines. 

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to: 

United States Government 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19) 

State of California 
California Department ofFish and Game (32A) 
Cal EPA (37A) 
Natural Resources Agency (43) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 
State Clearinghouse (46A) 
Coastal Commission ( 48) 
Water Resources Control Board (55) 
Native American Heritage Commission (56) 
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City of San Diego 
Mayor's Office (91) 
Council Member Lightner, District 1 (MS 1 OA) 
City Attomey 

Shannon Thomas (MS 93C) 
Development Services Department/Planning 

Bernie Turgeon 
Myra Herrmann 
Jeanne Krosch 
Michael Prinz 
Mehdi Rastakhiz 
Leonard Wilson 
Megan Sheffield 

Park & Recreation Department 
Chris Zirkle 
Betsy Miller 
Laura Ball 

Environmental Services Department 
Lisa Wood 

Public Utilities Department 
Keli Balo 
Nicole McGinnis 

Library Dept.-Gov. Documents MS 17 (81) 
Carmel Valley Branch (81 F) 
Rancho Penasquitos Branch (81 BB) 

Real Estate Assets Department (85) 
Fire & Life Safety (MS 603) 

Michele Abella-Shon 
Police Department 

Sgt. Bill Carter, Operational Support Division 

County of San Diego 
Department of Planning & Land Use (68) 
Parks Department (69) 
Public Works (72) 
Water Authority (73) 
Land & Water Quality Division (76) 

Other Groups and Individuals 
SANDAG 
San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 
Sierra Club ( 165) 
San Diego Canyonlands (165A) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
Jim Peugh (167A) 
Califomia Native Plant Society (170) 
San Diego Bay & Coastkeeper (173) 
Ellen Bauder (175) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179) 
Endangered Habitat League (182 and 182A) 
Vernal Pool Society ( 185) 
ToiTey Pines Association (1 86) 
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San Diego Tracking Team (187) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
Cannen Lucas (206) 
Clint Linton (2 15B) 
South Coastal Information Center (21 0) 
San Diego Historical Society (211) 
San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 
Save Our Heritage Organization (2 14) 
Ron Christman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
Frank Brown - lnter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (2 16) 
Campo Band ofMission Indians (217) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution (NOTICE ONLY 225A-S) 

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B) 
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C) 
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D) 
Jamul Indian Village (225E) 
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F) 
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G) 
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H) 
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251) 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J) 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K) 
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L) 
La Jolla Band ofMission Indians (225M) 
Pal a Band of Mission Indians (225N) 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250) 
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P) 
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q) 
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R) 
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S) 

Cannel Valley Community Planning Board (350) 
Diana Gordon (355) 
Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve CAC (360) 
Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361) 
Pacific Highlands Ranch -Subarea III (377 A) 
Torrey Pines Associates (379) 
Rancho de los Penasquitos Planning Board (380) 
Gary Akin - SDG&E (38 1) 
Friend of Los Penasquitos Preserve (3 82) 
Rancho Penasquitos Town Council (383) 
Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation (384) 
Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve CAC (385) 
Debbie Knight (3 86) 
Torrey Highlands - Subarea IV (467) 
Torrey Hills Community Planning Board 
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Livia Borak - Coast Law Group. LLC 
Douglas Johnson 
Ben Stone 
Frank Landis 
Kevin Loomis 
Mike Moore 

VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

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

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
fmding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response is necessary. The 
letters are attached. 

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or 
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input period. 
The letters and responses follow. 

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 
and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Entitlements Division Planning 
Department for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

Myra Hermann, Senior Planner 
Planning Department 

Analyst: Herrmann 

Attachments: 
Figure 1 Regional Location Map of Preserves 
Figure 2 Trail System on Del Mar Mesa Preserve 
Figure 2a Ownership within the Del Mar Mesa Preserve 
Figure 3 Trail System on Cannel Mountain Preserve 
Figure 3a Trail System on Carmel Mountain Preserve 
Figure 4 Recorded Public Access Easements Vacations 
Figure 4a Public Access Easement Vacations (Revised) 

March 20, 2014 
Date of Draft Report 

February 25, 2015 
Date of Final Report 

Figures 5-7 North City LCP Showing Proposed Trails and Coastal Zone Boundaries 
Initial Study Checklist 
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LETTER 

S TAT E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of P lann ing and Resea rch 

Sta te Clear>nghouse and Planning Unit 

•'~ ; ... ~ 

\ ~ t 
~ · 

... ,l rJi.~~ 
Edmund G_ Brown Jr Ken Alex 

Oirel."tOr 

A-I 

Qo,.'Unor 

i\pnl 22, 2014 

Mynt Herrrnanu 
City o f S<~.~l Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
Stn Doego, CA 92 101 

SubJI!'Ct: Camltl Mountain aod Del M~r Mesa Tnuts Conununity Pl:u1 A mendments, Natur:ll Resources 
Management Plan & Easement Vacations 
SCH#: 2014031065 

D~ar Myra flernnann: 

Tlje Stale Clearinghouse submatted tl1e ubove named Mitigated Negative Dec laration to selected state 
agencies tOr review. On the enclosed Docume!lt DetaiJs Report please m>la that the Ch:arinyhousc has 
listed lhe state o.gencies that review~d your document. The review period closed on Aprilll, 2014, aud the 
couunents front the re...-oonding a.wency (ies} is (are) enclosed. If this comment package js not in ocder. 
please notify the State Clearinghouse immed.Jat~ly. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State 
Clearinghouse number in ftaun: correspondence :-.!l that we may respond p romptly. 

Please: note that Sc..-ctio n 211 04(c) of the Cali fom:;~ Public Resources Code states that: 

'"A respons1bl~ or other pubhc agency shall only make suhstantive comments rcgr.mling those 
acuvitJtS invclved in a project which are within an area ofexpeit1se of the agency or which arc 
requJrec1to be carried out or approvt.:t.l by the agc_ncy. Those comments shall be supported by 
<;peel fie documentation." 

11ne comments 3re t,. -warded rOr use in prepan tg your final environmental document. Should you Jked 
.nu~e mformation or deriflc-a!H'm oft he enclose•! LonunnH!I, we recommend that you cont.ict the 
commenting agency directly. 

H us letter aeknowledges thal you b:lvC compiled with Ulc State Clearinghouse review rcqui.rcments for 
dnll etwtronmenl~l documents . pursu01nt to !he (.'alifornta EtwlmiiiOI..''llhtJ Quahty AcL Plclisc cunbcl the 
StOJtt' Cle::~nnghou.c;e Dl (916) 445.06l 3 if you have fttay tjucstiuns regarding the cnYJ~Onmc.nlal review 
proce<s. 

Smccrely, 

. ·~4/~ 
SC<lUMn~- • //1' 
[hrl!ctor, Smtc: C -learmghouse 

l!nrlosures 
r.c' 1lesdtlllf!~g·fh8~R~ T" 0 HOX 3041 SACRAMEN1"0, CALit>"'' P.Nt.~ Of*ll!:·:JU-1~ 

·n J, wtc;, 4·J~ OOt:J l~AX (!1 16} ~.23 ·30 18 www .upu:ot .~tl\' 

A-1 

RTC-1 

RESPONSE 

State Clearinghouse (April 22, 2014) 

Comment acknowledged. Please note that responses to the Native 
American Heritage Commission comment letter follows this item. 



S CH# 2014031065 

LETTER 

- - O:O:cumeru::o:eraus H epoct-­
state Clearinghouse Data Base 

Proj oct T itle CarmeJ Mount~ in and Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments, Natural Resources 
Lead Agency Management Plan & Easement Vacations 

San Diego, City of 

Type MNO Mitigated NegatJve Declaration 

D escription The Carmel Mountain Preserve and Del Mar Mesa Preserve are located In areas rich in cultural 

resources. In order to evaluate potential effects of trail use on archaeological resources, Affinls 

conducted a cultural resources study in the spring or 2013 for the trail system identified in the 
proposed NRMP (Robbins-Wade 2013). As noted in that report, the planned trails are already In use; 
no new grading for trails rx trail maintenance is proposed. Trails are being reviewed in ordOf to 
incorporate trail system revisions Into the existing community plans as necessary. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Myra Herrmann 

Agency City of San D iego 
Phono 619 446 5372 
email 

Address 1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
Ci ty Ss:tn n ieoo 

Project Location 
County San Diego 

City San Diego, Del Mar 
Region 

Lat / L o ng 32" 9.5' 28" N /1 17" 1.35' 5"W 
Cross Stt eets Carmel Creek Road, Carmel Country Road 

Parcel No. 

Township 14S Rang& 3W 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1·5 and 56 

Alrp ort.s 

Railways Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe 
W01terways Pacific Ocean 

SchOOl$ 

Fa~ 

Stole CA Zip 92101 

Section 20123 Base SBB&M 

Land Uso Open Space I OR-1-2, OC-1·1. CVPD·OS and Agricultural/ A-1-10 

Project Issues AesthetlcNisual; Air Quality: Archaeologic·Historic: Biological Resources; Coastal Zone: 
Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic; Recreation/Parks: Sot! Erosion/Compaction/Grading; 
Toxic/Hazardous; TrafftdCirculation: Vogelalion; Water Quality; WeUand/Riparian: Wildlife; Landose: 
Cumulative Effects 

Rftvi owing Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission: Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office 
Agfl!ncies of Historic Prdservallon ; Department of Parks and Recreation: Department of Water Resources: 

California Highway PatTol: Caltrons, District 11; AIJ Resources Board; Alr Resources Board, 

Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board. Regoon 9; NallVo Arrierican Heritage 
Commission; Pubfic Uti!Jties Commission: State Lands Commission 

Dote Received 03/21/2014 StarlofReviow 03/21/2014 End of Review 04/21/2014 
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Web S•t• www.n-.nt.C!.9QX 
o. _Jt .. hc~paCbftl!-:nil 
f1-mBII. ds_nohc@pacbe!l.na1 

April1 , 2014 
Ms. Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner 
C ity of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Sent by U.S. Mail 
No. of Pages: 5 

RECEIVED 
APR 07 201• 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

RE:: Draft Mitigolcd Neg olive Dccbrotion, under CE!)A, for the "Mount 
Carmel /Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amend.nents ana 
Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption:" located in the City of 
San Diego; San Diego County, California 6 l/Prlf 1}.01-'1 O?>IIJI?~ 

Deal iY1~. ; t e.·;-; i.ol .. . . 

[ 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has revtewed the 
above·referenced environmental document. The NAHC review included a Sacred 
lands file search of the appropriate USGS Coordinates And identified sacred 
places(s)/site(s) in the Del mar Mesa, Carmel Valley and Torrey Highlands areas 
of the proposed project. Contact local tribes tor more detailed information. 

,.- The California Environmental Quality l ct (CE'OA) ~tales I bat any project 
which includes archeological resources, is a l>tgnificant effect requiring the 
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b) . To adequat<'ly comply with 
this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, 
the Commission recommends the following actions be renuired: 

L 

lead agenctes should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the 
iden!Jficalion and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources, 
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(1) . In areas 
of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally 
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor 
all ground-disturbing activities . Also, California Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2 requtre documentation and analysis of archaeological items that meet 
the standard in Sectton 15064.5 (a)(b) (f). 

If there is federal jurisdiction of this project due to funding or regulatory 
r provisions , then the following may apply: the National Envoronmental Policy Act (NEPA 

B-1 

B-2 

RTC-3 

RESPONSE 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION {APRIL 1, 2014) 

Comment noted. All culturally affiliated tribal groups in the San Diego 
County area and other members of the Native American community (as 
noted on the public notice distribution list) were sent a copy of the public 
notice for the Draft MND in accordance with the provisions of CEQA, 
the City's General Plan, and the Land Development Code, CEQA 
Implementation Procedures. One Native American tribal group, the 
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians provided feedback during public review 
(See comment letter J-1), indicating that the Project is not within Luiseno 
Aboriginal Territory and to contact a tribe within Kurneyaay Aboriginal 
Territory to receive direction on any discoveries. It should be noted that 
no comments were received from any Kumeyaay tribal groups relati vt: lo 
this project. 

Comment noted. As described in the Initial Study Checklist (Cultural 
Resources- V.b.) records searches were conducted in 2001 by RECON 
and most recently in 2013 by Affmis. The records search for Del Mar 
Mesa documented thirty-eight (38) previously recorded archaeological 
sites within the Preserve boundaries; and twenty-seven (27) previously 
recorded sites within the Carmel Mountain Preserve. A subsequent field 
survey was conducted by Affinis, with a Native American observer in 
March 2013 to document site conditions for CA-SDI-14131 and CA­
SDI-11696. Within the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, CA-SDI-141 31 was 
identified to be in fair condition, and after a significance testing program 
was conducted, the sites research potential was determined to be 
exhausted and no further mitigation measures were recommended. 
Within the Carmel Mountain Preserve, CA-SDI-1 1696 was identified as 
having good integrity but suffering from the effects of natural erosion. A 
majority of the site is undisturbed except where one of the equestrian 
trails crosses through the site. Based on this observation, Affinis 
recommended protective measures in the form of split- rail fencing or 
other deterrents placed at points where the unauthorized trails intersects 
with the main trail. This work will require archaeological and Native 
American monitoring. 
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l42 U.S.C 4321-43351) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
Q 3 U S.C 470 el seq.) and 36 CFR Part BOO 14(b) require consultation with culturally 
D ~ affiliated Native American tribes to determme ~ the proposed project may have an 

adverse impact on cultural resources 

[

. We suggest that this (additional archaeological activity) be coordinated 
with the NAHC , if posstble. The fina l report containing site fo rms, site 
significance, and mitigation mea surers should be submitted immediately to the 

-Q ), planning department. Any information regarding si te locations, Native American 
y· 'T human remains, and associated funera ry objects should be in a separate 

Y,-5 

B-l:, 

j)-1 

\)~~ 

confidential addendum , and not be made available for pubic disclosure p ursuant 
to California Government Code Section 6254.10. 

~ 
A list of approp riate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning 

the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to d eterm ine if the 
proposed ?clive might impinge on any cultural resources. 

.--- Calitorni~ Government Code Section 65040, 12(e) defines "environmental ju~tice" 
to provide "fair treatmt<nt of People .. with respect to the development. adoptioll, 
implementation. and enforcement of environmental laws. regulations and policies." (The 
California Code is consistent with the Federal Executive Order 12898 regarding 
'environmental justice · Also. applicable to state agencies is Executive Order B-1 0-1 1 
requires consu~ation with Native American tribes their elected officials and other 
representatives of tribal governments to provide meaningful input into the development 
of legislation, regulations. rules. and policies on matters that may affect tribal 

L communities. 

[ 

Lead agencies should cor:sider first, avoidance for sacred and/or historical 
sites. pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15370(a). Then if the project goes ahead 
then. lead agen cies 1nclude in their mitigation and monitoring plan provisions for 
the analysis and d isoosition of recovered artifacts, pursuant to California P ublic 
Resources t.:ode Section 21083.2 in consultation with culturally affiliated Native 

Americans. 

[ 

Lead agencies should include p rovisions for disco very of Native American 
human remains in their mittgation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CECA 
§15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §sog7_gs mandates the process to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a 

location other than a dedicated cemetery(} ~ 
S1ncere ly, . 

OavtY"S~J -·. 
Program A \ 

CC: State Clearinghouse 

Attachment: Native American Contacts list 

RESPONSE 

B-3 The current project does not include any federal actions or funding and 
therefore NEPA does not apply. If federal funds are requested for any 
future actions, then the project applicant will be required to comply with 
all of the provisions ofNEPA including compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) and 36 CPR Part 
800_14(b). 

B-4 As noted above in Response to Comment B-3, this project does include 
any federal actions or funding and therefore NEPA does not apply_ The 
City of San Diego recognizes the confidential nature of the NAHC 
Sacred Lands Inventory as well as the locations of all types of 
archaeological and Native American sites within our jurisdictional 
boundaries. All archaeological site information obtained as a result of 
evaluating this Project will be retained in a confidential appendix that is 
not available for public n:view . 

B-5 Please see Response to Comment No. B-1, B-2 and B-3. 

B-6 Please see Response to Comment No. B-3. The current actions are 
subject only to CEQA. No review for NEPA is required at this time. 

B-7 Actions associated with this project do not include any construction­
related activities_ However, subsequent restoration activities by the City 
within the Preserves have the potential for impacting archaeological 
and/or Native American cultural resources . As such, a Mitigation 
Framework has been incorporated into the MND which supplements the 
Cultural Resources Management Plan included in the NRMP to cover 
such circumstances and to assure that archaeological and Native 
American resources are treated in accordance with local, state and 
federal requirements including implementation of the provisions 
explicitly stated in Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources 
Code, Section 27491 of the California Government Code and Section 
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code for the discovery and 
subsequent treatment of human remains. 

B-8 Comment noted. See Response to Comment No. B-7. 

RTC-4 
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Native American Contacts 
San Diego County California 

Aprll1 , 2014 

Sarona Group ol the Capitan Grande 
Clifford LaChappa, Chairperson 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno 
Lakeside . CA 92040 
sue@barona-nsn.gov 
(619) 443-6612 
6 19-443-0681 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal OH1ce 
Robert Pinto Sr., Chairperson 
4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 9>901 

wmlcklin@leaningrock.net 
(619) 445-6315 - voice 
(619) 445-9126 ·tax 

La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson 
8 Crestwood Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Boulevard . CA 91905 
gparada@lapostacasino. 

(619) 478-2113 
619·478-2 125 

Manzanita Band ol Kumeyaay Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson 
PO Box 1302 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Boulevard , CA 91905 
ljblrdsinger@aol.com 
(619) 766-4930 
(619) 766-4957 Fax 

Th .. Utt fs current only as of th• date of lhls document. 

San Pasqua! Band of Mission Indians 
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson 
PO Box 365 Diegueno 
Valley Center. CA 92082 
allenl@sanpasqualband.com 
(760) 749-3200 
(760) 749-3876 Fax 

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Daniel Tucker, Chairperson 
5459 Sycuan Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
El Cajon , CA 92019 
ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov 
619 445-2613 
619 445-1927 Fax 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
Anthony A. Pice, Chairperson 
PO Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine . CA 91903 
jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-3810 
(619) 445-5337 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee 
Ron Christman 
56 Viejas Grade Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine . CA 92001 

(619) 445·0385 

Distribution of this lilt doe& not relieve any perwon of the slalutoly responsi.blltty as dctftned Jn Section 7050.5 ot the Health and S.fety Code, 
SectJon 6017.94 oftM Public Aeaoutcea Code lnd Sec:Hon 5097.18 of tn. Public Resourc•• Code. 

This list a only appllc3ble tot contacting locative Americans with reg at d to culturill resourc"' tor the proposed 
Mount Carmel MountalniDel Mar Mil sa Tra lle Community Plan Ame.ndll'IOt\li" and Natvrot Re•ources M11nagement Plan Adoption Pro].ct; 
ioc.lod north and norlhelu t o l Downtown S.n Diego In west•centrol Son Dl~o County, California . 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Native American Contacts 
San Diego County California 

Aprll1 , 201 4 

lpay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Clint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources 
P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070 
cjlinton73 @aol.com 
(760) 803-5694 
cjlinton73@aol.com 

II pay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Rodney Kephart, Environmental Coordinator 
PO Box 130 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070 
syirod@aol.com 
(760) 765-0845 

Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Protection Council 
Frank Brown, Coordinator 
240 Brown Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine . CA 91901 
fr!J•uwq@vlejas-nsn.gov 

(619) 884-6437 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Bernice Paipa, VIce Spokesperson 
P.O. 937 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Boulevard . CA 91905 
bernicepaipa @gmall.com 
(KCRC is a Coalituon of 12 
Kumeyaay Governments) 

This lis t ._ cun9nt only u of the ct.t. of this docum.nl 

Distribution otthls lfst does not relieve any pe"on of the statutory responsibility as defined In S"tion 7050.5 of the Haalth and Safety Code, 
S.Ctlon 5097.94 of the Public Ruourcea Code and SactJon 6017.98 of the Publle Resources Cod•. 

This list s only a~ppllcu~e for contllctlng locative Amef~Qns with regard to cUI Iural resourc .. lor the proposed 
Mount Ca1met Mount•lntDel Mar Mesa T rails Community Plan Amendments and NatUI"al Resources Managament Plan AOopllon P roiect; 
kK:atad nof'lh and northeast ot Downto wn Son C>Jego In w•st-central San Ot•go County, ClllfornJa. 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Native American Contacts 
San Diego County Cali fornia 

Aprll1 , 2014 

Campo Band of Mission Indians 
Ralph GoH, Chairperson 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Campo , CA 91906 
chairgoff@aol.com 
(619) 478-9046 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Jamul Indian Village 
Raymond Hunter, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 612 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Jamul • CA 91935 
jamulrez@ sctdv .net 
(619) 669-4785 
(619) 669-48178- Fax 

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
Mark Romero, Chairperson 
P.O Box 270 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070 
mesagrandebnnd@msn.com 
(760) 782-3818 
(760) 782-9092 Fax 

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box 775 Diegueno-
Pine Valley • CA 91962 

(619) 709-4207 

This llstls curnmt only as of the date of this documenL 

Inaja Band of Mission Indians 
Rebecca Osuna, Chairman 
2005 S. Escondido Blvd. Diegueno 
Escondido • CA 92025 

(760) 737-7628 
(760) 747·8568 Fax 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
AnN: Julie Hagen, cultural Resources 
P.O. Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine • CA 91903 
jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-381 0 
(61 9) 445-5337 

San Pasqua! Band of Indians 
Kristie Orosco, Environmental Coordinator 
P.O. Box 365 Diegueno 
Valley Center. CA 92082 
(760) 7 49-3200 

council@sanpasqualtribe.org 
(760) 749-3876 Fax 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 
Will Micklin, Executive Director 
4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine • CA 91901 

wmicklin@leaningrock.net 
(619) 445·6315- voice 
(619) 445-9126- fax 

Distribution of this Hst does not relieve-any p.tr$00 of the slJitutory responsibil ity u deftned In Section 7050.5 of ttw Health and Safety Code, 
Sect1on 5097.t4 of the Public RMourees Code and S.c:Uon 5Cit7.18 or the Public RHourcu Code. 

Thll list s Only appUcablt tot contaettng k>callve Amerl«ns with regard to c uUurallesoutCO. tor the pn:.posed 
Mount Carmel Mountah\IDtl Mar tAeu TraJts Communlly Plan Amendm•nta and Natural Reaources Management Plan Adoption Proje<:t: 
located nonh and ncrtheftst ot Downtown San Diego In we&t-centr<~~~l San Otego County, California. 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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?:i7.:> MaRO~OUTAN ORIVt', SUtlE 10J 
SAN DIEOO, C~ 92 108·<~421 

lfl1g)f8723f0 

( -\ 

C,-1 

;yfyr:-~ Herman - Environmcnla) Planner 
Ci ty of San Diego Deve lopment Services 
1222 First Avenue . MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92 101 

April 21,2014 

Rc: Dmfl Mitigated Nega!ive Declaration (MND) for Cam1el Moulllain/Del Mar Meso 
Trails Community Plan Amcndmen!s and Na!urnl Resources Management Plan 

\VBSNo. 2 1002 131 

Dear Ms. Iierman, 

TI>c above ,cfcrcu~co Draft Mitigated Negative Deelaratton was received in this umce on 
March 27, 2014. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the environm ental review 
process related to the proposed forma lization of public access trails within the Cannel 
Mountain and Del M ar Mesa Preserves. As we understand, specifically, the project 
includes the adoption o f the Cannel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources 
Management Plan (NRM I'), amending five land use plans (Del Mar Mesa, Carmel 
Valley, Pacific ll ighlands Ranc h, Rancho Penasquitos, and Torrey Highlands) to 
incorporate the planned trail system detailed in the NRMP into each land usc plan, and 
the vacation o f three ex isting public access casements associated with the T orrey Santn 
Fe residential development. The MND does not. however, include any constmction 
acLivities. A ny fun1rc trails improvem ents, closures, e tc., would be subj~ct to all 
associated Site Development o r Coa~ta l Development Pem1its. Based on review o f this 
document, Commission staff provides the follow ing comments. 

