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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 PLAN. 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
Penasquitos, 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 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 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 of the 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
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-adoeptien are being proposed with this project. This involves vacating five5)
three (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 Carmel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the
southeastern portion of Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestern portion of Rancho
Pefiasquitos and the southern portion of Torrey Highlands.

The NRMP has been prepared to provide guidelines for the protection and maintenance of
preserved natural 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 of the CPAs, LCP amendments and the NRMP does not autherize-construetion

Implementation-of future projects-identified-in-the NRMP-may require submittal and review
for issuance of a Site Development Permit (SDP) and/or Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) prior to any plan implementation; construction-related activities;-but are not being

proposed at this time. Opening and use of existing trails within the Preserves does not
require issuance of a permit 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 received during public review and are shown in a strikeout and underline format,
Please also note that this Final MIND 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.

[.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
ITI. DETERMINATION:
The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project

could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): LAND USE (MULTIPLE
SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAM/MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING 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 PARK
ACTIVITIES WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL OR HISTORICAL
RESOURCES. ADOPTION OF THE CPA’Ss, 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. REGULATIONS & HISTORICAL RESOURCES REGULATIONS)

Mitigation Framework (Compliance with Applicable Regulations)

LU-1a: 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-1b: Future projects implemented 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 review-at- the-projeetJevel-in-acecordance
with the Mitigation Framework BIO-1 through BIO-4 (Biological Resources) and further guided by the

Biological Resources Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) of the NRMP.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Framework

The following Mitigation Framework is required to assure compliance with the ASMD’s of the
Blologlcal Resources Management Gmdelmes in the NRMP ESL Regulatlons and the MSCP Subarea

A : All impacts
to sen51t1ve blologlcal resources shall be avmded to the max;mum extent fea51ble and mlmmlzecl when

iied o : 2vel- Adherence to the Mitigation Framework and the
ASMDs in the NRMP are antmpated to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources.

Restoration or revegetation undertaken in the MHPA 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 permit authorization by federal and

state agencies.

BIO-1:
1.  Restoration Goal: The Park and Recreation Department — Open Space Division
Biologist shall be responsible for assuring, implementing and meeting the restoration
voals established in the NRMP and associated Appendices.

2.  Responsibilities: The Park and Recreation Department — Open Space Division shall
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
flageing 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 Short-leaved Dudleya and/or Vernal
Pools: At the end of the fifth vear, 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 part, 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 efforts in the
Management Actions Report as part of the MSCP Annual Report.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION

BI10O-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, MBTA, 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 arrange to perform any fauna/flora
surveys/salvage.

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/ barriers,
other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent requirements determined by the
Qualified Biologist.

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 1 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 of breeding 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 project activities that directly impact the resource shall be
delaved until species specific local, state or federal regulations have been determined and
applied by the Qualified Biologist.

II1. 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 part of the MSCP Annual Report.
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Mitigation for Short-term Impacts to Sensitive Species from Project Construetion-Implementation

Specific measures necessary for reducing potential construction-related noise impacts to the coastal
California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo, barrewing-ewk and the California cactus wren are further
detailed in EE-2and B1O-2, BIO-3. and the NRMP.

Mitigation Framework - Migratory Wildlife

BI0O-2 BIO-3: Mitigationforfutare projeets Measures to reduce potentially significant impacts that
would inter f'ele w1th the nestmg, foragmg, or movement of w1]di1fe spccnes within the NRMP Preserves,

Shall be i

1leemented prior to the start of restoratlon effoﬂs The Open Space Blologist v—Repeﬂ shal] melude

identify results of protocol surveys and recommendations for additional measures to be implemented
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during eenstruction-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 eenstruction-doeuments restoration plans to
minimize direct impacts on wildlife movement, nesting or foraging activities shall be addressed-in
identified by the Open Space Biologist y-repest 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 (sueh-as-a-Burrowing-Owl-MitigationPlan)
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-prejeet implemented in accordance with the CPA-Trails-Plan-and
NRMP are exempt from the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations, do not require a Site

Develonment or Nelghborhood Development Permit and therefore are not sublect to CEQA. which
e g : The Park and

Reereatlon Department O]:_)en Sp_ace D1v1510n Quahﬁed Blologls shall be reqmred to implement the
following Mitigation Framework BIO-1, 2 and 3, and Biological Resources Management Guidelines

contained in the NRMP.
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B10-4: Vernal Pools and Vernal Pool Species

Mitigationfor projeets-impaeting Restoration of vernal pools shall 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 100-foot buffer from the watershed.

In accordance with the provisions in the NRMP (Appendix 6). the Park and Recreation Department —
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 properties,
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 information (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 Determination, 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 field
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. Information 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 information would be included in the evaluation
report.

Once the background 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 techniques 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 performed by a qualified archaeologist.

STEP 2:

Once a historical resource has been identified, a significance determination 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 qualified 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 determination 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 through 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 Reporting 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 111 of the
Guidelines) used to determine 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 materials 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 conformance with the California
Office of Historic Preservation "Archaeological Resource Management Reports: Recommended
Contents and Format" (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 format 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 of materials 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 §:

For Archaeological Resources: All cultural materials, including original maps, field notes, non-burial
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 historic 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 of 2001) and federal (i.e., Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally appropriate
manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any human bones and
associated grave goods of Native American origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native
American group for repatriation.

Arrangements 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 Commission’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 of Fish 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 10A)
City Attorney
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 (81F)
Rancho Penasquitos Branch (81BB)
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)
California 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)
Torrey Pines Association (186)
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San Diego Tracking Team (187)
San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
Carmen Lucas (206)
Clint Linton (215B)
South Coastal Information Center (210)
San Diego Historical Society (211)
San Diego Archaeological Center (212)
Save Our Heritage Organization (214)
Ron Christman (215)
Louie Guassac (215A)
Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission 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 of Mission Indians (225M)
Pala 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)
Carmel 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 (377A)
Torrey Pines Associates (379)
Rancho de los Penasquitos Planning Board (380)
Gary Akin - SDG&E (381)
Friend of Los Penasquitos Preserve (382)
Rancho Penasquitos Town Council (383)
Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation (384)
Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve CAC (385)
Debbie Knight (386)
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
finding 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 EntilementsDivision Planning
Department for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

Wﬁtﬂmv
March 20, 2014

Myra Hermann, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Planning Department

February 25, 2015
Analyst: Herrmann Date of Final Report
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 Carmel Mountain Preserve

Figure 3a  Trail System on Carmel Mountain Preserve

Figure 4 Recorded Public Access Easements Vaeations

Figure 4a  Public Access Easement Vacations (Revised)

Figures 5-7 North City LCP Showing Proposed Trails and Coastal Zone Boundaries
Initial Study Checklist
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STATEOF CALIFORNIA a‘%
(o

Ken Alex
nr

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Edmund G Brown bt
Governor

April 22, 2014

Myra Herrnuum

City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 92101

Natural R

Subject: Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Truils C iy Plan A 1
M Plan & E Vacati

SCH#: 2014031065

Dear Myra Herrmann:

Tlhe State Clearinghouse submitted the sbove named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected siate
agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Cleaninghouse has
listed the state agencies that reviewed your document. The review pesiod closed on April 21, 2014, aud the

from the ling agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. 1f this package is nol in arder,
please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in fulure correspondence ~a that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Sectivn 21104(¢) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shull only make sub i ling those
aciivities inveived ina project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carned out or approved by the ageney. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.™

These comments are ¢ ‘warded 1or use in preparing your final environmental document. Should yoo need
muie information ar clzrification of the enclosed! comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

'l letter acknowledees that you have esmplied with the Stale Clearing TEVIEW requi for
dratl envi 1 dls I to the Califorma Environmental Qualily Act. Plesse contact the
Stute Cleaninghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any guestions regarding the covironmental review
process,
Sucerely,

i 4
Seou Ma

Diirector, Smte Clearmyhouse

l:nzlosures
e ResddPGETATIHHBPREET PO BOX d04g SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 08H12-1049
' A TEL W16 4450610 TAX ([018) 3283008 www uprclgov

A-1

State Clearinghouse (April 22, 2014)

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

RTC-1
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- v Document Detalls Report™ - 3
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2014031085
Project Title  Carme! Mounlain and Del Mer Mesa Trails C ity Plan A Natural R
Lead Agency N t Plan & E:
San Disgo, City of

Type MND Miligated Negalive Dacl,

Description  The Carmal Mountain Preserve and Dal Mar Mesa Praserve are located in arsas rich in cullural
resources. In order lo evaluale polantial effects of trall use on archeeological resources, Affinis
conducted a cultural resources study in the spring of 2013 for the trail system identified in the
proposed NRMP (Robbins-Wade 2013), As noted in that report, the planned tralls are already in use;
no new grading for tralls or trall mainlanence is proposed. Trails are being reviewed in arder to
Inconp trall system revisi into the o ity plans as s

Lead Agency Contact
Name Myra Herrmann
Agency City of San Diego

Phone 6104465372 Fax
emall
Address 1222 First Avenue, MS-501
City  fan Niags State CA  Zip 92101

Project Location
County San Diego
‘City  San Diego, Dol Mar
Reglon
Lat/Long 32°9.5'28"N/117" 1.35'5" W
Cross Streets  Carmel Creak Road, Carmel Country Road
Parcel No.

Township 145 Range 3W Section 2023 Base SBBAM
Proximity to:

Highways 15 and 58

Airports

Ralflways Alchison Topeka & Sanla Fe
Waterways Pacilic Ocean
Schools
Land Use Open Space / OR-1-2, OC-1-1, CVPD-0S and Agricultural / A-1-10

Project f[ssues  Agsthetic/Visual, Air Quality; Archaeclogic-Historic; Biological R Coaslal Zone;
D AL gict! Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading;
Taoxiclk Traffic/Circulation; Vegetstion; Water Quality; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlite; Landuse;
Cumulative Effects

Reviewing Resources Agency; California Goastal Commission; Departmant of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office
Agencies  of Historic Praservalion; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;
California Highway Patrol: Caltrans, District 11; Alr Resources Board; Alr Resources Board,
Transportation Projects; Regional Waler Quality Control Beard, Region 8; Mative American Heritage
Commission; Public Utilltes Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received  03/21/2014 Start of Review 03/21/2014 End of Review 04/21/2014

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

RTC-2




LETTER

RESPONSE

B |

B-2

(" lede
04121114

_STATE OF CALIFORIGA Edmund G Brawn. i, Govemat

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

RECEIVED

April 1, 2014
Ms. Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego

Development Services Department APR 07 2014
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101 STATE CLEARING HOUSE
Sentby U.S. Mail

MNo. of Pages: 5

RE: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, under CEQA, for the *Mount
Carmel/Del Mar Mesa Trails C ity Plan A dments anag
Natural R ces Manag t Plan Adnptinu::' located in the City of
San Diego; San Diego County, California SCHHF 3014031 Vol

Deal Ms. | l@itiuaiii.

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed 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 Highlapds areas
of the proposed project. Contact local tribes (or more detailed information.

The California Environmiental Quality /- ct (CEQA states that any project
which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the
preparation of ain EIR (CEQA guidelines 15084.5(b) . To adequataly comply with

this provision and miligate project-related impacts on archagologlcal resources,
the Commission recommends the following actions be renuired:

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources,
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15084.5(f). In areas
of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should manitor
all ground-disturbing activities. Also, California Public Resources Code Section
21083 .2 require documentation and analysis of archaeclogical items that mest

the standard in Section 15064 .5 (a)(b)(f)

If there is federal jurisdiction of this project due to funding or regulatory
rpmvisions_ then the following may apply: the National Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA

B-2

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 Kumeyaay Aboriginal
Territory to receive direction on any discoveries. It should be noted that
no comments were received from any Kumeyaay tribal groups relative to
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 Affinis. 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-14131 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-11696 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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42 U B C 4321-43351) and Section 108 of the National Hisloric ?ress_r\ralitm Act (16
U.S.C 470 et seq.) and 36 CFR Part 800.14(b) require consultation with culturally
afilliated Native American tribes to determine if the proposed project may have an
adverse impat! on cultural resources

— We suggest that this (additional archaeological activity) be c_oordinated

with the NAHGC, if possible. The final report containing site 19rrns. s_rta

significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to the

planning department. Any information regarding site locations, Mative Amerncan

human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate

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

pr=: A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consullation cotjnceming
the project site has been provided and is atlached to this letier to determine if the
propesed ective might impinge on any cultural resources.

._— California Government Code Section 65040 12(e) defines 'cnvimnmgntar justice”
to provide “fair treatment of People . with respect lo the developpmnt‘ adopllf:r_n, ]
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 Execut_rve Order B-10-11
requires consultation with Native American tribes their elected ofﬁt_:sals and‘omer
representatives of tribal governments to provide meaningful input into lhaluevek:pmant
of legislation, regulations, rules, and policies on matters that may affect tribal
communifies.

— Lead agencies should corsider first, avoidance for sacred and/or historical
sites, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15370(a). Then if the project goes ahead
then, lead agencies include in their mitigation and monitoring plan provisions _for
the analysis and disposition of recovered artifacts, pursuant to Cslr!gmta Putfllc
Resources Uode Section 21083 2 in consultation with culturally affiliated Native
Americans.

Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American
human remains in their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA
§15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process tobe
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.

CC: State Clearinghouse

Aftachment:  Native American Contacts list

B-3

B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

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 of NEPA including compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and 36 CFR Part
800.14(b).

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 review.

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

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.

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.

Comment noted. See Response to Comment No. B-7.
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Native American Contacts
San Diego County California

April 1,2014
Barona Group of the Capitan Grande San Pasgual Band of Mission Indians
Clifford LaChappa, Chairperson Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson
1095 Barona Road Diegueno PO Box 265 Dieguerno
Lakeside + CA 82040 Valley Center. CA 92082
sue@barona-nsn.gov allenl@sanpasqualband.com
(619) 443-6612 (760) 749-3200
619-443-0681 (760) 749-3876 Fax
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Mation
Robert Pinto Sr., Chairperson Daniel Tucker, Chairperson
4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 5459 Sycuan Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine « CA 91901 ElCajon . CA92019
wmicklin@leaningrock,net ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov
(619) 445-6315 - voice 619 445-2613
(619) 445-9126 - fax 619 445-1927 Fax
La Posta Band of Mission Indians Viejas Band of Kume agaay Indians
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson Anthony R, Pica, Chairperson
8 Crestwood Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay PO Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Boulevard . CA 91905 Alpine . CA 81503
gparada@lapostacasino, jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov
(619) 478-2113 (619) 445-3810
619-478-2125 (619) 445-5337 Fax
Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
Leroy .J. Elliott, Chairperson Ron Christman
PO Box 1302 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 56 Viejas Grade Road Dieguano/Kumeyaay
Boulevard . CA 81905 Alpine + CA 82001
Ijbirdsinger @acl.com {619) 445-0385

(619) 766-4930
(619) 766-4957 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list doss not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Heaith and Safety Code,
Section 5087.84 of the Public Rescurces Coda and Section 5087.98 of the Public Resources Cods.

This list s only app lacalive with regard to cultural mnum Tor ihe proposed
Mount Canme mmlm Ill! Mesa Trails Plan and Nat Plan ol Project;
loosted narth and ol San Diego In i San Diega mmy California.

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Native American Contacts
San Diego County California
April 1, 2014

gay Nation of Santa Ysabel
lint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources

P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Mumeyaay
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070

cjlinton73@aol.com

(760) 803-5694

cjlinton73@aol.com

FHI'%I;F Nation of Santa Ysabel
ney Kephart, Environmental Coordinator

PO Box 130 Dieguena
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

frinuwn@vlejas-nsn gov

(619) 884-6437

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee
Bernice Paipa, Vice Spokesperson

P.O. 837 Diegueno/Mumeyaay
Boulevard . CA 91905
bernicepaipa@gmail.com

(KCRC is a Coalituon of 12

Kumeyaay Governments)

This list s current only as of the date of this document.

nuwmumHmmwmumwwmwmnmhmmmuhm-mwm

Section 5087.94 of the Public Aesources Code and Section 808798 of the Public Resources Code,

This list s only locatlve A with regard to uullmll resources for the proposed

Plan Project:

Mount Carmel mmm Mar Mess Tralls C Plan Hatural
located north and northeast of Downtown mnlewhmmmlsmnhnnmm Caliarnka.

