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Executive Summarv 

Executive Summary 

Project Description 
The proposed project is the adoption and subsequent implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project, located in portions of the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Planning Areas of the 

City of Sun Diego. The primary discretionary action associated with the proposed project is the adoption of 

the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sun Diego. The 

Redevelopment Agency proposes the establishment of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area as a 

catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight in the Project Area. A variety of redevelopment 

activities will be implemented subsequent to the adoption of the Redevelopment Project Area in order to 

achieve the objectives of the project. These activities will include, but not be limited to, the acquisition of 

land or building sites, improvement of land and building sites, rehabilitation of structures, improving public 

facilities and infrastructure, expanding employment opportunities, expanding recreational opportunities in 

the Project Area, and providing other public improvements and landscaping. 

The Grantville Redevelopment Project will be implemented in accordance with the California Community 

Redevelopment Law (CCRL), Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq. Approval of the project will 

implement a plan, with subsequent redevelopment, and private and public improvements within the 

Redevelopment Project Area encompassing approximately 970 acres of land. 

Redevelopment is defined pursuant to Section 33020 of the CCRL as "the planning, development, 

replanning, redesign, clearance, reconstruction, or rehabilitation, or any combination of these, of all or part 

of a survey area, and the provision of those residential, commercial, industrial, public, or other structures or 

spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general welfare, including recreational 

and other facilities incidental or appurtenant to them." Redevelopment also includes the activities 

described in Section 33021 of the CCRL which comprise the following: 

a) Alteration, improvement, modernization, reconstruction or rehabilitation, or any combination 

of these, of existing structures in a Project Area; 

b) Provision of open space and public or private recreation areas; and, 

c) Replanning or redesign or development of undeveloped areas in which either of the following 

conditions exist: 

1 )  the areas are stagnant or improperly utitized because of defective or inadequate street 

layout, faulty lot layout in relation to size, shape, accessibility or usefulness, or for other 

causes; or 

2) the area requires replanning and land assembly for development in the interest of the 

general welfare because of widely scattered ownership, tax delinquency or other reasons. 
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As a basis for the redevelopment of the Project Area under consideration, it is  proposed that uses be 

permitted in compliance with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, Navajo, Tierrasanta 

and College Area Community Plans, and the Land Development Code (Zoning Ordinance) of the City of 

Sun Diego, as amended from time to time, and all other applicable state and local codes and guidelines. 

Project Location 
The proposed Grantville Redeveiopment Project Area is  located in San Diego County, in the eastern 

portion of the City of San Diego north of Interstate 8 and east of Interstate 15. A majority of the Project 

Area is located within the Navajo Community Planning Area, and generally includes the existing industrial 

and commercial areas along Friars Road, Mission Gorge Road, Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road. The 

approximately 970-acre Project Area consists of three non-contiguous subareas, referred to in this EIR as 

Subarea A, Subarea B and Subarea C. Figure ES-1 depicts the location of each subarea. The three subareas 

are described as follows: 

Subarea A - Subarea A is comprised of commercial, office, industrial, public facility, park and open 

space uses immediately north of 1-8 and located along both sides of Fairmount Avenue, Friars Road 

and Mission Gorge Road north to Zion Avenue (and including several parcels north of Zion Avenue). 

The southeast portion of Subarea A also includes the first seven parcels on the southern side of 

Adobe Falls Road (starting at Waring Road). Subarea A comprises approximately 400 acres. 

Subarea P - Subarea B consists of the commercial, office, industrial, sand and gravel, and open 

space uses located along Mission Gorge Road from Zion Avenue, northeast to Margerum Avenue. 

Within this subarea, sand and gravel processing operations take ptace on both sides of the San 

Diego River. The western boundary is defined by the residential neighborhood along Colina Dorada 

Drive. Subarea B comprises approximately 505 acres. 

Subarea C - Subarea C includes a shopping center, retail uses and community facilities, at and 

adjacent to, the intersection of Zion Avenue and Waring Road. The Allied Gardens Community Park, 

and other community services such as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle School, and two 

churches are included as the community facilities in this subarea. Subarea C comprises 

approximately 65 acres. 

Environmental Impacts 
The Redevelopment Agency determined that a Program EIR is required pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The environmental issue areas identified by the Agency and as a result 

of input received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and public scoping meeting for the project include 

the following: land use, transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, cultural resources, biological resources 

geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, paleontological resources, aesthetics, water 

quality/hydrology, population/housing, public services, mineral resources, cumulative impacts, growth- 

inducing impacts, and significant irreversible environmental changes. Table ES-1 presents a summary of the 

environmental impacts of the proposed project, mitigation measures to reduce potential significant 

impacts for the proposed project, and the level of significance of each impact after implementation of 

proposed mitigation measures. 
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Executive Summary 

Significant, Mitigable Impacts 
Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in significant impacts as a result of future 

redevelopment activities that will occur within the Project Area. Significant impacts have been identified 

to the following environmental issue areas: 

Air Quality (Short-term Construction) 

Noise 

Cultural Resources 

Biological Resources 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Paleontological Resources 

Aesthetics 

Water QualityIHydrology 

Public Services 

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures identified in this Program EIR will reduce the impact to 

these resource areas to a level less than significant. 

Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 
Based on the data and conclusions of this Program EIR, the Redevelopment Agency finds that the project 

will result in significant unavoidable impacts to the following resources areas: 

Air Quality (Long-term Mobile Emissions) 

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential impact to these resources to the 

extent feasible; however, the impact will remain significant and unavoidable. These impacts are w k ~  

G:C a result of 

implementation of the Redevelopment Proiect combined with forecasted growth in the region, which will 

occur both inside and outside of the Project Area. If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the 

Grantville Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a "Statement of Overriding Considerations" pursuant to 

Sections 15093 and 151 26(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Executive Summarv 

Alternatives To The Proposed Project 
The alternatives evaluated in this Program EIR include the following: 

No Project/No Redevelopment Plan. This alternative assumes that the proposed redevelopment 

project area would not be adopted by the Redevelopment Agency and subsequent 

redevelopment activities would not be implemented. 

No Additional Development. This alternative assumes that no additional development would occur 

within the Project Area. 

Redevelopment Area Pursuant to General Plan Opportunities Map Concept. This alternative 

considers the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment activities occurring over the 20 

to 30 year redevelopment timeframe anticipating land uses that would implement the conceptual 

land use patterns identified in the City of Sun Diego General Plan (City of Villages) Opportunity Areas 

Map for the Project Area. 