I. Potential LCP Amendments. It appears that three of the land use plans propos<d 
for amendment are located i.n the coastal zone. Specifically, the Carmel Valley, 
l'a<.:itic l lighlands Ranch and the Del Mar Mesa Land Usc Plans all include land 
wi thin the coastal zone. !'lease clarify why the C ity feels modifying these land use 
plan amendments do not also re qui re amending the City ' s Local Coa.stal Program 
( LCI'). In addition, if the C ity intends o n induding regulation/policy/m itigation 
measures. etc., thm nrc d etailed in the proposed NRMP, the NRMP will also need to 
be included in the City's LCP, and tl1us requires ccnification by the Coastal 
Commission, through an LCI' amendment. 

r 
2. Public Access Ensemem Vacations. The MN O states that the project will include 
the vocation of three prc\'iOusly required public access easements within the Ton ey 
Santa Fe tnidcntinl dcvdopmem. It appears thai a portion ot' th is development moy 
bl.! locar~d \\irhin the City' Coa~tal Zone. Plca~e clari(v whether rhe City beli~vrs 

~ -

C-1 

C-2 

RTC-8 

RESPONSE 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION {APRIL 21, 2014) 

The City of San Diego is proposing amendments to the following Land 
Use Plans for this segment of the North City Local Coastal Program 
(LCP): the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8A Specific/Precise Plan , the 
Del Mar Mesa Specific Plan, and the Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea 
Plan. The Del Mar Mesa Specific Plan and Pacific Highlands Ranch 
Subarea Plans are certified LCP Land Use Plans and the amendments to 
the text and figures to incorporate the proposed trail alignments also 
constitute LCP amendments. The Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8A 
Specific/Precise Plan was never submitted to the Coastal Conunission for 
certification. The proposed amendment would add a text reference in the 
plan's trail discussion to the Natural Resources Management Plan. 

The Torrey Santa Fe (Units 2-4) residential development is not within the 
Coastal Zone and therefore no further evaluation in accordance with the 
Coastal Act or Local Coastal Program is required for this component of 
the project. The Public access easements were granted to the City in 
2001 and dedicated as indicated on Subdivision Map Nos. 14274 and 
14275. 
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any of this community is located wi thin the coastal zone. trany of the development 
is locntcd within the coastal zone, please include in the MND evaluation as to 
when/why the existing public access easements to be vacated were required, if they 
were required by the City nr the Coastal Commission, and with that specific 
discretionary review they were required. Trdditionally, the vacation of existing public 
access easements would not be consistent with the City's Local Coastal Program, nor 
the Coastal t\ct, As such, if the property is located within the coastal zone, and the 
public access eascmenU; were in fact required through an associated coastal 
development permit, please include evaluation as to how vacating these easements 
can be considered consistent with the City's LCP (if any associated permits were 
issued by the City) and/or the Coastal Act (if any associa ted permits were is.•ued by 

-the Ctlastal Cummission). 

.,..-3. Impacts to Sensitive l labitat Located in the Coastal Zone. Again, the project 
location includes lands are located within the coastal zone and also contain habitat 
that is considered to be Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA). While the 
MND inclttdes that alth<)ugh no impacts nrc directly as.•ociated with the project, 
imp"cts to .sensitive habitat areas have been identi fi ed associated the cnnstrut linn nf 
the trails, signage, and/or access points a ll being formalized by certification of the 
subject MND. Specilically, the MND identities impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, 
maritime chaparml, and various other upland sensitive habitat types. Titc MND 
includes mitigation measures In ensure these impacts will be consistent with the 
City's Multiple Species Conservntion Program (MSCI'), however, this is not a 
certi ficd component oft he Cit}'' s LCI'. As such, for any impacts located within the 
co<~stnl zone, the MND must also include specific analysis as to how any such 

l--- impacts can be found to be consistent with the City"s LCI'. 

r- 4. Lands within the Commission's Retained Jurisdiction. It appears th~t a portion of 
the proposed projec t is located within the City's Neighborhood 8a Planning Area. 
llowevcr, the Neighborhood Sa Land Use Plan is nor a component of the City's 
certified LCP and is an area of"dclerrcd certification."' 1\ny lands within defe::ed 
certification areas remain within the Coastal Commission's permit jurisdiction. Thus, 
any development within the areas of de terred certification, such as the land identified 
as Neighborhood 8a, would require the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit to 
be issued by the Coasta l Commission. The standard of rcvkw for permits issued with 
the Coastal Commission is the Chapter 3 policies of the Co<tstal Act. As such, the 
MND needs to include how any of the proposed improvements (and associated 
impacts) located within the Coastal Commission's jurisdiction, can be found 

l- consistent with the Coastal t\cL 

C-3 

C-4 
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The MSCP Subarea Plan does not allow new trai ls to be constructed 
through existing habitat within the Del Mar Mesa Preserve_ Potential 
impacts associated with implementation of the NRMP for trail 
restoration, habitat restoration and/or revegetation would be avoided 
and/or minimized in accordance with the provisions of the NRMP, 
MSCP Subarea Plan, City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations and Biology Guidelines as further detailed in the Biology 
Mitigation Framework. In addition, the Land Use Section of the Initial 
Study Checklist includes an analysis of how the project complies with 
the MSCP Subarea Plan. Implementation of the NRMP will not preclude 
public access to coastal areas or adversely affect ESHA resources. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. I and 3. 
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In conclusion, it appears th:n the standards for development within the coastal zone were 
omitted ftom the subject MND. As such, the analysis discussed above must be 
incorporated in ordet' lor the proposed development to be pem1itable within the coastal 
zone. In addition, it may be helpful lor an exhibit to be generated that shows what lands 
are within the coasta l zone, as well as a break down betwC<!n lands within the City's and 
the Commission' s pcnnitjurisdictions. The Conunission respectfully requests that you 
please address the abovo comments in the final EIR documcm. We look forward to 
fllturc collaboration on the proposed development and are available to address uny 
question or concerns you rnay have. Plc:ase contact Toni Ross at the Commission1S San 
Diego oflice if you have any que~tions on the submitted comments. 

d~"'' 
Tot11 Ro~s 
CoasiafProgram Analyst 
San Diego District 

RESPONSE 

C-5 Additional language has been included in the Land Use Section of the 
Initial Study Checklist regarding the locations of trails within the 
Preserves relative to the Coastal Zone and tlu·ee maps depicting these 
areas have been included in the Final MND for reference. No 
development is proposed with adoption of the NRMP. Open space 
activities such as but not limited to restoration of habitat, trail closures, 
protective fencing, instal lation of kiosks and signage, etc., are subject to 
management provisions further detailed in the NRMP which has been 
developed in compliance with the MSCP Subarea Plan. 

RTC-10 
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..._, .':f~un w U.S. fiih .and Wildlife Sctvice 
Carlsbad f-'ish a.nd Wildlife OfJke 
2.1 77 Sa lk Avenue, Suite250 
Carlsbad, Culifornll'l 92008 
760-4J 1-9440 
FAX760-4JI-962A 

In Reply R..:fcr To: 
I'WSICOFW-G9B016>-I4TA0290 

Ms. Myra l lcrrrmnn 
City of San Diego 
IJevdtlpmenL Services Ccmcr 
1222 Fir>t J\\c·nue. MS 501 
San Diego, Q.li fomia 92101 

~ 
C'ali fomia De.partment of fi~fl and Wi ld life 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, Califomia 92123 
858-467-420 I 
f AX 858-467-4?.99 

APR 2 5 2014 

Subj ect: Comments on the Draft Miligatcd Negative Dcclaralion (MND) tor the Cannel 
Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Tmils Communily Plan Ametldments (CPA), Easemenl 
Vacnlion.< ltntl Adoption of the Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP), City of 
San Diego, California 

Dear Ms. Herrmann: 

!'he U.S. Fish anJ Wildlife Service (Service) Jncl the Califomia Department of fish •md Wildlife 
(Dcpo11ment), collectively rcr,,,·ed to as the Wild life t.gcncics, have revtcw~d the Draft MND 
(dated March 2Jl. 2014) for lhc Catutd Mounta in/Del Mar ,\.;cs:t Trails CPA, easerncnl \0\Calions 
uud adoplion of lhc NRMP ( WI IS No.: 21002 111) in the Cily of San Diego (City), Califomia. 
The comments and rt:eomrnrndations provided herei11 arc based on lht: infonnntion provi~ed in 
the DrafitvtNn , our knowledge of s~n~itiv~ and declining vt!getntion commu.nitit:s mthe rrgion. 
;md our panicipatton in the Muliiple Spcctc~ Conservarion Program (MSCP) and the City's 
MSf' l' Subarea Plan (SAP) 

The primary conccnt :u)d mandate oflhc So;t-vicc is the prolection of Jish and wildlife resoutccs 
and thei r habirats. ·ntc S~t-v ice has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds, 
anadromoU> fish, and lhrealencd and endangered animals and plants occurring in the Uni ted 
States. The Service is also responsible for administering the Fedeml Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (Act), as amended (1 6 U.S.C. 1531 el seq. ), including hnbital conservariou plans (HCP) 
developed under seer ion IO(a)(l) of tbc Act. The Department is a Trustee Agency with 
j urisdiction uver natunal resources alfecled by 1hc proj ect (Califomin Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guide lines § 15386) and is a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15381 over those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California 
Ettdangcrcd Species /\ct (Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.) and !'ish and Game Code Seclion 
1600 el seq. The Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) program. n1e City participates in the NCCP and the Service's HCP programs by 
implementing its MSCP SAP. 

RESPONSE 

U.S. F ISH AND W ILDLIFE SERVICE 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTM ENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
{APRIL 25, 2014) 

The first four ( 4) pag~s of this letter provide information regarding the content of the 
le tter. 
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Cannel Mountain is a 302-aorc preserve located south of Highway 56 and east of Interstate 5 
(l-5), between Carmel Creek and Carmel Country !loads. I be majority of Cannel Mountain is 
owned by tile City of San Diego (300 acres), with ~n additional 2 acres under privnte ownership. 
De l Mar Mesa is a 980-acrc preserve located ea~t nf Cannel MounL,in Preserve and is bcundcd 
by the State Ro ute 56 to the oonh and !'ark Village Road to the south 'lbere ar~ mult ip le 
prnperty owners o11 Dd \ 1;or Mesa. including the C ity (626.5 acres), Cuu11 ty o f San Diego 
(27.5 acres). f)cp!lrlmcut (St .(, m..-<·s). Service (75.4 acres). and private landowm·rs ( 169 acres). 

The lwo combined prc..'l ~..·r\'c:; include seven. I sensi1ivc tcsourccs inc l u Ji•~g: southern willmv 
scrub, southern maritime chap:u•al. scruh oak chapo1rraL coastal snge scrub; sensitive and listed 
nora including Ca lifornia add~r·s-tungue (Opluoglossum cal[fomic•JIIII), Orcutt' s bi odiaca 
( flmdiaea orcutril). C~lifomia adelphia (A dolphin talifornita), San Diego viguiera (Viguiera 
laciniara), San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocacrus viridescens). wart-stemmed ceanothu< 
(Ceanothus vcrmcosw), Del Mar sand aster (Lessingiajilaginifulitl var.jiluginifolia 
-Carethrogynejilaglnifolia var. incana), Wart-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucnsus), 
San Diego goldcnstar (Bioomeriu cleve/undii), Torrey pine (Pinus torreyana). Summer holly 
(Comaro.<taphy /1,, diversifoliu ssp. dil'ersifolia), Sea dahlia (Coreopsis muritime), Nullall's scrub 
oak (Quercus dumusa), Western dicbondm (Dichondra occidemali.<). Sea>ide calandrinia 
(Ce~lw1drinia maritime), short-leaved dudleya (Dudleya blochmcmiae ssp. brc••i{oliu, State 
endane;erC'd) . l)c•l Mrtr manzanilu (Arl:lusiaphylo~· glanduh>sa ssp. c·r·mr,\·ifo/i(l1 iCdcrn!ly­
cndaugcred); aud vernal pools with San Dieg\1 hut! on celery (F:rynuam: ariMtdatum vo1r. P••tr.,hil. 
fedcr,\l lr- and Stat~ endangered). nnd San Diego Ill~>'• mint (Pugogyne a/Jmm<ii. federally- and 
State end?.ngcrcd ). 

Wildlife species known to occw· in the preserves includ¢ wood rats (Nootomu .>pp.). bnosh mbbits 
(Sylvilogw b"duuoni. State speci~s oJ' ' pecial concem), coyote (Con is latrcms), gray f,,, 
( lJrocyon c:inercoatg,•ntcus). southern mu~ .. · deer (Odocoileus lz~tnuonusfuliginata). red·Wilcd 
hawks ( flureo j omaicensL<), ( al ifomia quail (Cal/ipepla culifornica califontica), Anna's 
hunm>ingbirds (Calyptc anna), Calilomia towhees (l'ipilo crinalis), western fence lizard 
(!>Ce/oporus occidental is), San Diego horned li?~rd (l'hrynosonw wrrmatwn b/ainvillii. Siale 
species of special concern), red diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber, Slate species of special 
concern), and San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinectu sandiegonensis, federa lly-endangered). 
Both preserves facilitate an imponant wildlife corridor and inland-coastal habitat linkage 
adjoining Pei\asquitos Canyon to the south, Lo s l'eftasquitos Lagoon to lhe west (Cannel 
Mountain), and Uonzale>. Canyon to the nonh (Del Mar Mesa). Cannel Mountain is in the 
Carn>el Valley Neighborhood SA Specific Plan/Precise Plan and Del Mar Mesa is in the Del Mar 
Mesa Specific P lan. Both preserves are loca1ed within the City '~ MSCP Multiple Hahitat 
Planning Area (Mf IPA) and Del Mar Mesa hus been identified as a core area in the City' s MSCP 
SAP. 

The project would approve the drall Cannel Mountain/Del Mar Mesn NRMP and related CPAs 
to Del Mar Mesa. Carmel Valley (Neighborhood RA). Pacific llighlands Ranch. Rancho 
Pe~a,quito,, und Torrey I Iighlands to incorporate a proposed trail systen> to be implemented in 
accordance with the NRMP. \\hi..:h \hlUIJ i1,...:llu.Jin!! l:Siahl (shing linkag..:s to ar~3S aJ,iuccnt to \he 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE lNTENTIONALL Y LEFT BLANK 
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prcscrvl'!'> \o\tl lh alignments !hot generally fi1llo\\ existing paths .•md access roads. Jn ~ddition the 
project will vacate tive public nccess casements included in the Torrey Santa Fe Subdivision. 

The NRMI' will provide guidclmcs for the protection anJ 11>:1intcnance of preserved nallwrll open 
space on the prc»Crves <L' well as to assure compliance with Area ~pecilic Mnnagemcnt 
Directives. which would implement the rc<]uirements ()fthe City's MSCP S>\1' and 
lmplemt·ntin~ AIUCcrnenl fhr th~ preserves. The N'RMP dl'! {'i l ~ tht! location. O\vtlcr~hip. and 
mitigation swtu~ ofpan.:els within thl.! pn..·s~rvc: contains dcta1lcU ~ttr\ey innmnation on existing 
I..'J ivirontnenwl conditions JlCl:l'S!wry for mana£CinCti!: disct i S$e~ existing lcmd uses :md 
managc:Hi."'Jl l challenges; and j)HIVi .. !es resource managcJJh.:i1!. m;•intenance, ami rto."cr ~·itt ion 
guideline" for the Pnrk. In addition. the NRMP idcnli li~s and prioritizes enhancem<nt (e.g., 
mva'iive weed removal), ~o.:ducation, aod research needs, nnd mcludes an in"'plemcmatiort schedule 
wilh responsible parties. The NRMP also proposes to: perrni14. 13 miles and 6.84 miles of new 
trai ls on Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesu, respectively; aad close a total of 13.29 miles of 
unautho:ized trails on both preserves. All proposed trails will follow ~xisting use patterns and 
avoid vemal p<>ol basins. Trails are proposed to bi: "ite<l within vernal pool watersheds in limited 
instances only "11erc the trail segment cannnt he rerouted without direct impacts to an adjacent 
vernal pool basin or sensJtive vcgewtion. However. the proposed closure nnd restoration of 
J 3.29 mill~S of existing trails is intended to result in nn ovcra11 net benefit to the pr.aservcs. 

Jhc Wildli le Agencies t:;, "coordinated with tr <~il< user groups and the City to develop a truils 
plan ou Pd \1ar Mesa that olfers recreational opportunities while providing adequate protections 
for sensitive I'CSmrrccs consistent W1th the C'ity's MSCI' SAP. While the proposed tmilmthe 
NRM P has been reviewed and tentatively aptlrO' e~ hy the Wildlife Agencies. trails proposed as 
part of the CPA will require ftlrlhcr rt:view. Acc(>rding to the Drali MND, the adoption oft he 
CI'As and the NRMP docs not aut11ori, ,. ,.,nS1ructiou prior 10 or without subsequent approval in 
nccordance with the L1uru Development Code. l nrthermore, implementation of future projects 
idemificd in the NRMP may rcquirll suhmittal and review for issuance of a Site l)cvelopment 
Pennit and/or CoaStal Development Pcrrnit pnor to any construction-related activities, and an: 
not being proposed nor are address,·d as pan of this Draft MND. 

Our comments and recommendations (enclosed) arc intended to assist the City in its 
environmental analysis of project consistency with the City's MSCP SAP, including potential 
project-rdaled direct and ind ir~ct impacts to biological resources from implementation of the 
NRMP and related trail system, as well as curr~nt direction and recommendations to bi: included 
in theNRMP. 

RESPONSE 
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We apprecinte the opportunity to comment otl the Dmll MND, If you have questions or 
comments regarding this letter pkase contact Randy Rodriguez of the Departmelll nt 858-63 7-
711)0 or llundy.Rodril!uez(ti;wildlife.cn.gov. or Patrick Gower of the Service at 760-431 -9440 or 
Patrick_ Gmvcr@fws.gov. 

rtCX A~--=::.. 
-L- ""Jr..-.~ 

n A. Goeb~l . Kar~ . "ield SuJiervtsor . 
Assistant f d W"ldlife Service U.S. Ftsh an 1 

Enclosure 
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\VifdJil'c Agency Commcncs 11nd R ccommcuda l'ions on the. 
Draft Mitig:>le<.l Nc~•ri vc Oeclara l iun (MI\0) for lhe Cormel Mounrainfl>cl Mar Mesa 

T rail• Com munity l' la11 A mendme nts (CI'A) and Natural Res ources Management l'l•u 
(:\'RMP) 

Drat\ MN il 

D - 1 Mitil.'mion Mcasur~ l.lJ-~ (Land Use Adjuccn~) r;uiddincs): 

A. Since 1-.orh (anne I Mountain and Dd Mur Mesa are Multiple Habitat Planning Area 
(M}I I'A) core resource urcas. we recomrncml thall.ll-2 be revised to indicate that any 
land~caping within or adjacent to these conserved open space lands usc appropriate mix 
of nat eve plant species collected tram within the existing preserves, and include the use of 
container planting where appropriate. 

B. Manuflrctured slopes· Since most, if not all, of the future projects would be within the 
preserves (which are emircly "ilhin the MHI'A), please clarify if this mea~ure would 
even he npplicnble. 

l' Brush Managenwnt~ Since no habitable strud ures are proposcJ us part of the NRMI', 11 

~ . .-ern~ tha1 the requil'cmenl f,,. hrush manugement "ould not be needed for futun· 
project>. It mar be appli~ble \\here C'ily open space abuts private residences and tllen· 
are no stn1ctmalnwa~urcs (e.g., hlock walls) in piHce; howevc, , tilcsc areas should be 
specilicnlly mapped wi1h acre' accoumed lilf in a !ahk and included in the NRMP 
Moreover, "here non-combustivt! native species (e.g., Oj.lll/lli<l spp.) arc located, rhe 
NRMI' should have a policy to retain thes.: spocics to the maximum extent practicable 
Jnd "here they absolutdy lllll~1 be removed, a policy to relocate them into the <)pen space 
should L,· pr·ovided as part of the final NRMI'. 

rl. Drainage/Detention Basins: Please clarify if any of these features are anticipated to be 
needed as pan of any lllture project or management recommendations/Area Specific 
Management Directives in Ute proposed NRMI'. If any such features currently exist 
within the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa preserves, they should be mapped and 
included in the final NRMP. Because the preserves arc MHPA core r~sourcc areas, these 
features should be located outside the preserves, tUlless it is c learly demonstrated they arc 
needed to address a public health and safety concern and would not negarively affect 
covered species and wild life movement. 

D - 2. Biological Resources (Mitigation Fmmework): As a core MSCP area located entirely within 
Lhe MIIPA. all mi tigation should occur within the existing Carmel Mountain-Del Mar Mesa 
preserve system. In addition, some of these lands have been purchased with Federal and/or 
State lllnds. and may require additional mitigation to meet the requirements of those grant 
agreemcnL~ . The use of the City's I Jabitat Acquisition fund and/or mitigation banks would 

RESPONSE 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

CALIFORNIA D EPARTM ENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

(APRJL 25, 2014) 

The following responses address specific comments on the MND, Initial Study 
Checklist and the NRMP: 

D-1 Comment noted. LU-2 is not applicable and has been deleted because 
both Preserve areas are within the MHP A and compliance with the 
MSCP Subarea Plan is assured through implementation of the NRMP 
ASMD' s specifically developed for these areas. In addition, the NRMP 
has been revised to clarify the how brush management is addressed in the 
Preserve areas. 

D-2 Comment noted. The Biology Mitigation Framework has been revised to 
remove the p rovision for use of the Habitat Acquisition Fund within the 
Preserves. Mitigation, if required will be accomplished in accordance 
with the provisions outlined in the NRMP. 

D-3 Mitigation for the burrowing own (Athene cunicularia) has been 
removed from the Mitigation Framework section of the MND . 

D-4 

RTC-15 

The referenced sentence on Page 5 (now shown in strikeout on Page 6 in 
the Final MND) has been deleted . 
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not be appropriate to onset impacls within the Carmel Mounlain-Del Mar preserves, unles> it 
can be us~d lo expand the prc•crvc; at a minim um I : I ratio. T hese aspecls sl1oulu be 
incorporated into m itig:Hion measure BIO- I . 

.D- 3. 1310- 1: II i> unclear why it includt< the discussion on bwrowin~: owl (Aiflell<' ~1111iculflri1r) 
miligation for Carmel Moumain and Vel !Vl"r Mesa. We arc not aware of historic burro11 ing 
t.nvl ob~ervations for th..:.:sc an·as c111d lhe closest r1..-ccnt occurrence is tn the tl lac.:k Mountain 
aJea (winkr migrant). 

D-

_[) -

4. \1itigation for Impacts to Sensitive Upland Hululilfs· Sinc:e there wouitl he no hahilable 
stnJclure' or parcel-based devdoprnent and il appear~ that future projects would con;isl of 
linear fcniUres (e.g., !rails) cnlirely within the MHPA (with no allocated developmcnl 
footprint), please explain ihe stalemcnt on page 5 thai "[p]roject- level analysis shall 
determine whelher the impacts are within or outside oru,c MH[' A." We recommend thatlhis 
slalcmem (if determined 10 be necessary) be revised 10 indicnle lhat all fulure projects would 
lim it impacts tc> the maximum extent practicnble (ns stated earlier on page 4 in 1ho first 
paragraph under Biological Resource.: Mitigation Framework). Wherever this or equivalenl 
statements occur 111 the Draf\ MND and suppol1ing document, we recommend thai they be 
removed or revised (..ICt~nrding.ly. 

5 P!tg,e 5 lCc)nc.:epaml Miligation Plan) ~ ~·h~ di~cussion for a ··conn:ptua1 mitig.ntion plaa' 
should be supplemented w ith a requirement lot a final mitigation plan approved by the City 
and Wildlife Ar:cncics prior lo the is.,uanee of any )X'nnit. mnhorization to proceecl or olher 
aclion that "oulcl allow sen~itive hab;t"' tn be imp•cted inth~ linal MND. 