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Native American Contacts
San Diego County California
April 1,2014

Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ralph Gofl, Chairperson

36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Campa + CA 91906

chairgolf@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
measagrandeband@msn.com

(760) 782-3818

(760) 782-9092 Fax

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians
Carmen Lucas

P.O. Box 775

Pine Valley . CA 91962

(619) 709-4207

Diegueno -

This list Is eurrent only as of the date of this documant.

Inaja Band of Mission Indians
Iggg:ema Osuna, Chairman

2005 S. Escondido Blvd. Dieguena
Escondido « CA 92025

(760) 737-7628

(760) 747-8568 Fax

Vilg{_as Band of Kumeyaay Indians
ATTN: Julie Hagen, cultural Rescurces
P.O. Box 908

Alpine . CA 91903
jhagen@viejas-nsn.gov
(619) 445-3810

(619) 445-5337

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

San Pasqual Band of Indians
Kristie Orosco, Environmental Coordinator

P.O. Box 385 Diegueno
Valley Center, CA 92082

(760) 749-3200
council@sanpasqualtribe.org

(760) 749-3876 Fax

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Offica
Will Micklin, Executive Directar

4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine + CA 81901

wmicklin®@ leaningrock.net

(619) 445-6315 - voice

(619) 445-9126 - fax

Distribution of this lluﬂmnnlNlhvlmp-m:noﬂhmmmmdwumh!wﬂwmldmmmwwcﬂ.
Saction 5057.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code,

This list s anly for locative

with regard lo cultursi resources for the proposed
A and Natural

Mount Carme! Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Tralis

¥ nd
located north and noriheast of Downlown San Dlege In west-cenlral San Diggo County, Califarnin.

Plan : Project;

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

EAM DILGD ANEA

THTS METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103
SAN DIEGD, CA 02108-4al1

(819 1620

C

(-2

April 21, 2014

Myra Herman - Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa
Trails Community Plan Amendments and Natural Resources Management Plan

WBS No, 21002131

Dicar Ms. Herman,

The above referenced Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was received in this office on
March 27, 2014. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the environmental review
process related o the proposed farmalization of public access trails within the Carmel
Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Preserves, As we understand, specifically, the project
includes the adoption of the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources
Management Plan (NRMP), amending five land use plans (Del Mar Mesa, Carmel
Valley, Pacific Highlands Ranch, Rancho Penasquitos, and Torrey Highlands) to
incorporate the planned trail system detailed in the NRMP into each land use plan, and
the vacation of three existing public access casements associated with the Torrey Santa
Fe residential development. The MND does not, however, include any construction
activities. Any future trails improvements, closures, etc., would be subject to all
associated Site Development or Coastal Development Permits. Based on review of this
document, Commission staff provides the following comments.

- 1. Potential LCP Amendments. It appears that three of the land use plans proposed

r for amendment are located in the coastal zone. Specifically, the Carmel Valley,
Iacific Highlands Ranch and the Del Mar Mesa Land Use Plans all include land
within the coastal zone. Please clarify why the City feels modifying these land use
plan amendments do not also require amending the City’s Local Coastal Program
(LCP), Inaddition, if'the City intends on including regulation/policy/mitigation
measures, etc., that are detailed in the proposed NRMP, the NRMP will also need to
be included in the City’s LCP, and thus requires certification by the Coastal

- Commission, through an LCP amendment,

-2, Public Access Easement Vacations. The MND states thal the project will include
the vacation of three previously required public access ensements within the Torrey
Santa Fe residentinl development, 1t appears thai a portion of this development may
be located within the City' Coastal Zone. Please elarify whether the City believes

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (APRIL 21, 2014)

C-1 The City of San Diego is proposing amendments to the following Land

C-2

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 Commission 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 communily is located within the coastal zone, [{'any of the development
is located 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 or the Coastal Commission, and with that specific
discretionary review they were required. Traditionally, the vacation of existing public
aeeess easemenis would not be consistent with the City's Local Coastal Program, nor
the Coastal Act. As such, if the property is located within the coastal zone, and the
public access easements 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 associated permits were issued by
«the Coastal Commission),

to Sensitive abital ted in the | Zone, Again, the project
location includes lands are located within the coastal zone and also contain habitat
that is idered to be Envirc lly Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), Whilethe

MND includes that although no impacts are directly associated with the project,
impucts to sensitive habitat arcas have been identified associated the constructinn of
the trails, signage, and/or access points all being formalized by certification of the
subject MND. Specifically, the MND identifies impacts 1o wetlands, vernal pools,
maritime chaparral, and various other upland sensitive habitat types, The MND
includes mitigation measures to ensure these impacts will be consistent with the
City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCIP), however, this is not a
certified component of the City’s LCP. As such, for any impacts located within the
cuastal zone, the MND must also include specific analysis as to how any such
impacts can be found to be consistent with the City’s LCP.

— 4. Lands within the Commission’s Retsined Jurisdiction. It appears that a portion of

the proposed project is located within the City’s Neighborhiood 84 Planning Area,
However, the Neighborhood 8a Land Use Plan is not a component of the City's
certified LCP und is an area of “deferred certification.” Any lands within deferred
certification arcas remain within the Coastal Commission's permit jurisdiction. Thus,
any development within the areas of deferred certification, such as the land identified
as Neighborhood 8a, would require the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit ta
be issued by the Coastal Commission, The standard ol review for permits issued with
the Coastal Commission is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. As such, the
MND needs to include how any of the proposed improvements (and iated
impacts) located within the Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction, can be found

consigtent wilh the Coastal Act.
L

C-3 The MSCP Subarea Plan does not allow new trails 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.

C-4  Please see Response to Comment Nos. 1 and 3.
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r In conclusion, it appears that the standards for development within the coastal zone were
omitted from the subject MND, As such, the analysis discussed above must be
incorporated in order for the proposed development to be permitable within the coastal
zone. In addition, it may be helplul for an exhibit to be generated that shows what lands
are within the coastal zone, as well as a break down between lands within the City's and
the Commission’s permit jurisdictions. The Commission respectfully requests that you
please address the above comments in the final EIR document. We look forward to
future collaboration on the proposed development and are available 1o address any
question or concerns you may have, Please contact Toni Ross at the Commission’s San

L Diego office if you have any questions on the submitted comments.

Coastal Program Analyst
San Diego District

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 three 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, installation 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.
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LS, Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlshad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlshad, California 92008

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region

JBEF Ruffin Road

San Diego, California 92123

T60-43 14440 B5R-467-4201
FAX T60-431.9624 FAX 858-4G7-4299
In Reply Refer To: e
PWS/COFW-09B0163-14TAD290
2
Ms. Myra Herrmann APR % 5 2014

ity of 8an Diego
Develupment Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject:  Comments on the Drafi Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Carmel
Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments (CPA), Easement
Vaeations and Adoption of the Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP), City of
San Diego, California

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

I'he LS. Fish and Wildlife Service (Secrvice ) and the California Depariment of Fish and Wildlile
(Department). colleclively refirred 1o as the Wildlife A geneies, have reviewed the Draft MND
(dated March 20). 2014) for the Caunel Mountain/Del Mar blesy Trails CPA, easemen| vacations
sud adoption of the MRMP (WIS Noo 2100213 1) in the City of San Diego (City), Califomia,
The comments and recommendations provided herein are based on the information provided in
the Dralt MND, onr knowledge of sensitive and declining vegelation communities in the region,
and our participation in the Multiple Species Canservation Program (MSCP) and the City's
MSCP Subarea lan (SAP)

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of fish and wildlife resources
and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds,

anad fish, and th d and endungered animals and plants occurring in the United
States, The Service is also responsible for administening the Federal Endangered Species Act of
1973 (Act), as amended (16 11.5.C. 1531 &1 seq.), including habitat conservation plans (HCP)
developed under section 10(a)(l) of the Act. The Department is a Trustee Agency with
jurisdiction over natural resources ffected by the project (California Environmental Quality Act
[CEQA] Guidelines §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
Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code §2050 ef seq.) and Fish and Game Code Section
1600 et seg. The Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) program. The City participates in the NCCP and the Service's HCP programs by
implementing its MSCP SAP,

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
(APRIL 25, 2014)

The first four (4) pages of this letter provide information regarding the content of the
letter.
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Carmel Mountain is a 302-acre preserve located south of Highway 56 and east of Interstate 5
(1-5), between Carmel Creek and Carmel Country Roads. 1he majority of Carmel Mounsain is
owned by the City of San Diego (300 acres), with an additional 2 acres under private ownership
Del Mar Mesa is a 980-acre preserve located east of Carmel Mountain Preserve and is bounded
by the State Roate 56 to the nonth und ark Village Road 1o the south. There are multiple
property owners on [321 Mar Mesa, including the City (626.5 acres), County of San Diego
(27.5 acres), Department (81.6 neres). Service (75.4 acies), and private landowners (169 acres),

he two combined preseryves include several sensilive resources including souther willow
serub, southern maritime cliuparial. serub ak chaparral. constal sage scrub; sensitive and listed
flora including California adder’s-longue (Ophioglossum californiciom). Oreatl’s brodiaca
(Brodiaea arcuirii), Caiifornia adolphia (Adalphia californica), San Diego viguiera (Viguiera
lacintata), San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), wart-stemmed ceanothus
(Ceanothus verrucosus). Del Mar sand aster (Lessingia filaginifolic var. filaginifolia
~Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. incana), Warl-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus),

San Diego goldenstar (Bloomeriu clevelandii), Torrey pine (Pinus torreyana), Summer holly
{Comarastaphvliy diversifolia ssp. diversifolia), Sea dahlia (Curm;»d.r m.‘wme) Nmull's scrub

oak (Owercus dumuosa). Western dichondra { Dichandra occide drinia
(Culandrinia maritime), shon-leaved dnﬁ]eya (Dudleya b:’ur.kmumm ssn feevifolin, State
Iangered), el Mar ita (A phvlos glandulosa ssp, erossifolia, federally-

endangered); and vernal pools with bm Diego hulmn celery (Eryngiiin rrri isealatiom var, parifilf
federaily- and State endangered). and San Dicgo nicse mint (Pogogyne abvamyii, federally- and
State endanpered).

Wildlife species known 1o oceur in the preserves inelude woodrats (Neotoma spp.). brush rabbils
(Sylvilagus beelimand, State species o special concern), coyvote [Canis lalrans), pray fox
(Uracyon einereoargentens). southern muic deer (Odocotlens hemionus fuliginata), red-1uiled
hawks (Buteo jamaicensiy), Cilifomia quail (Callipepla californica californica), Anna's
hummingbirds (Calypte anna), Califomia towhees (Pipilu crissalis), western fence lizard
(Seeloporus peeidemalis), San Dicgo horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronaom blainvillii, Stale
species of special coneern), red dinmond rattlesnake (Crafalus ruber, State species of special
concern), and San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis, federally-endangered).
Both preserves facilitate an impontant wildlife cormdor and inland-voastal habitat linkage
adjoining Pefiasquitos Canyon to the south, Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon to the west (Carmel
Mountain), and Gonzalez Canyon to the north (Del Mar Mesa). Carmel Mountain is in the
Carme] Valley Neighborhood BA Specific Plan/Precise Plan and Del Mar Mesa is in the Del Mar
Mesa Specific Plan. Both preserves are located within the City’s MSCP Multiple Habitat
Planning Area (MIHPA) and Del Mar Mesa has been identified as a core area in the City’s MSCP
SAP.

The project would approve the drall Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa NRMP and related CPAs
10 Del Mar Mesa, Carmel Valley (Neighborhood 8A), Pacific Highlands Ranch, Rancho
Pefasquitos, und Torrey Highlands to incorporate a proposed trail system to be implemented in

accordance with the NRMP. which woold including establishing linkages to areas adjacent 1o the

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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preserves with alignments that generlly follow existing paths and access roads, I addition the
prajeet will vacate five public necess easements included in the Torrey Santa Fe Subdivision.

The NRMP will provide guidelines for the protection and maintenance of preserved natural open
space on the preserves as well as to assure compliance with Ares Specific Management
Directives, which would implement the requirements of the City's MSCE SAP and
Implementing Agreement for the preserves, The NRMI® details the location, ownership. and
mitigation status of parcels within the preserve: contains detailed supvey infarmation on existing
civironmental conditions necessary for management: discnsses existing land uses and
managezient challenges; and provides resource mansgenent. maintenance, and jeereation
suidelines for the Park. [n addition, the NRMP identifies and prioritizes enhancement (e.g..
invasive weed removal), cducation, and research needs, and includes an pl i hedul
with responsible parties. The NRMP also proposes to: permit 4.13 miles and 6.84 miles of new
trails on Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa, respectively; and close a wtal of 13.29 miles of
unauthorized teails on both preserves. All proposed trails will follow existing use patterns and
avoid vernal pool basins. Trails are proposed to be sited within vernal pool watersheds in limited
instances only where the trail segment cannot be rerouted without direct impacts to an adjacent
vernal poul basin or sensitive vegetation. However, the proposed closure and restoration of
13.29 miles of existing trails is intended 1o result in an overall net benefit to the jreserves.

he Wildlife Agencies s« coordinated with (rails user groups and the City o develop a trails
plan i 1l Mar Mesa that offers recreational opportunitics while providing adequale protections
for sensitive resources consistent with the City's MSCP SAP. Whils the propased trail in the
NRMP has been reviewed and tentatively approved by the Wildlife Agencies, trails proposed as
partof the CPA will require further review. According to the Dralt MND, the udoption of the
CPAs and the NRMP does not authoriz construction prior to ur without subsequent approval in
pecordance with the Land Development Code, Furthermore, implementation of future projects
identificd in the NRMP may require submitial and review for issuance of a Site Development
Permit and/or Coastal Development Permit prior to any construction-related activities, und are
not being proposed nor are addressed as par of this Draft MND.

Our comments and recommendations (enclosed) are intended to assist the City in its
environmental analysis of project consistency with the City's MSCP SAP. including potential
project-related direct and indirect impacts to biological from implementation of the
NRMP and related trail system, as well as current direction and recommendations to be included

in the NEMP,

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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‘We appreciate the opportunily to comment on the Drall MND, If you have questions or
comments regarding this letter please contact Randy Rodriguez of the Depariment at 858-637-
7108 or Randy Rodriguer@wildlife.capov, or Patrick Gower of the Service at 760-431-9440 or
Patrick_Ciowerf@fws.gov.

Sincerely,
n ’% ‘/{ ‘(:" 2
{ o — ) ™ - N
1 G{j s et .
Karen A, Goebe! Giail K. Sevrens
Assistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager
1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Enclosure
REFERENCES

Ann E. Dorsey and Paul Wilson, 2011, Rarity as a life-listory correlate in Dudleys
(Crassulaceac ; Department of Biology, California State Universitv. Northridge, Califosaia
91330-8303 USA. Received for publication 4 March 2010; Aceepled for publication 12
April 2011,

Bartel, 1. A_ 1993, Dudlevir. Pages 525-530 in J, C. Hickman. The Jepson manual: Higher
plants of California. University of California Press, ek eley, California, USA

City of San Diego. 2013. City of San Diego Park and Recreation Depariment 2013 Unfinded
Park linprovements List. Febroary, 2013,

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

RTC-14




LETTER

RESPONSE

ENCLOSURE

Wildlife Agency C ts und Ree fations on the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Carmel Moun tain/Del Mar Mesa
Trails C ity Plan A 1 (CPA) and Natural Resources Management Plan
(NRMP)

Draft MY
Mitigation Measure LU-2 (Land Use Adjacens v Gundelines):

A. Since both Carmel Mountain and el Mar Mesa are Muliiple Habitat Planning Ares
(MHPA) core resource areas, we recommend that 1.11-2 be revised 1o indicate that any
landscaping within or adjacent to these conserved open space lands use appropriate mix
of native plam species collected from within the existing preserves, and inelude the use of
container planting where appropriaic.