Redevelopment Area Pursuant to Transif-Oriented Development Principalr. This alternative considers 

the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment activities occurring over the 20 to 30 year 

redevelopment timeframe and anticipating land uses within the Project Area that would be 

consistent with Transit-Oriented Development principals. 

These alternatives are discussed in detail in Section 8.0 of this document. 

Areas Of Controversy And Issues To Be Resolved 
The CEQA Guidelines require potential areas of controversy to be identified in the Executive Summary. 

Issues identified during the Notice of Preparation and public scoping period include: definition of the 

Project Area boundaries; land use compatibility, including the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan and MSCP 

adjacency issues; traffic and circulation related issues, including existing levels of congestion on Project 

Area roadways and access to adjacent freeway systems; air quality, seismic and geotechnical issues, 

including faulting and liquefaction potential in portions of the Project Area; hydrology and flooding; the 

potential presence of hazardous materials and industries in, and near the Project Area; the project's 

potential impact to biological and cultural resources located in the Sun Diego River area; aesthetics; noise, 

including traffic generated noise and potential noise impacts from overflight of military aircraft; and the 

adequate provision of public services. 

Mitigation, Monitoring And Reporting Program 
A Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared in accordance with Section 

21081.6 of CEQA. The MMRP will be adopted by the Redevelopment Agency if the proposed Grantville 

Redevelopment Project is approved. The MMRP will ensure compliance with the mitigation measures 

adopted by the Redevelopment Agency. 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

- 
ES-5 March 2005 



Executive Summary 

TABLE S-1 
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Section 4.2 - Transporfation/C*rculcitim 
Proposed redevelopment activities based on existing 
community plan land uses are anticipated to add 31,606 
daily trips to the circulation network with 3,280 trips 
occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 trips 
occurring during afternoon peak hour. The following 
roadway segments would be significantly impacted: 

Friars Road from 1-15 North Bound Ramps to Rancho 
Mission Road (LOS F]: 
Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road 
(LOS F); 
Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to 
Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); 
Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain 
Avenue (LOS F); 
Mission Gorge Road from Twain Avenue to Vandever 
Avenue (LOS F); and, 
Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue 
(LOS E). 

The following intersections would be significantly impacted 
by the proposed redevelopment: 

Friars &I-1 5 South Bound Ramps (PM Peak hour); 
Friars & Mission Gorge Road (PM Peak hour): 
Twain & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 
Fairmount Avenue 8, Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM 
Peak hours); 
Camino Del Rio & 1-8 West Bound Off Ramp & 
Fairmount Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours); and, 
1-8 East Bound On and Off Ramps 8 Fairmount Avenue 
(AM Peak hour). 

Ramp meter analysis was also conducted for the proposed 
project. This analysis indicates impacts would occur to the 
following ramp meter locations: Friars Rd. to 1-1 5 North (AM 
Peak Hour); Friars Rd. to 1-1 5 South (loop) (PM Peak Hour); 
and, Friars Rd. [HOV) to 1-1 5 North (PM Peak hour) 

Recommended Mitigation Measure($) 

T 1 Improvements identifies within the Navajo and Tierrasanta Commun~ty Plans shall 
be implemented as sufficient financial resources become available through the 
establishment of the proposed redevelopment project area. These improvements 
include: 

Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane facility north of Zion Avenue with no 
left-turn lanes except at signalized intersections. 
Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount 
Avenue and lnterstate 8. 
Improve Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount 
Avenue and Interstate 8. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) Affer 

Mitiaation 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Secth  4.3 - Air Quality 
Shod-term 
Future construction activities will result in a significant short- 
term air quality impact. 

Long-term 
A significant and unavoidable air quality impact has been 
identified associated with future mobile related air pollutant 
emissions. 

- 

Recommended Migalion Measure(s) 

AQ1 A project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for future redevelopment 
projects to determine the emissions associated with construction activities and 
identify measures to reduce air emissions. In addition, future redevelopment 
projects shall implement appropriate federal, state, and local development 
standards and requirements that are designed to minimize short-term construction 
related air quality emissions. These measures typically include, but are not limited 
to the following: 

Apply water or dust control agents to active grading areas, unpaved surfaces. 
and dirt stockpiles as necessary. Protect all soil to be stockpiled over 30 days 
with a secure tarp or tackifien to prevent windblown dust. 
Properly maintain diesel-powered on-site mobile equipment and use gasoline- 
powered on-site mobile equipment instead of diesel-powered mobile 
equipment, to the maximum extent possible. 
Wash-off trucks leaving construction sites. 
Replace ground cover on construction sites if it is determined that the site will 
be undisturbed for lengthy periods. 
Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 
Halt all grading and excavation operations when wind speeds exceed 25 
miles per hour. 
Sweep or vacuum dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces at the project 
site and on the adjacent roadways and dispose of these materials at the end 
of each workday. 
Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose material to and from the 
site and/or maintain a two-foot minimum freeboard. 
Use zero emission volatile organic compound (VOC) paints. 

AQ2 A project-specific air quatity analysis shall be prepared for each subsequent 
redevelopment project in order to assess the potential air quality impact 
associated with the activity and identify measures to reduce air emissions. The air 
quality assessment shall include an evaluation of construction-related emissions, 
stationary and mobile source emissions, including CO "hot spot" emissions, if 
necessary. Measures shah be identified and implemented on a project-by-project 
basis to reduce emissions to the extent feasible (e.g., solar heating and energy. 
building design and efficient heating and cooling systems, maximize opportunities 
for mass transit, etc.). 

Significance of 
Impact(s) Affer 

Less Than 
Significanf 

Significant and 
Unavoida bte 
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Executive Summary 

f ecHon 4.4 - Noise (cant'd.) 

Recommended MitigaG ~ea&e(s) 

New development within the Project Area shall be subject to applicable City 
regulations at the time the redevelopment activity is proposed, Title 24 - Noise 
Insulation Standards, and implementation of site-specific building techniques. The 
site-specific building techniques include: 

Multi-family residential buildings or structures to be located within exterior CNEL 
contours of 60 d B  or greater of an existing or adopted freeway, expressway, 
parkway, major street, thoroughfare, railroad, rapid transit line, or industrial 
noise source shall prepare an acoustical analysis showing that the building has 
been designed to limit intruding noise to the level prescribed (interior CNEL of 
45 dB]. 
Individual developments shall, implement site-planning techniques such as: 

Increase the distance between the noise source and the receiver. 

Using non-noise sensitive structures such as garages to shield noise- 
sensitive areas. 
Orienting buildings to shield outdoor spaces from a noise source. 