D - 1>. ·1 he iuilial >tody (page 12) indttdcs a reference to a Genna! Developmeotl'lnn (GDP) 
project; hOWt::V('f. this project is not dC"tincd nnywhcre in lh.,; doc:ument. Based on n:vit'\\ or 
the City's Unfunded lmptovemenls List lor Parks-Open Space (City of San Diego, 2013), 
lhcrc appears lo be emries tn ;eheduled projects pcrtaiuing to Cannel Mounloin ttnd Del Mar 
Mesa for trails closures and relmbilitatiunlimprovements and signage wilh references to 
•·approval of De l Mar Mesa/Carmel MOtnttain NR.MP". Please clarify rhis reference to a 
GDP in 1he ti m> I MND. 

D - 7. Page 5 (Mitigation Ratios): A; described above, since all the lands in the Cannel Mountain ­
Del Mar Mesa NRMP are wilhiu lhe MHPA [as indica1ed on page 13 of the lnilial Study {IS) 
checklist] and fmure development would be limited to linear projecls (e.g., !rails) with 
suppol1ing femurcs. all impacts would be considered to be within the MHPA and a ll 
mitigation wvuld occur wilhin the existing open space system (or add to it). TI1is should be 
clorilied in I he final MND. 

D - 8. l'agc 5 (MHI'A ac.ljustmenls): /l.s described above, since all the lands in the CJm1el 
Mountain-Del Mar Mesa NRMP are within the MI IPA and ft tlut·e developmetll wo uld be 
limiled to linear project< (e.g .. tm ils) which arc considered conditionally compatible within 
the MIIPA, provided that impncts arc minimized 10 lhc maximum cxtcnl ptacticnblc and 
follow the guidelines provided in Section 1.4 of the City's MSCI' SAP, there would be no 

D-5 

D-6 

D-7 

RESPONSE 

Consultation and approval of a detailed restoration plan by the Wildlife 
Agencies applies only to vernal pool restoration activities within the 
Preserves. This requirement can be found in Appendix 6 of the NRMP . 
This has been clarified in the discussion under Biological Resources 
(Section IV.b.) of the Initial Study Checklist. 

The General Development Plan (GDP) reference has been removed from 
all areas of the final environmental document. 

Comment acknowledged. Implementation of the NRMP would not result 
in significant impacts to biological resources requiring mitigation. This 
bas been clarified in the discussion under Biological Resources (Section 
IV.b.) of the Initial Study Checklist. All activities associated with 
implementation of the NRMP would occur within the Preserves, which is 
entirely within the MHP A. 

D-8 The provision for MHP A boundary line adjustments bas been deleted 
from the Mitigation Framework section of the MND as it is not 
applicable to this project. 

D-9 Burrowing owl and California cactus wren have been removed from the 
"Mitigation for Short Term Impacts to Sensitive Species" measure within 
the Mitigation Framework of the MND. 

D-10 Comment noted. 

D-11 The referenced CDFW code sections have been revised accordingly. 

RTC-16 
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nc~d to proceed With a M I I!' 1\ boundary line adjustment. We recommend thai this provision 
be removed from the final MND. However, il'there are any p roJe<:-ts wilhinlhe CPA that 
could potentially result in a MHI'A boundary line adjustment. those should be idcntilied and 
mapped tot the firuJI MNI) and NRMP. 

D- ·J l'at\c r, (Mitigation l or Shtli1-Tcnn Impacts to Sc11sitivc Species from Project Construction): 
BaseJ llll lik' species inventory Jll<>viJcd in tltc NKJVII ·, llicrc ure no current or htslorit 
observal ions of hHnm.ving owl or c-actu~ \Vrcn (('nmpylol'lty ndun hrunm!irflpillus) ill li:~: 
l"cserves, Plcm;c ~xpl;uu the applicability of the measures included in the D"ttl MND for 
these spL-cics based on I he currl·nt known dislribution of lhl.·s~o.· !>pecies. 

D - I 0. Page 7 (Mitigation Framework for Impacts to Wct!Hnds) and Page I 0 (Vernal Pools and 
Vema! Pool Species): MeasLtre BJ0-4 d iscusses impacts und mitigation in terms of Clean 
Water Act Section 404, CDFW Section 1602, and the City's Environmentally Sensitive 
Lands Ordinance (ESL). The Wildl ife Agencies look forward to working \Vith the City on 
authoriZ>Jtioo and appropriate mi tigation for any impacts to wetlands, including vernal pools 
that may result from implementation of the trail system and other actions proposed in the 
NRMP. fmp•cts to federa lly- listed species will also need 10 be addressed under section 7 or 
l 0 (e.g .. City Vernnl Pool I lubi tnt C<mscrvalion Plan, if compl~ted) of t he /\ct. 

.J) _ I t Pa:;c 7: lltis section rcf<·rcnces CDI'W Section 1602 whereas page 10 ,cfcrences COFW 
Sec:"m 1601/1603. Plea.'~ rc< ;,,. these references to achie\'e intemal consistency here and 
elsewhere in the final •\1ND •1nd supp,nting documents. 

0-

D-

12. IS Chcc~list (page 13): Items a) and b) slate that "the j)I'OI)O>Cd trail -')'stem has hccn 
approved G) tl1e U.S. Fish Md Wildlile Service (Service) 3nd by I he California Department 
<•fFish and Wildlife (IJepartmcnt)." nus statement is true for the areas "c fclcuscd on 
dunng our coordination eftons, which were limited to Del Mar Mesa; the Wildlife Agencies 
did not haw the s"me level of coordinat ion on the proposcu lt'ails system for Cannel 
Mounta in or the C:P/1. We rccommen<lthattbis statement should be revised in the fi nal 
MND and supporting documents to indicate that the CPA Trails Plan for Del Mar Mesa has 
been discussed with the Wildlife Agencies as part of the development of the draft Cannel 
Mountain-i)el Mar Mesa NRMP and City's Vcmall'ooll labitnt Conservation Plan. and is 
expected to result in an overall net benefit lo vema! pools vvithin the NRMP area. However, 
any impacts to vcrni1l pools and re lated listed species from impleme ntation of the proposed 
trail system would require separate environmental review (as indicated e lsewhere in the 
MND). 

I J. Figure 2 of tlte I) raft MNO sho"'s a future potcnlial trailucross the Rhodes Crossing. 
property, whjch appears to be located outside the boundaries of the NRMP. /\s discussed in 
o ur coordination efforts. if a second cast-west access (one already is proposed as pan oftlte 
NRMP on private lands and west through Ueer Canyon) is desired in the future, the Wildlife 
Agencies will work with the City to determine the least impactive route for this additional 
east-west connection a fter the Rhodes Crossing development is far enough along so that 
redundant alignments do not n::sult in additional direct or indirect impacts to this MHPA core 

RESPONSE 

D-12 Revisions have been made to Page 13 of the Initial Study Checklist as 
indicated. 

D-13 The offsite trail is part of the Merge 56 Project (former Rhodes 
Crossing) and is currently being reviewed by City staff. This trail is not 
directly related to the actions associated with adoption of the CP As, 
LCP amendments or NRMP. Design of a second east-west trail will be 
coordinated with the Wildlife Agencies as noted in the comment. 

D-14 Comment noted. The references have been corrected in the MND as 
noted in Comment No. 11 . 

D-15 

D-16 

RTC-17 

The maj ority of the Del Mar Mesa Preserve is in public ownership. Only 
five parcels remain in private ownership within the Preserve as 
illustrated in new Figure 2-2. 

The Land Use Section the Initial Study Checklist includes a discussion 
of how the CPA's are consistent with the MSCP Subarea Plan, LCP and 
the NRMP (see also response No. C-3). In addition, the Biological 
Resources Assessment (January 2014) prepared for the project includes 
a section which addresses conformance with the City's MSCP Subarea 
Plan Framework Management Plan Genera l Management Directive 
(Section 1.5.2) requirements for access, trails, and recreation. 



D-

0-

0-

.P-

0-

D-

D-

LETTER 

Ms. M yra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-09fl0163- 14TA0290} Enclosure Page 4 

r~sourct: area. Such a secondary easl-wcsl t;Onnection may or may not include access 
through the Department's Del Mar Mesa Ecological Rc~crve. 

14. Page 7: lloi> section relercnces CDFW s~ctiun 1602 whereas page 10 rcterences C DFW 
Sect i<•ll 160 t / 1603. Please rc,·isc ohcse references lu achieve interna l ""'"i~trncv here and 
clsev.1ocrc 111 ohc final MND and suppo rting clocumenos. • 

IS. "i h<.: City should rcvic\v 1 h~.: c.urrcn1 :-;tat us of privm'-· pt<'pcrtics in the Pre:,t.:n'es and updak 
the final MNi l aqd NRMP uccordnogl;.- . 

16. We rctnmmcnd thalthe linal MND include " db~u»ion detailing how the proposed CPA, are 
consistent with the MSCP SAl'; in particular how the new trail proposed us part of the Pacilic 
Highlands Ranch Cl' A would be consistent with the MSCP SAP, Section 1.2.4 C l3 and 
Section 1.5.8 of the NCFUA (Subarea 4). 

NRMP 

17. The Nit.'-'! I' indicates in Section ?that restoration cffoo1s and nonnative J>lant removal will 
occur as limding becom es available. JJue to t11c current level and the assoc iated impact" 10 

.... ~.n ">it ivc resources !"rom visi!Or use tiH• \Vildlil€ A£\.'nc i~s recommend tlw City idcntif)"tmd 
rank J:>Oh.' li!;d rcsroration project~ :1ccording to scns\[.i\. u.' ·tnd make securing fundi'1!! for 
restoration a IWh .. 1ri1y. 

I ~- Section i I · Please provid~ th,• ,·t•rrcnl s tatus of" the Pardee credits at Carmel Mountain ami 
if additional J ~~Juin.:menl s .such us J'unding 1Jf rcstorntion nnd long. tcnn managetne!ll an.: 
i1a.:l u<.h.:d. 

19. Section 7 .3. 1.1 l<J Southem Mule Deer. This should include Jeer usc oflloe canyons "sday 
h;:ddJ ng areas. 

20. Figure 3-10 (Oel M ar M~sn Prestrvc-Scllsitivc Species on Del Mar Mesa Preserve) shows a 
location for willowy monarddla (Monardella linoides ssp. viminea, federally- and Stair 
endangered), which appears to be in the Department' s Del Mar Mesa Ecological Reserve 
(ER). Oased on recent site visits to the ER, Tioe Department was unable to locate the mapped 
willowy monardc tla as shown in Figure 3-1 0. The Department will continue to attempt to 
relocate ibis mapped historic occurrent<; however, based on the location provided, the 
existing habitat docs not appear to be suitable for this species. 

_D - 2 1. Appendix S (Sburt-leaved Oudlcya Enhancement and Restoratio n Plru1 for the Cam,el 
Mountain Preserve): We recommend that passive methods be used at this time to e nhance 
and expand the existing Dudlcya populatiOllS on Carmel Mountain. Such measures would 
include providing protective fenc ing. rerouting public access. controlling for invasive 
species, and enhancing the natural prescn<.:t: of lichens, mosses nnd Selaginelln, which arc 
thought to collect nutrients. soil pao1icles. nnd moisture and lh~o·eby facilitate natural scc'<lling 
rccruilm~nt. particularly on rocks that often preclude seedling establishmem (Uartel 1993). 

D-17 

D-18 

D-19 

RESPONSE 

The recommendations in this comment have been provided to the Park 
& Recreation Department; However, this comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the MND or the project's potential significant 
effects on the environment; therefore no response is required pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the MND 
or the project's potential significant effects on the environment; 
therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15204(e) . 

The NRMP has been revised as recommended. 

D-20 Willowy monardella has been removed from Figure 3-10 in the NRMP. 

D-21 The City agrees with comment 21 and is currently utilizing passive 
methods to enhance and expand the existing Dudleya populations at 
Carmel Mountain. Active methods would only be utilized in areas 
where passive methods are unsuccessful and would be implemented as 
an adaptive management experiment to fine-tune methods and quantify 
outcomes prior to expansion over a larger area. 

RTC-18 
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Ms. Mym Herrmann (FWS/CDI'W-09B0163-14TA0290) Enclosure Page 5 

Allhis lime, we re.commcnd testing the above measures to expand/enhance the local 
population, rather !han pcrfonning active transplanting, which would involve collecting seed 
and/or moving propagated plants at a nearby faci lity off-site for fulure transplantation. Until 
further res~arch can be provided and shared with the Wildlife Agencies which demonstr.tes 
that transplanlation can be used successlhlly. we recommend that the specific goals related to 
transplanting. such as entering into agreements with !he Wildlife Agencies. establishing a 
new minimum population size and the percent of seed taken per year. be removed from the 
NR./I.IP. The Wildlife Agencies look forward to working with the City and qualified 
botanists on evaluating the feasibility of using more active methods such as seed collection, 
propagation, and transplantation to enhance the existing populations of short·leaved dudleya 
wilhin the proposed NRMP area. 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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LETTER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

5900 LA PLACE COURT, SUITE 100 

Ms. Myra Hernmmn 
l~nvironmenta l Plnnnc::r 
City of Silll Diego 
Development Services Ccnte1 
1222 First Avcnw. MS 501 
San Oicgo, C"lifornia 9210 I 

Dcnr 1\1s HerrllH.II\11: 

CARl_SBA.O, CALifORNIA 92008 

April 10.2014 

This le tter is in response to the March 20,2014 Public Noti<e of a Dmfl Mil•gated 
N~gativc Declaration (MND) for the Cam1el Mountain/Del Mar M esa Trails Community Plan 
Amendments and Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption ( \VBS Nu mber 21002 I J I). 

\Ve have reviewed the nbov..:: c-it~d druH M'NI) us well<:~!; lht! Biulogicnl Resources 
Assessmcm for the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resource Management Plan 
Project. dated January 2014 with respect to the United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers' 
(Corps) authority to issue D<partmcnt of the Army (OA) permits pursuant to section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (CW A: 33 U.S. C . I 344). llased on the infonmotion furnished to our ol'ficc. the 
Corps is currently unable to det~rmine whether construction activities associated with the 
proposed project would involve the discharge (placc>mcnt) of til l material in to jurisdictional 
waters pursuant to our authority und-.. section 404 of the C\V A. Th" Corps recommends a 
jurisdictional delineation report using the procedures ""t forth in the "Regional Supplement to 
the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: /\rid West Region'' and"/\ Field Guide to 
the Identification of the Ordinary High W"tcr Mark (01-lWM) in the Arid West Region of the 
Western Uni ted Stntes" be provided to this oftic.c lor review and verification. Please include in 
this report a dewilcd description ofall b'l'<'Und-disturbing activities associated with the proposed 
prOJect occun·ing un and in the immediate vicinity of potential wmers of the U.S. as well as a 
cross-section oi'the proposed work and the existing conditions oftJ>e proposed project area. 

Pkasc note that a Uepartment of' Army permit is required tor· 

The discharge uf 1.lrcdgeJ or fill material into, includtng any redeposit or dredged material oth<r 
than incidental fall back within. "waters of the United State," a nd adjacent wetland> pursuant to 
section ~04 of the CWA. Exrunpks include. but arc not limited to : 

L-

I . C r"alll lg I il ls fo r residential or c0mmercllll dewlopmcll!. plncing bank pr<lt rctron. 
tcmpornry llr pcrmauent stockpiling o f cxc~wmed mal!: rial. building road crossings. 
ba~:klilliJig for uti lily line crossing..'{ and CtHlSiruct ing out Iilii structllres, dams. kvce's~ 
groins. \\.:ir~. or ulhr.:r structures; 

E-1 
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RESPONSE 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS (APRIL 10, 2014) 

The regulatory information contained in this letter has been provided to 
the Park & Recreation Department. This comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the MND or the project's potential significant 
effects on the environment; therefore no response is required pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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2 Mcchnnizcd landclcaring, gnH.Jing. which involves l1 1l in.g low areas or land leveling. 
dttching, channtliz.ing and other excavation activities that would have the err~ctnt' 
destroying or degrading waters of the L'.S.; 

3. Allowing runotr or ovt.·rtlow from a contained land or water disposal nrc<.J to rc·entc.·r a 
v.ater or the U.S,; and 

4 Placing pilings wh~n such placcmt:nt has or would have 1he e tlect ofn discharge of lill 
L 1natcnul. 

II you have any que~tions. please call me at 760-602-4836 or via e-m•i l at 
Mcris.BHnilluu-Smith@usacc.army.mil. Please refer to this letter and file Sf>lr2014-00217-
MI3S in your reply. 

Sincerely, 

lk~-~ 13~·/4..._ 

Meris l:lantilan-Smith 
Senior Project Manager, South Coast Branch 

RESPONSE 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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California Native Plant Societ;y1 
San Diego Chapter of the Cnlifornia Native Plant Society 

P 0 Box 121390 

Ms. Myra Herrmann 
Environmental Planner 

San Diego CA 921 12-1 390 
infog,npssd.org I www.cnpssd.org 

City of San Diego Developm~nt Services Center 
12.22 First Avenue. MS50 1 
San Diego, Ci\ 92 101 
DSDEAS@snndiego.go• 

April 2 1, 20 14 

RE: Carmel MountainfDel Mar Mesa Tnil! Community l'lan Amendmenls And NaturJI 
Resources ~1ana~ement Pla n Adoption 

Dear Ms. Herrmann : 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails 

Community Plan Amendments (CPA) And Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) 
adoption, along with its associated Drafl Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The San 
Diego Chapt~r ufthe California Native Plant Society (CNI'SSIJ) works to protect California's 
native plant ht:rilage and preserve it for futurl! generllrions. CNPS promotes sound plant science 
AS the backbone of effect ive natural areas protection. We work closely with decision-makers,. 
scientists, and local planners to advocate fOr well informed and environmentally friendly 
policies, regulations, and land management practices. 

[

. CNPSSD supports adopt ion of the NR.MP and the CI'A. l lowever. we found serious 
issues ond omissions with the MND. We ask that thev be corrected, so tha t decision makers can 
better undcrstanc.lthe entire projeet. Given that the NRM.P is years in th~ making and dc~pcratdy 
needed, we ask thut the corrections be made with all haste, so that this project i> not further 
delayed. The issues are as follows: 

First, Figure 2 (P. 20 of the pocket), sho~>ing the trail system on Del Mar Mesa is 
\;,laccurnte. /\ t the northwesten1 cumer of Del Mar Mesa Preser\'e ("Preserve.~· shown as the 

white boundary), the purple s4uore marked as privote property is now owned by the City, The 
"proposed fu ture hikt:!bike trui/" would have tO be constructed in that area. There is an existing, 
unauthorized lrnil in the area, but its end runs onto propc: rty owned by the Roman C(ltholic 
Church (the "notch" in the eustcm white boundary), so it is obviously not the intended traiL l 
GPSed the boundary marker> lb r the Church property. and I will be happy to supply the datu to 
update the map Unlike the olhcrtrails, this ti.uure trail \Viii require: construction. an issue which 
will be d<·alt with below. 1\dditional/y, the future tra ils outside til< Preserve arc 011 private 
property, and one of them follows tht! proposed sotnhcm extension of Cam ino Del Sur. which 
was grantcJ site: development permits as Camino Rui7 north E:<lcnsion in 2001. and as Camino 

L Del Sur in 2006. Since the Rancho Pei\nsquitos Planning rlooru is odvocating lor the road to be 

~ Declicatecf to tbe preservatio11 of Cafifor11ia 11ative (fora 

F-1 

F-2 
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RESPONSE 

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT S OCIETY (APRIL 21, 2014) 

Comment noted. Revisions to the MND and Initial Study Checklist have 
been in made in response to comments provided during public review. 

Please refer to Figure 2-2 which has been added to the Final MND, This 
new figure accurately represents the current ownership within the Del 
Mar Mesa Preserve. The offsite trai l noted in the comment is associated 
with the Merge 56 Project (formerly Rhodes Crossing) and is not 
associated with the current actions analyzed in this MND. This project is 
not required to identify all private projects (permitted or currently in 
review) adjacent to the Preserve areas. This information can be easily be 
obtained through a search of the records maintained by the Development 
Services Department. 
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built. we bd ic,·e that trail maps outside the Preserve to be activdy misleading. They should be 
removed. and replaced with the proposed developments in the area discussed below. 

[ 

We request thot a current map be produced for the MND. showing prorer ownership of 
al l marked properties inside and outside ihe Project footprint. All permilled projects adjaccnllo 
the Preserve anu Carmel Mountain shoulu be shown on the maps. whether they are currently 
nc.tive or not. Proposed trails that arc alignl!d with existing unauthorizl!d trails should be shown 
10 the ex rent thai the City intends 10 follow thcm

1 
so as to not mislead Uccision makers about 

which trails will be upened and which need to be built. 
r · Second, the "surrounding land uses and s~uing description in the initial study (I'. 3 of 

study. p. 26 of packet) is inaccurate. r\S presented in the drafi MND, it rends ''The areas covered 
by the CPA. NRMP. and Easement Vacations are generally dcscribeu as the southern ponion of 
Carmel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa: the southcastcm ponion of Pacific Highlands Ranch: the 
smuhwcstern ~'onion or Rancho Per1asquitos and the southern p<lnion of Torroy l lighlands. 
Thcsl.! a reus an: primarily within Clty·owned OJ.,CI1 space with surrounding residential land uses, 
Interstate 5 to the west. lmerstatt 56 to the north and northea..~t, and Los Pciiasquito~ Preserve to 
the South." 

This is inaccurate and misleading . .All four sides of the: Oel Mar Mesa Preserve have 
privutdy owned land. The southern edge is Park Village ndghborhood, the northern euge is the 
Torrey Santa Fe neighborhood, and lhe western edge is the Dd Mar Mesa neighborhood. The 
panicular probkm is the eastern edge of the Preserve. It lies within the roadbed of the Camino 
Ruil south extension, which Wi'IS given a site development permit in 200 I by the Clty Council. It 
also contains the proposed developments "Merge 56," "Santn Fe Summit IV" (the Church 
propcny, for which the City reportedly has prepared An unreleased MND). and "Rhodes 
Crossing.'' Merge 56 and Rhodes Crossing were once pan of a bigger property that gained 
development permit from the City in 2004. Since CEQANET lists Ms. Hmmann as the primary 
contact fnr the original Rhodes Crossing' EIR. we find it disturbing that none of this is presented 
in the current initial s1udy. 

We ask that the surrounding land uses and s ~:tting description be rcwritlt:n so that it 
accurotely ponrays the setting for the project. In particular we 8.'ik that all permitted projects, 

l-whcrher nctive or not, be described in the [CXt 

Third, we ere concerned by the Jist of species given in the initial study checklist in 
section JV.a ( 1'. 34 in the packet). It says "No federa lly or stote listed plant species were 
observed within the GDP project boundary; however, one Multiple Species Conservation 
Progr.tm (MSCP) narrow endemic species. aphanisma (Aphani.tma bliiOides) was identified 
during the field survey The following nine other Stnsitive species were observed within the 
project bnundnry: Nuttall's scnob oak (Quer·cu.< dzmw.w.), south coast sahscalc (Arriplex (Jlzcificn), 
San Diego barrel cne:tus (fC:rocaclu., \'iridescens). sea dahlin (Corc•opsis moritima). clitrspurge 
(Euphorbia misero). red sand-verbena (Abronia maritima), Sun Diego sage wort (Artemisia 
pnlm<"rr) . Cnliforni3 box·thom (Lycium califurnicum) ond woolly seablitc (S11aeda urxifolia)." 