B. Manufictured slopes: Since most, if nut all, of the future projects would be within the
preserves (which are emtirely within the MHPA), please clarily if this measure would
even he applicable,

. Brush Management- Since no habitable struciures are proposed us part of the NRMP, it
scems that the requirenient fnr hrush manigement would not be needed for fifture
projects. 1t may be applicable wiwre Cily open space abuts private residences wid there
are no structural mensures (e.g.. block walls) in place; however, these areas should be
specifically mapped with ucres nceounted for in & table and included in the NRMP
Moreover, where non-combustive nutive species (€., Upimntia spp.) are located, the
NRMP should have s policy to retain these species to the maximum extent practicable
and where they absolutely must be remaved, a policy 10 relocate them into the open space
shauld be provided as part of the final NRMP

D. Drainage/Detention Basins: Please clurify if any of these features are anticipated to be
needed as part of any future project or management recommendations/Area Specific
Management Directives in the proposed NRMP. 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 are MHI'A core resource areas, these
features should be located owside the preserves, unless it is clearly demonstrated they are
ficeded 1o address a public health and safety concern and would not negatively affect
covered species and wildlife movement.

(=]

. Biological Resources (Mitigation Framework): As a care MSCP area located entirely within
the MHPA, all mitigation should oceur within the existing Carmel Mountain-Del Mar Mesa
preserve systent, In addition, some of these lands have been purchased with Federal and/or
State funds. and may require additional mitigalion to meet the requirements of those grant
agreements. The use of the City's abitar Acquisition Fund and/or mitigation banks would

D-1

D-2

D-4

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
(APRIL 25,2014)

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

Comment noted. LU-2 is not applicable and has been deleted because
both Preserve areas are within the MHPA 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.

Comment noted. The Biology Mitigation Framework has been revised to
remove the provision 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.

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

The referenced sentence on Page 5 (now shown in strikeout on Page 6 in
the Final MND) has been deleted.
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Enclosure Page 2

not be appropriate to offse! impacts within the Carmel Mountain-Del Mar preserves, unless it
can be used to expand the préserves al w minimum 1:1 ratio. These aspects should be
incorporated into mitigation measure BIO-1,

. BIO-1: Itis unelear why it includes the discussion on burrowing owl (Athene cunicalaria)

mitigation for Carmel Moumain and Del Mar Mesa. 'We are not aware of historie burmowing
owl observations for these areas and the closest recent oceurrence is u the Nlack Mountain
area {(winter migrant).

Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Upland Habitins: Since there would e no habitable
structures oy purcel-based development and it appears thal fiture projects would consist of
linear features (e.g., trails) entirely within the MHPA (with no allocated development
footprint), please explain the statement on page 5 that “[pJroject-level analysis shall
determine whether the impacts are within or outside of the MHPA.” We recommend that this
statement (if determined to be necessary) be revised to indicate that all future projects would
limit img to the n extent practicable (as stated earlicr on page 4 in the first
paragraph under Biological Resources: Mitigation Framework). Wherever this or equivalent
statements occur in the Drafl MND and suppuiting document, we recommend that they be
remaved or revised secordingly,

Page 5 (Conceplial Miligation Plan): “he discussion for a “ounceptual mitigation plan’
showld be supplemented with a requirement tor a final mitigation plan approved by the City
and Wildlife Agencies prior to thie issuance of any permit. suthorization w proceed or ather
action thut would allow sensitive hatbiia! to he impacted in the final MND.

Ihe nitiad study (page 12) includes a reference to a General Development Plan (GDP)
project; however, this project is not defined anywhere in Ui docwnent, Based on review of
the City’s Unfunded Improvements List for Parks-Open Space (City of San Diego, 2013),
there appears to be entries in scheduled projects pertaining to Carmel M in and Del Mar
Mesa for trails closures and rehabilitation/improy und signage with references to
“approval of Del Mar Mesa/Carmel Mountain NRMPY. Pleage clarify this reference to a
GDP in the final MND.

. Page 3 (Mitigation Ratios): As described above, since all the lands in the Carmel Mountain -

Del Mar Mesa NRMP are within the MHPA [as indicated on page 13 of the Initial Study (1$)
checklist] und future development would be limited to linear projects (e.g., trails) with
supporting features, all impacts would be considered to be within the MHPA and all
mitigation would occur within the existing open space system (or add to it), This should be
clarified in the final MND,

Page 5 (MHPA adjustments): As described above, since all the lands in the Carmel
Mountain-Del Mar Mesy NRMP are within the MHPA and future development would be
limited to lineur projeets (e.g., trails) which are considered conditionally compatible within
the MHIPA, provided that impacts are minimized to the maximum extent practicable and
follow the guidelines provided in Section 1.4 of the City's MSCP SAP, there would be no

D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

D-9

D-10

D-11

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
has 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 MHPA.

The provision for MHPA boundary line adjustments has been deleted
from the Mitigation Framework section of the MND as it is not
applicable to this project.
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.

Comment noted.

The referenced CDFW code sections have been revised accordingly.
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Enclosure Page 3

need o proceed with a MIIPA boundary line adjusimeni, We recommend thal this provision
be removerd from the final MND. However, il there are any projects within the CPA that
could potentially result in a MHPA boundary line adjusiment, those shauld be identified and
mapped in the final MND and NRMP.

Pape 6 (Mitigation lor Short-Term Impacts to Sensitive Species from Froject Construction);
Based on1 he species inventory provided in the NRMI, (iere are na cutrent or bistorie
observations of hurrawing owl or cactus wren (Campylorhynctrs brunneicapillus) in 1w
preserves. Please explam (he applieability of the measures included in 1ie Draft MND for
these species based on the current known distribution of (hese SpECies,

. Puge 7 (Mitigation Framework for Impacts o Wetlands) and Page 10 (Vernal Pools and

Vemal Pool Species): Measure BIO-4 discusses impacts and mitigation in terms of Clean
Water Act Section 404, CDFW Section 1602, and the City's Environmenlally Sensitive
Lands Ordinance (ESL). The Wildlife Agencies look forward 1o working with the City on
authorization and appropriate mitigation for any impacts to wetlands, including vemal pools
that may result fromt implementation of the trail system and other actions proposed in the
NRMP, [mpacts 1o federally-listed species will also need 10 be addressed under section 7 o
10 {e.p.. City Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan, if completed) of the Act

"age 70 This section references CDFW Section 1602 wherens page 10 references CDFW
Seciion I6H/1603. Please revise these references o achiove internal consistency here and
elsewhere in the final MND and supporting documents.

15 Cliecklist (page 13): Items a) and b) state that “the proposed trail system has hoen

approved Dy e LLS. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and by (he California Deparimient
ol Fish and Wildlife {Depuriment).” This statcment is true for the areas we focused on
during our coordination efforts, which were limited tu el Mar Mesa; the Wildlife Agencies
tlid not have the same level of coardination on the propused tmils system for Carmel
Mauntain or the CPA. We rec | that this nl should be revised in the finul
MND and supporting documents io indicate that the CPA Trails Plan for Del Mar Mesa has
been discussed with the Wildlife Agencies as part of the development of the drafi Carmel
Mountain-Del Mar Mesa NRMP and City's Vernal Pool 1 labitat Conservation Plan, and is
expected to result in an overall net benefit to vernal pools within the NRMP ares. However,
any impacts to vernal pools and related lisied species from implementation of the proposed
trail system would require separate environmental review (as indicated elsewhere in the
MND).

Figure 2 of the Draft MND shows a future potential trail across the Rhodes Crossing
property, which appears (o be located outside the boundaries of the NRMP. As discussed in
our coordination efforts, il a second cast-west uccess (one already is proposed as part of the
NRMTP on private lands und west through Deer 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 after the Rhiodes Crossing development is far enough along so thar
redundant alignments do not result in additional direct or indirect impacts to this MHPA core

D-12

D-13

D-14

D-15

D-16

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

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 CPAs,
LCP amendments or NRMP. Design of a second east-west trail will be
coordinated with the Wildlife Agencies as noted in the comment.

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

The majority 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 General Management Directive
(Section 1.5.2) requirements for access, trails, and recreation.
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resource area. Such a secondary east-west connection may or may not include access
through the Department's Del Mar Mesa Ecological Reserve,

I4. Page 7; This section references CDFW Scetion 1602 whereas page 10 refi CDFW
Sectien 1601/1603. Pleasc revise these references o achieve internal consistency here and
elsewliere in the final MND and supprriing documents.

15, The City should review the current status of privare properties in the Preserves and update
the final MNT} and NRMP accordingly.

16.We recommend that the final MND inelude a discussion delailing how the proposed CPAs are
consistent with the MSCP SAP; in particular how the new trail proposed us part of the Pacific
Highlands Ranch CPA would be consistent with the MSCP SAP, Section 1.2.4 C13 and
Section 1.5.8 of the NCFUA (Subarea 4),

NRMP

7. The NIRMI indicates in Section 7 that restoration efforts and nonnative plant removal will
oceur as Tunding becomes available. Due 1o the current level and the associated inpacts 10
sensitive resources from visitor use the Wildlife Agencies recommend the City identify and
rank potentic! restoration prajects seenrding Lo sensitivity and make securing finding for
restoration a priosiiy

I8, Section 7 1 Please provide the current status of the Pardec eredits at Carmel Monntain and
ifadditional reyuinements such as lunding of restoration and [ong term management are
included.

19. Seetion 7.3.1.1 (¢} Sourhern Mule Deer: This should include deer use of the canyons as day
hedding areas.

20. Figure 3-10 (Del Mar Mesa Preserve-Sensitive Species on Del Mar Mesa Preserve) shows a
location for willowy monardella (Monardella linoides ssp. viminea, federally- and State
endangered), which appears to be in the Depariment’s Del Mar Mesa Ecological Reserve
(ER). Based on recent site visits to the ER, The Department was unable 1o locate the mapped
willowy monardella as shown in Figure 3-10, The Department will continue to attempl 1o
relocate this mapped historic oceurrence; however, based on the location provided, the
existing hubitat does not appear to be suitable for this species,

Plan for the Carmel
Mountain Preserve): We recommend that passive methods be used at this time to enhance
and expand the existing Dudleya populations on Carmel M in, Such es would
include providing protective fencing, rerouting public aceess, controlling for invasive
species, and enhancing the natural presence ol lichens, mosses and Selagimella, which are
thought to collect nutricnts, soil particles, and moisture and thereby facilitate natural secdling
recruitment, purticularly on rocks that often preclude secdling establishment (Bartel 1993).

D-17

D-18

D-19

D-20

D-21

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.

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

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.
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At this time, we recommend testing the above measures (o expand/enhance the local
populution, rather than performing active transplanting, which would involve collecting seed
and/or moving propagated plants at a nearby facility off-site for future transplantation. Until
further research can be provided and shared with the Wildlife Agencies which demonstrates
that transplantation can be used successfully, we recommend that the specific goals related to
transplanting, such as entering into agreements with the Wildlifc Agencies, establishing a
new minimum population size and the percent of seed tuken per year, be removed from the
NRMP. The Wildlile 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 transpl to enh the existing populations of short-leaved dudleya
within the proposed NRMP arca,

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
5300 LA PLACE COURT, SUITE 100
CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA 92008

April 10,2014

Ms Myra Hermmann
Environmental Planner

City of San Diego
Development Services Center
1222 First Avenoe, MS 501
San Diego, California 92101

Dear Ms. Herrmaim:

This letter is in response to the March 20, 2014 Public Notice of a Draft Miligated
Negative Declaration (MND) for the Carmel MountainyDel Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan
Antendments and Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption (WBS Number 21002131).

Assessment for the Carme! Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resource Management Plan
Project. dated January 2014 with respect to the United States (U.8.) Army Corps of Engineers®
ls(‘nrps] authority to issue Department of the Army (DA) permits pursuant to section 404 of the
|Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 1L.5.C. 1344). Based on the information furnished to our office, the
Carps 15 currently unable to determine whether construction activities associated with the
[proposed project would involve the discharge (placement) of fill material into jurisdictional
[waters pursuant 1o our authority under section 404 of the CWA, The Corps recommends a
jurisdictional delineation report using the procedures set forth in the “Regional Supplement to
the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region™ and “A Field Guide 1o
the Idemification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the
Western United States™ be provided to this office for review and verification, Please include in
this report # detailed description of all ground-disturbing activilies associated with the proposed
project pecuning on and in the immediate vicinity of potential waters of ine U.S. as well asa
cross-section of the proposed work and the existing conditions of the proposed project area

[ We have reviewed the nbove cited draft MND as well us 1he Biological Resources

Please nole that a Department of Army permit is required for:

The discharge ol dredged or Gl matenal mto, including any redeposit of dredged material other
than incidental fallback within, "waters of the United States” and udjacent wetlands pursiant to
section 404 of the CWA. Examples include, but are not limited 1o

I Creating [ills for residential or commercial development, placing bank protection,
Temposaey oF peemanent stockpiling of excavared matenial, building road erossings.
backfilling for utility line crossings and consoucting outfall structures, dams. levees.
wreing. weirs. or other structures;

E-1

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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Mechamzed lundeleasing, grading which involves filling low areas or land leveling.
ditching, channelizing and other excavation activities that would have the effect ot
destroying or degrading waters of the U.S.;

3. Allowing runotf or overtlow from a contained land or water disposal area to re-enler a
water of the 1.8, and

Placing pilings when such placement hus or would have the effect of a discharge of [ill
material.

1l you have any questions. please call me a1 760-602-4836 or via e-mail ai
Meris. Banulun-Smithfgusace. army.mil. Please refer to this letter and file SPL-2014-00217-
MHS in your reply.

Sincerely,

Moeris Bantilun-Smith
Senior Project Manager, South Coast Branch

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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California Native Plant Society

San Dicgo Chapier of the California Native Plant Society
PO Box 121390
San Diego CA 92112-13%0
info@cenpssd.org | www.cnpssd.org

April 21, 2014

Ms. Myra Herrmann

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MSS0I

San Diego, CA 92101

DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

And Natural

RE: Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails C
Resources M Plan Adopti

ity Plan A d

Dear Ms. Herrmunn:

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 Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The San
Diego Chapter of' the California Native Plant Society (CNPSSI) works to protect Califoria's
native plant heritage and preserve it for future g lons, CNP'S pr sound plant science
a5 the backbone of effective 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 suppons adoption of the NRMP and the CPA. However, we found serious

issues and omissions with the MND. We ask that they be corrected, so that decision makers can
better understand the entire project. Given that the NRMP is years in the making and desperately
needed, we ask that the corrections be made with all haste, so that this project is not further
delayed. The issues are as follows:

] First, Figure 2 (P. 20 of the packet), showing the trail system on Del Mar Mesa is
inaccyrate. At the northwestern comer of Del Mar Mesa Preserve {"Preserve,” shown as the
white boundary), the purple square marked as private property is now owned by the City. The
"proposed future hike/bike trail" would have 10 be constructed in that aren. There is an existing,
unautharized trail in the arca, but its end runs onto property owned by the Roman Catholie
Church (the "notch” in the eastern white boundary ), so it is obviously not the intended trail. 1
GPSed the boundary markers for the Church property, and 1 will be happy to supply the daw 1o
update the map. Unlike the other trails, this future trail will require construction, an issue which
will be dealt with below, Additionally, the future trails outside the Preserve are on private
property, and ane of them follows the proposed sonthem extension of Camino Del Sur, which
weas granled site development permits as Camino Ruiz noeth Extension in 2001, and as Camine
Del Surin 2006, Since the Rancha Peftasquitos Planning Boaed is advoenting tor the road to be

Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora

F-2

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (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 trail 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 believe that trail maps outside the Preserve to be actively misleading. They should be
removed, and repluced with the proposed develog in the area discussed below.
We request that a current map be produced for the MND, showing proper ownership ol
all murked properties inside and outside the Project footprint, All permitted projects adjacent lo
r 3 the Preserve and Carmel Mountain should be shown on the maps, whether they are currently

active or not. Proposed trails that are uligned with existing unauthorized trails should be shown

1 the extent that the City iniends to follow them, so as to nol mislead decision makers about

which trails will be opened and which need to be built,
— Secand, the "siirrounding land uses and setting description in the initial study (P. 3 of
study, p. 26 of packet) is ingccurate. As presented in the drall MND, it reads "The areas covered
by the CPA, NRMP, and Easement Vacations are generally deseribed us the southem partion of
Carmel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the southeastern portion of Pacific Hightands Ranch; the
southwestern portion of Rancho Pefinsquitos and the southern portion of Torrey Highlunds.
These areas are primarily within City-owned open space with surrounding residential land uses,
Interstate 5 to the west, Interstate 56 to the north and northeast, and Los Pefasguitos Prescrve to
the South."