Individual developments shall incorporate architectural design strategies, 
which reduce the exposure of noise-sensitive spaces to stationary noise 
sources. These design strategies shall be implemented based on 
recommendations of acoustical analysis for individual developments as 
required by the City to comply with City noise standards. 
Individual developments shall incorporate noise barriers, walls, or other sound 
attenuation techniques, based on recommendations of acoustical analysis for 
individual developments as required by the City to comply with City noise 
standards. 
Elements of building construction (i.e., walls, roof, ceiling, windows, and other 
penetrations) shall be modified as necessary to provide sound attenuation. 
This may include sealing windows, installing thicker or double-glazed windows, 
locating doors on the opposite side of a building from the noise source, or 
installina solid-core doors e a u i ~ ~ e d  with a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  acoustical aaskets. 

Significance of 
Irnpact(s) After 

Less Than 
Significant 
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hecutive Summary 

Section 4.5 - Cultural Resources 
Implementation of future redevelopment activities has the 
potential to result in an impact to previously unrecorded 
cultural resources sites (archaeological and historical) as 
well as potentially significant historic structures. This 

1 potential impact is considered significant. 

- 

Recommended Mitigdion Meosure(s) 

CR1 The following measures shall be implemented prior to proceeding with any 
redevelopment activities in the Project Area: 
1. Any areas proposed for development that have not previously been surveyed 

for cultural resources within the last five years shall be surveyed to identify 
presence/absence of cultural resources. 

2. Any proposed development which may disturb subsurface soils, including 
removal of existing buildings or construction activities located adjacent to the 
San Diego River. shall include archaeological monitoring. 

3. All potential prehistoric sites located within the Son Diego River alluvial plain 
that will be impacted by proposed development shall be tested under City of 
Sun Diego and CEQA Guidelines to determine significance. Testing through 
subsurface excavation provides the necessary information to determine site 
boundary, depth, content, integrity, and potential to address important 
research questions. 

4. Alternative options for significant sites under City of Son Diego and CEQA 
Guidelines can include: 1) avoidance, and preservation, or 2 )  mitigation of 
impacts from proposed development through completion of a data recovery 
program in compliance with CEQA Guidelines. 

CR2 The following procedures shall be implemented before any Redevelopment 
Project activities can occur in the Redevelopment Project Area: 
1 ) Conduct a historical resource survey of properties located within the Project 

Area that are 45 years of age and older resulting in a report with 
determinations of potential eligibility of said properties to the California 
Register of Historic Places and the City of Son Diego Historic Resources List. 

2 )  Obtain a concurrence on these determinations from the State Office of 
Historic Preservation and City Historical Resources Board. 

If any potential historical resources are identified and are found to be eligible, 
identify potential impacts from the proposed redevelopment project actions, and 
determine appropriate mitigations as defined in CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5 
to reduce such impact to a level below significance. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) After 

Less Than 
Significant 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Executive Summary 

Sectkn 4.6 - bkbglcal Resources (csnf'd.) 

Recommended ~ i t i ~ i i o n  Measure(s) 

outside of the riparian buffer and the riparian corridor ti-e., they should 
be within the development footprint). All filtration and attenuation of 
surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs should occur prior to 
the discharge of the flows into the buffer areas. 

v. Brush management zones should be outside the riparian buffer. The 
City's proposed brush manaqement regulations state "no brush 
management is required in areas containing wetland veaetation." 

vi. No additional lighting should be added within the vicinity of both 
upland and wetland sensitive habitats, and where possible, exist in^ 
liqhting within such areas should be removed. 

vii. As to noise, methods should be employed to attenuate proiect- 
related construction and operational noise levels in excess of ambient 
levels at the edqe of sensitive habitats to avoid or minimize further 
degradation by noise of conditions for wildlife, particularly, avian 
s~ecies. Where possible, existing sources of noise audible within the 
buffer should be removed. 

viii. All areas within biological buffers should be added to the MHPA, if not 
already within it, and should be accordinaly managed in perpetuity 
to maintain the biological functions and values the buffers are 
intended to protect. 

Prior to any project impacts occurring within areas under the jurisdiction of federal, 
state, or local biological resource regulatory agencies, the project applicant for 
the specific work shall obtain any and all applicable resource agency permits 
which may include, but are not limited to, Clean Water Act 404 and 401 permits 
and California Department of Fish and Game Code 1601 and 1603 Streambed 
Alteration Agreements. 

Significant impacts to City of Son Diego Tier 1-111 habitats shall be mitigated as shown 
in Table 4.6-5 and as described in Section 4.6.1.4. 

Any significant wetland resource impacts to the San Diego River identified during 
lower tier environmental review shall be mitigated within the immediate area of the 
impact action. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) After 

Srantville Redevelopment Project 
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Executive Summary 

Recommended Mitigation Measure($) 

BR6 

BR7 

BR8 

BRO 

Where potential impacts to non-MSCP covered federal and/or state listed sensitive 
species and/or narrow endemic species may occur as a result of proposed project 
actions, coordination with responsible listing agencies (USFWS and/or CDFG) shall 
be completed as early as practicable and in conjunction with, or prior to, the 
CEQA process for actions that may affect these species. Specific actions 
necessary to protect these sensitive species shall be determined on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Project actions resulting in impacts to nesting migratory birds (as defined under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act [MBTA]) shall incorporate seasonal timing constraints for 
any wetland habitat clearing or shall require work corridor surveys for nesting birds. 
Where active nests are identified, these shall be avoided if practical, and i f  
necessary, a MBTA Special Purpose Permit (50 CFR 521 -27) shall be completed 
before removal of active nests of MBTA covered species. 

All future specific actions undertaken at or near the Son Diego River shall be 
reviewed for consistency with the MSCP preserve and development requirements, 
as well as the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

Assurance that mitigation areas will be adequately protected from future 
development shall be provided through I )  the dedication of fee title for the 
mitigation land to the City of San Diego; or 2) the establishment of a conservation 
easement relinquishing development rights to a conservation entity; or 3) a 
recorded covenant of easement against the title of the property for the remainder 
area, with the USFWS and CDFG named as third party beneficiaries, where a 
project has utilized all of its development area potential as allowed under the OR- 

Significance of 
Irnpact(s) After 
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Executive Summary 

Sectkn 4.7 - G&gy/Sdls (cont'd.) 

tectlon 43 - Mazordous Materials 
The potential presence of hazardous materials and existing 
areas of contamination in the Project Area is considered a 
significant impact. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(r) 

Lower portions of Subareas A and B are underlain by alluvium which may be 
subject to liquefaction. Mitigation may include removal of loose alluvium and 
replacement with compacted fill or supporting any future structures on deep 

Prior to the development of specific properties within the Redevelopment Project 
Area, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA] shall be performed. The Phase 
I ESA shall identify the potential for the site to contain hazardous materials 
[including asbestos and lead-based paints) and contaminated soils. 
Recommendations of the Phase I ESA shall be implemented to ensure that the site 
is suitable for redevelopment activities. Recommendations of the Phase 1 ESA may 
range from no further action, to preparation of a Phase I1 ESA that identifies specific 
further action required in order to remediate the hazardous materials so that they 
do not pose a significant health risk. 