TI1i5 list is panially trut!'. in the Nuttall's scrub oak is n dominant species around Dtl Mn 
Mes::~ nnd Ct~nnel mountain, and Snn Ditgo barrel cnctus and s~n Diego sag~\\Ort are! also 
prosent, nit hough not on the proposed tra ils. r,, o ur knowledge the rest of the specie> listed nre 
not found ill the prujtct ~m:a . lnde~d 1h ..: Biolugi~.:al Resources Assessment for the Carmel 
Mountam and Del M:tr Ma:$41 Natural Resoun.!(' 1\.lhmagcmt!nt Plan Proj(Ct prepared by Bets) 
Mill~r (City Parks) on January 2014, documents the sensitive spccios qui te clearly. It is mind· 

1 
llllp:liW\1 \\ ,l'ClJ !lii,.. I.C:t.!'<1V·~O(')dcs<.·rJpli .:m .IHJl')D,Jci1 K•$670 I} 
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RESPONSE 

Please see Response to Comment No. F-2. 

Please see Response to Comment No. F-2. 

The species list in the Biology Section of the Initial Study Checklist has 
been revised. 
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blowing tO n!ad a list of plant< that are confined to the coa51 being "found" at un inland site The 
most charitable explanation is that the wrong document wa.~ C-Onsuhed in preparing the checklisl. 
This section needs to be entirely updated. 

To put the scale of the error in context, two pictures (ligures I and 2. below) , taken April 
10,201 4, show a "road" pool (figure I) that has produced three crops of fairy shri!Tlp 
(Branchin•cta sp.) in the 2013-2014 ra<ny season and the federally endangered San Diego bunon 
celery (£ryngtultl orismlulum var. pari.tloil) growing nearby ( fi~ure 2). The road pool is listed as 
a vernal pool in the report in Fi!,•tJre 2. It tills with 0.2" of rain and has been active r<peatedly 
even during the current drought. 
• The NRMP is needed tO protect the road pools and their ossocinted vernal pool species. 
Uccause uf this, it is extremely frustraling when federally endan~t=red species growing in I hi:!. 
trails are ignored in the environmental documentation. It is doubly frustruting given that City 
Parb and the agencies have worked for years ro protect these species at these locations. Note 
that these arc not the only examples. To pick nnotherexa!Tlple, there are miles of trails nt Del 
Mar Mesa under the canopy of Nuttall's scrub oak and su!Tlmer holly (Comarostaphlyis 
diver>rjolta, n CDFW list I B species). 

I
' Wc ask that the biology section be updated to include the datu from the 20 14 Riologic•l 
Resources A~sessment, and that the Assessment be included with the MND in the final package. 
We DO NOT ask that an EIR be prepared for the project, altltough the lack of analysis of 
endangered species impacts would normally trigger such an action. The NRMP is designed to 
protect these endangered species, and they would be more ham1cd by delay than by speedy 
implementation ufthc NRMP. The issue bcrc is the shortcomings in the MND. 

Figure l Road pool :n Del Mar Mesa. Tilt! gate mark~ the J.mctj;, o}a h;~~ ~b'ike trail \~lh \1~ SDG&E 
m:.1in road. Nmc th~ lilrgc nwnb~:r o f bike tracks in lh~ !Orcgrnund. Pool m (3:!.945476. · 117.16)7Q0} . . 
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RESPONSE 

The Biological Resources Section of the Initial Study relied on the 
Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project in January 
2014 and was included in with the draft MND distribution. 
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p/rmts 

l'ourth. in discussing substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands ( IV.C. 
page J 7 in the pocket). the c hecklist states "The Project would not directly impact any naturally 
occuning wetland habitat." This is incorrect in two ways. First, ns sho,~n in Figure l. there nrc 
vernal pools (road pools) in the proposed trails. Although the NRMP is designed to increase 
protection for these pools. they need to be mentioned in rhc MNI). Second, Deer Creek in Del 
Mar Jvlesa is t1 perennial creek and has been flowing continuously si n~;:e before 2009. 1\llr. 
Landis, n ccrtilicd wetland delineator, performed u preliminary jurisdictional delineation on a 
Deer Creek wet land dominated l>y hlack willow (Salix gmu/dmgi) and cauoil (1)71ho 
dommgl!n.fls) on the eastern edge of Del Mar Mtsa Preserve. and rhesc data arc available on 
request Proposed trails cross the perennial Deer Creek at or least four points, and any 
consrmclion to hridge the stream will need consultat ion under section 40-t of the Clean Water 
Act. Addi tionally, construction of the proposed trail m tho ca>tcm edge oftl1e Preserve wi ll 
necessarily cross D~er Creek. requiring further cnvironm~.":nt;;,l review. \Vc Sllggest that this 
proposC'd tr..lil. if ic is ever construe: ted. should foliO\\ the existing unauthori7t.'<i tmil to the extent 
~ractitablc. 

0 
In closinl:, 11e a>k that the City appro•< the CPA and :-JR,\11> as quick!)' liS possible. To 

h:u end. we ask rhat Development Services UfXIntc the ~IND with nlltlossible speed to fi' the 
dclickncics discussed in t hi ~ Idler. 

F-7 
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RESPONSE 

The Biology Section of the Initial Study Checklist has been revised to 
correct this error. 

Comment noted. 
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Thank yuu lor considering our comments. We will be harpy to provide more 
information as needed. 

Sincerely. -_ _. 
-..·/....___ . .r,.._,. 

Fronk Landis, PhD (Botany) 
Conservation Chair 
California Native Plnnt Society, San Diego 
Chapter 

RESPONSE 
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,£C O Co 
~ 0 {;+ .. ,. .. ... 
~ .... San Diego Coun_ty Archaeological Society, Inc. 

~ ~ :· Environmental Rev1ew Comm1ttee 
" ., 
s-'f o<.J' 14 i\pri l 201 4 
~0 ~ 

<oc, c ~> I. 

To: 

Subject: 

Ms. Myra Herrmann 
Deve lopment Services Department 
C ity of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail S ta tion 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails Co mmunity Plan Amendments 

And Natural Resources Management P lan Adoption 

Dear Ms. Hcmnann: 

I have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County 
Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DMND and its Cultural Resources Study, we 
have the following comments: 

G- I. 1be Cultural Resources Study indicates that, while equestrian use is causing erosion 
near SDI-1 1696, "[t]he portion o f the si te outside the trail does not appear to be 
suffering any adverse effects from trail usc." There is an implication that SDI- 11696 
is potentially subject to impac ts in the future due to li•rther erosion, unauthorized 
wideniltg of the trail, or the like. The management plan needs to include regular (at 
least annual) inspections by a qualified archaeologist from or retained by the City. 
/\pproprintc nc tions shm.:!t! be :-eco:nmended and imp!cmen!cc! for ar.)' imp.:cts or 
thtcatened impacts that are identified. 

G­
G-

2. The management plan should also inc lude specific actions to be taken to protect SDI-
11696 from illegal collecting in the aftermath of any wildfire over the site . 

3. Cull ural material recovered by Affinis must be curated at a fnci lity which meels the 
standards of the federal 36CFR79, the national standard for cnration facilities. to 
ensure its ongoing avai lability for further scientific and culturJI use. 

(:; - 4. Other thnn these three comments. we concur with the trencmcnt of c ultural resources 
for tbis project. 

P.O. Box 81106 San DIOgo, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538·0935 

RESPONSE 

SAN D IEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY (APRIL 14, 2014) 

G-1 Specific measures recommended by the qualified archaeologist as well as 
additional revegetation efforts in the vicinity of SDI-1 1696 would 
provide further protection of the site. The location of recorded 
archaeological sites are confidential and protected by state law; as such, 
Park & Recreation Department, Open Space Rangers do not know the 
specific boundaries of the recorded site, but as part of their regular duties 
would continue to inspect trails in the general area for effects of 
unauthorized use or erosion, and in consultation with qualified City staff 
or a professional archaeologist retained by the department determine 
what further measures would be required. The NRMP provides specific 
guidance for management of cultural resources within the Preserves. 
Qualified City staff are always available to assist with these management 
efforts. 

G-2 Should the Preserve areas be affected by a wildland fire, qualified staff 
or a professional archaeologist retained by the City would work in 
coordination with the appropriate agency authorities to address any 
potential adverse affects to archaeological resources in accordance with 
the Fire Management and Cultural Resources Management sections of 
theNRMP. 

G-3 See Response to Comments B-3 & B-4. This project does not involve 
federal actions or funding and therefore is not subject to review in 
accordance with NEP A or the standards of 36CFR 79. A federal nexus is 
required for a project to apply any federal standard. The State of 
California standard for curation has and will be followed for this project 
and should an archaeological collection be generated as a result of future 
MMRP implementation; this is the established curation standard for a 
project reviewed in accordance with CEQA regardless of the fact that the 
curation facility receiving the materials must meet the federa l standard 
noted above. 

G-4 Comment noted. 

RTC-27 
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rh"nk you for providing the oppm1unity to review and comment upon this DMND. 

cc: Affinis 
SDCAS Presidem 
Pile 

Sincerely, 

~~· 
Environmental Review Committee 

P.O Box 811(16 • San Oiego, CA 92138-11()6 • (858) 538-0935 

RESPONSE 
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS 
C ultu re Co mmittee 
I " lnflolt l~d 1,: V;~llt·~ C~..:uL·r. ( ;;lirorn ia \.}20X2 
(7~11}} 2!Jf - ~b~.J \ II' c{()(J) ~·t7-2t)''"! /1., l,i\ i7f; q l i1'L·l{'ll)i 

Arril 22. 2014 

Myra llemnann 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 first Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego. CA 9210 I 

Rc: CarmeJ MountainJDcl Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments 

Ocar Myra Herm"'ann: 

'l11is lener is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luiscno Indians. Thank you for inviting us to 
submit comments on the Carmel Mounwin/Dd Mesa Trails Community l'lan AmendmentS Project. 
Rincnn in submining these comments concerning your project's potential impact on Luiserio cultural 
resources. 

[

l'he Rincon Band has concerns for impacts to historic and cultural resources and the finding of items of 
sigr>ificant cultural value that could be disturbed or destroyed and arc considered culturally significant to 
the Luiseilo people. This is to infonn you, your identi·fied location is not within the Luiserio Aboriginal 
Territory. In fact, your project t:1lls within Kumcyaay Aboriginal Territory. We recommend that you 
ocated a tribe within the project area to received direction on how to handle any in.adve11en1 findings 

according to their customs and traditions. 

If you would like inforn1atiun on tribes within your project area, please contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission and they will assist with a referral. If for some reason you are unable to locme an 
interested tribe please notify us sand we will be happy to assist you in the matter. 

Thank you lor the opportunity to protect and preserve our cultural resources. 

Sincerel)', 

A~.rt/cr.,;t.c/ 
y k~sc Duro 

Rincon Culture Commillcc Chairman 

n n Ma7,zeni 
l'rtbal C.:hammm 

Slcphanie Spenc~r 
\.'it~ l'hltir\WIIlilll 

S!t!'\11! Stallings 
Comtl.!il Member 

Laurie E. Gonzalez 
('uunc:i iMcmhcr 

Fmn~ Mauctti Ill 
C1)UIICtl ·~kmU~·r 

RESPONSE 

RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS {APRJL 22, 2014) 

H-1 Comment noted. Also see Response to Comment Nos. B-1 & B-2. 
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Herrmann, Myra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

_I ,-\, __ 

LETTER 

Richard Jul1en [r!jt@cox.net} 
Sunday, March 23, 2014 7:17 !WI 
DSDEAS 
Del Mar Mesa Mitigated Declaration 

, (CarmeLYalley, DeLMar Mesa, Pacific Highlands Ranch, Torrey Highland, 
Rancho Penasquito) Carmel Mountain I Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan 
Amendments and Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption I -Draft MND 
Public Review ends: April21, 2014 

WBS No 21002131 

I Encouraging news but an East-West Cpnnector as proposed in the·original 
: SDMBA proposal is a glaring qmission that would complete a truly fu_nctional 
' trail plan. 

! Thank You Richard Julien 2_~-::..; :-77-;::.. -:..:;,-~.._:-- -,_~---=-~ I 

I-1 
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RESPONSE 

RICHARD J ULIEN (MARCH 23, 2014) 

The trail plan for the Del Mar Mesa Preserve does allow for this trail to 
be opened in the future should the California Department of Fish & 
Wildlife allow the connection to be made; however, completion of an 
east-west connection is currently precluded. 



Herrmann, Myra 

From: 
Sont: 
To: 
Subject: 

J-l 
Hi Myra, 

LETTER 

joe dupee )session661@gmail.com) 
Thursday, April10, 20t4 2:12PM 
Paul Rothstein; DSD EAS 
Re: Tunnels trails plan FW; Draft MND- Cormcl Mountain · Del Mar Mesa NRMP Date 
3-20-1 4 

ifthtS is s11.·h a problem, we have already destroyed mtliluns may even billion; ufwild life specimens 11 hc·n 
huilding all aruumJ t hi~ nrca and beyond. i would ngrce that we ,:iJnuld be concerned at some point, it already 
too I me and allowcU QUJ l o~:~l govcmmcnt to dcvdop in many areas that \\{~rr already arTtcted. Lets start here, 
where L·'" prevent from homes being built? What arc the natural drivers behind des troying more species and 
eco-systems? OJ. su now that we have th.is all into pcrspect!Vc, how would bicycles be alTecting these areas'/ is 
really bicycles or people dumping junk. People will dump junk all day long. Yes this is great problem, what are 
we going to do to prevent this issue? You already want to shut an area down from expo~ure, who is going to 
regulate and patrol these areas'! This maybe a time were cyclists of the like can be part of a solution and help 
keep these areas clear of ri ff raft. What hnve we learned from 1988 until now from the PCT and other trials 
being affected or no t a fleeted. What have the maintenance people of the PCT and other trails completed to keep 
the trai ls from affecting species vernal pools and the ecosystem? What have we learned s ince 1988. Bicycles 
arc no t going any where, in fact, on the green transportation rate we nrc at, we all will be carpooling in small 
cars and rid ing bicycles every,vhcrc. My concem, i~ geurcd more to what nrc g<>ing to do to keep people safe 
on the road? Shnulrl we allow cycli ... t-: to he'-' part of the solution t lr, cut back on nmgcrs fl!ld cut off aU acct:.Ss 
lt'1 areas where brulhcls and who know what is bt:ng pcrtOnned. Plt:a!:t<..' ··~.:~':lsidcr tlus CUIHnulrtlt._Ttl before ils 
too late. 

\Vhccl with Purpose: and ~mile 

Joe 

J-1 
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RESPONSE 

JOE DUPEE (APRJL 10, 2014) 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the MND or 
the project's potential significant effects on the environment; therefore 
no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 



LETTER 

H errmann, M yra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Matthew Bartelt !Matlhew.Bartelt@unionbank.comj 
Monday, Apnl21. 2014.3:49 PM 
OSO EAS 

Subj ect: WBS No 21002131 - Carmel Valley, Del Mar Mesa, Pacific Hoghlands Ranch, Torrey 
Highland, Rancho Penasqurto) Carmel Mountain I Oel Mar Mesa Trarls Communiiy Plan 
Amendments and Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption 

Dear Ms. Herrmann, 

I wanted to take a moment to comment on the draft for the adoption of the Del Mar Mesa. 

1 am pleased that the process is nearing completion and we can see a light at the end of ttle tunneL While the re port is 
quite thorough in its assessment of the vegetation and the 1m pacts of trail use, it st111 has two major short comings: 

r-1. 

~ 2. 

N o East / W est Co n n ec tor - while the land at the top of the mesa between the Rhodes land to the east 
and the f1re/servlce road to the west is under control of the California Department of fish and Wildlife, i t is 
important that a proposed trail be show n through that p roperty. While t hey (CDFW) is- currently banning access 
to the property in question, there is verbage within their own documents that allows a case by case exception. I 
am hopeful that they eventually allow access. If we do not propose the trail in the current plan, we wHI have to 
commission an entirely new study for the new trail and add many more years and thousands of dollars for those 
addit ional .studies. Please add the proposed f ast/West connector whether it is approved by COFWor not. 

Tunnel l t e rmination point at Camin o D el Sur - There is a curren t plan to push Camino Del Sur 
fror11 ib L-urrent terminus sou th Into t he Khodes p roperty. The road will cross the canyon the Tunnel l currently 
occupies. Instead of the cl imb out of the canyon, the t rail will be effectively cut off by the fill to-allow Camino 

Del Sur to cross the canyon. Can we find a way to ensure there will be an adequate ex it from the east of Tunnel 
lthat does not lnc:lude having to d ismount a bicycle and carry it up a long flight of stairs? Please have the 
developer accommodate a mult i user exit to camino Del Sur. 

Thank your for your time and effort in thfs. I realize 1t has been a lo t but we are very dose to having a completed t rail 
system. Plea~e feel free to contact me at the information provided below if you have any questions. 

Matthew Bartelt 
Va Presicet'l:., Senor Jost!VCtor ll 
TaiC.flt OeYelopment ilnd l.Hrn.ng 

Direct 858 496 5861 1 F~x 858 496 5860 
Unoon Bani< I Bl~BA Me'cu'Y Cl>ut 
MC 14-730 I San Diego, CA 92t 11 
matthew bort~~·l;..corn I t.n.onbank.mm 

b UnionBank 
... 

.,_.--, :.un ::'"4 a· :•l -::a::~,.~-,. H . ·~· - r~ ;.,;:,.,, :..•·n·~;':"~ ~;. --t-: a 
• • • • • • • • o .,. o • . ·• ~ • "o t l., I • o • • • • ,. • • a .... o ,. 4 • o .., of ,.. , ' • , • " o ",. • •• , - • .,.- , ... 6 • • ~ ... w,.. ,. - .• • , •• • • • 
'l'his .;u!:\o-:~.J.n-~t:iur, ll:-:clud!.n'! ar-.y o:.. "t.acr'!c..znrs) :-:ay cor.tai~ 9r.:..vileged or 
cor.ad•n~ !.a:. intctt:lc:~t ion intcndPa :-or a spac:l Cic ind: " ' d!llll <'~~ c~L~OSP, 
a:1.d is p~o:.eco:ed by la :..• . !r you 4.ri'! r:or "" he lr.tendect rec!p.:. ent, yo'.J. !Jt,o!ilrl 
de l t-::e t. lu.::. co."r'.:::unic!tio!': ~ :-.o/oc !h~ec :;h~ ma.:cnats and o1.ny attach!t;en\...:!1 a:!d 
"'rc hercOy r.on tiec tho.t a!'ly dis.:lost:.~a. copying , o! Cist.ributiO:'l of ;.hu~; 
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RESPONSE 

MATTHEW BARTELT {APRIL 21, 2014) 

See Response to Conunent I- 1. 

T he offsite trail noted in this comment is part of the Merge 56 project 
(formerly Rhodes Crossing) and not included in this analysis. This 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the MND or the 
project's potential significant effects on the environment; therefore no 
response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 



L-) 

LETTER 

Herrmann, Myra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Sea Breeze Properties, LLC (gary@seabreezeproperties.com] 
Sunday, April20, 2014 1 34 PM 
DSDEAS 

Subject: 

besemer james; Wood Amy; London Ken; Rabbitl Elizabeth; Mikuteit Rob; Drake Preston; 
Vinson Michael: William Nolan; Metcalf Paul; Ray Ellis; Ross Usa 
Fwd:Drafl Negative Declaration - for CM & DMM Preserve Trails CPA & Management Plan 
MND WBS NO: 21002131 

Attachments: MND Preserve Management .pdf; ATI00001 .ntm 

This email is the fonnal response to the MND from the Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Bnard 

Response to Cannel Mnt & Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendment and Natural Resources 
Managemeru Plan l'vll\'D 

The Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board is concerned that the CPA & Management Plans do not address 
the fact that they will be eliminating established trails linking the DMM Preserve to the existing Torrey 
Highlands and Rancho Pcnasquitos Communities on its eastern edge, and without these linkages they proposed 
Marwgemcnt Plan would be elimina ting regularly used commuting and recreational trails. The impacts o f 
closing these tmillinkages should have been evaluated, including the fact that previous enforcement attempts 
to close these tmils have resulted in the establishment of new connections through the Preserve or the creation 
of new recreational trails just ours ide the boundary of the Preserve with significant negative impact to those 
arcns. 

Actions Requ ired: The MND should address the impacts of eliminating these existing trails. 
With respect to the Drall MND and the Initial Study Checkhst, Paragraph X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: 

L-

Page 28: Part a) "Physically divide an established community?". The "No Impact" bo.x is checkl!tl. This 
is incorrect 11te Plan will result in the separation of existing links between established communities. 

Page 3 1: NCFUA Subarea 5, No. I " .. . Trails through this oren should llSC the existing di>turhed roads 
as much as possible .. .. ". There is an existing/established cast-west connector which is disturbed and 
which can be retained to maintain this link. 

The existing Trail Connection is now going to be closed and the impactS of this closure have not been 
evaluated.? 

Gary Levitt 

gary@seabreezeproperties.com 
3525 Del Mar Heights Road # 246 
San Diego, CA 92130 
Tel:- (858) 361-8555 

L -1 
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RESPONSE 

GAR Y LEVITT (APRI L 20, 2014) 

Please see Response to Comment 1-1 which specifically clarifies the 
current situation regarding the east-west connection across CDFW 
property . It should also be noted that trail closures are intended where 
they have not been authorized within the Preserves or have severely 
degraded sensitive habitat through illegal access. As noted in the 
comment, although many of these unauthorized trails may be currently 
used by residents, they have been created illegally and have resulted in 
impacts to sensitive habitat within the Preserves. While trails are an 
allowed use in the MHPA, compliance with the requirements of the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (ESL) and the MSCP 
Subarea Plan for the preservation and protection of sensitive habitat must 
be weighed against the recreational or social actions that have created the 
illegal trails resulting in habitat degradation within the Preserves. These 
actions have been taken into consideration in consultation with Park & 
Recreation Department-Open Space Staff and the Wildlife Agencies in 
determining which trails should be maintained and which would be 
closed. Closing unauthorized trials and discouraging illegal activities 
within the Preserves would not physically divide the community. 



Herrmann, Myra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

M- 1 

LETTER 

Jim Hardeman Uhardemon@gmaa.comJ 
Monday. April21, 2014 7.17 PM 
DSD EAS: jhardeman 
Carmel Valley, Del Mar Mesa, Pacific Highlands Ranch. Ton-ey Highland, Rancho Penasquito) 
Carmel Mountain I Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments and Natural 
Resources Management Plan Adoption I Of aft MND Public Review ends: April 21, 2014 
WB .. 

To whom it may concern, 

Thank you for your considera t ion for the adoption of a trail plan in this area . 
As a Carmel Valley resident this is an important area to me and my family of 
avid riders, hikers and runners. I am also writing to request you include an 
East/West connector trail in your proposal as it is currently excluded. A 
connector is especially important to be able to connect to other trail systems 
and prevent future social trails from being build by those looking to cross the 
Mesa . 

Thank you 

Jim Hardeman 

RESPONSE 

JIM HARDEMAN (APRIL 21, 2014) 

M-1 See Response to Comment 1-1. 
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Herrmann, Myra 

From: 
Sent: 
To ! 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern: 

LETTER 

Roo Simmons lroosimmons2003@Yahoo.com) 
Monday, Ap<l121, 2014 10.34 PM 
DSD EAS 
WBS 21002131 

Thank you for you efforts in preparing the neg dec for Del Mar Mesa Prese.ve. II has been a long 1nvolved process and 
hopefully we are on the homeward stretch. 

I have been asked to write comments on behalf of San Diego Mountain Biking Association. 

Fundamentally my concerns center on the oft discussed need for an East West connection. The Del Mar Mesa 
'
1 

Community Planning Group voiced its suppa<t for the NRMP and ~ails plan based on the need for inclusion of a E-W 
connection. Both lhe Carmel Valley and Rancho PenasqUitos Commumty planning Board acknowledged the leading roll of 
the DMM Planning Board and agreed with the DMM position thai an E-W connection is necessary fa< long term 
management of ~e preserve. 