This is inaccurate and misleading. All four sides of the Del Mar Mesa Preserve have

privitely owned land. The southern edee is Park Village neighborhood, the northern edge is the
F .b | Tottey Santa e neighborhood, and the wester edge i the Del Mar Mess neighberhood. The

particulur problem is the eastem edge of the Preserve. It lies within the roadbed of the Camino
Ruiz south extension, which was given a site development permit in 2001 by the City Couneil. It
also contains the proposed developments "Merge 56," “Santa Fe Summit IV (the Church
property, for which the City reportedly has prepared an unreleased MND), and "Rhodes
Crossing." Merge 56 and Rhodes Crossing were once part of a bigger property that gained
development permit from the City in 2004. Since CEQANET lists Ms. Herrmann as the primary
contact for the original Rhodes Crossing' EIR, we find it disturbing that none of this is presented
in the current initial siudy.

We ask that the surrounding land uses and selting description be rewritten so that it
accurately portrays the setting for the project, In particular we ask that all permitted projects,
Lawhether active or not, be described in the ext.

Third, we are concerned by the list of species given in the initial study checklist in
section 1V.a (P, 34 in the packet). I says "No federnlly or siate listed plant species were
observed within the GDP project boundary; however, one Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) narrow endemic species, aphanisma (Aphanisma blitaides) was identified
during the field survey. The following nine other sensitive species were observed within the
project boundary: Nutall's scrub osk (Ouercus dumosa), south coast saltscale (Atriplex pacifica),

? 6 San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), sea dahlin (Careopsis moritima), clifl spurge
-

(Euphorbin misera), red sand-verbena (Abronia maritine), San Diega sagewont (Artznrisia
palmeri), Califomia box-thom (Lycinm californicum) and woolly seablite (Suaeda raxifolia)."
This list is partially true, in the Nunall's scnib vak is a dominant species around Del Mar
Mesa and Carmel mouatain, and San Diego barrel cactus and San Diego sagewort are slso
present, although not on the proposed teails. To our knowledge the rest of the species listed are
not found in the project area. Indeed the Biologicul R As for the Carmel
Mountain and De| Mar Mesa Nawral Resource Mansgement Plan Project prepared by Betsy
Miller (City Purks) on January 2014, documents the sensitive species quite elenrly. 1t is mind-

: bpetfvewwceganet e g v NODdeseri ptiviasp PP S670.43

F-3  Please see Response to Comment No. F-2.

F-4  Please see Response to Comment No. F-2.

F-5 The species list in the Biology Section of the Initial Study Checklist has
been revised.
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blowing to read a list of plants that are confined to the coast being "found” at an inland site. The
most charitble explanation is thet the wrong document was consulted in preparing the checklist
This section needs to be entirely updated.

To put the scale of the error in context, two pictures (figures | and 2, below) , taken April
F- CS 10, 2014, show a "road" pool (figure 1) that has produced three crops of faity shrimp
= (Branchinecta sp.) in the 2013-2014 rainy season and the lederally endangered San Diego button
celery (Eryngium aristalaium var. parishii) prowing nearby ( figure 2). The road poal is listed as
a vernal pool in the report in Figure 2. It fills with 0.2" of rain ond has been active repeatedly
even during the current drought,

The NRMP is needed to protect the road pools and their associuted vernal pool species.
Because of this, it is extremely frustrating when federally endangered species growing in the
trails are ignored in the envi I do jon. It is doubly frustrating given that City
Parks and the agencies have worked for years to protect these species at these locations, Note
that these are not the only examples. To pick another example, there are miles of trails at Del . . > T4s -

Mar Mesa under the canopy of Nutrall's scrub oak and summer holly (Comarostaphlyis F'6 ﬂ]e BIOIOg]cal Resources Section of the anal StUdy r.elle(‘i on the
diversifalia, n CDFW list |B species). Biolog—ical Resources Assessment pl'epal'ﬂd for the project 1n January

— We ask that the biology section be updated to include the data from the 2014 Biological 1 » & A .

Resources Assessment, and that the Assessment be included with the MND in the final package. 2014 and was included in with the draft MND distribution.

We DO NOT ask that an EIR be prepared for the project, although the lack of analysis of

F(ﬂ endangered species impacts would normally trigger such an action. The NRMP is designed to

protect these endangered species, and they would be more harmed by delay than hy speedy
implementation ol the NRMP. The issue here is the shortcomings in the MND,

s — A it L
Figure | Road pool at Del Mar Mesa, The gate marks the junction of a hike-bike il with the SDG&E
main road. Noje the farge number of bike tracks in the faregroumd. Pool ot (32.945476, -117,163700),
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F-1

r.%

5 2 i < dalies ‘§ T _#(.1
Figure 2. San Diego button celery on proposed trail, Note bike tracks fo the immediate right of the
plants. Picture taken at (32945713, -117.1631 T4%)

= Fourth, in discussing substantial adverse efTects on federally protected wetlands (1V.C,
page 37 in the packet), the checklist states "The Project would not directly impact any naturally
oceurring wetland habitat.” This is incorrect in two ways. First, as shown in Figure 1, there are
vernal poals (road pools) in the proposed trails. Althongh the NRMP is designed 10 increase
protectionfor these pools, they need to be mentionad in the MND. Second, Deer Creek in Del
Mar Mesa is o perennial creek and has been flowing continuously since befare 2000, Mr,
Landis, a certilied wetland delineator, perfi { o preliminary jurisdictional delineation on s
Deer Creek wetland dominated by black willow (Salix gooddingi) and canail (Tipho
domingenss) on the eastern edge of Del Mar Mesa Preserve, and these data are available on
request. Proposed trails cross the perennial Deer Creek at at least four points, and any
construction Lo bridge the stream will need consultation under section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. Additionally, construction of the proposed trail ur the castem edge of the Preserve will
necessarily cross Deer Creek, requiring further environmental review. We suggest that this

racticable.
In closing, we ask that the City approve the CPA and NRMP as quickly as possible. To
that end. we ask that Development Services update the MND with all possible speed to fix he
deticiencies discussed in this letter.

LErupuscd trail. iF it is ever constructed. should follow the existing unauthorized teail to the extent

F-7 The Biology Section of the Initial Study Checklist has been revised to
correct this error.

F-8 Comment noted.
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Thank you for considering our comments. We will be happy to provide more
information as needed,

Sincerely,
4 = 4 T i
Frank Landis, PhD (Botany)
Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society, San Diego
Chapter

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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*
Yk

Environmental Review Committee

el
o 14 April 2014

Ms. Myra Herrmann

Development Services Department
City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments
And Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

| have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee of the San Dicgo County
Archaeological Socicty.

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

G_i.

(-2
(5-a

The Cultural Resources Study indicates that, while equestrian use is causing erosion
near SDI-11696, "[t]be portion of the site outside the trail does not appear to be
sulfering any adverse effects from trail use.” There is an implication that 8DI-11696
is potentially subject to impacts in the future due to further erosion, unauthorized
widening of the trail, or the like. The management plan needs to include regular (at
least annual) inspections by a qualified archaeclogist from or retained by the City.
Appropriate actions should ke recommended and implemented for any impaets or
threatened impacts that are identified.

. The management plan should also include specific actions to be taken to protect SDI-

11696 from illegal collecting in the aftermath of any wildfire over the site.
Cultural material recovered by Affinis must be curated at a facility which meets the
standards of the federal 36CFR79, the national standard for curation facilities, to

ensure its ongoing availability for further sciemific and cultural use.

Other than these three comments, we concur with the treatment of cultural resources
for this project.

P.0. Box 81106 San Diego. CA 92138-1106 (858) 538.0835

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

G-1

G-2

G-3

G-4

SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY (APRIL 14, 2014)

Specific measures recommended by the qualified archaeologist as well as
additional revegetation efforts in the vicinity of SDI-11696 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.

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
the NRMP.

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 NEPA or the standards of 36CFR79. 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 federal standard
noted above.

Comment noted.
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Thank you for providing the opportunity (o review and comment upon this DMND.
Sincerely,

?,.w g,%‘ THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
mes W. Royle, Jr., C| 1S0N

Environmental Review Committee

cc;  Allinis
SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 » San Diego, CA 92138-1106 « (858} 538.0035
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS
Culture Committee

I W Tribal Boad  Nulley Center, Californig Y2080
IUT-T62) araTad) 297-2023 & Tax 47681 T80

L7B0Y

April 22,2014

Myra Herrmann

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re:  Carmel Mountain/Del Mar Mesa Trails C ity Plan A 1

Dear Myra Hernmann:

This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luisefio [ndians, Thank you for inviting us to
submit comments on the Carmel Mountain/Del Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendments Project.
Rincon in submitting these comments conceming your project's potential impact on Luisefio culmral
FESOUrces.

The Rincon Band has concerns for impacts to historic and cultural resources and the finding of items of
significant cultural value that could be disturbed or destroyed and are considered culturally significant to
the Luisefio people. This is to inform you, your identified location is not within the Luisefio Aboriginal
Territory. In fact, your project falls within Kumeyaay Aboriginal Territory. We recommend that you
loeated a tribe within the project area to received direction on how to handle any inadvertent findings
according to their customs and traditions.

If you would like information 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 locate an
interested tribe please notify us sand we will be happy to assist you in the matter.

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

Sincerely,

'.’I ol o f
_,_.;vj:f{fv'/ﬁ'ﬁ'?!{-.//
Rose Duro

Rincon Culture Committee Chairman

Frank Micectii 1
Comeil Mumber

Lawrie E. Gonzalez
Llounei] Meswhar

Steve Sullings

Stephanie Spencer
Cowigil Member

Wiee Uhuarwomal

Bo Mazzetti
Fribal Chairmaim

H-1

RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS (APRIL 22,2014)

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

From: Richard Julien [rfj1@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 23, 2014 7.17 AM
To: DSD EAS

Subject: Del Mar Mesa Mitigated Declaration

i 7. [

(Carmel Valley, Del Mar Mesa Par:Ific Highlands Ranch, Torreyj-hghland f
Rancho Penasquito) Carmel Mountam / Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan |

| Amendments and Natural Resources Management Plan Adoption / Draft MND |
Pubhc Review ends: April 21, 2014

| WBS No 21002131
Encouraging news but an East-West Connector as proposed in the original

SDMBA proposal is a glaring omission that would complete a truly functional | '
trail plan. i

I
|
|
i
|
|

' Thank You Richard Julien

RICHARD JULIEN (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.
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Herrmann, Myra

From: o dupee [sessionB61@gmail com}

Sent: Thursday, April 10, 2014 2:12 PM

To: Paul Rothstein, DSD EAS

Subject: RZ‘. Tunnels trails plan FW: Draft MND - Carmel Mountain - Del Mar Mesa NRMP Date
3-20-14

3=

Hi Myra,

if this 1s sieh a problem, we have already destroyed millions may even billions of wild life specimens wlicn
huilding all wavnd this area and beyond. | would agree that we should be concerned at some point, it already
o Inte and allowed our Tozal government to devilop in many areas that were already alfected. Lets start here,
where can prevent from homes being built? What are the natural drivers hehind destroying more species and
cco-systems? Ol so now that we have this all into perspective, how would bicycles be affecting these areas? is
really bicycles or people dumping junk. People will dump junk all day lung. Yes this is great problem, whal are
we going to do to prevent this issue? You already want to shut an area down from exposure, who is going to
regulate and patrol these arcas? This maybe a time were eyclists of the like can be part of a solution and help
keep these areas clear of riff raft. What have we learned from 1988 until now from the PCT and other trials
being affected or not affected. What have the maintenance pecple of the PCT and other trails completed to keep
the trails from affecting species vernal pools and the eco system? What have we learned since 1988, Bicycles
are not going any where, in fact, on the green transportation rate we are at, we all will be carpooling in small
cars and riding hicycles everywhere, My concem, is geared more to whit are going 1o do to keep people safe
an the road? Shauld we allow eyelists (o be a part of the solution or, cut back on rangers and eut off all aceess
1 nreas where brathuls and who know what 15 bong performed. Plense 1 consider this commitment before its
too laie.

Wheel with Purpose wnd Smile

loe

JOE DUPEE (APRIL 10, 2014)

J-1  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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Herrmann, Myra

From: Matthew Bartelt [Matihew. Barteli@unionbank com|]

Sent: Monday, Apnl 21, 2014 3:48 PM

To: DS0 EAS

Subject: WBS Mo 21002131 - Carmel Valley, Del Mar Mesa, Pacific Highlands Ranch, Torrey
High Rancho P ito) Carmel Mountain / Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan
Amendments and Natural R A gement Plan Adopti

Dear Ms. Herrmann,
| wanted to take 2 moment to comment an the draft for the adoption of the Del Mar Mesa.

| am pleased that the process is nearing completion and we can see a light at the end of the tunnel. While the report is
quite thorough inits ent of the veg and the impacts of trail use, it stlll has twe major short comings:

K__ 1. No East/West Connectar - while the land at the top of the mesa between the Rhodas land to the east
and the fire/service road to the west is under control of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, it is
important that a proposed trail be shown through that property. While they (COFW) is currently banning access
to the property in question, there is verbage within their own documents that allows a case by case exception. |
am hopeful that they eventually allow access. If we do not propase the trail in the current plan, we will have to
commission an entirely new study for the new trail and add many more years and thousands of doliars for those
additional studies. Please add the proposed East/West connector whether it is approved by COFW or not.

L_, 2. Tunnel 1 termination point at Camino Del Sur - There is a current plan to push Camina De| Sur
fromy its current terminus south Into the Rhodes property. The road will cross the canyan the Tunnel 1 currently
occupies. Instead of the climb out of the canyon, the trail 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 exit from the east of Tunnel
1 that does not include having to dismount a bicycle and carry it up a long flight of stairs? Please have the
developer accommaodiate 3 multl user exit ta Caming Del Sur.

Thank your for your time and effort in this. | realize it has been a lot but we are very close to having a completed trail
system. Please feel free to contact me at the information provided below if you have any questions.

Matthew Bartelt
ioe Prescent, Senior Instructor 11
Talent Develnpment and Lisming

[Diract B58 496 SH52 | Fax BSH 496 5660
Union Bank | BL4BA Mercury Court

MC M-730 | San Diega, CA 52111
matthey tareit@umonbank com | uianbank.com

B9 unionBank
h-% e

23 fle Ledivi 4
and is proiected by law, £ yuu ars ror the intended reciplent, you shonld
delete this comguciodtion Smofor sheed the materials and any accachmente and
Are hareby rotified that aay disclosure, copying, or discriburion of this

1

MATTHEW BARTELT (APRIL 21, 2014)

See Response to Comment I-1.