Any underaround storase tanks [USTsl that are removed during redevelopment 
activities shall be removed under permit by the De~artment of Environmental 
Health [DEHI. The soil and groundwater within the vicinity of the USTs shall be 
adequately characterized and remediated, if necessary, to a standard that would 
be protective of water quality and human health, based on the future site use. 

In the event that not previously identified underaround storase tanks [USTsl or 
undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during redevelopment 
activities, work shall be discontinued until appropriate health and safety 
procedures are implemented. A contingency plan shall be prepared to address 
contractor procedures for such an event, to minimize potential for costly 
construction delays. In addition, either De~arlment of Environmental Health (DEHl 
or the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), depending on the nature of 
the contamination, shall be notified regarding the contamination. Each agency 
and program within the respective agency has its own mechanism for initiating an 
investigation. The appropriate program shall be selected based on the nature of 
the contamination identified. The contamination remediation and removal 
activities shall be conducted in accordance with pertinent local. state, and 
federal regulatory guidelines, under the oversight of the appropriate regulatory 
agency. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) After 

Less Than 
Significant 

- - -- " -  

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Flnal Program EIR 

- .- - - - - 
ES-15 March 2005 



Executive Summarv 

Seefion 4.8 - Harardous Mabriah fcont'd) 

Section 4.9 - Paleontobgical Reseurces 
" 

Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result 
in the substantial excavation of potential fossil-bearing 
geologic formations and the impact i s  considered 
significant. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(s) 

A risk assessment shall be performed at all facilities in the Project Area where 
contamination has been identified or is discovered during activities, and at which 
soil is to be disturbed, to address non-water quality risks posed by any residual 
contamination, and to establish appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., natural 
attenuation, active remediation, and engineering controls) that would be 
protective of human health and the environment. All assessment and remediation 
activities shall be conducted in accordance with a Work Plan which is approved 
by the City of San Diego having oversight of the activities. 

During construction activities, it may be necessary to excavate existing soil at a 
specific project site, or to bring fill soils to the site from off-site locations. In areas 
that have been identified as being contaminated or where soil contamination is 
suspected, appropriate sampling i s  required prior to disposal of excavated soil. 
Complete characterization of the soil shall be prepared prior to any excavation or 
removal activity. Contaminated soil shall be properly disposed at an off-site facility. 
Fill soils also shall be sampled to ensure that imported soil is free of contamination. 

Caution shall be taken during excavation activities near existing groundwater 
monitoring wells, so that they are not damaged. Existing groundwater monitoring 
wells may have to be abandoned and reinstalled if they are located in an area 

f R1 Prior to preconstruction (precon) meeting: 
1.  Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but 
not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition PIanslPermits and Building 
PlansIPermits, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of LDR shall verify that the 
requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the 
appropriate construction documents. 

2. Letters of Qualification have been Submitted to ADD 
Prior to the NTP, andlor issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition Permit or 
Building Permit, the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the ADD of 
LDR stating that a qualified Paleontologist, as defined in the City of Son Diego 
Paleontological Guidelines, has been retained to implement the monitoring 
program. 

Significance of 
Irnpnct(s) ARer 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Executive Summary 

Recommended Mitigdion Measure(s) 

3. Second Letter Containing Names of Monitors has been sent to Mitigation Monitoring 
Coordination (MMC). 
a. At least thirty days prior to the Preconstruction Meeting (Precon), a second 

letter shall be submitted to MMC which shall include the name of the Principal 
Investigator [PI) and the names of all persons involved in the Paleontological 
Monitoring of the project. 

b. MMC will provide Plan Check with a copy of both the first and second letter. 
4. Records Search Prior to Precon Meeting 

At least thirty days prior to the Precon meeting, the qualified Paleontologist shall 
verify that a records search has been completed, and updated as necessary, and 
be prepared to introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. Verification 
includes, but is not limited to, a copy of a confirmation letter from the Son Diego 
Natural History Museum, other institution, or, if the record search was in-house, a 
letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

Precon Meeting: 
I .  Monitor Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
a. Prior to beginning of any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the Paleontologist, Construction Manager and/or 
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE], Building Inspector (BI), and MMC. The 
qualified Paleontologist shall attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make 
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring Program 
with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

b. If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE, or BI as appropriate, 
shall schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, Monitors, Construction Manager 
and appropriate Contractor's representatives to meet and review the job on-site 
prior to start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
At the Precon Meeting, the Paleontologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the 
sitelgrading plan (reduced to 1 1x1 71 that identifies areas to be monitored. 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
Prior to the start of work, the Paleontologist also shall submit a construction schedule 
to MMC through the RE, or 81, as appropriate, indicating when and where 
monitoring is to begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for monitoring. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) After 

Mitiaation 
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Executive Summary 

Section 4.9 - Pakantoiogicd Resources Ccont'd.) 

- - 

~ecommended Mitigation Meosurc(s) 

During Construction: 
Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation 
a. The qualified Paleontologist shall be present full-time during the initial cutting of 

previously undisturbed formations with high and moderate resource sensitivity, 
and shall document activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (form]. This 
record shall be faxed to the RE, or BI as appropriate, and MMC each month. 

Discoveries: 
Minor Paleontological Discovery 
In the event of a minor Paleontological discovery (small pieces of broken 
common shell fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Paleontologist 
shall notify the RE, or BI as appropriate, that a minor discovery has been made. 
The determination of significance shall be at the discretion of the qualified 
Paleontologist. The Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area and 
immediately notify the RE, or BI as appropriate, if a potential significant 
discovery emerges. 
Significant Paleontological Discovery 
In the event of a significant Paleontological discovery, and when requested by 
the Paleontologist, the city RE, or BI as appropriate, shall be notified and shall 
divert, direct, or temporarily halt construction activities in fhe area of discovery 
to allow recovery of fossil remains. The determination of significance shall be at 
the discretion of the qualified Paleontologist. The Paleontologist with Principal 
Investigator (PI) level evaluation responsibilities shall also immediately notify 
MMC staff of such finding at the time of discovery. MMC staff will coordinate 
with appropriate LDR staff. 