As we know the possibility for a connection rests With the whim of CDF&W that has jurisdiction over the verna l pool 
rese.ve a top the mesa 

Regardless there does exist a precedent fa< indicating future potential tra1ls in N RMP tra1ls plans. The Black Mountain 
Open Space Park. NRMP includes such a designation for future trail. Lands that are currently pnvatefy hefd have lim1ted 
developf!1ent footprint and at completion of t~e development • open space lands will revert to custooy of the city. The city 
wilt exact a trail in concert w ith development. 

Designating a Point A and Point 8 (E-W) can similally designate the need for a potential trail link without attempting to 
define the specific routing. IF at some future time CDF&W opts to allow egress across the vernal pool preserve, the ~ail 
can be sighted without additional mod~ICations to community plans and yet another long drawn out process fa< 
Pnv1ronmental reviev1s 

SDMBA encourages Development Services to duplicate the protocol used lor BMDSP and designate trailhead locations 
ONLY for an E-W connection. 

l
Addilionalfy, Tunnel1 trail (crosses what was formerly Western PacifiC property) comes in conflict with t~e grading plan for 
the extension of Camino Del Sur southward. It is my understanding via ca<respondence with city staff thai egress of 

1 
Tunnel one onto the "Merge 56" development with be amended into the development requirements. 

~- Furthermore, the trails plan calls for an extension of a new trail egressing Darkwood Canyon onto the mesa that connects 
w ith Tunnel 1, This too is in confiict with both Merge 56 and wi th Santa Fe Summit IV plans ( on Catholic Diocese 
property). I encourage Development Services to provide clarity as to the intent of th1s connection, reaHzing that the 
development on the mesa can cause revision to ho·w ttus connection Is realized long term. 

l
laslly, I wish to po1nt out the grave concern SDMBA has with regard to the Diocese p<operty This 1 1 aaes is not deemed 
MHPA and yet is of similar sensibve habitat as the preserve lands that surround ft on 3 sides. Coastal sage, manzanita 

N•J and even a vernal pool on the southwest corner make il obvious that this land is not suitable for development and should 
be redassif1ed as MHPA and used as banked mitigation. We strongly encourage Oevelopmenl Services to take a f1rst 
hand eye witness audit of I he parcel to confirm our assertions of its habitat value. Conservation of the endangered coastal 
sage habitat is a P<ime component of MSCP and yet here we have a potential breach of public trust 

Yours Truly 

Roo Simmons 
San Diego Mounta1n B1king Associalion 
Member Black Mountain Open Space CAC 
Member Los Penasqu11os Canyon Preserve CAC 
D1strct 6 Rep Rancho Panasqwtos Planning Board 

N-1 
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RTC-35 

RESPONSE 

ROD SIMMONS - SAN DIEGO MOUNTAIN BIKING ASSOCIATION 
(APRIL 21, 2014) 

See Response to Comment l-1. 

See Response to Comment K-2. 

Comment noted. 
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so a/' .-/E 
A~ Sempra Energy utilry• 

Apri l !6, 2010 

Ms Betsy MiUcc, MSCP Biologist 
Park end Recreation Open Space 
City of Sao Diego 
202 C Street, MS 804A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

LEITER 

Dashiell S. Meoks 
Senlor Environmental Specialist 
8315 Century Park Court 
CP21 E 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(T) 858-637-371 1 
(F) 858-637-3700 

Subject: Cannel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Preserves Resource Management Plan 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

,.---- Son Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment 
on the scope and content of the Carmel Mou.nblln a.od Del Mor MeSa Pn::~crves Resource 
Management Plan... Thank: you for retumios my telephone call a.c.d confirming that you 
would consider SDG&E COtll!llellts if submitted no later than Friday, April 16, 2010. 
The subject Plan sites contain SDG&E power line eas=ents, equipment, and associated 
access maintenance roads. 

SDO&E's interest in this projee1 is primarily due to two large SDG&E electric 
transmission conidors and associated access roads. As indicattd ln the Resource Plan. a 
"150-foot-wide SDG&E easement runs north to south along~ western side of the 
C3llllel Mountain Preserve and encompa!SCS approximately 8.0 acres. The easement 
accommodates 138-kllovolt and 230-kilovolt high-tension overhead transmissiOQ llces. a 
30-inth high-pressure gas line, and 10- and 16-inch fuel lines." The Plan does not seem 
to mention the potential .impact on 12-ldlovolt electric distribution or 69-k.ilovolt electric 
transmission facilities which are also located in the Carmel Mountain Preserve. In 
addit1on, tlte Resource Plan does not appear to occount for alOO·foot·wide SDG&E 
eanmeot which l"UUlS north to .sou th through the c:e:n.tcr of the Del ~r Mesa 
Pn:..sen-e and t nc:ompa.!se$ app roximately 14.5 acres. lbis 100-foot-wide easement 
includes 138-kilovolt and 230-kilovolt overhead electric transmission lines aod a 12-
kilovoll electric distribution ci rcuit. 'Whereas some of our acct:ss roads are outside o( the 
actual I 00-foot-wide or I SO-foot-wide easemeotlcorridor that contains our facilities, 
the:&: access roads and our right of access to tho easement/corridor are pan of the 
easemeQt itself and are just as critical to SDG&E as the easement/corridor itself. 

To adequately address any potential impactS to these easements, SDG&E requests that, at 
u minimum, Section 6.1 of the Resource Manage men~ Plan, entitled ';SDO&E U tility 

0 -1 
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RESPONSE 

SAN DIEGO G AS & ELECTRIC {APRIL 16, 2010) 

According to staff from the Park & Recreation Department Open Space 
Division, aH comments included in the letter from 2010 have been 
addressed and/or incorporated into the NRMP prior to releasing the 
document as part of this environmental analysis in 2014. In addition, the 
land rights that SDG&E has acquired via their easements do not include 
the right to preclude the pub lic from using the easement area. No 
agreement is required for public access on SDG&E easements. SDG&E 
may also have fee-owned land or "right of way" from which they may 
choose to preclude public access. 
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Aprill6, 2010 
City of San Diego 
Pa1e 2 

LETTER 

Maintenance", describe in detail the existing SDG&E eascmco.ts and discuss any 
potential impacts to SDO&E 's tacilidcs and maintenance access roads. Future 
owner/developers will need to site t.lteii improvements so as to avoid unacceptable 
impacts 10 these casements, or work wirh SDO&P. 10 reloca!e or abandon the casements, 
facilities, and/or access roads. Please contJ.ct SDG&E L>nd Management SupetVisor 
MT Sykes in the Real Es~ate & Land Services department (858) 654-1235to further 
discU!J.s eas(,."ment restrictions and encroachment guidelines, 

Please modify Section 2.6, entitled "S.DG&E" to include the following comments: 
a- A total of I I 0 sensitive plant ond wildlife species arc considered to be adequately 

protected within SDG&E's Subregional NCCP Mea (refcrcoce United Slates fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Take Permit PRT 809637 dated December 18, 
1995). The SDG&E's Subregional NCCP Implementing Agreement further Stales 
Uun the "implemeatation of the Subregional Plan is independent of other 
>!CCPPIHCP's and the Covered Species for which Incidental Take is authorized 
under the Take Author..zations is not dependent upon the implcmcots.tioo of such 
plans; and 

b- SDG&E bas an ag;,..emenr approved on May 26, 2004 by both the USFWS and 
California Departtncnt of Fish and Game (CDFG) to clarify the vema! pool 
Clitiglllion measures ofSDG&E's Subregional NCCP. 

Additionally, SDG&E provides the tbiloWU>g information for your consideration ln the 
subject Rc:so1.1.t.--ce Management Plan: 

• Any changes in grade sball not direct drainage i.n a manner t..)ut increases the 
potential for erosion oroucd SDG&E facilities. All grade changes within the 
Right of Way corridor and existing acce!s roads will need to be app.rovcd by 
SOG&E prior t'o the issuance of a "Permission to Grade" letter. Refer to the 
a<tached "GUIDE FOR ENCROACHMENT SDG&E TRANSMISSION 
RJGHTS OF WAY" for a summary of the various dotllll\ents required for access 
and encroachment in SDG&E's transmission rights of way 

Project grades sha.ll be reviewed by SOG&E to assure clearances as required by 
California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95. Any i.mprovcments 
above or below ground 3nd/or adjacent to SDG&E rights of way requires the 
project owncr/<kveloper to be in compliance with CAL OSHA and/or the NICJ for 
Overhead Electric l ine Construction, General Order No. 95 and Underground 
Electric Line Coo.struclion General Order No. 12R C:PUC, du...;,g their 
constnJ.ction and maintenance of those facilities. 

SDG&E's approval to allow gradi.og or encroachments within SDG&E's 
transmission ea.semc..~ts or fee property will be provided througb ''Permission to 
G.rnde Lencr" along with a "Joint Use Agreement", "Consent Agreement'' or a 
"Right of Way Use Agreement" depending on the type of cncroachmt:nl! 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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April16, 2010 
City of San Diego 
rage l 

LETTER 

Project owru:r/devdapers must submit grading plans and site development plans 
(and geotechnical repons if applicable), signed and dated, for SDG&E's review. 
AU SDG&E facililies, existing s!I\Ictures, structure numbers, existing anchors, 
right of way boundaries, document recording information and existing and 
proposed accus raa<!s must be shown on the submitted plans. 

• Grading without SDG&E's written permission is not permitted within SDG&E 
transmission rights of way. Any necessary steps, including legal action, wiU be 
taken to stop activity and restore the righ.ts of way to its original condition al the 
project owner/developer's experue. 

• Any temporary or permanent relocation of facilities or placement of facilities 
underground and/or associated temporary outages shall be completed at tho cast 
of the project owner/developer. 

• Access and through access, !n and along tbe righ.ts of way, is required on a 24-
bour basis to aJJ SDG&E facilities, structures, and anchors for petrol, 
maintenanct. and emergency vehicles.. 

fences and/or walls may be allowed if properly grounded and if access to and 
~uug the: rights of way is not obstrUCted and if access to individual structures is 
not obstructed. 

• If proposed, SDG&E will not authorize use of its righu-of-way or access roads 
for trail purposes by ROA's or private individuals. [n the event tbe City will have 
ownership of trails, SDG&E will enter into Consent to Use Land Agreement, 
which will require indemnification afSDO&E by the City. 

• Landscaping, revegetation and/or habitat enhancement plans for the project shall 
not inhibit SDO&E's access to facilities for purposes including, but not limited ID, 
construction, upgrading, repair, operation or maintenance. All project mitigation 
measures arc to be placed outside of the righl of way, access roadsJ and 
maintenance pads. 

• Chapter 8.0, cotitled Fire Management should address locked gates and 
clarification that SDG&E has tbe authority to maintain the roads annually under 
the Plan~ lo particular, all gates within the righ.U-<>f-woy must bave provisions 
for either an SDG&B standard l.ock or an electric gate ovel'ride key. SDG&E's 
Fire Coordinator, should be can.ulted for additional details at 858-654-8683 and 
an appropriate agreement shoold be approved by Jeff Sykes, Land Management 
Supervisor, 858-654-1235. 

RESPONSE 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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City oi San Diego 
Pago 4 

LETTER 

SDG&E apprcciau:s !he opportuniry to comment on this Resoun:e Management Plan. If 
you have any qucs-Jaos iee! free to contact me at 858·637·3711. 

Sincerely, 

~rl<-<cff) ~J...u 
Dashiell S. Meeks, AICP 
Senior Environmental Specialist 

C'c: Ron Freeman, Environmental Services Team ~ader -Natural Resources 
Susan Hector, Principal Enviro!liDental Specialist - Cultural 
Ellis Jones, Construction and Operations Representative 
Hal Mortier, Fire CoordinAtion, Construction Services 
Jeff Sykes, Land Management Supervisor 
Shannon Turek~ Environmental Services Team Leader - Air and Water Resources 

RESPONSE 
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lnitial Study Checklist 

I. Project title/Project number: CARMEL MOUNTAIN/DEL MAR MESA TRAILS COMMUNITY 

PLAN AMENDMENTS; AMENDMENTS TO THE NORTH CITY, DEL MAR MESA AND PACIFIC 
H IGHLANDS RANCH LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAMB (LCP); PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT 

VACATIONS AND ADOPTION OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN. (SCH 
No. 2014031065) 

2. Lead agency name and address: 
C ITY OF SAN DrEGO 

PLANNrNG DEPARTMENT 

1222 FIRST A VENUE, M S 50 I 
SAN DIEGO, CA 921 0 I 

3. Contact person and phone number: Myra Hemnatm, (619) 445-5372 

4. Project location: The southem pottion ofCatmel Valley; much ofDel Mar Mesa; the 
southcastem portion of Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestern portion of Rancho 
Pefiasquitos and the southern potiion ofTorrey Highlands and is within the C ity of San Diego 's 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (Figures I and 2). 

5. Project applicant/sponsor's name and address: 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

PARK AND RECREATION D EPARTMENT - OPEN SPACE DIVISION 

ATfN: B ETSY MI LLER 
202 C STREET, MS 50 
SAN 01EGO, CA92 10J 

6. General plan designation: OPEN SPACE. 

7. Zoning: OPEN SPACE (OR- 1-2/0C-1-1, CVPD-OS) & AGRICULTURAL (A- 1-10) 

8. Description of project: 
CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL to allow for the adoption of Amendments to the following 
land use plans: Del Mar Mesa, Ca~mel Valley (Neighborhood 8A), Paci1ic Higl1lands Ranch, 
Rancho Peilasqui tos, and Ton·ey Highlands to revise the planned trail system in five northern 
communiti es; adoption of amendments for this segment o f the Nmth City Local Coastal 
Program (LCP): the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8A Specific/Precise Plan, the Del Mar 
Mesa Specific Plan, and the Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea Plan. T he Del Mar Mesa 
Specific Plan and Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea Plans are certified LC P Land Use Plans 
and the amendments to the text and figures to incomorate the proposed trai l alignments also 
constitute LCP amendments. The Cannel. Valley Neighbo rhood 8A Specific/Precise Plan 
was never submitted to the Coastal Commission for certificati on. T he proposed amendment 
would add a text reference in the plan 's trail discussion to the Natural Resources 
Management Plan; adoption of the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources 
Management Plan (NRM P) and Public Access Easement Vacations within the Preserves. 
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The purpose ofthe Community Plan Amendments (CPA) and LCP Amendments is to 
incorporate a trail system that will be implemented in accordance with the Carmel Mountain 
Preserve and Del Mar Mesa Preserve (Preserves) NRMP, including establishing linkages to 
areas adjacent to the Preserves. The trails within the Preserves provide recreational 
opportunities consistent with the policies of the General Plan and applicable conununity 
plans. Alignments within the revised trail system generally follow existing paths and access 
roads. 

Public access easement vacations are requife€Hts part of the CPA, and NR,\.4P- adoption 
included in this analysis may be vacated at a later date. or are being proposed with tl1is 
project. This involves vacating fi~ tlu·ee (3) (Nos. 1, 3, and 4) of the five (5) public 
access easements (Nos. I, 3, and 4) recorded with Toney Santa Fe Units 2-4 (Map Nos. 
14274 and 14275). The two remaining public access points are shown on the trail plan for 
the Del Mar Mesa Preserve. The conserved, City of San Diego-owned parcels immediately to 
the south of the Toney Santa Fe development were added to the area within the Natural 
Resource Management Plan. Therefore, City staff reviewed existing public access easements 
for this area to ensure trail connections between public access points and the Del Mar Mesa 
Preserve. Field inspection by City staff revealed that four of these are in use, and one has 
been fenced and planted over. 

Based on the existing use patterns, the City proposed to include the four, currently used 
public access easements in the trails plan. However, input was requested from the Home 
Owner' s Association (HOA) at Toney Santa Fe prior to finalizing the northern area trail 
plan. The HOA was notified of the NRMP process and presented with alternatives on 
October, 29, 2010, resulting in a vote against allowing public access across easements 1, 3, 
and 4. Easements for access voted fur closure are and not included in the trail plan and will 
may be vacated through the Plan adoption process at a later date. 

The NRMP has been prepared to provide guidelines for the protection and maintenance of 
preserved natural open space on the Preserves as wel l as assuring compliance with Area Specific 
Management Directives (ASMDs) which satisfy the requirements oft-he City's Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan Implementing Agreement for The Preserves. The 
City of San Diego MSCP provides a fiamework for preserving and protecting natural resources 
in the San Diego region. The City of San Diego prepared a Subarea Plan under the MSCP to 
meet the requirements of the Califomia Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) 
Act of 1992. The Prese1ves NRMP describes the tasks that will ensure management and 
maintenance of the Preserves in accordance with the MSCP and the Subarea Plan. The natural 
open space of the Prese1ves harbors extremely sensitive and depleted vegetation communities 
and species unique to the San Diego region. 1l1e p1imary resm.u·ces to be protected on these 
Preserves are vemal pools; sou them maritime chaparral; the continuity of habitat for wildlife 
movement and gene flow and the federally and state listed flora and fauna (particularly the short­
leaved dudleya, Dud/eya blochmaniae ssp. bre v!jolia). 

Adoption ofthe CP As, LCP amendments and the NRMP does not authorize eenstruction 
tH:ier-te or witlHH.+t-sttl3se€Jt!ent approval ifHI£cordance--w-i#l the Land Developffiet-ft...Cede: 
lmplemenfa.t-ien-of--futureiH'o-jeets--i-EI-eR-t-~He€1-i-tHhe NRMP may require submittal and review 



for issuance of a Site Development Penn it (SOP) and/or Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 
prior to £Hty plan implementation; construction-related activities, eat- are not being proposed 
at this time. Opening and use of existing trails within the Preserves docs not require issuance 
of a pem1it or further environmental review. 

9. SUJTounding land uses and setting: Btiefly describe the project's surroundings: 
The areas covered by the CPA, NRMP and Easement Vacations are generally desc1ibed as 
the southern p01tion of Cannel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the southeastern portion of 
Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestern portion of Rancho PeilaSlJUilu:s amllht: southern 
p01tion ofTOtTey Highlands (Figures 1 & 2). These project areas are pritnarily within City­
owned open space with su1Tounding residential land uses, Interstate 5 to the west, Interstate 56 to 
the nmth and northeast and Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve to the south. 

I 0. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., pennits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) No other approvals are anticipated to be required at this time. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Sign ificant Impact" as indicated by the 
checkl ist on the following pages. 

0 Aesthetics 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 0 Population/Housing 

0 AgricuJturaJ and 0 Hazards & Hazardous 0 Public Services 
Forestry Resources Materials 

0 Recreation 
0 Air Quality 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Transportation/Trafflc 
0 Biological Resources 0 Land Use/Planning 

0 Utilities/Service Systems 
0 Cultural Resources 0 Mineral Resources 

0 Mandatory Findings of 
0 Geology/Soils 0 Noise Significance 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 
On the basis of thjs initial evaluation: 

0 The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATlVE DEC LARA TlON will be prepared. 

0 Although lhe proposed project could have a signiticant effect on the environment, there wjll 
not be a signifi cant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepa red. 

0 The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

0 The proposed project MAY have a ''potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) 
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 
attached sheets. An ENV£RONMENTAL 1MPACT REPORT is required. 

0 Although the proposed project could bave a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
(MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) 
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 



a) 

Less Than 

PotentiaU~ Significant 
Significant Less Than 

Issue with Significant No Impact 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

AESTHETICS- Would the 
project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? D D 0 0 

The Project is located within two MHPA Open Space Presen,es. Topography within the Carmel Mountain 
Preserve can be generally described as level coastal terraces that tilt slightly westward. The central portion of 
the Preserve is afairly level mesa vmyingfrom 380 to 430 feet AMSL with several small drainages dissecting 
the margins oft he mesas. The Del1Vlar Mesa Preserve is more diverse with level mesa tops, steep slopes, 
major drainages, and undulating mima mounds and intervening depressions (vernal Pools). Elevations in this 
Preserve range.fi-om 420feet AMSL on the mesa to 200feet AJvlSL in the bottom of Deer Canyon which runs 
along the northern edge of the Preserve. 

Overall, the character ofthe Preserves would not change vvit/i adoption of the CPA 1i·ails Plan, NRMP or 
Easement Vacations. The existing uses within the Preserves would generally be unchanged although 
implementation would result in .future trails closures and/or revegtalion/restoration. ofdegraded/damaged 
areas to protect and prese111e sensitive biological and cultural resources. Scenic qualities within the 
Preserves would not be affected and users would still have unobstructed views throughout the area. 
Therefore, the project would not cause a significant impact to a scenic vis/a. 

a) Substantially damage 
scenic resou rces, including 
but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

D D D 

There are no designated scenic highways in the project vicinity. The closest eligible State Scenic 
Highway, 1-5, is located west of the Preserve areas. Thus, the project would not impact a state scenic 
highway. The Project is within the MHPA and there are no designated trees or historic buildings within 
the Preserves which would be considered scenic resources. No rock oulcroppings would be disturbed 
with implementation oftlze Project. 

c) Substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its 
SUITOUndi ngs? 

D D 

Adoption o.lthe CPA Trails Plan and NRMP will allow the City's Park & Recreation Department to 
implement management guidelines and directives for maintenance o.f the Preserve while protecting 
natural and cultural resources vvitholll degrading the visual character of the area. The revised trails plan 
for the Prese11'es would allow current andfuture users continued access .for recreational opportunities. 
No sign~flccmt change in lanclfonn or grading would occur. The Project would not reduce the diversity o.{ 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially Significant with 
Impact 

Mitigation 
Issue 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

elements associated with the Preserves and implementation offuture project!; would not result in an 
aesthetic that is significantly dif/erentji-om tile existing aesthetic wit/tin the Presen1es. 

d) Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare 
that would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in 
tbe area? 

D D 0 

Lighting within or adjacent to the MHPA must meet spec(fic standards using the lowest illumination 
allowed for human safety, selectively placed, shielded, and directed away.from preserved habitat in 
accordance with the MSCP Subarea Plan, Lcmcl Use Adjacency Guidelines. However, this project does 
not include any elements or other facilities that would require fighting. Therefore, the Projecl would not 
resull in significant light or glare impacts. 

b) AGRICULTURAL AND 
FOREST RESOURCES: ln 
detennining whether impacts 
to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model 
( 1997) prepared by the 
California Department of 
Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest 
resources, including 
timberland, are significant 
enviromnental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to 
i nfonnation compiled by the 
Cal ifomia Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state's inventory 
of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest 
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Issue 

carbon measurement 
methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by 
the Californ ia Air Resources 
Board. - Would the project: 

a) Converts Prime Fannland, 
Unique Farmland , or 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the 
Californ ia Resources 
Agency, to non­
agricultural use? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

No Impact 

Both Preserve areas are Located within City-owned Open Space with both open-space and agricultural 
zoning. /lowever. neither area is classified as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmlands. nor 
would the Project convertfarmlands to a non-agricult11ral use. Thus, 110 impact to importantfarmlanc/s 
would occur with adoption o.fthe CPA Trails Plan, NRMP or Easement Vacations. 

b) Con flict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act 
Contract? 

0 0 0 

The Preserve areas are zoned Agricultural (A-1-10) and Open Space (OR-1-2, OC-1 ~1 Gild CVPD-OS). 
Although agricultural uses are allowed in certain areas by right, the project sites are no/ under a 
Williamson Act contract and are not currently utilized fo r agricultural pwposes, nor are tllere any future 
p lans for agricultural uses ·within either Preserve. No impact would occur. 

c) Conflict with existing 
zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public 
Resources Code section 
1220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public 
Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as 
defined by Govenunent 
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Issue 

Code section 511 04(g))? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Signfficant 

Impact 
No Impact 

No forest Land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production areas are located ·within or 
adjacent to the project sites, nor would the Project propose any changes to the zoning of the site to such 
uses. Thus, implementation of the Project would not impact Land zonedfor.forest land. 

d) Result in the loss of forest 
land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest 
use? 