The 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).
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Herrmann, Myra

From: Sea Breaze Properties, LLC |gary@seabreezeproperties.com|

Sent: Sunday, April 20, 2014 1:34 PM

To: DSD EAS

Ce: besemer james; Wood Amy, London Ken, Rabbit! Elizabeth; Mikuteit Rob; Drake Preslon;
Vinson Michael; William Nolan; Metcalf Paul; Ray Ellis; Ross Lisa

Subject: Fwd:Drafl Negative Declaration - for CM & DMM Preserve Trals CPA & Management Plan
MND WBS NO: 21002131

Attachments: MND Preserve Management pdf; ATTO0001 htm

This email is the formal response to the MND from the Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board

Response to Carmel Mnt & Del Mar Mesa Trails Community Plan Amendment and Natural Resources
Manugement Plan MND

The Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board is concemed that the CPA & Management Plans do not address
the fact that they will be eliminating cstablished trails linking the DMM Preserve to the existing Tomrey
Highlands and Rancho Penasquitos Communities on its eastern edge, and without these linkages they proposed
Manugement Plun would be eliminating regularly used commuting and recreational trails, The impacis of
closing these trail linksges should have been evaluated, including the fact that previous enforcement attempts
to close these trails have resulted in the establish of new c ions through the Preserve or the creation
of new recreational trails just outside the boundary of the Preserve with significant negative impact to those
areas.

Actions Required: The MND should address the impacts of eliminating these existing trails.

With respeet to the Draft MND and the Initial Study Checklist, Paragraph X. LAND USE AND PLANNING:
Page 28: Part a) “Physically divide an established community?”. The “No Impact” box is checked. This
is incorrect. The Plan will result in the separation of existing links between established communities.

Page 31; NCFUA Subarea 5, No. 1 ... Trails through this area should use the existing disturbed 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

GARY LEVITT (APRIL 20, 2014)

Please see Response to Comment I-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.
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LETTER RESPONSE

JiM HARDEMAN (APRIL 21, 2014)

Herrmann, Myra

From: Jim Hardeman {jhardeman@gmail com]

Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 7:17 PM

Ta: DSD EAS; jhardeman

Subject: Carmel Vallay, Dsl Mar Mesa, Pacific Highlands Ranch, Torrey Highland, Rancho Per
Carmel Mountain / Del Mar Mesa Trails C ity Plan A t

y and Natural
Resources Management Plan Adoption / Draft MND Public Review ends: April 21, 2014
WE.,

M-I

To whom it may concern,
: gt M-1 See Response to Comment I-1.

Thank you for your consideration 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 reguest 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

RTC-34




N3

'| Community Planning Group voiced its support for the NRMP and trails plan
C

LETTER RESPONSE
ROD SIMMONS - SAN DIEGO MOUNTAIN BIKING ASSOCIATION
e (APRIL 21, 2014)
From: Rod Simmons [redsimmons2003@yahoo.com|
Sent: Manday, April 21, 2014 10.34 PM
. DSD EAS

To:
Subject: WBS 21002131

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for you effarts in preparing the neg dec for Del Mar Mesa Preserve, It has been a long mnvolved process and
hopefully we are on the hameward stretch.

| have been askad o write comments on behalf of San Diego M

in Biking A

Fundamentally my concerns center on the oft discussed nead for an Easl West connection. The Del Mar Masa
based on the need for inclusion of a E-W
connection. Both the Carmel Valley and Rancho P i ty planning Board iged the leading roll of
tre DMM Pianning Board and agreed with the DMM position tha! an E-W connection is necessary for long term
management of the preserve,

As we know, the possibllity for a connection rests with the whim of COF&W that has jurisdiction over the vernal poo|
reserve atop the mesa.

Regardless there does exist a precedent for indicating future potential trails in MRMP trails plans, The Black Mountain
Open Space Park NRMP includes such a designation for future trail. Lands that are currently privately hetd have limiled
development foolprint and at completion of the development - open space lands will revert (o custody of the city. The city
will exacl a Irail in concert with development.

Designating a Point A and Point B (E-W) can similady designate the need for a potential frail link without altempling lo
define the specific rouling. IF at some future time CDF&W opls to allow egress across the vernal pool preserve, the trail
can be sighted without additional modifications to ity plans and yel another long drawn out process for
enyiranmental reviews

SDMBA encourages Development Services ta duplicate Ihe protacol used for BMOSP and designate trailnead locations

__E)NLY for an E-W connection.

Additianally, Tunnel 1 trall (crosses what was formerly Western Pacific property) comes in confiict with the grading plan for
Ihe extension of Camino Dal Sur soutt d. ILis my und ding via o dence with city staff that egress of
Tunnel one onto the "Marge 56” development with be ded into the develop q

Furihermore, the ualls plan calls for an extension of a new trall egressing Darkwood Canyon onto the mesa that connects
with Tunnel 1. This toa is in conflict with both Merge 58 and with Sanla Fa Summit IV plans { on Catholic Diocese
property). | encourage Developmeni Services to provide clarity as to the inlent of this connettion, realizing that the
development on the mosa can cause revision 1o how this ¢ tion is realized long term.

Lastly, | wish to point out the grave concern SDMBA has with regard to the Diocese property This 11 acres is nol deemed
MHPA and yet is of similar sensitve habilat as the preserve lands thal surround it on 3 sides. Coastal sage, manzanita
and even a vernal pool on the southwest cormer make It obvious that this tand is not suitable for development and should
be reclassifiad as MHPA and used as banked mitigation. We strongly encourage Developmen| Services to take a first
hand eye witness audit of the parcel to confirm our assertions of its habitat value. Conservation of the endangered coastal
sage habilat is a prime component of MSCP and yet here we have a potential breach of public trust

Yours Truly

Rod Simmaons

San Diego Mounlain Biking Association

Member Black Mourtain Open Space CAC
Member Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve CAC
Distret 6 Rep Rancho Panasquitos Planning Board

N-1  See Response to Comment 1-1.

N-2  See Response to Comment K-2.

N-3 Comment noted.
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RESPONSE

-

LETTER
- Dashigl 5. Mesks
SBGE Senlor Environmental Spacialiet
== ga;z S'Ennm Park Court
@ San Diego, CA 92123
A Sempra Energy utiity® (T) B58-637-3711
(F) 858-837-3700
April 16,2010 SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC (APRIL 16, 2010)
Ms Betsy Miller, MSCP Biologist
Park end Recreation Open Space
City of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 8044
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Canmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Preserves Resource Management Plan
Dear Ms. Miller:

Sen Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment
on the scope and content of the Cammel Mountain and Del Mar Mcnl‘rcnmkmme
Management Plan. Thank you for ing my telepl call and confi g that you
would consider SDG&E comments if submitied no later than Friday, A;n[ 16, 20!.0.
The subject Plan sites contain SDG&E power line Juig

access maintenance roads.

SDG&E's interest in this project is primarily due to two large SDG&E electric
transmission corridors and associated access roads.  As indicated in the Resource Plan, a
“150-foot-wide SDG&E easement runs north to south along the western side of the
Carmel Mountain Preserve and encompasses approximately 8.0 acres. The easement
accommodates 138-kilovolt and 230-kilovolt high-tension overhead transmission lines, &
30-inch high-pressure gas line, and 10- and 16-inch fuel lines." The Plan does not seem
to meation the potential impact on 12-kilovelt electric distribution or 69-kilovolt electric
wansroission facilities which are also located in the Carmel Mountain Preserve. In
addition, the Resource Plan does not appear to account for a 100-foot-wide SDG&E
easement which runs nord: to somth thru;l the center of the Del Mar Mesa
Preserve and proxi ly 14.5 acres. This 100-foot-wide easement
includes 138-kilovolt and 230 htnw!t overhead electric transmission lines and s 12-
kilovolt electric distribution cireuit. Whereas some of our access roads are outside of the
actual 100-foot-wide or 150-foot-wide easement/corridor that contains our facilities,
these access roads and our right of access to the easement/comridor are part of the
easement itself and are just as critical to SDGAE as the easement/corridor itself.

Toad ly address any ial i to these nts, SDG&E req that, at

9 o

& mininvam, Sestion 6.1 of the Resource M Plan, entitled *SDG&E Utility

0-1

According to staff from the Park & Recreation Department Open Space
Division, all 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 public 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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RESPONSE

April 16,2010
City of San Dicgo
Page 2

Maintenance”, deseribe in detail the existing SDG&E easements and discuss any
potental impacts 1o SDO&E's facilides and maintenance access roads.  Future
owner/developers will need to site their improvements 5o as 1o avoid unacceptable
impacts to these easements, or work with SDG&E to rel or gbandon the ent
facilities, and/or access roads, Please contact SDO&E Land Management Si i
JefY Sykes in the Real Estate & Land Services department (858) 654-1235 to fusther
discuss easemnent restrictions and encroachment gmdelines.

Please modify Section 2.6, entitled “SDG&E” to include the following comments:
a- A total of 110 sensitive plant and wildlife species are considered to be adequately
protected within SDG&E’s Subregional NCCP area (reference United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Take Permit PRT 809637 dated December 18,
1993). The SDG&E’s Subregional NCCP I.mplemmtmg Awmmtﬁmlmm

that the “impl of the Subregional Plan is ind ds

NCCPP/HCP's and the Covered Spemu for which Incidental Takc is au.thnnr.e:l
under the Take Authorizations is nol dependent upon the imp ion of such
plans; and

b- SDG&E hes an agreement approved oo May 26, 2004 by both the USFWS and
Californiz Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to clarify the vemal pool
mitigation measures of SDG&R's Subregional NCCP.

Additi y, SDG&E provides the fol
subject Resource Management Plan:

* Any changes in grade shall not direct drainage in a manner thar increases the
patential for erosion around SDG&E [acilities. All grade changes within the
Right of Way comridor and existing sccess roads will need to be approved by
SDG&E prior to the issuance of a "Permission to Grade" letter. Refer lo the
attached “GUIDE FOR ENCROACHMENT SDG&E TRANSMISSION
RIGHTS OF WAY™ for a summary of the various documents required for access
and encroachment in SDG&E's transmission rights of way.

g information for your consideration in the

¢ Project grades shall be reviewed by SDG&E to assure clearances as required by
California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95. Any improvements
above ot below ground and/or adjacent to SDG&E rights of way requires the
project owner/developer 1o be in compliance with CAL OSHA and/or the rules for
Overhead Electric Line Construction, General Order No. 95 and Underground
Electric Line Coostruction General Order No. 128 CPUC, during their
construction and maintsnance of those facilives.

+ SDO&E's approval lo allow grading or encroachments within SDG&.E 5
or fee property will be p
Grade Lerer” along with a “Joint Use Agrem:nr‘ “Consent . Asm:mml ora
“Right of Way Use Agreement” depending on the type of encroachments

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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RESPONSE

April 16,2010
City of San Diego
Fage }

= Project owner/developers must submil grading plans and site development plans
f{and geotechnical repons if applicable), signed and dn.ud. for SDG&E’s :e\uuw
All SDG&E facilities, existing
nghtufmybmﬂmu,dmrm&ngﬁmmuﬂmw
proposed access roads must be shown on the submitied plens.

= Grading without SDG&E's written permission is not permitted within SDG&E
transmission rights of way. Any necessary steps, including legal action, will be
taken to stop activity and restore the rights of way to its original condition at the
project owner/developer’s expense.

. Any femporary or permarent relocation of facilities or placement of facilities
d and/or porary outages shall be completed at the cost
of the project owner/developer,

s Access and through access, tn and along the nghts of way, is required on a 24-
bour basis 1o all SDG&E facilities, structures, and anchors for patrel,
) md B ¥ e ind,

* Fences and/or walls may be allowed if properly grounded and if access to and
aluny the rights of way is not obstructed and if access to individual structures is
not obstructed.

» If proposed, SDG&E wall not authorize use of its rights-of-way or access roads
for trail purposes by HOA's or private individuals. [n the event the City will have
ownership of trails, SDG&E will enter into Consent to Uss Land Agreement,
which will require indemnification of SDG&E by the City,

= Landscaping, revegetation and/or habital enhancement plans for the project shall
mmmmsmmmmuuﬁcmmMMMmﬁm
repair, i All project mitigation
mmmsmtubepimd numdumﬂudgluufwny.amsmnd:,md
maintenance pads.

+ Chapler 8.0, entiled Fire Manag: should add locked gates and
clarification that SDG&E has the authority 1o maintain the roads annually wnder
the Plan. In particular, all gates within the rights-of-way must have provisions
for either an SDG&E standard lock or an electric gaie over-ride key. SDG&E's
Fire Coordinator, should be consulted for additional details at 858-654-8683 and
an appropriate agreement should be approved by Jeff Sykes, Land Management
Supervisor, B58-654-1235.

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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April 16,2010
City of San Diego
Page 4

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity 1o comment on this Resource Management Plan. 1f
you have any questions fee! free 1o contact me at §58-637-3711.

S_inocrtly.
i&ﬂwﬁ«” /5 hileets

Dashiell 8. Meeks, AICP
Senior Environmental Specialist

Cc: Ron Freeman, Environmental Services Team Leader - Natural Resources
Susan Hector, Prncipal Environmental Specialist — Cultural
Ellis Jones, Construction and Operations Representative
Hal Mortier, Fire Coordination, Construction Services
Fal Morie Firs Coordition, Constv THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
Shannon Turek, Environmental Services Team Leader — Air and Water Resources
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Initial 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
HIGHLANDS RANCH LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAMS (LCP): PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT
VACATIONS AND ADOPTION OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN. (SCH
NO. 2014031065)

2. Lead agency name and address:
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1222 FIRST AVENUE, MS 501
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

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

4. Project location: The southern portion of Carmel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the
southeastern portion of Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestern portion of Rancho
Pefiasquitos and the southern portion of Torrey Highlands and is within the City of San Diego’s
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (Figures | and 2).

5. Project applicant/sponsor's name and address:
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT — OPEN SPACE DIVISION
ATTN: BETSY MILLER
202 C STREET, MS 5D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

6. General plan designation: OPEN SPACE
7. Zoning: OPEN SPACE (OR-1-2/0C-1-1, CVPD-0OS) & 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, Carmel Valley (Neighborhood 8A), Pacific Highlands Ranch,
Rancho Pefasquitos, 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 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 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.

1S Checklist/Revised Febvwary 2015



The purpose of the 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 community
plans. Alignments within the revised trail system generally follow existing paths and access
roads.

Public access easement vacations arerequired-as-part-of the-CPA-and NRMP-adeption

included in this analysis may be vacated at a later date. erare-being-propesed-with-this
prejeet: This involves vacating five(5) three (3) (Nos. 1. 3. and 4) of the five (5) public
access easements (Nes——3+and-4)- recorded with Torrey 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 Torrey Santa Fe development were added to the area within the Natural
Resource Management Plan. Therefore, City staft 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 Torrey 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 votedftor-elosure-are and not included in the trail plan and-will

may be vacated threugh-the-Plan-adeptionproeess 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 well as assuring 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 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 0f 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 of the CPAs, LCP amendments and the NRMP does not autherize-eonstruetion
priosto-orwihoutsubsequent-approvabinnecordancewith-the Land-Development-Code:
Implementation-of-future projeetsidentified-in-the NRMP-may require submittal and review
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for issuance of a Site Development Permit (SDP) and/or Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
prior to asy plan implementation: construction-related activities, but are not being proposed
at this time. Opening and use of existing trails within the Preserves does not require issuance
of a permit or further environmental review.

Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings:

The areas covered by the CPA, NRMP and Easement Vacations are generally described as
the southern portion of Carmel Valley; much of Del Mar Mesa; the southeastern portion of
Pacific Highlands Ranch; the southwestern portion of Rancho Penasquitos and the southern
portion of Torrey Highlands (Figures 1 & 2). These project areas are primarity within City-
owned open space with surrounding residential land uses, Interstate 5 to the west, Interstate 56 to
the north and northeast and Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve to the south.

. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, 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 Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

O  Aesthetics O Greenhouse Gas Emissions Population/Housing
O Agricultural and [0 Hazards & Hazardous Public Services
Forestry Resources Materials

M

Recreation

O
O
O
(] Transportation/Traffic
O
O

0 Air Quality O Hydrology/Water Quality
Biological Resources M Land Use/Planning
Utilities/Service Systems
M Cultural Resources O Mineral Resources
Mandatory Findings of
[l Geology/Soils 1 Noise Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On

a

|

the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant 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

prepared.