Night Work: 
a. If night work is included in the contract 

When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing 
shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 
The following procedures shall be followed: 
(a) No Discoveries 

In the event that nothing was found during the night work, the PI shall 
record the information on the Site Visit Record Form. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) After 
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Executive Summary 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(s] 

b. Minor Discoveries 
All Minor Discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures under 2. a., with the exception that the RE shall contact MMC by 9 
A.M. the following morning. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 
procedures under 2.b., shall be followed, with the exception that the RE shall 
contact MMC by 8 A.M. the following morning to report and discuss the 
findings. 

d. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 
The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or €31, as appropriate, a minimum 
of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

The RE, or €31, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 
e. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

4. Notification of Completion: 
The Paleontologist shall notify MMC and the RE, or BI as appropriate, of the end date 
of monitoring. 

Port Construction 
The Paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of curation as 
defined by the City of Son Diego Paleontological Guidelines: 
1. Submit Letter of Acceptance from Local Qualified Curation Facility. 

The Paleontologist shall be responsible for submittal of a letter of acceptance to 
ADD of LDR from a local qualified curation facility. A copy of this letter shall be 
forwarded to MMC. 

2. If Fossil Collection is not Accepted, Contact LDR for Alternatives 
If the fossil collection is not accepted by a local qualified facility for reasons other 
than inadequate preparation of specimens, the project Paleontologist shall contact 
LDR, to suggest an alternative disposition of the collection. MMC shall be notified in 
writing of the situation and resolution. 

3. Recording Sites with Son Diego Natural History Museum 
The Paleontologist shall be responsible for the recordation of any discovered fossil 
sites at the Son Diego Natural History Museum. 

Significance of 
Impad(s) Aver 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

ES-19 March 2005 



Executive Summarv 

Future redevelopment activities within the Project Area may 
result in significant aesthetic impacts. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure[s) 

4. Final Results Report 
a. Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results Report 

(even if negative), which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the 
above Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be 
submitted to MMC for approval by the ADD of LDR. 

b. MMC shall notify the R E  or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final Results 
Report. 

i 

As redevelopment activities proceed within the Project Area, each individual 
development proposal shall be reviewed by the Agency and City to comply with 
the development standards of the City of Son Diego Land Development Code and 
the adopted design guidelines of the Community Plans. Specific redevelopment 
projects shall incorporate appropriate design details and principals consistent with 
the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans, including: 

The rear elevations of buildings which face the Son Diego River or are visible 
from the street should be as well-detailed and visually interesting as the front 
elevations; 
Buildings developed adjacent to the river should be set back from the river to 
avoid glare and shading impacts to the habitat; 
Improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on 
Mission Gorge Road between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, 
improving landscaping and architectural design, providing consistent building 
setbacks and providing adequate off-street parking; 
Site design should provide adequate visual buffers surrounding uses, such as 
with the use of landscaping or grade separation; 
Develop commercial areas which have desirably distinctive qualities in their 
design, appearance and operation; 
Ensure that industrial appearance and effects of industrial uses are compatible 
with the character of the surrounding residential and commercial areas and the 
sensitive resources of the Son Diego River; 
Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations 
included in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ); and, 
Future development of areas within the Tierrasanta Community that abut the 
Mission Trials Regional Park should be sensitive to it, as proposed within the 
Urban Design Element of the Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

Significance of 
Irnpact(s) After 

Less Than 
Significant 

Final Program EIR 
ES-20 March 2005 



Executive Summary 

Section 4.9 - Paleontob~itat Resources tcont'd.) 

Section 4.1 0 - Aesthetics 
Future redevelopment activities within the Project Area may 
result in significant aesthetic impacts. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(s) 

4. Final Results Report 
a. Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results Report 

(even if negative), which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the 
above Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be 
submitted to MMC for approval by the ADD of LDR. 

b. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final Results 

As redevelopment activities proceed within the Project Area, each individual 
development proposal shall be reviewed by the Agency and City to comply with 
the development standards of the City of Son Diego Land Development Code and 
the adopted design guidelines of the Community Plans. Specific redevelopment 
projects shall incorporate appropriate design details and principals consistent with 
the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans, including: 

The rear elevations of buildings which face the Son Diego River or are visible 
from the street should be as well-detailed and visually interesting as the front 
elevations; 
Buildings developed adjacent to the river should be set back from the river to 
avoid glare and shading impacts to the habitat; 
Improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on 
Mission Gorge Road between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, 
improving landscaping and architectural design, providing consistent building 
setbacks and providing adequate off-street parking; 
Site design should provide adequate visual buffers surrounding uses, such as 
with the use of landscaping or grade separation; 
Develop commercial areas which have desirably distinctive qualities in their 
design, appearance and operation; 
Ensure that industrial appearance and effects of industrial uses are compatible 
with the character of the surrounding residential and commercial areas and the 
sensitive resources of the Son Diego River; 
Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations 
included in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ): and, 
Future development of areas within the Tierrasanta Community that abut the 
Mission Trials Regional Park should be sensitive to it, as proposed within the 
Urban Design Element of the Terrasanta Community Plan. 

Significance of 
Impact(s) ARer 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Section 4.1 1 - Water Quaiify/Hych~logy 
Hydrology/Drainage 
Redevelopment activities in the Project Area may require 
grading or alteration of the topography that could affect 
the hydrologic function of these drainages. altering 
localized drainage patterns and runoff. This issue i s  
considered a significant impact. 

Flooding 
Redevelopment activity in these areas has the potential to 
impede or redirect flood flows and each redevelopment 
project will need to be evaluated to ensure they do not 
adversely impact flooding. This issue is considered a 
significant impact. 

Water Quality - Short-Term 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result 
in a violation of water quality standards through 
sedimentation/siltation or emissions from construction 
related activities of the local surface waters and 
groundwaters. This issue is considered a significant impact. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(s) 

HD1 A detailed hydrology study shall be prepared for each specific development that 
addresses the onsite and offsite hydrological and drainage characteristics of each 
proposed development project. For development projects located within or 
adjacent to the 100-year floodplain, additional consideration shall be given to the 
design of the project. An appropriate drainage control plan that controls runoff and 
drainage in a manner acceptable to City Engineering Standards for the specific 
project shall be implemented. The drainage control plan shall be implemented in 
accordance with the recommendations of the hydrology study and shall address 
on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure on-site runoff will not adversely 
affect off-site areas or alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or off-site areas. 
The drainage study shall incorporate the recommendations of the San Diego River 
Park Master Plan and the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan relative to 
hydrology/drainage and flooding to the maximum extent practicable. 