0 0 0 

No forest land would be lost, nor would forest land be converted to non-forest use with implementation of 
the Project. 

e) Involve other changes in 
the existing environment, 
which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

0 0 0 

As discussed in response II (b) above, the Project areas are within City-owned Open Space and not 
currently used for orplanneclfor agricultural pwposes, nor are there any current or planned agricultural 
orforest uses within the Preserves. Only minimal changes to the environment wouLd result when.fitture 
projects are implemented in accordance vvith the Project. These minimal changes HIOttld not co11flict with 
any existing agricultural or forest land or result in the conversion o.f agricultural or.forest land to other 
uses. Tints, no impact wouLd occur. 

ill. AIR QUALITY- Where 
available, the s ignificance 
criteria established by the 
applicable air quality 
management or air pollution 
control disttict may be relied 
on to make the following 
detetminations- Would the 
project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct 

impJemenlation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

IS Checklisi/Revised Febmnry 2U 15 

0 0 D 



lssue Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Signiticant 

with 
Mitigation 

lncm·porated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Federal and state laws regulate the criteria air pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationmJ' and 
mobile sources. Criteria pollutants are defined by state and.federallaw as a risk to the health and 
welfare of the general public. The United Stales Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is 
responsible for enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 19 70 and its 1977 and 1990 Amendments. 
The CAA required the USEPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which 
identi,/jl concentrations of pollutants in the ambient air below which no adverse effects on the public 
health and we?fare are anticipated. The NAAQS regulate six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), 
sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen dioxide (N02), ozone (OJ), respirable particulate matter (PM 1o) .. fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5). and lead (Pb). The California Air Resources Board (CARE) has established 
the more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the six criteria pollutants 
through the Calffornia CAA of 1988, and also has established CAAQS.for additional polLutants, including 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility-reducing particles. Areas that do not meet the 
NMOS or the CAAQS.for a particular pollutant are considered to be "nonattain.ment areas ''for that 
pollutant. 

The CARE is the slate reguLaLOIJ' agency ·with authority to enforce regulations to achieve and maintain 
the NAAQS and CAAQS. The CARB is responsible.for the developmellt, adoption, and e1~{orcement of the 
state's motor vehicle emissions program, as well as the adoption of the CAAQS. !n San Diego, the Air 
Pollution Control District. (SDAPCD) is responsible for attainment planning required by the California 
CAA. The SDAPCD develops the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) to address strategies within the 
San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) to altain and maintain air quality standards (June 30, 1992. as amended). 
The local RAQS, in combination with thoseji-om all other Cal([omia nonattainment areas with serious 
(or worse) air quality problems, are used by CARE to develop the California Slate Implementation Plan 
(SIP). The SIP was adopted by the CARBin 1994 and approved by the USEPA in mid-1996. Since that 
elate. the SDA B lzas achieved its attainment goals in a limely manner. 

The Project involves adoption o.lthe CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and public access easement vacations 
which vvi!l allow the City's Park & Recreation Department to implement management guidelines and 
directives for maintenance o./Lhe Preserves while protecting natural and cultural resources. Future 
projects implemented in accordance with the Project are not anticipated to generate pollutants into the 
local airshed. For the most part, activities associated with fllture trail closures involving 
revegetation/restoration efforts "Would on~y require the use o.lhand tools and lor limited use of small 
machi.ne1y (e.g. small bobcat). In those cases, standard dust control measures and Best Management 
Practices would be implemented. Hov..•e vcr, these types o_fpro_jects do not have the scope which 1vmtld 
conflict with applicable air quality plans for the area and therefore, no impact would resull. 

b) Violate any air quality 
standard or conttibute 
substan tially to an existing 
or projected air quality 
violation? 
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On April15, 2004. the SDAB was classified as a basic nonaltainment area for the 8-hour NAAQS for 0 3. 

The SDAB is an attainment area for the NAAQS.for all other criteria pollutants. The SDAB currently 
falls under a national "maintenance plan" for CO, follo"ving a 1998 redesignation as a CO attainment 
area (SDAPCD 2008b). The SDAB is currently classif1ed as a nonattainment area under the CAAQS.for 
01 (serious nonattainmenL), P.NJ,o. and PM2.5 (CARB 2008). As noted above in Section ill. a, the types of 
projects that would be implemented once the CPA and NRMP are adopted do not have the scope which 
would violate any air quality standard and therefore. no impact would result. 

c) Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase 
of any c1iteria po11utant for 
which the project region is 
non-attairunent under an 
applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality 
standard (including 
releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

D D D 

'l11e SCA QMD 's approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on forecasts of attainment of 
ambient air quality standards in accordance with /.he requirements oftlze.federa! and state CAAs. As 
discussed in response JII(a), the project would not conflict with the RAQS or applicable portions ofthe 
SIP and would maintain the attainment goals of the SDAB for all criteria pollutants. In addition, as 
discussed in response Ill(b), any jitture project-related construction would be limited to sm.all machine1:Y 
and hand-tools, would be short-term in nature, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase o.(03precursors (ROG and NO,), Plvfi(J or PM1.5 (refer to Table 1). Therefore, the Project would 
not reslllt in cumulatively considerable contributions to criteria pollutants within the SDAB. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

D D D 

Sensitive receptors include schools (preschool through 12'11 grade), hospitals, resident care.facilities. day­
care centers, or otherfaci!ities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adverse~y 
impacted by changes in air qualiz)i. None of these ()ipes of uses occur adjacent to the Preserves nor 
would implementation of the Trails Plan or NRJv!P result in m~v substantia/levels ofpolfulmtts. As 
discussed earlie1~ the Project does not propose any uses which are not alreac(J' occurring within the City­
owned open space Preserves. Furthermore. none of these ongoing activities generate pollutant 
concentrations which would be adverse to sensitive receptors ({they did occur near the Preserves Lastly. 
health risks from. pollutallts general~}! require prolonged exposure of decades. Chronic exposure is 
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dejlned in the Cal~fornia Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Air Toxics "Hot Spots'' 
Program Risk Assessment Guidelines as 24 hours per day. seven days per week, 365 days per year. for 70 
years. Persons using the open space or surrounding areas would not experience this level of e.tposure. It 
is not anticipated that the recreational uses within the Preserves would result in the formation of CO 
hotspots. in the absence of any Localized health risk posed by air pollutants in the project vicinity, if is 
determined that the Project would not result i11 a sign~flcrmt health risk. 

e) Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

0 0 D 

implementation o.f the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP, along with continued operation of existing trails, 
closure o.(traifs and revegetation/restoration efforts wouLd not have the potentia/to create objectionable 
odors that could affect a substantia/number of people. 

fV. 8 LOLOG JCAL RESOURCES 
- Would the project: 

a. Have substantial adverse 
effects, either directly or 
tlu·ough habitat 
modifications, on any 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in 
local or regional plans, 
po licies, or regulations, or 
by the Cali forn ia 
Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

0 0 0 

Numerous biological jleld SZ111teys have been conducted during development o.f the Preserves trail system 
between June 2009 and JamtaJy 2014. The results of the surveys are presented in the project biological 
technical report prepared for the Project by R.ECON Environmental inc., and the City of San Diego Park 
& Recreation Department (RECON 2001, City of San Diego 2014). Tltejield surveys included vegetation 
mapping and mapping of sensitive plant and animal species. Sou them Maritime Chaparral, Southern 
Mixed Chaparral, and Chamise Chaparral are the dominam plant communities within the NRMP 
boundClly (Figures 3 and 4 o.f the Ci~v Biology Assessment, 20 14). Vernal pools. Southern Willow Scrub, 
Scrub Oak Chaparral. Coastal Sage Scrub. Non-native Grassland and Eucalyptus Woodland habitats are 
a /so found with in I he .Jd.e.rk-Preserves. 

N<Jfeclerel~v er-tr/T:He lislect -plant species were ebservefl- wi+Rffl-lhe GDP prciject boundm~~: fl.ewcvcr.-ene 
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MuWple Species Genserwxtion Progr9m (MSCP) l"ltwnnl' EPulemic species, aphanisn'l:tl (i\pharusma 
blitoides) wRS identified during thefield sun·ey. The following Hine other sensitive plant species were 
observed 'll'ilhin the project boundtuy: ,h/uttall 'o· scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), south coast sallseale 
(AtriplmE pacifica), Sa11 Diego ba.rrel eaetbiS (Feroeaetus viridescens), sea dahlia (Coreopsis maritima), 
elif.f"spwge (Euphorbia misera), red sand vep·bena (Abreoia maritima), Stm Diego segeworl (Artemisia 
palmeri), Qd~{Grnia box th.orn (Lycium califemieum), and 'WOol~)' sea.b/i,ee (Suaeda taxifolia). 

The .following sensitive species have been identified in the area where trail improvements are proposed: 
aphanisma. south coast saltscale, sea dahlia, clijf'spurge, Calijomia box-thorn, and woolly seablite. In 
order to minimize impacts to these species. locations of these plants 'Would be idenNfied in thefield and 
efforts made to design the trails in a ·way that minimizes potential impacts to these plants. Although 
Imtyaets any impacts to aphanisma would be considered significant due to its str11us as a nwTol:v endemic, 
avoidance and minimization efforts implemented in accordance with the NRJviP would ensure no direct 
impacts to this species. Impacts to the other species would not be considered sign(ficanl given their low 
sensitivity. Furthermore, sorrte o(lltese species WfJtfld mav be included in the native planting proposed as 
part oflhe GOP future restoration efforts. 

Animal species noted during surveys for the NRMP and the project-specific biology sun1eys demonstrate 
that the JlerlrPreserves supports a jimclioning chaparral ecosystem as expected within an MSCP Core 
Biological Area. The Preserves support diverse wildlife species: Carmel Mountain surveys detected 1 I 
mammal, 51 bird, 4 reptile, 1 amphibian, and I invertebrate species; while, Del Al/ar Mesa Preserve 
sur,•eys detected 12 mammal, 62 bird, 7 reptile, 4 amphibian, and 14 invertebrate species, The diversity 
of animals obsen,ed and v.pected to occur are typical ofrelative~v undisturbed native habitat in coastal 
San Diego County and include Califomia ground squirrel. southern pocket gopher, wooclrats. bush 
rabbits, coyote, gray.fox, southern rnule deer, red-tailed hawks. Cal~fornia quail, mourning doves. Anna's 
hummingbirds, Cal((omia towhees, western .fence lizard, San Diego homed lizard, red diamond 
rattlesnc1ke and San Diego .faiJ)I shrimp. 

The NRMP does not propose adverse impacts to biologically sensitive resources and has been created to 
maintain and improve the quality of conserved La!lds withi11 the project area by providing Area Spec(fic 
Management Directives (ASMDs) to guide management and monitoring actions in conformance with the 
MSCP, The NRMP contains general sections detailing the location, O'Yvnership. and mitigation status of 
parcels -.,vithin the preserve; detailed survey information on exis ting environmental conditions necessm:v 
.for management; iJ?(ormation on existing land uses and management challenges relevant to natural 
resource management; and resource management, mainlrmance and recreation guidelines for 
implementation by Park slqff The NRNIP also ident(/ies and prioritizes enhancement (e.g. invasive weed 
removal). education, and research needs and includes an implementation schedule with responsible 
parties. 

The proposed /rail system which is within the Ci(v's MflPA ll'ill close ami restore of13.29 miles of 
e.:dsting trails. including areas a_( vernal pools and ripnl'icln habitat, resulting in an overall net benejitlo 
the PrPserves, In addition, the proposed trail plan (or Del Mar Mesa 5')~ has been 8pprel'efl by 
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Wildl[/e Service (USFJVS) and by the Ca/({omia Department ofFish and 
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Wildlife (CDFW) as part o[lhe development oft he draO NRMP and the Citv 's Vernal Pool Habitat 
Conservation Plan. and is e:xpected to result in an overall net benefit to vernal pools within the NRJvlP 
area. Altheugh aAdoption oftlze CPA Trails Plan and NRMP will not result in impacts to biological 
resources:...J~future pro:feets irnpkmen!ed in eeeerdtilHCC with !he adopted NRA!P htilve the petentitill to 
reBIILI in direct andlar indirect i:nptilets te se:qsitive species a:qd htilbittilt. Thercfere, til: The lvfitigation 
Framework/or Biological Resources, including the ASMDs contained within the NR.Iv!P have been 
incorporated into the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) detailed in Section V of 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). These measures are included to assure complianceforfuture 
activities witlzin tlze Preserve for the protection and preservation of sensitive biological resources and to 
reduce potential impacts to below a level ofsign(ficance. 

b) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian 
habitat or other community 
identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, 
and regulations or by the 
California Depat1ment of 
Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

0 D D 

As presented in the project biologicalt.ec/znical reports t!te Presen,es support a number oiH·etland and 
upland plant communities which are identified as important in local, state and.federal planning efforts. 
These habitats within Del Mar Mesa illclude: vema/ pools, southern maritime chaparral, southern mixed 
chaparral, sour/tern willow scrub, scrub oak chaparral, chamise chaparral (including disturbed al!d 
sparse areas), Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed and sparse areas), non-native grassland. 
euca~yptus ·woodland, and no1z-nat.ive vegetation; within Carmel i\lfountain include: Diegan coastal sage 
scrub, southern maritime chaparral, mesic meadow, seeps and Selaginella, and disturbed areas. 

Tlte proposed trail system which is within the City's MHPA will close and restore efl3.29 miles of 
existing trails, including areas of vernal pools and riparian habitat, resulting in an overall net benefit to 
the Preserves. in addition, the proposed trail plan for Del Mar Mesa ~1-has been appro,·ed by 
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Wildl({e Service (USFWS) and by tire Cal[fornia Department ofFish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) as part o[the development o(lhe draO NRMP and the Citv 's Vema/ Pool Habitat 
Conservation Plan, and is expected to result in an O\'erallnet beneOtto vernal pools within the NR.MP 
area. As noted above, although impacts to sensitive vegetation communities are considered sign(ficant, 
ffitplemen!tillien oftlze afle.pted adoption o[/he CPA Trails Plan and NRMP vvould not result in significant 
impacts; however, a Mitigation Framework has been inc01porated info the !viND to assure that.future 
projects implemented in accordance with the NRMP avoid, minimi=e aNd!ar mitigtilc potential impacts to 
below a level of sign~ficance. 

All revegetation and restoration ofclosed trails as described in the CPA Trails Plan. NRMP and Biology 
Assessment (20 14) will occur within the MH PA and will not require submittal o.f individual pla11s.(or 
revic111 i:n aeeerdenee with the City's Biol:egy GuiDelhws, Al/SG.fLSHiie.ree PlBn til:itd ASMD 's eenlainefi in 
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the NRklP and sulijeet to monitoring te6fuirenw,•l:ts and success criteria. In addition, impLementation 
Appendix 6 of the NRJvJP .. which is specific to vernal pool restoration and enhancement elements requires 
consultation and approval o[a detailed restoration plan by the WildL(fe Agencies prior to implementation. 
As such, impacts to biological resources Hloztld be reduced to belOH' a level ofsignificancejoltowing 
mitigation compliance with the management goals and directives o[the NRMP. 

c) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally 
protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act 
(including but not limited 
to marsh, vemal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, 
hydrological intenuption, 
or other means? 

0 0 0 

Adoption and implementation o[the NRMP, The Project would not directly impact any-naturally 
occurring wetland habitat. Buffirs 1vould be provided_f,i·mn all wetlcuul habitats as part of the trsil 
restoration/revegetatim~ e:{{Orts. -With Strict adherence to the NRMP Jvfanagetnent Guidelines, Biology 
Guidelines ESL Regulations, and the MSCP Subarea Plan requirements ident(fied in the Jvfitigation 
Framework, would assure that impacts to wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 
would be reduced to beLow a level of sign~ficance. 

d) Interfere substantially with 
the movement of any 
native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established 
native resident or 
migratory wildlife 
con-idors, or impede the 
11se ofnative wildlife 
nursery sites? 

0 0 0 

Project implementation would not impact any rvildlife corridors, would not block wildl((e movement within 
the MHPA Preserves or fill any lributmJ' canyons, nor would it block any part of the wildlife corridor to 
the Pacific Ocean. 

e) Conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances 
protecting biological 
resources, such a as tree 
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The Project would be in compliance with the City's policy on public tree protection. No designated tree 
resources would be removed and no impact ·would occur. The Project would comply with all applicable 
polices and regulations which p rotect biological resources. 

f) Confl ict with the 
provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation 
plan? 

0 0 0 

The City's MSCP Subarea PLan has been p repared 10 meet the requirements of the Cal~fornia Nalllral 
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of1992. This Subarea Plan describes ho'"'' the City's 
portion of the MSCP Preserve, the .MHPA, would be implemented. The lv!SCP identifies a lv!HP A tlzat is 
intended to Link aLl core biological areas into a regionaL wifdLVe preserve. The City's MSCP Subarea 
Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines contain a number ofguidelines designed to minimize the impact of 
adjacent development on resources with.ill the MHPA. Because the Preserves are en/.ire~y "vithin the 
lv!HPA, these guidelines are applicable to the Project. Per the guidelines, issues pertaining to habitat 
insularization, drainage and toxins, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive plant species, grading/land 
development and increased trash must not adversely affect the Preserve area. 

The NR/VJP has been created to maintain and improve the quality of conserved lands within the project 
area by providing Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) to guide management and monitoring 
actions in conformance with the MSCP. The NRMP contains general sections detailing the locatimr, 
ownership, and n·zitigation status of parcels within the preserve,· detailed survey il1{ormation on existing 
environmental conditions necesscuy for management: il?(ormation on existing land uses and management 
challenges relevant to natural resource management: and resource management, maintenance and 
recreation guidelines for implementation by Park stC~;ff.' The NRMP also identifies and prioritizes 
enhancement (e.g. invasive weed removal) , ec/ucat1'on. and research needs and includes an 
implementation schedule with responsible parties. 

The MMRP detailed in Section V of the i\IJND includes a Mitigation Framework describing the MHPA 
Land Use Adjace!lcy Guidelines which would be applicable to any activities within the Preserves. 
implementation of these measures would reduce fire-indirect impacts to below a level of significance. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
-Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance 

0 0 0 of an h:istmical resource as 
defined in §15064.5? 

The pwpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code 
(Chapterl4, Division 3, and Article 2) is ro protect, preserve and. where damaged, restore the historical 
resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed development within the City of San Diego 
when historical resources are prese11t on the premises. CEQA requires that before approving 
discretionary projects, the Lead Agency must identify and examine the significant adverse environmental 
effects, which may result from that project. A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
sign(ficance of a historical resource may have a significant effect on the environment (Sections 
15064.5(b) anc/21084.1). A substantial adverse change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, 
or alteration activities, which l>voulcl impair historical sign~ficance (Sections 15064.5(b)(l)). Any 
historical resource listed in, or eligible to be listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, 
including archaeological resources. is considered to be historically or culturally sign{fican.t. 

No historical "builL environment" resources have been identified within the Presen1es and none are 
expected to be encountered. Therefore, for the purpose o.fthe built environment, t/ze Pro.iect would have 
no impacts and no mitigationframework has been included in the MND. 

A rchaeological resources are.further addressed below in Section V.b. 

b) Cause a substantlal adverse 
change in the significance 
of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

0 D D 

A Phase 1 inventoty of the project site ·was conducted by RECON in 2001 and most recentLy by Affinis in 
2013, which included a records search conducted at the South Coastal b~(ormation Center (SCJC) and 
the San Diego Museum of Jvfan. Both investigations included an intensive pedestrian survey pe1jormed by 
an archaeologist and Native American Jvfollitor to relocate previously recorded sites or identify new sites 
within the CPA Trails Plan. The records search for Del Mar Mesa documellted 38 previously recorded 
prehistoric and historic archaeological sites within the Preserve boundaries; and 27 prehistoric and 
historic archaeological sites within the Carmel Aifountain Preserve. 11 should be noted that additional 
archaeoLogical data was also vbtainedji·om prior investigations for the Carmel Valley Neighborhooci8A 
Spec{fic Plan and Del Mar Mesa Subarea V projects. As such. sites that had alreac()l been previouslv 
determined ro be not significant were not further eva/uated.for this effort, 
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Within the Carmel Mountain Preserve 14 ofthe 27 recorded sites and one homestead had been previously 
evaluated for importance under CEQA. Three of the J 4 sites evaluated were considered important under 
CEQA and the 1 I remaining sites were not sign(ficant. Four previously ident(fied sites were not 
relocated during the 2001 surveys and could be the result of incorrect mapping during recording or 
incorrect identification of natural materials as prehistoric arl(facls. The 2013 study by A./finis and Red 
Tail Monitoring and Research further investigated one site within City-owners/zip in the southern porti011 
u.f the Carmel Mountain Presen 1e. Site CA -SDI-1 I 696 was recorded in 1990 and described as an ear~y 
period habitation site. Site integrity was noted as good, except jor natural erosion. The current study 
noted a manoji-agment and angular debris (debitage) during the.fielcl survey. Equestrian use o.fthe trail 
causing severe erosion was also noted, but the most severe erosion is outside the actual archaeological 
site. According to the A.Dinis report, the portion ofthe site outside the trail does not appear to be 
suffering any adverse ejJects from trail use. 

The portion of the site in this Preserve area is just west of the trail, not crossed by the trail. The trail does 
cross the nor/hem portion of the site, which is in private ownership. Because tire portion of the trail 
wit/tin this Preserve area is actual~y east of tire archaeological site, no artifacts were obsen1ed in the 
trail, and no swjace collection was conducted. An aerial plrotograplz ofthe area slrows unauthorized 
trails tlrat appear to be subject to some use. At least one of these trails crosses the portion oj'CA-SDI-
1 1,696, but rnost of the site appears to be relatively undisturbed. Artifacts were observed in the portion of 
tire site wit/tin the NRMP, outside tlze trail. As discussed above. the portion ofCA-SDI-1 1.696 within this 
Presen·e area is west of the trail and not subject to direct impacts. Therefore, the site was not evaluated 
to assess sign~ficance. However. the site appears to retain good integri~y and research potential and it is 
a potential~v sign{ficant resource. The trail crossing t/ze portion of the site in private Olvnership north of 
this Preserve area and is an allfhorized trail. Continued use of this trail could damage the site. wlriclr 
appears to retain good integrity. in order to avoid such impacts. tire arclraeological consultant has 
recommended that split rail fence or other deterrents be placed at the points where this zmautlzorized trail 
intersects the main trail. As such archaeological monitoring would be required during excavation o[posl 
holes for the installation o[proteclive fencing and placement of container plants. 

Wit/tin tlte Del Mar Nfesa Preserve area. site CA-SD/-14, 1 J I was recorded and described as ''a }laking 
station or lit/ric rtnv material prospect (small quarry area)" in 1995. Art~facts noted included two cores 
and three quartzite and volcanic.flakes concentrated in an area with a diameter of 10 rn. Tlze survey 
report noted, ''The site is intact and has not been disturbed" (Schroth eta/. 1996:4-46). During the 
March 20 I 3 field check by Aj)inis and Red Tail Monitoring and Research, it was noted that the site was in 
fair condition. During tlzejieldworkjor the testing program in July 2013 which was conducted in 
accordance with the City's Ifistorical Resources Guidelines, a woodell stake and metal tagfrom the /995 
surFey 1rerejounrl. marked with the site's tempor(ll:)lnumber and the date. The mapped site area and its 
immediate surroufldings ll'erc surveyed in tigltttransecls. in order to ident~f.i' any surface artifacts. The 
on~v art((acts obsen,ed were one core fragment and one piece ofdebitage. Aflotlter quart=ite cobble was 
collected as a possible core, bill upon .further examination it was determined not to be cultural. Four test 
units \l'ere excavated within the mapped area oftlte site, each unit measuring 1 111 by 0 m. Unit I was 
placed j ust south o,( the existing trail, in a11 area where the swface soils have been eroded. exposing tlze 
cobble conglomerate. T!te other three lest units 1rere placed on the north side oft!te trail. This portion o,( 
t!te site is in better condition. as it has not been s ubject to iiiiJmctsji·om hiking and biking use. Existing 
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sandstone and cobble conglomerate made excavation the units somewhat d!fficult and due to the lack of 
subsurface cultural material, each unit was terminated at a depth of30 em. As noted, two artifacts were 
collected from the swface of the site: a core ji-agment and a flake. Based on the testing results. the site's 
research potential has essentially been exhausted through the testing program, including documentation 
of the site and curation of the artifacts collected. CA-SDJ-14,131 is not a significant resource under 
CEQA or the City's HRG; therefore, no mitigation rneasures are required. 