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

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 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Although the proposed project could have 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 1s required,
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Less Than

Potentially Significant Significant Less Than

Issue Tt with Significant  No Impact
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) AESTHETICS — Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista? O (| 1} 4]

The Project is located within two MHPA Open Space Preserves. 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 a fairly level mesa varying from 380 to 430 feet AMSL with several small drainages dissecting
the margins of the mesas. The Del Mar 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 from 420 feet AMSL on the mesa to 200 feet AMSL in the bottom of Deer Canyon which runs
along the northern edge of the Preserve.

Overall, the character of the Preserves would not change with adoption of the CPA Trails 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 revegtation/restoration of degraded/damaged
areas to protect and preserve 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 vista.

a) Substantially damage
scenic resources, including
but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and O [ | |
historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

There are no designated scenic highways in the project vicinity. The closest eligible State Scenic
Highway, I-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 outcroppings would be disturbed
with implementation of the Projecl.

c¢) Substantially degrade the
existing visual character or
quality of the site and its
surroundings?

O O ™ “

Adeption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP will allow the City's Park & Recreation Department to
implement management guidelines and directives for maintenance of the Preserve while protecting
natural and cultural resources without degrading the visual character of the area. The revised trails plan
Jor the Preserves would allow current and future users continued access for recreational opportunities.
No significant change in landform or grading would occur. The Project would not reduce the diversity of

i
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elements associated with the Preserves and implementation of future projects would not result in an
aesthetic that is significantly different from the existing aesthetic within the Preserves.

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

Lighting within or adjacent to the MHPA must meet specific standards wsing the lowest illumination
allowed for human safety, selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from preserved habitat in
accordance with the MSCP Subarea Plan, Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. However, this project does
not include any elements or other facilities that would require lighting. Therefore, the Project would not
result in significant light or glare impacts.

b) AGRICULTURAL AND
FOREST RESOURCES: In
determining 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
environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to
information compiled by the
California 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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carbon measurement
methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources
Board. — Would the project:

a) Converts Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the O C O %]
Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the
California Resources
Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

Both Preserve areas are located within City-owned Open Space with both open-space and agricultural
zoning. However, neither area is classified as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmlands, nor
would the Project convert farmlands to a non-agricultural use. Thus, no impact to important farmlands
would occur with adoption of the CPA Trails Plan, NRMP or Easement Vacations.

b) Conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act B O - “
Contract?

The Preserve areas are zoned Agricultural (A-1-10) and Open Space (OR-1-2, OC-1-1 and CVPD-0S).
Although agricultural uses are allowed in certain areas by right, the project sites are not under a
Williamson Act contract and are not currently utilized for agricultural purposes, nor are there any future
plans 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 O (W O %
defined by Public
Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as
defined by Government

IS Checklist/Revised February 2015 1



1.

Less Than

Potentially Significant Sigulticant Less Than

Issue with Significant  No Impact
Hupact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Code section 51104(g))?

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 zoned for forest land,

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

O O O |

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 fo
non-forest use?

As discussed in response II(b) above, the Project areas are within City-owned Open Space and not
currently used for or planned for agricultural purposes, nor are there any current or planned agricultural
or forest uses within the Preserves. Only minimal changes to the environment would result when future
projects are implemented in accordance with the Project. These minimal changes would not conflict with
any existing agricultural or forest land or result in the conversion of agricultural or forest land to other
uses. Thus, no impact would occur.

AIR QUALITY — Where
available, the significance
criteria established by the
applicable air quality
management or air pollution
control district may be relied
on to make the following
determinations - Would the
project;

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the (N 1 [ |
applicable air quality plan?
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Federal and state laws regulate the criteria air pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and
mobile sources. Criteria pollutants are defined by state and federal law as a risk to the health and
welfare of the general public. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is
responsible for enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and its 1977 and 1990 Amendments.
The CAA required the USEPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which
identify concentrations of pollutants in the ambient air below which no adverse effects on the public
health and welfare are anticipated. The NAAQS regulate six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO),
sulfur dioxide (SO>), nitrogen dioxide (NO;), ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter (PM ), fine
particulate matter (PM; s), and lead (Pb). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has established
the more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the six criteria pollutants
through the California 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
NAAQS or the CAAQS for a particular pollutant are considered to be “nonattainment areas” for that
pollutant.

The CARB is the state regulatory agency with authority te enforce regulations to achieve and maintain
the NAAQOS and CAAQS. The CARB is responsible for the development, adoption, and enforcement of the
state's motor vehicle emissions program, as well as the adoption of the CAAQS. In 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 attain and maintain air quality standards (June 30, 1992, as amended).
The local RAQS, in combination with those from all other California nonattainment areas with serious
(or worse) air quality problems, are used by CARB to develop the California State Implementation Plan
(SIP). The SIP was adopted by the CARB in 1994 and approved by the USEPA in mid-1996. Since that
date, the SDAB has achieved its attainment goals in a timely manner.

The Project involves adoption of the CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and public access easement vacations
which will allow the City’s Park & Recreation Department to implement management guidelines and
directives for maintenance of the 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 future trail closures involving
revegetation/restoration efforts would only require the use of hand tools and /or limited use of small
machinery (e.g. small bobcat). In those cases, standard dust control measures and Best Management
Practices would be implemented. However, these types of projects do not have the scope which would
conflict with applicable air quality plans for the area and therefore, no impact would result.

b) Violate any air quality
standard or contribute
substantially to an existing ] | L] |
or projected air quality
violation?
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On April 15, 2004, the SDAB was classified as a basic nonattainment area for the 8-hour NAAQS for O;,
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, following a 1998 redesignation as a CO attainment
area (SDAPCD 2008b). The SDAB is currently classified as a nonattainment area under the CAAQS for
Oj (serious nonattainment), PM, and PM; s (CARB 2008). As noted above in Section lll.a, the types of
projects that would be implemented once the CPA and NRMP are adopted do not have the scope which
would vielate any air quality standard and therefore, no impact would result,

c) Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is
non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state 0 0 ]
ambient air quality
standard (including
releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

The SCAQMD'’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on forecasts of attainment of
ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the federal and state CAAs. As
discussed in response lll(a), the project would not conflict with the RAQS or applicable portions of the
SIP and would maintain the attainment goals of the SDAB for all criteria pollutants. In addition, as
discussed in response I11(b), any future project-related construction would be limited to small machinery
and hand-tools, would be short-term in nature, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of Oz precursors (ROG and NO,), PMy or PM; s (refer to Table 1). Therefore, the Project would
not result in cumulatively considerable contributions to criteria pollutants within the SDAB.

d) Expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant O (| O W
concentrations?

Sensitive receptors include schools (preschool through 12" grade), hospitals, resident care facilities, day-
care centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely
impacted by changes in air quality. None of these types of uses occur adjacent to the Preserves nor
would implementation of the Trails Plan or NRMP result in any substantial levels of pollutants. As
discussed earlier, the Project does not propose any uses which are not already occurring within the City-
owned open space Preserves. Furthermore, none of these ongoing activities generate pollutant
concentrations which would be adverse to sensitive receptors if they did occur near the Preserves Lastly,
health risks from pollutants generally require prolonged exposure of decades. Chronic exposure is
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defined in the California 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
vears. Persons using the open space or surrounding areas would not experience this level of exposure. 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, it is
determined that the Project would not result in a significant health risk.

e) Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial (N O O |
number of people?

Implementation of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP, along with continued operation of existing trails,
closure of trails and revegetation/restoration efforts would not have the potential to create objectionable
odors that could affect a substantial number of people.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
— Would the project:

a. Have substantial adverse
effects, either directly or
through habitat
modifications, on any
species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in (. v O ()
local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Numerous biological field surveys have been conducted during development of the Preserves trail system
between June 2009 and January 2014. The results of the surveys are presented in the project biological
technical report prepared for the Project by RECON Environmental Inc., and the City of San Diego Park
& Recreation Department (RECON 2001, City of San Diego 2014). The field surveys included vegetation
mapping and mapping of sensitive plant and animal species. Southern Maritime Chaparral, Southern
Mixed Chaparral, and Chamise Chaparral are the dominant plant communities within the NRMP
boundary (Figures 3 and 4 of the City Biology Assessment, 2014). Vernal pools, Southern Willow Scrub,
Serub Oak Chaparral, Coastal Sage Scrub, Non-native Grassland and Eucalyptus Woodland habitats are
also found within the Perle—Preserves.
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The following sensitive species have been identified in the area where trail improvements are proposed.
aphanisma, south coast saltscale, sea dahlia, cliff spurge, California box-thorn, and woolly seablite. In
order to minimize impacts to these species, locations of these plants would be identified in the field and
efforts made to design the trails in a way that minimizes potential impacts to these plants. Although
Impaets any impacts to aphanisma would be considered significant due to its status as a narrow endemic,
avoidance and minimization efforts implemented in accordance with the NRMP would ensure no direct
impacts to this species. Impacts to the other species would not be considered significant given their low
sensitivity. Furthermore, some of these species weuttd may be included in the native planting proposed as
part of the-GBP-future restoration efforts.

Animal species noted during surveys for the NRMP and the project-specific biology surveys demonstrate
that the Park-Preserves supports a functioning chaparral ecosystem as expected within an MSCP Core
Biological Area. The Preserves support diverse wildlife species: Carmel Mountain surveys detected 11
mammal, 51 bird, 4 reptile, 1 amphibian, and | invertebrate species; while, Del Mar Mesa Preserve
surveys detected 12 mammal, 62 bird, 7 reptile, 4 amphibian, and 14 invertebrate species. The diversity
of animals observed and expected to occur are typical of relatively undisturbed native habitat in coastal
San Diego County and include California ground squirrel, southern pocket gopher, woodrats, bush
rabbits, coyote, gray fox, southern mule deer, red-tailed hawks, California quail, mourning doves, Anna's
hummingbirds, California towhees, western fence lizard, San Diego horned lizard, red diamond
rattlesnake and San Diego fairy shrimp.

The NRMP does not propose adverse impacts to biologically sensitive resources and 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 location, ownership, and mitigation status of
parcels within the preserve; detailed survey information on existing environmental conditions necessary
Jfor management; information on existing land uses and management challenges relevant to natural
resource management; and resource management, maintenance and recreation guidelines for
implementation by Park staff- The NRMP also identifies and prioritizes enhancement (e.g. invasive weed
removal), education, and research needs and includes an implementation schedule with responsible
parties.

The proposed trail system which is within the City’s MHPA will close and restore ef13.29 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 system has been approved-by
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and by the California Department of Fish and
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Wildlife (CDFW) as part of the development of the draft NRMP and the City''s Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan, and is expected to result in an overall net benefit to vernal pools within the NRMP
area. A-erﬂgh-ﬂ/ldoguo; of zhe CPA des P!an and NRMP MJH not 1 esuh‘ in unpacrs to b:ofog:cn!
resources, O : q e th

: : ; HBEE Hitive apafore—a The Mif:ganon
F.' ‘amew: wk fo: Bzolog:ca! Resow ces, mchedmg the ASMDs contained wuhm the NRMP 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 compliance for future
activities within the Preserve for the protection and preservation of sensitive biological resources and to
reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance.

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

As presented in the project biological technical reports the Preserves support a number of wetland and
upland plant communities which are identified as important in local, state and federal planning efforts.
These habitats within Del Mar Mesa include: vernal pools, southern maritime chaparral, southern mixed
chaparral, southern willow serub, scrub oak chaparral, chamise chaparral (including disturbed and
sparse areas), Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed and sparse areas), non-native grassland,
eucalyptus woodland, and non-native vegetation; within Carmel Mountain include: Diegan coastal sage
serub, southern maritime chaparral, mesic meadow, seeps and Selaginella, and disturbed areas.

The proposed trail system which is within the City's MHPA will close and restore ef13.29 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 systen-has been approved-by
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) as part of the development of the drafi NRMP and the City's Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan, and is expected to result in an overall net benefit to vernal pools within the NRMP
area. As noted above, although impacts to sensitive vegetalion communities are considered significant,
implementation-of-the-adopted-adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP would not result in significant
impacts, however, a Mitigation Framework has been incorporated into the MND to assure that future
projects implemented in accordance with the NRMP avoid, mininize-and/or-mitigate potential impacts to
below a level of significance.

All revegetation and restoration of closed trails as described in the CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and Biology
Assessment (2014) will occur w:dmr rhe MHPA and will not require submittal of individual plans for

review H-aeeordance-wt ‘delines—-MSCR-Subarea-Plan-and-ASMD s contained-in
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THEF ' : . In addition, implementation
Appendix 6 of the NRMP which is specrf‘ ¢ to vernal pool restoration cmd enhancement elements requires

consultation and approval of a detailed restoration plan by the Wildlife Agencies prior to implementation,
As such, impacts to biological resources would be reduced to below a level of significance following
mitigation-compliance with the management goals and directives of the NRMP.

¢) Have a substantial adverse
effect on federally
protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act
(including but not limited [ 7 . .
to marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling,
hydrological interruption,
or other means?

Adoption and implementation of the NRMP, +he-Projeet would not directly impact eny-naturally

occurring wetland habital. Buffers-outd-be-provided-from-atl-wetland-habitats-as-part-of-the-treail
restorationsrevegetation-efforts- With Strict adherence to the NRMP Management Guidelines, Biotogy
Guidelines ESL Regulations, and the MSCP Subarea Plan requirements identified in the Mitigation
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 significance.

d) Interfere substantially with
the movement of any
native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established O [ ¥ O
native resident or
migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

Project implementation would not impact any wildlife corridors, would not block wildlife movement within
the MHPA Preserves or fill any tributary canyons, nor would it block any part of the wildlife corridor to
the Pacific Ocean.

¢) Conflict with any local
policies or ordinances 0 0 8 ¥
protecting biological
resources, such a as tree
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preservation policy or
ordinance?

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 protect biological resources.

f) Conflict with the
provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural C(;mmunlt)( 0 ] 0 0
Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation
plan?

The City's MSCP Subarea Plan has been prepared to meet the requirements of the California Natural
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1992. This Subarea Plan describes how the City's
portion of the MSCP Preserve, the MHPA, would be implemented. The MSCP identifies a MHPA that is
intended to link all core biological areas into a regional wildlife preserve. The City's MSCP Subarea
Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines contain a number of guidelines designed to minimize the impact of
adjacent development on resources within the MHPA. Because the Preserves are entirely within the
MHPA, 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 NRMP 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 delailing the location,
ownership, and mitigation status of parcels within the preserve; detailed survey information on existing
environmental conditions necessary for management; information on existing land uses and management
challenges relevant to natural resource management; and resource management, maintenance and
recreation guidelines for implementation by Park staff. The NRMP also identifies and prioritizes
enhancement (e.g. invasive weed removal), education, and research needs and includes an
implementation schedule with responsible parties.

The MMRP detailed in Section V of the MND includes a Mitigation Framework describing the MHPA

Land Use Adjacency Guidelines which would be applicable to any activities within the Preserves.
Implementation of these measures would reduce the-indirvect impacts to below a level of significance.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
— Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse
changel in the significance Ol 0O O 7
of an historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?

The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code
(Chapterl4, Division 3, and Article 2) is to 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 present 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
significance of a historical resource may have a significant effect on the environment (Sections
15064.5(b) and 21084.1). A substantial adverse change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation,
or alteration activities, which would impair historical significance (Sections 15064.5(b)(1)). 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 significant.

No historical "“built environment " resources have been identified within the Preserves and none are
expected to be encountered. Therefore, for the purpose of the built environment, the Project would have
no impacts and no mitigation framework has been included in the MND.