WQl Prior to commencement of construction activities for future redevelopment 
activities, in compliance approval documentation with the City of Sun Diego 
Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit (Order No. 99-08, NPDES 
CAS000002) and the General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001-01, 
NPDES CAS0108758) shall be obtained. Under the General Construction Stormwater 
Permit, the following components are required, a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Monitoring Program and Reporting 
Requirements. Required elements of SWPPP include: 

Site description addressing the elements and characteristics specific to the site; 
Description of Best Management Practices [BMPs) for erosion and sediment 
controls; 
BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal; 
Implementation of approved local plans; 
Proposed post-construction controls, including description of local post- 
construction erosion and sediment control requirements; 
Non-storm water management; 
Identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges 
from construction activity which discharge into water bodies listed on the 303 
(d) list of impaired water bodies; and, 

Significance of 
Impacf(s) After 

Less Than 
Significant 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Water Quality - Long-Term 
Given the current status of the Son Diego River on the 
303(d) list of impaired waters and the potential for future 
non-compliance with the water quality regulations, this issue 
is considered a significant impact. 

I 

C Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., 28~42005. 

Recommended Mitigdion Measure(s) 

For all construction activity, identify a sampling and analysis strategy and 
sampling schedule for pollutants which are not visually detectable in 
stormwater discharges, which are known to occur on the construction site, 
and which could cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 
objectives in receiving waters. 

Some of the BMPs that shall be used during construction for compliance with the 
City of Son Diego Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit, and 
General Municipal Stormwater Permit include, but are not limited to: 

Silt fence, fiber rolls, or gravel bag berms 
Street Sweeping 
Strom drain inlet protection 
Stabilized construction entrance/exit 
Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 
Hydroseed, soil binders, or straw mulch 

WQ2 All future redevelopment projects shall obtain compliance approval with the City 
of Sun Diego Municipal Code, General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 
2001-01, NPDES NO. CAS0108858), and the General Industrial Stormwater Permit 
(Order No. 97-03-DWQ, NPDES NO. CAS000001). Future redevelopment project 
design shall also take into consideration to the maximum extent practicable the 
recommendations contained in the Son Diego River Park Master Plan and the Son 
Diego River Watershed Management Plan. Components of future redevelopment 
project design that will help achieve compliance with these long-term water 
quality regulations include, but are not limited to: 

Infiltration basins 
Retention/detention basins 
Biofilters 
Structural controls 

5 ignificance of 
Impact(s) After 

Mitiadion 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Cha~ter  1 - Introduction 

This Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental effects of the adoption 

of the Grantville Redevelopment Project and implementation of redevelopment project activities within 

the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project Area (Project Area). The Redevelopment Plan for the 

Grantville Redevelopment Project Area will be implemented in accordance with the CCRL California 

Health and Safety Code Section 33000, et. sea. The Grantville Redevelopment Project is proposed as a 

catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight identified by the City within the Project Area. A 

variety of redevelopment activities will be implemented subsequent to the adoption of the 

Redevelopment Project Area in order to achieve the objectives of the project. These activities will include, 

but not be limited to, the acquisition of land or building sites, improvement of land and building sites, 

rehabilitation of structures, improving pubic facilities and infrastructure, expanding employment 

opportunities, expanding recreational opportunities in the Project Area, and providing other public 

improvements and landscaping, 

The EIR was prepared by professional environmental consultants under contract with the Redevetopment 

Agency of the City of San Diego (Agency). The Agency is the lead agency for the preparation of the EIR 

as defined by the CEQA and the content of the document reflects the independent judgment of the 

Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego. 

1.1 Purpose of the EIR 
This EIR i s  intended to provide information to public agencies, the general public, and decision makers, 

regarding the environmental impacts associated with the adoption and implementation of the Grantville 

Redevelopment Project. Under the provisions of CEQA, "the purpose of the environmental impact report is  

to identify the significant effects of a project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the project, and 

to indicate the manner in which significant effects can be mitigated or avoided." (Public Resources Code 

21 002.1 (a)). 

1.2 Contact Person 
Comments of all agencies and individuals are invited regarding the information contained in the Draft EIR. 

Where possible, those responding are encouraged to provide the information they believe is lacking in the 

Draft EIR, or indicate where the information may be found. The Agency requests that all comments on the 

Draft EIR be sent to the following City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency contact person: 

Mr. Tracy Reed 

Economic Development Division 

600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS-904 

San Diego, California 92 I0 1-4506 

Following the 45-day public review period for the Draft ElR, which extends from December 13, 2004 to 

January 31, 2005 all written comments received on the Draft EIR will be responded to by the Agency in 
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writing. The written comments and Agency responses will be incorporated into a Final EIR. The Final EIR will 

be certified by the Redevelopment Agency at the time the project is considered for approval. 

1.3 Legal Requirements 
This EIR is  an informational document intended for use by the Agency, other departments of the City of San 

Diego, Planning Commission and City Council, and the members of the general public in evaluating the 

potential environmental effects of redevelopment within the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. 

This document has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with Section 151 68(a) (3) of the State 

CEQA Guidelines. Preparation of a Program EIR for this project is appropriate in light of Section 15180 of the 

CEQA Guidelines related to Redevelopment Projects. Section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) All public and private activities or undertakings pursuant to or in furtherance of a 

redevelopment plan constitute a single project, which shall be deemed approved at the time 

of adoption of the redevelopment plan by the legislative body. The EIR in connection with the 

redevelopment plan shall be submitted in accordance with Section 33352 of the Health and 

Safety Code. 

(b] An EIR on a redevelopment plan shall be treated as a program EIR with no subsequent ElRs 

required for individual components of the redevelopment plan unless a subsequent EIR or a 

supplement to an EIR would be required by Section 151 62 or 151 63. 

This EIR complies with all criteria, standards, and procedures of the CEQA of 1970 as amended (Pubiic 

Resources Code 21000 et. seq.), State CEQA Guidelines (CAC 15000 et. seq.), and the amended 

procedures for Implementation of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines (Redevelopment Agency 

Guidelines) adopted by the Redevelopment Agency in 1990 and on file in the Office of the Secretary of 

the Agency. Per Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15367 and 15050 through 15053 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego is  the Lead Agency under whose 

authority this document has been prepared. 