Other than the recommendations/or protective fencing along the trail near CA-SDI-11,696 -te-no 
additional mitigation measures are required. However . .for .future projects within the Preserves, 
implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NR.N!P, some excavation may be required./2.!.. 
th e installation of container plants and given the archaeological sensitivity of the area, impacts to 
currently unknown resources may occur. Therefo_re, implementation of the Mitigation Framework .for 
Historical Resources detailed in Section Vo.fthe MND along \•Vitlz t/ze recommendations contailled in the 
Cultural Resources Management Guidelines o_fthe NRJvJP would reduce potentially significant impacts to 
historical (archaeological) resources to belo·w a level o.f sign!ficance. Any future mitigation would require 
participation by a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor during any ground-disturbing 
activities within the Preserves. 

c) Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic 
feature? 

0 0 0 

The City o.fSan Diego's CEQA Sign(f/cance thres/wlcls stale that grading wllich exceeds 1,000 cubic yards 
with 10 feet of depth/cut (high sensitivity) or 2, 000 cubic yards witlz 10 feet o.f depth/cut (moderate 
sensitivity) has the potential to adverse~y qffect paleontological resources and monitoring would be required. 
Based on the scope of the CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and Easement Vacations, impacts to paleontological 
resources are no/ anticipated and therefore, no mitigation is required. 

d) Disturb and human 
remains, including those 
inletTed outside of fonnal 
cemeteri es? 

0 0 D 

No human remains have been documented within the project area,· llo1rever, should human remains be 
encountered during ground disturbance acti,•ities for any .future projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPA Tmils Plan and NRMP. all required provisions/protocols ll·ould be implemented/or the 
treatment oflwman remains as detailed in the Mitigation Framework contained within Section V o_j'tlle 
MND and in accordance with the Califomia Public Resources Code and the California Health and Safety 
Code including consultation with the state designated Native American MLD. Adherence to these 
provisions will reduce potential impacts to below a level o.fsign(flcance. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS­
Would the project: 

a) Expose people or 
structures to potential 
substantial adverse 
effects, including the 
risk ofloss, injury, or 
death involving: 

1. Rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the 
most recent Alquist­
Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State 
Geologist for U1e 
area or based on 
other substantial 
evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines 
and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

D 

Less Thao 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

0 

There are no known active faults crossing the Preserves. The nearest known activefault is the Rose 
Canyon fault southwest of this area. The potential for ground sw:face rupture due to .fault movernenl is 
considerecllo·w withi11 the Presen1es. The actions associated with adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and 
NRMP "vould result in less than signiflccmt impacts associated with the rupture of a/mown earthquake 
fault. 

II. Strong seismic 
ground shaking? 

D D D 

See response Vl(a .i) with regard to s tudy area seismicity. The project site is subject to ground shaking 
due to the presence of several active .faults in the region, and has historical~y experienced moderate to 
high levels of seismicity. The actions associated with adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP 
would result in less than significant impacts associated with strong seismic ground shaking to less than 
siglliji.cantlevels. 

Ill. Seismic-related 
ground fai I ure, 
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including 
liquefaction? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Liquefaction is the phenomenon in which loosely deposited, saturated granular soils behave as a .fluid 
for a short period of time during strong earthquake-induced ground shaking. Based on the dense 
nature of underly ing formational materials and lack of near swface groundwater table, the potential 
.for liquefaction within the Preserves does not exist. Tints, sign(ficant liquefaction impacts are not 
anticipated to occur. 

I.V. Landslides? 0 0 0 

Torrey Sandstone. Scripps Formation and the Lindavista Formation have been iclen.t~fied wit/till the 
Carmel Mountain Preserve. Of these three. the Torrey Sandstone and Scripps Formation are 
sec/imentmy rocks that may contain planes of weakness. Within the Del Mar lvfesa Preserve, the 
geology is characterized by Poway Conglomerate built out o11er the ancient coastal plain 45-40 million 
years ago. Based on the scope of the Project, /here does not appear to be a potential risk associated 
with landslides.forfuture projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP. 
However, anyfuture improvements within the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards 
and include measures to minimize the risk which would reduce potentia/landslide risks to belo1-v a 
level of significance. 

b) Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

0 0 0 

The NRMP includes a detailed discussion of the soil ~)lfJes within each Preserve area l·vith respect to 
suitability/or supporting biologically sensitive h.abit.ats a11d species including vernal pools. Adoption of 
the Trails Plan and NRJvfP wouLd not in and ofitse{f'result in a substantial soil erosion or loss a,[ topsoil. 
it should be noted however, that certain areas within the Preserves, erosion is occurring due to co11tinued 
use o,( uncwtlzorized trails. Adoption o,( the CPA Trails Plan and implementation of the management 
guidelines detailed in the NRtvfP associaled with trail closures, revegetation and restoration H'ill 
alleviated these conditions. Additional~y, the sa!ldstone.formations underly ing the Preserve areas are 
subject to erosion as a result of the natural condition within an open space preserve. While these 
conditions could exist, based 011 tire nature o,( under~ying.formcrtionalmaleriafs and lack of near swface 
groundll'ater table, the poumtial.for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is minimal. 
Therefore, any future improvements within the Preserves II'Ollld be designed to meet current s tandards 
and include measures to minimi;;:e the risk wlziclz would reduce impacts related to soil erosion to belou· a 
lel'el o,( sign(ficance. 

c) Be located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become 
unstable as u result of the 

0 
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project, and potent ially 
result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

See responses V!(a.iit) and Vl(a.iv). The NR.NIP includes a detailed discussion ofthe geologic units and soil 
types within each Presen1e area 'fVith respect to suitability for supporting biologically sensitive habitats and 
species including vem a! pools. Adoption of tile Trails Plan and NRMP would not in and ofitselfresull in a 
geologic condition as noted. The sandstone formations underlying the Preserve areas are subject to erosion 
as a result of the natural condition within an open space preserve. Wltile these conditions could e..•ist, 
based on the nature of underlyingformational materials and lack of near surface groundwater table, the 
potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is minimal. n1erejore. any fittl/re 
improvements ll'ilhin the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards and inc/11de measures to 
minimize the risk which would reduce potential risks to below a level of significance. 

d) Be located on expansive 
soil, as defined in Table 
18-1 -B oftbe Uniform 
Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial Iisks to 
life or property? 

D 0 D 

Expansive and/or compressible soils may be present on the project site. The soil oj the Lindavista Formation 
typically has low to modemte expansion, while the Scripps Formation typical~y have moderate to high 
expansion. Any.future improvements H'itllin the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards and 
include measures to 111inimi::e the risk associated with expansive or compressible soils encountered during 
construction. These \ I'Ott!d be treated in accordance with standard engineering methods· (e.g .. lime treatment. 
moisture conditioning. or utilization ofspecial.fuundalimt::,) to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
Implementation o,( these measures 1110uld reduce potentially signi}iccmt impacts related to expansive or 
compressible soils to below a level o.fsigniflcance. 

e) Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water 
disposal systems where 
sewers are not availab le for 
the disposal of waste 
water? 

D 

No septic tanks are proposed. Thus. no impact would occur. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS - Would the 
project: 
a) Generate greenhouse gas 

emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the 
enviromnent? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

0 

i n order to serve as a guide .for determining when a project triggers the need for a greenhouse gas (GHG) 
sign{ficance determination., the City has established an interim screening threshold .for GHG emission 
analysis. Based on guidance in the CAPCOA report "CEQA & Climate Change," dated Janual')' 2008, 
the City is using an. annual generation rate o.f900 metric tons o.fGHGs to determine l'vhen further GHG 
cmalysis is required. This emission level is based on the amount of vehicle trips, the typical energy and 
water use. and otherjactors associated with projects. Based on this guidance .from California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City. aad CAPCOA . implementation of the p roposed 
GDP would result in a sign~ficant, cumulative climate change impact if it would generate in excess ofa 
screening criterion of900 metric tons ofGHG. 

This project does not incLude any staging or parking areas and would not result in an increase in vehicular 
traffic as measured in average daily trips, energy consumption or ·water usage. It is anticipated that the 
Preserves trail system would continue to be used by the local population by foot, bicycle or on horseback (in 
designated areas). No substantial operational emissions would be generated. Trail closures would be done 
by hand: revegetation/restoration efforts could require the use of small machine1y (e.g., bobcat), but would 
be limited in nature, and construction-related GHG emissions would be substanlial~y below the screening 
criterion of900 metric tons per year of C02 equivalent, and therefore, itnpacls would be less than 
s ign!ficant. 

b) Confl ict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

0 0 0 

As the GHG emissions related to implementation ofthe ProjecfJ,vould.fCdl below the 900 metric tons 
screening criterion described in response V!f(a), the project would not conflict with state and federal 
plans and policies intended lo reduce GHG emissions. 

Vlii. HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
- Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard 
to the public or the 
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environment through 
routine transport, use, or 
disposal ofhazardous 
materials? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

No storage, transport, use, or disposal of any hazardous materials is proposed as part of the Project. 
Thus, no impact related to the transport of hazardous materials would occur with adoption of the CPA 
Trails Plan and NRJv!P implementation. 

b) Create a signj ficant hazard 
to the public or the 
environment through 
reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident 
conditions involvi11g the 
release of hazardous 
materials into the 
environment? 

0 D D 

As discussed in the response to VIII(a), no lzea!tlz risk would result from implementation of the Project. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions 
or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or 
waste with in one-quarter 
mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

0 D 0 

There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of tile project site,· therefore, no such hazards would 
result. 

d) Be located on a site which 
is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a 
sig11i ficant hazard to the 
public or the cnvirolUnent? 

D D 0 

The Preserve areas are not included on a list of/wzardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Covemment Code Section 65962.5. 
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e) For a project located 
within an airport land use 
plan or1 where such a plan 
has not been adopted, 
within two m.ile of a public 
airport or public use 
airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or work.ing 
in the project area? 

Potentially Significant 
impact 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Inc01·porated 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

No Impact 

The project site is not Located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public ai1port or 
public use airport, or private airstrip. but is located within approximate~y northwest of Marine Co1ps Air 
Station (MCAS) Miramar. The federal Department of Defense has established Accident Potential Zones 
(APZs)for the air station. The estabfishedAPZs define the areas that would be more likely to be affected 
by aircrq(t accidents. The Preserves are not located within any APZs }or MCAS Miramar. Therefore. the 
project would not increase aircraft safety hazards and no saf'e~y hazards associated with }light activity 
have been identified. According(y, the project 1·vould not result in a safety hazard for p eople residing or 
working in the project area. 

t) For a project within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working 
in the project area? 

0 0 0 

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airport. Therefore, the project would not 
increase aircraft sctfety hazards and no safety hazards associated with flight activity have been identified. 
According~)/. the project would not result in a safety hazard for p eople residing or working in the project 
area. 

g) impair implementation of 
or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency 
response plan or 
emergency evacuation 
plan? 

0 0 0 

Eme1gency access to the Preserves vvould not change 1vith adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP. 
Access currently meets the standards recognized by the Ci~y of San Diego Fire - Rescue Departmellf and the 
Police Department. Thus, no impacts to eme1gency response plans would result.from implementation oft he 
Project. 
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h) Expose people or 
structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences 
are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

0 

Much of the land surrounding the Preserves has been developed into residential cornmunities and 
commercial establishments. The in.te1face bet1veen the "Wildlands o.fthe Preserves and the urban 
development creates several management issues regarding fire, sensitive species and habitats, and 
conflicts between those who want to preserve San Diego's wildlands and those who buy homes adjacent 
to the wildlands. The NRMP dedicates an entire chapter to Fire Managen·zent and includes plans. 
programs and policies to address }ire effects on biological and cultural resources within the Preserves as 
·well as Fire-Rescue Department roles and responsibilities. Nevertheless, open space within the 
Preserves contains vegetaiio1z that could be susceptible to wildland fires. Adoption of the NRMP will 
assure that implementation offuture projects comply with all.fire safety regulations and code 
requirentents established by the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department as .further detaiLed in the 
NR.MP to ensure the potential for vvildland.fires is less than significant. 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND 
WATER QUALITY ­
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

0 0 0 

Adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRJvJP would result in th.e closure o/13. 29 mJies a./existing trails. 
This will require revegetation/restoration witlz native plants and vvould reduce erosion. The restoration 
e./forts would therefore improve the existing co12dition within the Preserves by reducing sedim.ent 
discharge into local water bodies. Standard best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to 
reduce soil erosion and runoff. Potential 'tNater quality impacts would be avoided or reduced to less than 
sign~ficant levels through conformallce with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Syslem (NPDES) 
Permit conditions, when applicable. to address erosion conltolmeasures that 1-vould be implemented to 
avoid erosion impacts to exposed soil associated with revegetation and/or restoration activities. 

b) SubstantiaUy deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
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groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or 
a loweringofthe local 
groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which 
would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses 
for which pennits have 
been granted)? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

The proposed project does not involve any long-term use of groundwater, with no associated impacts 
related to groundwater supplies or aquifer drawdown. The project is not anticipated to cause or 
contribute to an exceedence of applicable groundwater receiving water quality objectives. As such, no 
impacts to long-term illjiltration or groundwater recharge 'rvould occur. 

c) Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including 
through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner, which 
wou ld resu lt in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

0 0 0 

The CPA Trails plan has been designed to augment and use existing drainage patterns and discharge 
locations within the Preserves. In addition. tlze Preserves do not contain any drainage infrastructure. The 
overall drainage patterns within both Presen,es H'ould not be altered with adoption or implementation of 
the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP. Thus, impacts to on-site drainage would be less than significant. 

d) Substanti ally alter the 
existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including 
through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a 
manner, which would 
result in flooding on- or 
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off-site? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Please see JX(c). The Project would not substantiaLLy alter the existing drainage patterns within the 
Preserves and would not alter the course ofa stream or river. As a result of the reduction in swface 
water and the lack of impacts to existing drainage, implementation of the Project would not result in 
}loading on-site or downstream,. 

e) Create or contribute runoff 
water, which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater 
drainage systems or 
provide substantial 
additional somces of 
polluted runoff? 

0 0 D 

As discussed in response JX(d), implementation of the Project (trail closures, revegetation and restoration 
efforts) wouLd result in a net reduction in surface runoff,' especiaLLy in areas which have severe erosion. 
The project does not represent a substantial source of polluted runoff. and site design and source control 
BMPs in accordance with the City's Stormwater Standards 'fvould prevent the generation of potential 
pollutants and e.x.posure ofstorm water to pollutants. Thus, the Project would not result in significant 
water pollutants. 

t) Otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality? 0 0 D 

As discussed in responses IX(a). (c) and (e). no signfficant impacts to \!Vater quality would occur with 
implementation of the Project. 

g) Place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

0 0 0 

7/ze Project involves adoption ofa CPA Trails Plan, NRNJP an.d Easement Vacations. No existing or 
planned housing within the Preserves boundaries is proposed. 

h) Place withi11 a 100-year 
flood hazard area, 
structures that would 
impede or redirect flood 
flows? 
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Potentially Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No fmpact 

As indicated in response IX(g), the Project involves adoption of a CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and Easement 
Vacations. No existing or planned housing within the Preserves boundaries is proposed and there are no 
risks related to flooding with approval of the Project. 

i) Expose people or 
structures to a significant 
risk ofloss, injury or death 
involving t1oodi11g, 
including flooding as a 
result of the fai I ure of a 
levee or dam? 

0 0 

The project site is not located within a clam inundation zone, and thus 1-vould not be subject to flooding 
due to a damfailure. The Project would not result in the exposure of people or structures to a significant 
risk or loss, injwy, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
clam 

j) Inundation by seiche, 
tsw1ami , or mud flow? 0 0 D 

While the presence of steep, unvegetated slopes could increase the potential for mudflows within tlze 
Presen •es, the revegetation and restoration efforts would incorporate design measures to reduce the 
potential such conditions. Additional~v. there is a low potential for significant tsunami effects within the 
Preserves based on I he elevation above mean sea level (AMSL) and the distance.from enclosed bodies of 
water. Therefore, lllere is no risk associated wit!t inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudjlow. 

X. LAND USE AND 
PLANNING - Would the 
project: 

a) Physically divide an 
established community? 

0 0 0 

The CPA Tmils Plan and NRMP is designP.rlto enhance the quality and character of the Preserve, and 
improve conservation efforts for natural resources. A /though tile Project ~wilf vacate three public access 
easement into the Del !vfar Alfesa Preserve, two easement§. will remain and continue ro provide 
connectivity and linkage to the existing trail system. 11 should also be noted that trail closures are 
intended "''lwre they have not been authorized within the Preserves or have severely degraded sensitive 
habitat tlzrough illegal access. As noted in the comment, altlrouglz nwnv o[/hese unauthorized trails mav 
be currently used b)l residents, they have been created illegallv and have resulted in impacts to sensitive 
habitat within the Preserves. While trails are a11 ai!011'ed use in the i\1/HPA, compliance with !Ire 
requirements o[/he Environmentallv Sensitive Lands Regulations (ESL) and the MSCP Subarea Plan fo r 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially Significant with 
Impact 

Mitigation 
Issue 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

the preservation and protection o(sensitive habitat must be weighed against the recreational or sociaL 
actions that have created the illegal trails resulting in habitat degradation ·within the Preserves. These 
actions have been taken into consideration in consultation with Park & Recreation Department-Open 
Space Sta(f and the Wildlife Agencies in. determining which trails should be maintained and which ·would 
be closed. Closing unauthorized trials and discouraging iLlegaL activities within the Preserves wottld not 
phvsicallv divide the community. The Project would not introduce new uses or involve improvements 
which vvould physically divide an established community. Thus, Project would not physicaLly divide an 
established community. 

b) 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, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

0 0 0 

The CPA Trails Plan would add trail alignments alld associated poliCJi language to the CarmeL Valley. Del 
J.\!Jar Mesa Pac~jic Highlands Ranch, Torrey Highlands and Rancho Penasquitos community plans to ensure 
consistency with the Carmel Mountain/ Del Mar Mesa NRMP. Both preserves are within MHPA Open 
Space and have regional sign~ficance with resp ect to habitat and species diversi~)'. The NRMP would be 
consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the Ci£v 's General Plan, Conservation Element which 
addresses design, construction, relocation and maintenance of trails. The Project would also help to 
implement the General Plan Recreation Element polices which address the need to balance passive 
recreation needs oftrailuse with e11vironmental preservation. As such, no COI!flict would result. 

The proposed project has complied with Senate Bill 78 requirements regarding Native American 
consultation by providing letters offering an opportunity to consult tol9 Native American individuals and 
organizations ident!fied by the Native American Heritage Commission. No responses were received. 

Adoption oftlze CPA Trails Plan and NRMP does !lOt require deviation.findings in accordance with the ESL 
Regulations, as no development is proposed at this time. However, as stated above. when future projects are 
submitted to implement any element of the NRlvlP. review in accordance )IIIith the ESL Regulations and 
approval o.f a Site Development Pern·lil (SDP) would be required. Therefore, approval o./the Project would 
not conflict with applicable land use plans. 

For purposes o[developing a Local Costal Program. the Citv o[San Diego ·s coastal zo11e was divided 
into twelve segments, each with their own land use plan. The North City Local Costal Program (LCP) 
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Potentially Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

includes Mira Mesa, Sorrento HilLs, Torrey Pines, Universitv, Via de la Valle, and the North City Future 
Urbanizing Area. The North Citv LCP was adopted bv the Citv Council in 1981 with amen.dmellts in 1985, 
1987, 1988, and 1990 and certified by the California Coastal Commission. 

The North Citv Future Urbanizing Area Framework Plan was prepared to provide general guidance for 
the preparation of subarea plans for the North City Future Urbanizing Area. The 6-amework plan 
indentitied (ive subareas. Portions o[Subarea II, Subarea Ill (Pacific Highlands Ranch) and Subarea V 
(Del .Mar Mesa) are located within the Coastal Zone and are subject to the North Citv LCP. The 
Frmnework Plan is supplemented by the policies in the North City LCP. These policies address filling and 
development within the I 00-year floodplain, the. treatment o(sensitive and scenic slopes and other issues. 
Land Use Plans have been certified by the Coastal Commission for Subarea Ill (Pacific Highlands 
Ranch) and Subarea V (Del Mar Mesa). Amendments to the land use plans (Subarea Plans) require 
certification bv the California Coastal Commission in order [or the amelldments to become effective in the 
Coastal Zone areas. 

The Carmel Valley (North Citv West) communitv plan area is divided into 14 neighborhoods, each with its 
own precise plan. In 1990, the Coastal Commission certified the portions o(the Neighborhood 8 Precise 
Plan that lie vvithin. the coastal zone. The Precise Plan was subsequentfv amended to include trail 
alignments. In October 2012, the Coastal Commission certified the Gables/Peppertree amendment to the 
Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan. 

The proposed project would amend the (ollovving land use plans to include alignments and language to 
relevant figures and sections to allow (or fitture trail use consisting o[multi-use, equestrian, and hiking 
trails within the Carmel Valley, and Neighborhood 8A Precise Plan, Del Mar Mesa (Subarea V) Specific 
Plan, and Pacific Highlands Ranch (Subarea III) Subarea Plan. Portions ofthe identified trials would be 
within the Coastal Zone. 

The Citv has not submitted the Neighborhood 8A Precise Plan to the Coastal Commission for certification 
o{areas v1iithin the Coasral Zone. The area o(the Neighborhood 8A Precise Plan in the Coastal Zone is 
identified as Open Space. The Neighborhood 8A Precise Plan would be amended to include a discussion 
o[trails with a reference to the Dellvfar Mesa/Carrnellvfountain NaturaL Resources ~Management Plan 

Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea 

• Within the southeastern area o(the Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea, a 1. 38 mile multi-use trail 
aligwnent is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Subarea Plan also identifies the area as Multiple 
Habitat JJreservation Area {MHPA). 

Del Mar Mesa Subarea 

• Within the northeaslem area o[the Del Mar Mesa Subarea, a 1.11 miLe multi-use trail alignment is 
proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Subarea Plan also identifies the area as Resource Base Open 
Space/MHPA. 

• Within the northwestern area o[//w Del Mar Mesa Subarea, a 0.36 mile multi-use !mil alignment is 
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proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Subarea Plan identifies the area as either Resource Based 
Open Space or Estate Residential. 

Carmel Valley -Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan 

• Within the central area o[tlze Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan . a 0.31 mile equestrian 
trail alignment is proposed ·within the Coastal Zone. 'l'l1e Precise f'lan identities the area as Open 
Space. 

• Within the central area o[the Carmel Vallev Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan, a 1.69 mile multi use trail 
alignment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. Tlze Precise Plan identifies the area as Open Space. 

• Withill the central area o[the Carmel Vallev Neighborhood 8 Precise Pia11. a 0. 7 mile hi/dng trail 
alignment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Precise Plan identifies the area as Open Space. 

Neighborhood BA Precise Plan 

• Tlze amendment to the Carmel Vallev Neighborhood BA Precise Plan would add language to the text 
referencing the Natural Resources Management Plan trail plan which 'rvould al/o·w future 0.27 mile 
multi-use trail within tlte Coastal Zone. 

Future projecls implemented in accordance wit It the Trails Plan and NRMP will require review/approval of 
a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) in accordance with the City's Land Development Code as it applies 
in the Coastal Zone. Compliance ·with all provisions of the ESL Regulations f or projects within the Coastal 
Zone and preparation o.fCDP.fl.ndings '-Viii be required. 

c) Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or 
natmal community 
conservation plan? 

0 0 D 

As discussed earlier, the NR.IVIP has been developed to provide ASMDs that meet the requirements ofthe 
City 's MSCP. l11 addition, as discussed in response 1 V(f). this Proj ect and future projects implemented in 
accordance with the NRMP would be required to comply ·with tlze Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 
established to protect adjacent M H f' A land ji·om unauthorized activities. 