Archaeological resources are further addressed below in Section V.b,

b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance
of an archaeological (N} %] O O
resource pursuant to
§15064.57

A Phase I inventory 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 Information Center (SCIC) and
the San Diego Museum of Man. Both investigations included an intensive pedestrian survey performed by
an archaeologist and Native American Monitor to relocate previously recorded sites or identify new sites
within the CPA Trails Plan. The records search for Del Mar Mesa documented 38 previously recorded
prehistoric and historic archaeological sites within the Preserve boundaries; and 27 prehistoric and
historic archaeological sites within the Carmel Mountain Preserve. It should be noted that additional
archaeological data was also obtained from prior investigations for the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 84
Specific Plan and Del Mar Mesa Subarea V projects. As such, sites that had already been previously
determined to be not significant were not further evaluated for this effort,
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Within the Carmel Mountain Preserve 14 of the 27 recorded sites and one homestead had been previously
evaluated for importance under CEQA. Three of the 14 sites evaluated were considered important under
CEQA and the 11 remaining sites were not significant. Four previously identified 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 artifacts. The 2013 study by Affinis and Red
Tail Monitoring and Research further investigated one site within City-ownership in the southern portion
of the Carmel Mountain Preserve. Site CA-SDI-11696 was recorded in 1990 and described as an early
period habitation site. Site integrity was noted as good, except for natural erosion. The current study
noted a mano fragment and angular debris (debitage) during the field survey. Equestrian use of the trail
causing severe erosion was also noted, but the most severe erosion is outside the actual archacological
site. According to the Affinis report, the portion of the site outside the trail does not appear to be
suffering any adverse effects 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 northern portion of the site, which is in private ownership. Because the portion of the trail
within this Preserve area is actually east of the archaeological site, no artifacts were observed in the
trail, and no surface collection was conducted. An aerial photograph of the area shows unauthorized
trails that appear to be subject to some use. At least one of these trails crosses the portion of CA-SDI-
11,696, but most of the site appears to be relatively undisturbed. Artifacts were observed in the portion of
the site within the NRMP, outside the trail. As discussed above, the portion of CA-SDI-11,696 within this
Preserve area is west of the trail and not subject to direct impacts. Therefore, the site was not evaluated
to assess significance. However, the site appears to retain good integrity and research potential and it is
a potentially significant resource. The trail crossing the portion of the site in private ownership north of
this Preserve area and is an authorized trail. Continued use of this trail could damage the site, which
appears lo retain good integrity. In order to avoid such impacts, the archaeological consultant has
recommended that split rail fence or other deterrents be placed at the points where this unauthorized trail
intersects the main trail. As such archacological monitoring would be required during excavation of post
holes for the installation of protective fencing and placement of container plants.

Within the Del Mar Mesa Preserve area, site CA-SDI-14,131 was recorded and described as “a flaking
station or lithic raw material prospect (small quarry area)’ in 1995. Artifacts noted included two cores
and three quartzite and volcanic flakes concentrated in an area with a diameter of 10 m. The survey
report noted, “The site is intact and has not been disturbed " (Schroth et al. 1996:4-46). During the
March 2013 field check by Affinis and Red Tail Monitoring and Research, it was noted that the site was in
Jair condition. During the fieldwork for the testing program in July 2013 which was conducted in
accordance with the City's Historical Resources Guidelines, a wooden stake and metal tag from the 1995
survey were found, marked with the site’s temporary number and the date. The mapped site area and its
immediate surroundings were surveyed in tight transects, in order to identify any surface artifacts. The
only artifacts observed were one core fragment and one piece of debitage. Another quartzite cobble was
collected as a possible core, but upon further examination it was determined not to be cultural, Four test
units were excavated within the mapped area of the site, each unit measuring 1 m by ¥ m. Unit I was
placed just south of the existing trail, in an area where the surface soils have been eroded, exposing the
cobble conglomerate. The other three test units were placed on the north side of the trail. This portion of
the site is in better condition, as it has not been subject to impacts from hiking and biking use. Existing
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sandstone and cobble conglomerate made excavation the units somewhat difficult and due to the lack of
subsurface cultural material, each unit was terminated at a depth of 30 cm. As noted, two artifacts were
collected from the surface of the site: a core fragment 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-SDI-14,131 is not a significant resource under
CEQA or the City's HRG; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

Other than the recommendations for protective fencing along the trail near CA-SDI-11,696 to-no
additional mitigation measures are required. However, for future projects within the Preserves,
implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP, some excavation may be required for
the installation of container plants and given the archaeological sensitivity of the area, impacts to
currently unknown resources may occur. Therefore, implementation of the Mitigation Framework for
Historical Resources detailed in Section V of the MND along with the recommendations contained in the
Cultural Resources Management Guidelines of the NRMP would reduce potentially significant impacts to
historical (archaeological) resources to below a level of significance. Any future mitigation would require
participation by a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor during any ground-disturbing
activities within the Preserves.

¢) Directly or indirectly
destroy a unique
paleontological resource or O O O %
site or unique geologic
feature?

The City of San Diego's CEQA Significance thresholds state that grading which exceeds 1,000 cubic yards
with 10 feet of depth/cut (high sensitivity) or 2,000 cubic yards with 10 feet of depth/cut (moderate
sensitivity) has the potential to adversely affect 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 not anticipated and therefore, no mitigation is required.

d) Disturb and human
remains, including those 0 ] 0 |
interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No human remains have been documented within the project area; however, should human remains be
encountered during ground disturbance activities for any future projects implemented in accordance with
the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP, all required provisions/protocols would be implemented for the
treatment of human remains as detailed in the Mitigation Framework contained within Section V of the
MND and in accordance with the California 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 of significance,
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Potentially Significant

Issue Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS —
Would the project:

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

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

There are no known active faults crossing the Preserves. The nearest known active fault is the Rose
Canyon fault southwest of this area. The potential for ground surface rupture due to fault movement is
considered low within the Preserves. The actions associated with adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and
NRMP would result in less than significant impacts associated with the rupture of a known earthquake
Sfault.

il.  Strong seismic
ground shaking? = o & B

See response Vl(a.i) with regard to study area seismicity. The project site is subject to ground shaking
due to the presence of several active faults in the region, and has historically 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
significant levels.

iii.  Seismic-related
it () O O %]
ground failure,
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including
liquefaction?

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 underlying formational materials and lack of near surface groundwater table, the potential
Jor liguefaction within the Preserves does not exist. Thus, significant liquefaction impacts are not
anticipated to occur.

iv. Landslides? | ] (| [

Torrey Sandstone, Scripps Formation and the Lindavista Formation have been identified within the
Carmel Mountain Preserve. Of these three, the Torrey Sandstone and Scripps Formation are
sedimentary rocks that may contain planes of weakness. Within the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, the
geology is characterized by Poway Conglomerate built out over the ancient coastal plain 45-40) million
years ago. Based on the scope of the Project, there does not appear to be a potential risk associated
with landslides for future projects implemented in accordance with the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP,
However, any future improvements within the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards
and include measures to minimize the risk which would reduce potential landslide risks to below a
level of significance.

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

The NRMP includes a detailed discussion of the soil types within each Preserve area with respect to
suitability for supporting biologically sensitive habitats and species including vernal pools. Adoption of
the Trails Plan and NRMP would not in and of itself result in a substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.
It should be noted however, that certain areas within the Preserves, erosion is occurring due to continued
use of unauthorized trails. Adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and implementation of the management
guidelines detailed in the NRMP associated with trail closures, revegetation and restoration will
alleviated these conditions. Additionally, the sandstone formations underlying 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 on the nature of underlying formational materials and lack of near surface
groundwater table, the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is minimal.
Therefore, any future improvements within the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards
and include measures to minimize the risk which would reduce impacts related to soil erosion to below a
level of significance.

¢) Be located on a geologic
unit or soil that is unstable 0 (] @ .
or that would become
unstable as a result of the
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project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

See responses VI(a.iii) and Vi(a.iv). The NRMP includes a detailed discussion of the geologic units and soil
types within each Preserve area with respect to suitability for supporting biologically sensitive habitats and
species including vernal pools. Adoption of the Trails Plan and NRMP would not in and of itself result 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. While these conditions could exist,
based on the nature of underlying formational materials and lack of near surface groundwater table, the
potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is minimal. Therefore, any future
improvements within the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards and include 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 of the Uniform
Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to
life or property?

Expansive and/or compressible soils may be present on the project site. The soil of the Lindavista Formation
typically has low to moderate expansion, while the Scripps Formation typically have moderate to high
expansion. Any future improvements within the Preserves would be designed to meet current standards and
include measures to minimize the risk associated with expansive or compressible soils encountered during
construction. These would be treated in accordance with standard engineering methods (e.g., lime treatment,
moisture conditioning, or utilization of special foundations) to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
Implementation of these measures would reduce potentially significant impacts related to expansive or
compressible soils to below a level of significance.

¢) Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water 0
disposal systems where
sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste
water?

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 O O % O
a significant impact on the
environment?

In order to serve as a guide for determining when a project triggers the need for a greenhouse gas (GHG)
significance determination, the City has established an interim screening threshold for GHG emission
analysis. Based on guidance in the CAPCOA report “CEQA & Climate Change, " dated January 2008,
the City is using an annual generation rate of 900 metric tons of GHGs lo determine when further GHG
analysis is required. This emission level is based on the amount of vehicle trips, the typical energy and
water use, and other factors associated with projects. Based on this guidance from California
Environmental Quality Aet (CEQA) Guidelines, the City, and CAPCOA, implementation of the proposed
GDP would result in a significant, cumulative climate change impact if it would generate in excess of a
screening criterion of 900 metric tons of GHG.

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 machinery (e.g., bobcat), but would
be limited in nature, and construction-related GHG emissions would be substantially below the screening
criterion of 900 metric tons per vear of CO; equivalent, and therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

b) Conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of O O ] (|
reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

As the GHG emissions related to implementation of the Project would fall below the 900 metric tons
screening criterion described in response VIi(a), the project would not conflict with state and federal
plans and policies intended to reduce GHG emissions.

VIII. HAZARDS AND

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
— Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard 0 0 0 7
to the public or the
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environment through
routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous
materials?

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 NRMP implementation.

b) Create a significant hazard
to the public or the
environment through
reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident O O O ™
conditions involving the
release of hazardous
materials into the
environment?

As discussed in the response to VIIi(a), no health risk would result from implementation of the Project.

¢) Emit hazardous emissions
or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or O (| O %]
waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or
proposed school?

There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of the 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 (W] O O %]
65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a
significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

The Preserve areas are not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5,

1S Checklist/Revised February 2015 A



Less Than

Potentially Significant Significant Less Than

Issue with Significant  No Impact
et Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

e) Fora project located
within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted,
within two mile of a public
airport or public use O O O )
airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working
in the project area?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, or private airstrip, but is located within approximately northwest of Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Miramar. The federal Department of Defense has established Accident Potential Zones
(APZs) for the air station. The established APZs define the areas that would be more likely to be affected
by aircraft accidents. The Preserves are not located within any APZs for MCAS Miramar. Therefore, the
project would not increase aireraft safety hazards and no safety hazards associated with flight activity
have been identified, Accordingly, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area.

f) 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?

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airport. Therefore, the project would not
increase aireraft safety hazards and no safety hazards associated with flight activity have been identified.
Accordingly, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area.

g) [mpair implementation of
or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency ] ]
response plan or
emergency evacuation
plan?

Emergency access to the Preserves would not change with adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP,
Access currently meets the standards recognized by the City of San Diego Fire —Rescue Department and the
Police Department. Thus, no impacts to emergency response plans would result from implementation of the
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 2 H = B
areas or where residences
are intermixed with
wildlands?

Much of the land surrounding the Preserves has been developed into residential communities and
commercial establishments. The interface between the wildlands of the 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 Management and includes plans,
programs and policies to address fire 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 vegetation that could be susceptible to wildland fires. Adoption of the NRMP will
assure that implementation of future projects comply with all fire safety regulations and code
requirements established by the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department as further detailed in the
NRMP to ensure the potential for wildland fires is less than significant.

. HYDROLOGY AND

WATER QUALITY -
Would the project:

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

Adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP would result in the closure of 13.29 miles of existing trails,
This will require revegetation/restoration with native plants and would reduce erosion. The restoration
efforts would therefore improve the existing condition within the Preserves by reducing sediment
discharge into local water bodies. Standard best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to
reduce soil erosion and runoff. Potential water quality impacts would be avoided or reduced to less than
significant levels through conformance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit conditions, when applicable, 1o address erosion control measures that would be implemented to
avoid erosion impacts to exposed soil associated with revegetation and/or restoration activities.

b) Substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or (] | O |
interfere substantially with
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groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the 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 permits have
been granted)?

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 infiltration or groundwater recharge would occur.

¢) Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including
through the alteration of
the course of a stream or O O %] O
river, in a manner, which
would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

The CPA Trails plan has been designed to augment and use existing drainage patterns and discharge
locations within the Preserves. In addition, the Preserves do not contain any drainage infrastructure. The
overall drainage patterns within both Preserves would 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) Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including
through the alteration of
t!_le course of a stream or 0 0 0 &
river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount
of surface runoffin a
manner, which would
result in flooding on- or
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off-site?

Please see IX(c). The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns within the
Preserves and would not alter the course of a stream or river. As a result of the reduction in surface
water and the lack of impacts to existing drainage, implementation of the Project would not result in
Jlooding on-site or downstream.

e) Create or contribute runoff
water, which would exceed
the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater O 0 . i
drainage systems or
provide substantial
additional sources of
polluted runoff?

As discussed in response IX(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 would prevent the generation of potential
pollutants and exposure of storm water to pollutants. Thus, the Project would not result in significant
water pollutants.

f) Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality? O O 1 %]

As discussed in responses IX(a), (c) and (e), no significant impacts to water 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 O O O ™
Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard
delineation map?

The Project involves adoption of a CPA Trails Plan, NRMP and Easement Vacations. No existing or
planned housing within the Preserves boundaries is proposed.

h) Place within a 100-year
flood hazard area,
structures that would O O (| 4]
impede or redirect flood
flows?
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As indicated in response 1X(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 of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, (] (] O M
including flooding as a
result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

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

j) Inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow? | 0 0 W

While the presence of steep, unvegetated slopes could increase the potential for mudflows within the
Preserves , the revegetation and restoration efforts would incorporate design measures to reduce the
potential such conditions. Additionally, there is a low potential for significant tsunami effects within the
Preserves based on the elevation above mean sea level (AMSL) and the distance from enclosed bodies of
water. Therefore, there is no risk associated with inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow,

LAND USE AND
PLANNING — Would the
project:

a) Physu-:ally divide an. 0 0 0 7
established community?
The CPA Trails Plan and NRMP is designed to enhance the quality and character of the Preserve, and
improve conservation efforts for natural resources. Although the Project will vacate three public access
easement into the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, two easements will remain and continue to provide
connectivity and linkage to the existing trail system. 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
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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. The Project would not introduce new uses or involve improvements
which would 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, O O ™ (]
local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The CPA Trails Plan would add trail alignments and associated policy language to the Carmel Valley, Del
Mar Mesa Pacific 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 significance with respect to habitat and species diversity. The NRMP would be
consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the City'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 of trail use with environmental preservation. As such, no conflict would result.

The proposed project has complied with Senate Bill 18 requirements regarding Native American
consultation by providing letters offering an opportunity to consult tol9 Native American individuals and
organizations identified by the Native American Heritage Commission. No responses were received.

Adoption of the CPA Trails Plan and NRMP does not 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 NRMP, review in accordance with the ESL Regulations and
approval of a Site Development Permit (SDP) would be required. Therefore, approval of the Project would
not conflict with applicable land use plans.

For purposes of developing a Local Costal Program, the City of San Diego s coastal zone was divided
into twelve seements, each with their own land use plan. The North City Local Costal Program (LCP)
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includes Mira Mesa, Sorrento Hills, Torrey Pines, University, Via de la Valle, and the North City Future
Urbanizing Area. The North City LCP was adopted by the City Council in 1981 with amendments in 1985,
1987, 1988, and 1990 and certified by the California Coastal Commission.

The North City 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 framework plan
indentified five subareas. Portions of Subarea II, Subarea Il (Pacific Highlands Ranch) and Subarea V'
(Del Mar Mesa) are located within the Coastal Zone and are subject to the North City LCP. The
Frameworlk Plan is supplemented by the policies in the North City LCP. These policies addiess [illing and
development within the 100-year floodplain, the treatment of sensitive and scenic slopes and other issues.
Land Use Plans have been certified by the Coastal Commission for Subarea 111 (Pacific Highlands
Ranch) and Subarea V (Del Mar Mesa). Amendments to the land use plans (Subarea Plans) require
certification by the California Coastal Commission in order for the amendments to become effective in the
Coastal Zone areas.