1.4 Public Review And Comments 
In order to define the scope of the EIR, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed to city, county, and 

state agencies, other public agencies, and interested private organizations and individuals. The purpose of 

the NOP was to identify agency and public concerns regarding potential impacts of the Grantville 

Redevelopment Project. Additionally, a public scoping meeting was held for the proposed project in order 

to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR. This meeting occurred on July 26, 2004. 

Written comments received during the 30-day public review period for the NOP and at the public scoping 

meeting are included in Appendix A of this EIR. Also, the transcript of verbal comments received at the 

scoping meeting is provided in Appendix A. Technical documents prepared for this EIR are included as 
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additional appendices. These documents were utilized as reference material in the analysis of 

environmental impacts. 

This Draft EIR has been made available for public inspection at the following locations: 

1.  City of Sun Diego Redevelopment Agency. 600 B Street, 4th Floor, Sun Diego, CA 92101 

2. City of Sun Diego Central Library (Science & Industry Section). 820 E Street, Sun Diego CA 921 01 

3. Mission Valley Branch Library. 21 23 Fenton Parkway, Sun Diego, CA 921 08 

4. Tierrasanta Library. 4985 La Cuenta Drive, Sun Diego, CA 92124 

5.  Benjamin Branch Library. 51 88 Zion Avenue, Sun Diego, CA 921 20 

6. Sun Carlos Branch Library. 7265 Jackson Drive, Sun Diego, CA 921 19 

7. Navajo Community Service Center. 7381 Jackson Drive, Sun Diego, CA 921 19 

Copies of the Draft EIR are available to the public on payment of a reasonable charge for reproduction. 

Documents are available for review during regular business hours. An electronic copy of the EIR is also 

available for review and/or downloading on the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency's web site at 

www.sandiego.gov/redevelopment-agency/grantville.shtml. 

1.5 Contents Of The ElR 
The structure of the EIR is identified in the Table of Contents. The EIR is  organized into 13 sections, including 

the Executive Summary. 

The Executive Summary provides a brief project description, summarizes anticipated project impacts and 

mitigation measures, identifies alternatives evaluated in the EIR, and discusses areas of controversy and 

issues to be resolved. 

Section 1.0 Introduction discusses the purpose of the EIR, identifies the lead agency contact person, legal 

requirements, public review and comment period, availability of reports, contents of the EIR, and intended 

uses of the EIR. 

Section 2.9 E nvironrnental Setting provides a description of the general environmental setting of the Project 

Area. 

Sectlon 3.0 Project Description provides a detailed description of the proposed project including project 

location and boundaries, project characteristics, project objectives, potential public improvements, and 

the project's relationship to existing community plans. 

Section 4.0 Environrnentol Analysis provides an analysis of project impacts and identification of mitigation 

measures designed to reduce significant impacts. 
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Section 5.0 Cumulative Impoch discusses the impact of the proposed project in conjunction with other 

planned and future development in the surrounding areas. 

Section 6.0 Growth Inducement evaluates the potential influence the proposed project may have on 

growth within the surrounding communities. 

Section 7.0 Effects Hot Found to Be Significant lists all the issues determined to not be significant as a result of 

preparation of this EIR. 

Section 8.0 Alternatives provides an analysis of alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential 

to reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Section 9.0 References lists the data references utilized in preparation of the E1R. 

Section 10.0 Glossary provides a glossary of terms used in the document. 

Section 11 .O lndividuclls and Agencies Consulted lists all the individuals and agencies consulted and cited 

in the EIR. 

Section 12.0 Preparers of EIR lists the individuals and companies involved in the preparation of this EIR. 

The NOP, Responses to the NOP, and scoping meeting comments are also contained within Volume I, 

Appendix A. Volume II contains the technical documents (e.g., traffic report, cultural resources report) 

included as appendices to the EIR. 

In compliance with Public Resources Section 21 1081.6, a mitigation monitoring program will be prepared as 

a separately bound document that will be adopted in conjunction with the certification of the Final EIR. 

- - , . . ., , 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 1-4 March 2005 
Final Program EIR 



2.0 - Environmental Setting 
-r, 

2.1 Location 
The Grantville Redevelopment Project Area (Project AreaJ is  located in Sun Diego County, in the City of Sun 

Diego. The Redevelopment Project Area is  approximately 970 acres in size. A majority of the Project Area is 

located within the Navajo Community Planning Area, and generally includes the existing industrial and 

commercial areas along Friars Road, Mission Gorge Road, Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road. The 

Project Area consists of three non-contiguous subareas, referred to as Subarea A, Subarea B and 

Subarea C (See Figure 3-2 in Section 3.0, Project Description). The three subareas are described as follows: 

Subarea A - Subarea A i s  comprised of commercial, office, industrial, public facility, park and open 

space uses immediately north of 1-8 and located along both sides of Fairmount Avenue, Friars Road 

and Mission Gorge Road north to Zion Avenue (and including several parcels north of Zion Avenue). 

The southeast portion of Subarea A also includes the first seven parcels on the southern side of Adobe 

Falls Road (starting at Waring Road). Subarea A comprises approximately 400 acres. 

Subarea B - Subarea B consists of the commercial, office, industrial, sand and gravel, and open space 

uses located along Mission Gorge Road from Zion Avenue, northeast to Margerum Avenue. Within this 

subarea, sand and gravel processing operations take place on both sides of the Sun Diego River. The 

western boundary is  defined by the residential neighborhood along Colina Dorada Drive. Subarea B 

comprises approximately 505 acres. 

Subarea C -Subarea C includes a shopping center, retail uses and community facilities at, and 

adjacent to, the intersection of Zion Avenue and Waring Road. The Allied Gardens Community Park 

and other community services such as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle School, and two 

churches are included as the community facilities in this subarea. Subarea C comprises approximately 

65 acres. 

2.2 Existing Conditions 
A majority of the Project Area is developed. Existing development includes mostly older commercial and 

industrial uses, with a smaller mix of office/professional, public/institutional uses, sand and gravel operations 

and parks. The Project Area is generally characterized as consisting of underutilized land and buildings, 

incompatible land uses, parcels of irregular size and form which hinder development, insufficient parking, 

and inadequate vehicle access. 

The following provides a brief description of the environmental setting of the Project Area. A more detailed 

description of the setting as it relates to each environmental issue is  provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.1 4 of 

this EIR. 
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2.2.1 Land Use 
There is  a mixture of urban land uses in the Project Area, a majority of the uses comprise commercial, 

industrial, and office/professional uses located along Mission Gorge Road, Friars Road, and Fairmont 

Avenue and Waring Road. Other urban uses include sand and gravel operations located within the area 

of the Sun Diego River, and institutional uses, including Allied Gardens Community Park, Lewis Middle 

School, and Kaiser Permanente hospital and medical office facilities. Open space areas include portions 

of the Sun Diego River and river valley. 