In addition to compatible use cons iderations, the project will conform to the City's MSCP Subarea Plan 
Framework Mallagement Plan General Nlanagement Directives (Section 1.5.2) requirements/or access, 
tm ils, and recreation, as.folloH'S (requirement in italics, explanation of project conformance in regular 
.font): 

I. Pro1·ide s tif./lcient signage to clear(v identijj1 public access to the MHPA. Barriers such as vegetation, 
rocks/boulders or/(mcing may be necess01:>' to protect high~v sensitive ureos. Use appropriate type of 
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Existing traill1eads are marked with signage and informational/educational kiosks. Directional signage 
and barriers are provided throughout the trail system to guide users to their desired destination, and 
additional signage/barriers would be installed as needed based on trailmonitming results. The proposed 
trail system will remove trail segments adjacent to sensitive habitats and species (e.g. vema! pools, deer 
bedding areas) in favor of segments in less sensitive areas. 

2. Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA. Locate trails 
along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between land uses (e.g., 
agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rCtther than entering habitat or 
wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different habitat types (ecotones) for longer 
than necessa'J' due to the typical~y heightened resource sensitivity in those locations. 

No new parking Jots or view overlooks are proposed. The proposed trail system utilizes existing trail 
segments and utility access roads. The proposed trail segments do not follow the ecotone except for the 
shortest distance necessary to cross habitat types. 

3. In general, avoid paving trails unless management and monitoring evidence shows otherwise. Clearly 
demarcate and monitor trails for degradation and off-trail access and use. Provide trail 
repair/maintenance as needed. Undertake measures to counter the eJfects of trail erosion including the 
use o.f stone or wood crossjoint.s, edge plantings o.f native grasses, and mulching o,/the trail. 

The proposed trails permitted through this project would not be paved. All trails are sunreyed by Park 
staff on a rotating basis throughout the year, with a complete trail maintenance sUTvey occurring at the 
end of each rainy season. Actions to repair trail damage from erosion, inappropriate use, or other factors 
wi ll be taken promptly as needed. 

4. Minimize trail widths to reduce impacts to critical resources. For the most part. do not locate trails 
wider than four feet in core areas or wildUfe corridors. Provide trail fences or other barriers at strategic 
locations when protection of sensitive resources is required. 
The proposed trail segments would remain less than four feet in width except for access roads. ff off-trail 
use is noted during trail maintenance surveys, areas of concern will be signed and/or baniers will be 
installed as necessary. 

5. Limit the extent and location of equestrian trails to the less sensitive areas o,(the MHPA. Locate 
staging areas .for equestrian uses at a st!{fl.cient distance (e,g. , 300-500 .feet) .from areas with riparian cmd 
coastal sage scrub habitats to ensure that the biological values are not impaired. 

No equeshian staging areas are proposed. Trails are collocated with existing utility access roads and 
existing paths. 

6. Limit recreational uses to pas::;ive uses sucil as birr/watching. pflotograp!Jy and lrailuse ... Where 
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Only passive recreational activities will be allowed on the proposed trail system. Pursuant to the 
Municipal Code and the MSCP Framework Management Plan, pets would be required to be on leash at all 
times. 

7. Design and maintain trails where possible to drain into a gravel bottom or vegetated (e.g., grasslined) 
swale or basin to detain runo.ff'and remove polLutants. 

Existing trails selected for retention in the trail system are sited at appropriate grades to minjmize erosion 
and sedimentation. 

The MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.5.8, Spec~fic Management Policies and Directives for the Northern 
Area, contains management directives for Del Mar Mesa (NCFUA Subarea 5) and Carmel Mountain 
(Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8A): 

NCFUA Subarea 5 
1. Clearly demarcate all trails through the Del Nfar Mesa area and provide split rail fencing or barriers 
and signage along sensitive portions to discourage off-trail use. Trails through this area should use the 
e.,"isting disturbed roads as much as possible. No new trails should be cut through existing habitat. Assess 
existing dirt and disturbed roads and trails for restoration over the long-term. 

Del Mar Mesa is patrolled regularly by City ranger staff. Upon approval of the NRMP, signs would be 
posted on Del Mar Mesa directing users to the approved trail system, and maps would be provided at 
entrance kiosks. The proposed trail system utilizes existing access roads with some additional segments of 
existing dirt paths. No new trails are proposed to be cut through existing habitat. As pru1 of the 
development of the proposed trail system, 13.29 miles of existing paths were identified for closure and 
restoration. 

2. Develop an equestrian use p lan for the Del Mar Mesa area that avoids the vernal pool habUat ctnd 
their associated watershed areas. ff possible, the Del Mar Mesa are should be managed as a single unit 
rather than split into separate entities according to ovvnership (County. various City departments. 
easements). 

The NRMP and proposed trail plan fulfi ll this MSCP requirement for development of an equestrian tlse 
plru1. The proposed trail systeiTl" does not include direct impacts to vernaJ pool basins. The NRMP also 
discusses the alternatives for joint management in Section 1.2.2. 

3. Protect sensitive areas o.(Del Mar Mesa areaJi·om irnpactsfrorn ac(jacenL development. Use signage to 
inform people oft he sensitivity oft he vernal pools and the Del Mar ~Mesa are in general. and restrict o.[f­
road vehicle use in the area. 

Upon approval of the NRMP, additional educational sig~1age will be installed . Off-road vehicle use has 
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been restricted through installation of gates and a guardrail by the City of San Diego's Park and 
Recreation Department. Landowners within Del Mar Mesa have not reported any off-road activity 
following the installation of the guardrail. 

Cannel Valley Neighborhood 8A 
1. Redirect human access from vernal pools and dudleya populations through sigllage and .fencing as 
necessary to delineate and protect the sensitive species. 

The proposed trail plan proposes closure of trai ls that are near vernal pools and dudleya populations. 
Fencing and educational signage are in place in critical areas to limit impacts to these habitats. 

2. Develop an equestrian use plan including a trail system so as to avoid as much as possible wetlands 
and other highly sensitive areas. 

The NRMP and proposed trail plan fulfi ll this MSCP requirement for development of an equestrian use 
plan. The proposed trail system does not include direct impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, or other 
sensitive vegetation. 

3. Monitor this sensitive area fo r off-road and off-trail use, and take necessmJ' measures to prevent such 
use, and repair damage (at minimum. closure ofareas) as soon as.feasible. Also assess for invasive plant 
species and remove as soon as possible. 

Cannel Mountain is patrolled regularly by City ranger staff. Vehicle gates and fences have been installed 
where necessary to prevent off-road and off-trail use. Invasive species removal is recommended by the 
NRMP. 

4. Use some o.f the existing dirt roads .for trails, and avoid cutting new trails through habitat areas. 
Restorelrevegetate dirt roads (not used as trails) and other disturbed areas to the appropriate habitat 
(maritime chaparral, vernal pool, grassland. coastal sage scrub, as determined by biologists. 

The proposed trai l system utilizes existing access roads with some additional segments of existing dirt 
paths. No new trails are proposed to be cut througb existing habitat. As part of the development of the 
proposed h·ai I system, 13.29 miles of existing paths were identified for closure and restoration. 

The proposed lrail system was evaluated based on the criteria included in these management directives 
(e.g. sensitive species, erosion, appropriate use type and frequency), and will be signed both at access 
points and at trail iJ1tersections. Complete trail surveys nre conducted annually by Park staff and trail 
maintenance projects are implemented as necessary based on survey results. The proposed project, if 
approved, will complete implementation of the above management directives through significantly 
lowering the number of trait-miles within the Preserves from existing conditions and providing increased 
buffers for sensitive species. 
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Therefore, irnplementation of the Mitigation Framework for Biological Resources, MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Gttidelines and the Biological Resources Management Guidelines in the NRMP would reduce 
potential impacts to below a level of significance. 

XI. MfNERAL RESOURCES ­
Would the project? 

a) Result in the loss of 
availability of a known 
mineral resource that 
would be of value to the 
region and the residents of 
the state? 

0 0 0 

The Preserve areas are underlain by the surficial soils, tlte Scripps Formation, Torrey Sandstone and the 
Poway Conglomerate, which do not contain mineral resources. The loss oflawl-vn mineral resources, 
valuable locally or regionally, would not occur as a result oftlze project. Therefore, the Project \VOttld 
not result in any impacts associated with mineral loss. 

b) Result in the loss of 
availability of a locally 
important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, 
specific plan or other Jand 
use plan? 

0 0 0 

The project site is not currently mined and is not designatedjorjuture mining activities. As such, no 
impacts to mineral resources would occur. 

XII. NO ISE - Would the project 
result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels 
in excess of standards 
estab lished in the local 
general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other 
agencies? 

0 D 0 

Uses associated with the Project would be consistent 111ith current passive recreational uses of the 
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Preserves. The Project ·would not generate excessive noise levels beyond vvhat is allowed in accordance 
vvith the General Plan. associated community plans. and the Municipal Code. impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b) Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, excessive 
ground borne vibration or 
ground borne noise levels? 

0 0 0 

NRMP implementation would not include drilling, mechanical hammering, or pile driving, so vibration 
and ground-borne noise would not be generated. Tlzus, no exposure to ground vibration or noise would 
occur. 

c) A substantial pe1manent 
increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project 
vicinity above levels 
existing without the 
project? 

D D D 

Project-related noise generation would be limited to short-term construction activities and minor noise 
resultingfi·om operation o.fa small bobcat during revegetation/restoration efforts associated ·with 
implementation o.f(uture trail closures. As noted above in response Xl!(a). the Project would not 
generate excessive noise levels beyond what is allowed in accordance with the General Plan, associated 
community plans, and tlze Municipal Code, and no significant increases in permanent ambient noise 
levels ..,vould occur, 

d) A substantial temporary or 
peiiochc increase in 
ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above 
existing without the 
project? 

D D D 

As discussed in response XU( c) . the Project would result in tetnporat:Y increases i1t ambient noise leFels 
when tlze use o.f small mechanized eqwjJmen/ is necessal)l to complete revegetaion/restoralion e.f(orts 
associated with trail closures; however, such impacts would be within the lim.its spec[fled in the Noise 
Ordinance. Impacts related to temporCIJ:V or periodic noise increases would be Less than sign(ficant. 

e) For a project located 
within an airport land use 
plan, or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, 
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The Preserves are not located within an ai1port land use plan for a public or public use ai1port. Thus, 
users would not be exposed to excessive aircrc~fi noise. 

f) For a project within the 
vicinity of a ptivate 
airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or 
working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

D D D 

The Presen1es are not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and therefore, excessive aircrqft 
noise levels would not be experienced by persons within and adjacent to the Preserves. 

XIII. POPULATION AND 
HOUSING - Would the 
project: 

a) Induce substantial 
population growth in an 
area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) 
or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? 

D D 

The Project would not directly or indirectly induce population groH1th. 

b) Displace substantial 
numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the 
consh·uction of 
replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

D D 

D 

D 

There is no existing or planned housing within the project boundaries. Thus, no housing J~voulc! be 
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numbers ofpeople, 
necessitating the 
construction of 
replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

Less Than 
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No Impact 

As discussed in responses .)(]JJ.a. and Xl!l.b, implementation ofthe Project would not displace any 
persons or housing. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
a) Would the project result in 

substantial adverse 
physical impacts 
associated with the 
provisions of new or 
physically altered 
govemmental facilities, 
need for new or physically 
altered governmental 
facilities, the construction 
of which could cause 
significant envirotu11ental 
impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable 
service rations, response 
times or other perfom1ance 
objecti ves for any of the 
public services: 

i) Fire Protection D D D 

The Project would not affect or generate a neecl.for new or altered .fire protection; effects on .fire 
protection would not occur. Thus, no newfacilities would be required which could result in physical 
changes to the environment. 

i i) Police Protection D D D 

The project does not propose any uses that ·would require ally increase in police protection services. 
Thus, no newfacililies would be required which could result in physical changes to the environment. 

iii) Schools D D D 
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The project would not generate al~)' students. Thus, the Project would not adversely affect schools. 

iv) Parks 
D 0 0 

The pwpose of the project is to provide guidance for the management of the Preserves and protection 
of the scenic, natural, cultural, and historical resources. The Project is consistent with the existing 
uses and would not adversely a.ffecl passive use ofthe Preserves. In fact, the Project would have a 
positive effect both Preserves. 

v) Other public faci lities 0 0 

Adequate services are available to support the proposed project. 

XV. RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase 
the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational 
facilities such that 
substantial physical 
dete1ioration of the facility 
would occur or be 
accelerated? 

0 0 

0 

0 

The proposed project does not include housing or schools and would not increase the use o.fexisting 
parks or recreationalfacilities in the vicinity o_fthe Preserves. The Project would provide guidance for 
the management of the Preserves and protection of the scenic, natural. cultural, and historical resources. 
The Project is consistent with the existing uses and would not adverse~y a.fj'ect passive recreational use of 
the Preserves. In fact, the Project would have a positive e.Uect on both Preserves. 

b) Does the project include 
recreational facilities or 
require the construction or 
expansion of recreational 
faci lities, which might 
have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

0 0 0 

The NRMP includes provisions for improvemel/l lo existing trails and closure o.f unauthorized trails and 
is considered a recreational facility within the Preserves. Future improvements as well as revegetation 
and restoration efforts have the potentia/to result in signfficant but mitigable impacts as ident(fied 
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elsewhere in this checklist. Implementation of the applicable Mitigation Framework will reduce potential 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Would the project? 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing measw-es 
of effectiveness for the perfonnance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of h·ansportation including mass 
h·ansit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit? 

0 D 0 

The Project does not have the scope or scale that would introduce a substantial amount of vehicle trips 
into the area and therefore no conflicts with existing circulation systems would occur. 

b) Conflict with an applicable 
congestion management 
program, including, but not 
limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards 
established by the county 
congestion management 
agency for designated roads 
or highways? 

0 0 0 

As discussed in response .A'VI(a), above, the proposed project would not COJ1flict ·with an applicable 
congestion managementprogrwn, and no impacts would occur. 

c) Result in a change in air 
traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in 
location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

0 D D 

The project does not proposed any structures or componems that ·would affect air traj/lc patterns. As 
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such, no impact would occur. 

d) Substantially increase 
hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., 
frum equipment)? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Incorporated 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

No Impact 

The Project does not have the scope or scale that would increase hazards related to traffic: therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

e) Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 

0 0 0 

The project incorporates measures to a/lo.,.v adequate fire and police emergency access to the site. Thus. 
the project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

f) Conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the 
perfom1ance or safety of 
such facilities? 

0 0 0 

The Project is consistent ·with the community plan Open Space designation and would not conflict with any 
adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities or otherwise 
decrease the peifonnance or safety o.f such facilities. Thus, implementation of the Project would not cOiiflict 
with policies encouraging alternative forms of transportation and would, in fact, promote those polices. 

XVII. UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS­
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board? 

D 0 0 

Tile project would result in standard consumption and would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements o.fthe RWQCB. 

IS Checklist!Re ,,ised Febru(lly 2015 41 



Issue 

b) Require or result in the 
construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of 
ex_isting facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause significant 
enviromnental effects? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

Less T han 
Significant 

with 
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Incorporated 

0 

Less T han 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

No Impact 

The Project would not result in uses which '"'ould require construction or expansion of water or 
wastewater treatment facilities. As discussed earlier, the Preserves are not connected to public water or 
wastewater facilities and adoption ofthe NRMP 11·ould not change thisfac/. Thus, the Project would not 
affect existing wafer and waste1-vater treatment facilities serving the area. 

c) Require or result in the 
construction of new storm 
water drainage faci lities or 
expansion of ex isting 
faci lities, the construction 
of which could cause 
signifi cant environmental 
effects? 

0 0 0 

The Project would not result in uses which would require constmction of new storm water drainage 
facilities. As discussed earlier, the Preserves are not connected to i11(rastructure and adoption o,j'tlle 
NRMP \•vou/d not change this fact. Tlws, the Project would not sign~ficant~y impact e.:risting storm drain 
facilities. 

d) Have suffi cient water 
supplies ava ilable to serve 
the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded 
entitl ements needed? 

0 0 0 

As discussed in respoJZse X VJJ(b), no new water entitlements vvould be required, and the project vvou/d 
have no impact on existing water resources. 

e) Result in a determination 
by the wastewater 
treatment provider which 
serves o r may serve the 
project that it has adequate 
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capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand 
in addition to the 
provider's existing 
commitments? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Wastewater would not be generated on site. The project would not require or result in the construction of 
new wastewater treatmentfacilities or the expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities. 
Accordingly, no associated impact would occur. 

f) Be served by a landfill 
with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate 
the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

0 0 D 

While some waste may be generated during trail closure, it would be limited in nature and would be 
directed to the appropriate City landfill after consultation vvitlz Environmental Services Department. T/ze 
project would comply with Greenbook Section 802. As implementation of the project would not 
substantially change the ongoing passive recreational uses of the Preserves, there would be no sign~ficant 
increase in the amount ofsolicl waste generated. Thus, the project would not signfficantly impact the 
City's solid waste disposal .facilities. 

g) Comply with federal, state, 
and local statutes and 
regulation related to solid 
waste? 

D 0 0 

The proposed project vvould comply with all applicable, federal, slate, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. Thus, no impact would occur )ovith respect to compliance with solid waste 
regulations. 

XVIIl. MANDATORY 
FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE-

a) Does the project have the 
potentiar to degrade the 
quality of the enviromnent, 
substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining 
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levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or an imal 
community, reduce the 
number or restrict the 
range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important 
examples of the major 
periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Thao 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Sigoificant 

Impact 
No Impact 

The project has a potential to result in impacts to lalld use (N!SCPIMIIPA), biological resources. and 
cultuml resources, as described in the applicable sections of this initial Study. Ho¥vever, implementation 
of the Mitigation Framework. along with management guidelines and recommendations of the NRNfP and 
MSCP Subarea Plan identified in this Initial Study, would reduce all impacts to a below level of 
significance. 

b) Does the project have 
impacts that are ind ividually 
limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed 
in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of 
other cun·ent projects, and the 
effects of probable futures 
projects)? 

0 0 0 

As noted abore,.future projects implemented in accordance ·with the Trails Plan and NRMP has the 
potentia/to impact Land Use (J\IfHPA). Biological and Cultural Resources. However, implementatio11 of 
the Mitigation Framework. along ll'ith manageme11t guidelines a11d recommendations of the NRA1P and 
MSCP Subarea Plan ident(fled in this f11itinl Stuc~v. would reduce all impacts to a below level of 
sign(flcance. Therefore. impacts associated with this project, combi11ed with other closely related past. 
present and reasonably.Joreseeable.fitture projects IVOuld not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental e.(fecl on biological resources, cultural resources. or land use associated with the MHPA. 

c) Does the project have 
environmentaJ effects, 
which will cause 
substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either 
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directly or indirectly? 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Inco1·porated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

The City of San Diego conducted this initial Study which deterrninedthattlze Project could have fl 
signijieflnl environmental e;ffect§_in the follo'l-ving issues areas: Land Use (MSCPINIHP A), Biological 
R~·uurces and Historical Resources (Archaeology);. however, none o(fhe effects associated with these 
issue areas would result in a significant effect on human beings. Implementation o[the NRlv!P would 
provide a benefit to human beings in the form ofimproved trail conditions and improved access to quality 
open space in an otherJ.-vise urbanized environment. Any potential environmental effects e+i-h:tt+nfl+?.-bei-ngs 
resulting from this project could be reduced or eliminated through standard project design measures 
and/or compliance with applicable locaL, stale orfederal regulatio11s. In addition, implementation o,{the 
Mitigatioll Framework, along with management guidelines and recommendations a,{ the NRMP and 
MSCP Subarea Plan ic/ent{fied in this Initial Study, would reduce all impacts to a belo·w level o,( 
significance. 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. Aesthetics I Neighborhood Character 
_x_ City of San Diego General Plan. 
_x_ Community Plan. 
_x_ Local Coastal Plan. 

II. Agricultw·al Resources & Forest Resoul'ccs 
X City of San Diego General Plan. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey- San D1ego Area, California, Part 1 and 1!. 
1973. 

Califomia Agticultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model ( 1997) 

Site Specific Report: 

Ill . Air Quality 
California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990. 

_2L Regional Air Quali ty Strategies (RAQS)- APCD. 
Site Speci tic Report: 

IV. Biology 
_x_ City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 1997 

X City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vemal 
Pools" Maps, 1996. 

_x__ City of San Diego, MSCP. "Multiple Habitat Plfmning Area" maps, 1997. 

Community Plan- Resource Element. 
Californ ia Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "Stale and 
Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California,'' January 2001. 

California Department of Fish & Game. California Natural Diversity Database, "State 
and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California," January 200 I. 

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 
Site Specific Repo1t: Biological Technical Report for the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar 
Mesa Natura l Resources Management Plan (City of San Diego January 2014); Biological 
Resources Appendix to the NRMP (RECON 2002) and NRl\lfP (201 1). 

Cultural Resources (includes Historical Resources) 
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 
City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 
Histolical Resources Board List. 
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Community Historical Survey: 

..lL Site Specific Report: Cultural Resources Study for the Cannel Mountain and Del Mar 

Mesa Natural Resources Management Plan (Affinis, August 2013); Cultural Resources 

Appendix to the NRMP (RECON 2002) and NRMP (2011 ). 

VI. Geology/Soils 

_L_ City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

U.S. Deparb11cnt of Agricultw·e Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part! a11d £1, 

December 1973 and Part III, 1975 . 

..lL Site Specific Report: Cannel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natura l Resources 

Management Plan (April 2011 ). 

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emiss ions 
Site Specific Report: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Teclmical Report for the Toney 

Pines City Park General Development Plan. HELIX. November 29, 20 II. 

Site Specific Report: 

VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing. 

San Diego County Hazardous Materia l ~ Management Division. 

FAA Determination. 

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized. 

Airport Land Usc Compatibility Plan . 

Site Specific Report: 

IX. Hydr ology/Water Q uality 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood [nsurance Program -

Flood Boundary and Floodway Map. 

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_ lists.html. 

Site Specific Rep011: 

X. Land Use and P lanning 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

_K_ Community Plan. 

_x_ Airpor1 Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

_x_ City of San Diego Zoning Maps. 

P AA Determination. 
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XI. Mineral Resources 

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land 

Classification. 

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Signi ftcant Resources Maps. 

Site Specific Report: 

XII. Noise 

X Community P lan. 

San Diego Int ernational Airport- Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps. 

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

Montg01nery Field CN EL Maps. 

San Diego Association of Governments- San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic 

Volumes. 

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

Site Speci fie Rcp01t: 

X'lll. P aleontological Resources 

___L_ C ity of San Diego Paleontological Gu idel ines. 

Demere. Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh , "Paleontological Resources City of San 

Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996. 

_x__ Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropol itan 

Area, Califomia. Del Mar, La Jolla, Po int Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 114 
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology 

Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975. 

Ke1medy, Michael P. , and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and 

Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California ," Map Sheet 

29, 1977. 

x_ Site Specific Report: Cam1el Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources 

Management Plan (April20 ll). 

XIV. Populat ion I Housing 

_x_ City of San Diego General Plan. 

__1L_ Community Plan. 

Seties l l Populalion Forecasts. SAN DAG. 

Other: 

XV. Public Services 

X City of San Diego General Plan. 

_x__ Community Plan. 
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XVI. Recreational Resources 
_x__ City of San Diego General Plan. 

_x_ Commu11ity Plan. 

__x_ Department of Park and Recreation 

City of San Diego- San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

.....K__ Additional Resources: Cannel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources 
Management Plan (April 2011 ). 

XVI I. T ransportation I Circulation 
City of San Diego General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 

Site Specific Report: 

XVIII. UTIL fTlES 

_x_ City of San Diego General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

XlX. WATER CONSERVATION 

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. eel. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset 

Magazine. 
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