The Carmel Valley (North City West) community plan area is divided into 14 neighborhoods, each with its
own precise plan. In 1990, the Coastal Commission certified the portions of the Neighborhood 8 Precise
Plan that lie within the coastal zone. The Precise Plan was subsequently 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 following land use plans to include alicnments and language to
relevant fieures and sections to allow for future trail use consisting of multi-use, equestrian, and hiking
trails within the Carmel Valley, and Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan, Del Mar Mesa (Subarea V) Specific
Plan, and Pacific Highlands Ranch (Subarea I1I) Subarea Plan. Portions of the identified trials would be
within the Coastal Zone.

The City has not submitted the Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan to the Coastal Commission for certification
of areas within the Coastal Zone. The area of the Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan in the Coastal Zone is
identified as Open Space. The Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan would be amended to include a discussion
of trails with a reference to the Del Mar Mesa/Carmel Mountain Natural Resources Management Plan.

Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea

e Within the southeastern area of the Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea, a 1.38 mile multi-use trail
alienment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Subarea Plan also identifies the area as Multiple
Habitat Preservation Area (MHFEA).

Del Mar Mesa Subarea

o Within the northeastern area of the Del Mar Mesa Subarea, a 1.11 mile multi-use trail alienment is
proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Subarea Plan also identifies the area as Resource Base Open

Space/MHPA.

e Within the northwestern area of the Del Mar Mesa Subarea, a 0.36 mile multi-use trail 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

o  Within the central area of the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan , a 0.31 mile equestrian
trail alienment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Precise Plan identifies the area as Open

Space.

o Within the central area of the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan, a 1.69 mile multi use trail
alienment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Precise Plan identifies the area as Open Space.

e Within the central area of the Carmel Vallev Neighborhood 8 Precise Plan, a 0.7 mile hiking trail
alienment is proposed within the Coastal Zone. The Precise Plan identifies the area as Open Space.

Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan

o The amendment to the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 84 Precise Plan would add language to the text
referencing the Natural Resources Management Plan trail plan which would allow future 0.27 mile
multi-use trail within the Coastal Zone.

Future projects implemented in accordance with 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 for projects within the Coastal
Zone and preparation of CDP findings will be required.

c¢) Conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or 0 ' 7 0
natural community
conservation plan?

As discussed earlier, the NRMP has been developed to provide ASMDs that meet the requirements of the
City's MSCP. In addition, as discussed in response V(). this Project and future projects implemented in
accordance with the NRMP would be required to comply with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines
established to protect adjacent MHPA land from unauthorized activities.

In addition to compatible use considerations, the project will conform to the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan
Framework Management Plan General Management Directives (Section 1.5.2) requirements for access,
trails, and recreation, as follows (requirement in italics, explanation of project conformance in regular

font):

1. Provide sufficient signage to clearly identify public access to the MHPA. Barriers such as vegetation,
rocks/boulders or fencing may be necessary to protect highly sensitive areas. Use appropriate type of
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barrier based on location, setting and use.

Existing trailheads 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 trail monitoring results. The proposed
trail system will remove trail segments adjacent to sensitive habitats and species (e.g. vernal 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 rather than entering habitat or
wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different habitat types (ecotones) for longer
than necessary due to the typically heightened resource sensitivity in those locations.

No new parking lots 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 effects of trail erosion including the
use of stone or wood crossjoints, edge plantings of native grasses, and mulching of the trail.

The proposed trails permitted through this project would not be paved. All trails are surveyed by Park
staff on a rotating basis throughout the year, with a complete trail maintenance survey occurring at the
end of each rainy season. Actions to repair trail damage from erosion, inappropriate use, or other factors
will 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 wildlife 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. If off-trail
use is noted during trail maintenance surveys, areas of concern will be signed and/or barriers will be
installed as necessary.

5. Limit the extent and location of equestrian trails to the less sensitive areas of the MHPA. Locate
siaging areas for equestrian uses at a sufficient distance (e.g., 300-500 feet) from areas with riparian and

coastal sage scrub habitats to ensure that the biological values are not impaired.

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

6. Limit recreational uses to passive uses such as birdwatching, photography and trail use... Where
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permitted, restrain pets on leashes.

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 runoff and remove pollutants.

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

The MSCP Subarea Plan Section 1.5.8, Specific 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 Mar 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
existing 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 part 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 plan for the Del Mar Mesa area that avoids the vernal pool habitat and
their associated watershed areas. If possible, the Del Mar Mesa are should be managed as a single unit
rather than split into separate entities according to ownership (County, various City departments,
easements).

The NRMP and proposed trail plan fulfill this MSCP requirement for development of an equestrian use
plan. The proposed trail system does not include direct impacts to vernal pool basins. The NRMP also
discusses the alternatives for joint management in Section 1.2.2.

3. Protect sensitive areas of Del Mar Mesa area from impacts from adjacent development. Use signage (o
inform people of the sensitivity of the vernal pools and the Del Mar Mesa are in general, and restrict off-

road vehicle use in the area,

Upon approval of the NRMP, additional educational signage 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.

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

The proposed trail plan proposes closure of trails 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 fulfill 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 for off-road and ofj-trail use, and take necessary measures to prevent such
use, and repair damage (at minimum, closure of areas) as soon as feasible. Also assess for invasive plant
species and remove as soon as possible.

Carmel 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 of the existing dirt roads for trails, and avoid cutting new trails through habitat areas.
Restore/revegetate 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 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 part of the development of the
proposed trail system, 13.29 miles of existing paths were identified for closure and restoration.

The proposed trail 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 intersections. Complete trail surveys are 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 trail-miles within the Preserves from existing conditions and providing increased
buffers for sensitive species.
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Therefore, implementation of the Mitigation Framework for Biological Resources, MHPA Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines and the Biological Resources Management Guidelines in the NRMP would reduce

potential impacts to below a level of significance.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES —
Would the project?

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

The Preserve areas are underlain by the surficial soils, the Scripps Formation, Torrey Sandstone and the
Poway Conglomerate, which do not contain mineral resources. The loss of known mineral resources,
valuable locally or regionally, would not occur as a result of the project. Therefore, the Project would
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 O O O W
a local general plan,
specific plan or other land
use plan?

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

XII. NOISE — Would the project
result in:

a) Exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels
in excess of standards
established in the !ocal 0 0 0 %
general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other
agencies?

Uses associated with the Project would be consistent with current passive recreational uses of the
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Preserves. The Project would not generate excessive noise levels beyond what is allowed in accordance
with 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 . ' 0 7
ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?

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

¢) A substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise
lgv§1§ in the project 0 . ] 0
vicinity above levels
existing without the
project?

Project-related noise generation would be limited to short-term construction activities and minor noise
resulting from operation of a small bobcat during revegetation/restoration efforts associated with
implementation of future trail closures. As noted above in response Xll(a), the Project would not
generate excessive noise levels beyond what is allowed in accordance with the General Plan, associated
community plans, and the Municipal Code, and no significant increases in permanent ambient noise
levels would occur,

d) A substantial temporary or
periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the 0 0 1 0
project vicinity above
existing without the
project?

As discussed in response Xll(c), the Project would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels
when the use of small mechanized equipment is necessary to complete revegetaion/restoration efforts
associated with trail closures; however, such impacts would be within the limits specified in the Noise
Ordinance. Impacts related to temporary or periodic noise increases would be less than significant.

¢) For a project located
within an airport land use
P : 0 0 [l e
plan, or, where such a plan
has not been adopted,
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within two miles of a
public airport or public use
airport would the project
expose people residing or
working in the area to
excessive noise levels?

The Preserves are not located within an airport land use plan for a public or public use airport. Thus,
users would not be exposed to excessive aircraft noise.

f) For a project within the
vicinity of a private
airstrip, would thel project O 0 7 0
expose people residing or
working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

The Preserves are not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and therefore, excessive aircrafi
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) O = 0
or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

The Project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth.

b) Displace substantial
numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the 0 0 0 o
construction of
replacement housing
elsewhere?

There is no existing or planned housing within the project boundaries. Thus, no housing would be

IS Checklist/Revised February 2015 ¥



Less Than

Potentially Significant Significant Less Than

Issue Impact with Significant No Impact
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
displaced by approval of the Project.
¢) Displace substantial
numbers of people,
necessitating the
construction of O O Cl ]
replacement housing
elsewhere?

As discussed in responses XIll.a. and XI11.b, implementation of the 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
governmental facilities,
need for new or physically
altered governmental
facilities, the construction
of which could cause
significant environmental
impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable
service rations, response
times or other performance
objectives for any of the
public services:

i) Fire Protection O O O M
The Project would not affect or generate a need for new or altered fire protection; effects on fire
protection would not occur. Thus, no new facilities would be required which could result in physical
changes to the environment.

ii) Police Protection ] [ (N %

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

iii) Schools O (| O %}
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The project would not generate any students. Thus, the Project would not adversely affect schools.

iv) Parks ]

O O O
The purpose 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 affect passive use of the Preserves. In fact, the Project would have a
positive effect both Preserves.

v) Other public facilities O . 0 7l
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 (| O a ™
substantial physical
deterioration of the facility
would occur or be
accelerated?

The proposed project does not include housing or schools and would not increase the use of existing
parks or recreational facilities in the vicinity of the 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 adversely affect passive recreational use of
the Preserves. In fact, the Project would have a positive effect on both Preserves.

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

The NRMP includes provisions for improvement to existing trails and closure of unauthorized trails and

is considered a recreational facility within the Preserves. Future improvements as well as revegetation
and restoration efforts have the potential to result in significant but mitigable impacts as identified
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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 measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and (N [ Cl
relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

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) Conlflict with an applicable
congestion management
program, including, but not
limited to level of service
standards and travel demand 0O O O
measures, or other standards
established by the county
congestion management
agency for designated roads
or highways?

As discussed in response XVI(a), above, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable
congestion management program, and no impacts would occur.

¢) Resultin a change in air
traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic . 0
levels or a change in
location that results in
substantial safety risks?

The project does not proposed any structures or components that would affect air traffic patterns. As
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such, no impact would occur,

d) Substantially increase
hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves ] . 0 o
or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g.,
farm equipment)?

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

e) Resultin madequa{.}te [l - O o
emergency access?

The project incorporates measures to allow 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 B 2 O 4
otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of
such facilities?

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 performance or safety of such facilities. Thus, implementation of the Project would not conflict
with policies encouraging alternative forms of transportation and would, in fact, promote those polices.

XVIIL UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:

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

The project would result in standard consumption and would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the RWQOCB.
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b) Require or result in the
construction of new water
or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the H H L 2
construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?

The Project would not result in uses which would 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 of the NRMP would not change this fact. Thus, the Project would not
affect existing water and wastewater treatment facilities serving the area.

¢) Require or result in the
construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing
facilities, the construction s = D &
of which could cause
significant environmental
effects?

The Project would not result in uses which would require construction of new storm water drainage
Sfacilities. As discussed earlier, the Preserves are not connected to infrastructure and adoption of the
NRMP would not change this fact. Thus, the Project would not significantly impact existing storm drain
facilities.

d) Have sufficient water
supplies available to serve
the project from existing
entitlements and resources, 4 0 = o
or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

As discussed in response XVII(b), no new water entitlements would be required, and the project would
have no impact on existing water resources.

¢) Result in a determination
by the wastewater
treatment provider which (] O O %)
serves or 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?

Wastewater would not be generated on site. The project would not require or result in the construction of
new wastewater treatment facilities 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 O (| O %]
the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

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 with Environmental Services Department. The
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 significant
increase in the amount of solid waste generated. Thus, the project would not significantly impact the
City's solid waste disposal facilities.

g) Comply with federal, state,
and local statutes and ] 0 . ¥
regulation related to solid
waste?

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

XVIII. MANDATORY
FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -

a) Does the project have the
potential to degrade the
quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife 2 = = O
species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining
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levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
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?

The project has a potential to result in impacts to land use (MSCP/MHPA), biological resources, and
cultural resources, as described in the applicable sections of this Initial Study. However, implementation
of the Mitigation Framework, along with management guidelines and recommendations of the NRMP 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 individually
limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the
mcremeptal effects of a Pro;ect 0 0 @ 0
are considerable when viewed
in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the
effects of probable futures
projects)?

As noted above, future projects implemented in accordance with the Trails Plan and NRMP has the
potential to impact Land Use (MHPA), Biological and Cultural Resources. However, implementation of
the Mitigation Framework, along with management guidelines and recommendations of the NRMP and
MSCP Subarea Plan identified in this Initial Study, would reduce all impacts to a below level of
significance. Therefore, impacts associated with this project, combined with other closely related past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable
incremental effect on biological resources, cultural resources, or land use associated with the MHPA.

¢) Does the project have
environmental effects,
which will cause O (%) M8 O
substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either
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directly or indirectly?

The City of San Diego conducted this Initial Study which determined that the Project could have e
signifieant environmental effects in the following issues areas: Land Use (MSCP/MHPA), Biological
Resources and Historical Resources (Archaeology); however, none of the effects associated with these
issue areas would result in a significant effect on human beings. Implementation of the NRMP would
provide a benefit to human beings in the form of improved trail conditions and improved access to quality
open space in an otherwise urbanized environment. Any potential environmental effects on-humen-beings
resulting from this project could be reduced or eliminated through standard project design measures
and/or compliance with applicable local, state or federal regulations. In addition, implementation of the
Mitigation Framework, along with management guidelines and recommendations of the NRMP and
MSCP Subarea Plan identified in this Initial Study, would reduce all impacts to a below level of
significance.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Acsthetics / Neighborhood Character
City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

Agricultural Resources & Forest Resources

City of San Diego General Plan.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and I1,
1973,

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)

Site Specific Report:

Air Quality

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD,

Site Specific Report:

Biology

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 1997
City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal
Pools" Maps, 1996.

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997,

Community Plan - Resource Element.

California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State 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 2001.
City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.

Site Specific Report: Biological Technical Report for the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar
Mesa Natural Resources Management Plan (City of San Diego January 2014): Biological
Resources Appendix to the NRMP (RECON 2002) and NRMP (2011).

Cultural Resources (includes Historical Resources)
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.
City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

Historical Resources Board List.
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Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report: Cultural Resources Study for the Carmel Mountain and Del Mar
Mesa Natural Resources Management Plan (Affinis. August 2013); Cultural Resources
Appendix to the NRMP (RECON 2002) and NRMP (2011).

Geology/Soils

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part [ and 1,
December 1973 and Part 111, 1975.

Site Specific Report: Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources
Management Plan (April 2011).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Site Specific Report: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report for the Torrey
Pines City Park General Development Plan. HELIX. November 29, 2011.

Site Specific Report:

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing,.

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division.

FAA Determination.

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized.
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Hydrology/Water Quality

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program -
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map.

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http://www.swreb.ca.gov/timdl/303d_lists.html.
Site Specific Report:

Land Use and Planning

City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.
City of San Diego Zoning Maps.
FAA Determination.
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Mineral Resources

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

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

Site Specific Report:

Noise

Community Plan.

San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

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

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

City of San Diego General Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Paleontological Resources

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

Demeéré. Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San
Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996,
Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles,” California Division of Mines and Geology
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975.

Kennedy, 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.

Site Specific Report: Carmel Mountain and Del Mar Mesa Natural Resources
Management Plan (April 2011).

Population / Housing

City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.

Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.
Other:

Public Services
City of San Diego General Plan.
Community Plan.
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XVI. Recreational Resources

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

Department of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

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

L

XVII. Transportation / Circulation

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

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

Site Specific Report:

XVIIL. UTILITIES
X City of San Diego General Plan.
X Community Plan.

XIX.  WATER CONSERVATION
Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset
Magazine.
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