2.2.2 Transporta tion/Circulation 
Major roadways within the Project Area include Mission Gorge Road, Waring Road, Friars Road, and 

Fairmont Avenue. The Project Area is located in proximity to Interstate 15 (1-1 5) located to the west, and 

lnterstate 8 (1-8) located to the south. The existing average daily traffic on the major roadways within the 

Project Area ranges between approximately 1 8,000 to 42,000 along Mission Gorge Road, 16,000 to 18,000 

along Waring Road, 46,000 to 59,000 along Friars Road, and 48,000 along Fairmont Avenue. Bus service is 

provided along certain portions of these roadways, including bus routes 40 and 13 along Waring Road. An 

existing Class Ill bikeway is located on portions of Zion Avenue, Twain Avenue, and Waring Road, and Class 

I/III bikeway facilities are proposed along Mission Gorge Road, the San Diego River, and Del Cerro 

Boulevard. The Metropolitan Transit Development Board is currently constructing a trolley line that traverses 

a portion of the Project Area, and will connect Mission Valley to Sun Diego State University. This trolley line 

will include a trolley stop within the southern portion of the Project Area near 1-8. 

2.2.3 Air Quality 
The Project Area is located within the San Diego Air Basin. The area experiences a Mediterranean-type 

climate and is  characterized by cool summers, mild winters, occasional rainfall confined primarily to winter 

months, and fresh onshore breezes. Average seasonal temperatures range from the upper 70s in the 

summer with an average daily maximum of 65" F in the winter. The overall average temperature is 61" F. 

An average of 10 inches of rainfall occurs annually between November and April. 

The San Diego Air Basin is  classified as a "non-attainment area" as it does not meet federal and state air 

quality standards for ozone and state standards for particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter 

(PMlo). Air pollutants transported into the basin from the adjacent South Coast Air Basin (e.g., Los Angeles, 

Orange County) substantially contribute to the non-attainment conditions in the San Diego Air Basin. 

2.2.4 Noise 
A majority of the Project Area fronts major roadways including the 1-8 Freeway. As a result, the primary 

source of noise in the Project Area is  generated from vehicular traffic traveling along these roadways. 

There are also stationary noise sources in the Project Area. These include noise generated by industrial 

activities (e.g,, manufacturing and aggregate processing) and commercial operations (e.g., auto repair). 
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2.2.5 Cultural Resources 
No prehistoric resources have been identified in the Project Area. However, there are two known 

important cultural resources sites located in close proximity to the Project Area. These include the 

Kumeyaay village of Nipaquay and the Mission Sun Diego Alcala, located on the west side of the San 

Diego River. Therefore, there remains a high potential for previously undiscovered prehistoric and historical 

sites to be located along and adjacent to the San Diego River. There are no designated historic structures 

located within the Project Area. However, several structures may be of historical significance based on 

their age and unique architectural characteristics. 

2.2.6 Biological Resources 
A majority of the Project Area is  developed and devoid of sensitive or native biological resources. 

However, the Project Area includes portions of the Sun Diego River, a regionally significant biological 

resource. A total of 1 1  vegetation communities have been delineated within the Project Area, with most of 

the native communities occurring within the Sun Diego River area. Vegetation communities include 

diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed habitat, eucalyptus, freshwater marsh, giant reed, non-native 

grassland, open water, ornamental, riparian forest, southern riparian scrub, and urban/developed. 

Approximately 283 acres of the Project Area are located within the boundaries of the City of Sun Diego 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Conservation Area. The riparian habitat and sage habitat 

located along the Sun Diego River in the Project Area is located within the MSCP's Multiple Habitat 

Planning Area (90-1 00% conserved) and serves as part of a local wildlife corridor. 

2.2.7 Geology/Soils 
The Project Area is not traversed by any known active geologic faults. The Rose Canyon fault, located 

approximately five miles west of the Project Area is  classified as "active" by the State of California. 

Therefore, the Project Area is subject to strong ground motion during a seismic event as is most of the 

Southern California region. Portions of the Project Area may also be subject to liquefaction in the event of 

a strong seismic event. 

2.2.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Properties within the Project Area are developed with a variety of uses. These include offices, medical 

facilities, stores, restaurants, dry cleaning, gasoline service stations, automobile repair facilities, a sand and 

gravel operation, and public services buildings (e.g., hospital, school). Hazardous materials issues 

associated with various properties and businesses in the Project Area include eighteen open Leaking 

Underground Storage Tank (LUST) cases, located at 14 facilities, and 13 Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) Generator facilities. There is a possibility of soil and/or groundwater contamination at 

some of these facilities. 

2.2.9 Paleon tological Resources 
The Project Area is underlain by the Lindavista Formation, Stadium Conglomerate, Friars Formation, and the 

Santiago Peak Volcanics. The Lindavista Formation and the Stadium Conglomerate have moderate 
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paleontological resources sensitivity. The Friars Formation has a high resources sensitivity and the Santiago 

Peak Volcanics, within the Project Area, has a marginal resource sensitivity. 

Aesthetics 
Portions of Project Area have public views to the relatively natural landscape of the Sun Diego River and 

Mission Trails Regional Park to the north and northeast. However, a majority of the Project Area is urban 

and characterized by older development and blighted conditions. 

Water Quality/Hydrology 
The Sun Diego River is the primary hydrologic feature within the Project Area. The San Diego River bisects 

the northwestern portion of Subarea B and generally forms the western boundary of the Project Area as it 

flows from the southwest through the Navajo Community into Mission Valley. The San Diego River originates 

in the mountains northwest of the historic town of Julian and runs southwestward through an 

unincorporated, largely uninhabited area of Sun Diego County before entering El Capitan Reservoir. 

Downstream of El Capitan Reservoir, the river flows westward through the Cities of Santee and Sun Diego 

and past Famosa Slough to the San Diego River Estuary. The river discharges into the Pacific Ocean just 

south of the jettied entrance of Mission Bay in the community of Ocean Beach. The majority of the runoff 

from the Project Area flows into the Sun Diego River. Alvarado Canyon Creek traverses the southern 

portion of the Project Area, and is a tributary to the Sun Diego River. 

There are no residential units located within the Project Area, although the Navajo and Tierrasanta 

Community Plan areas are comprised primarily of residential land uses. The redevelopment area 

encompasses primarily non-residential uses. 

2.2.13 Public Services 
Much of the infrastructure in the Redevelopment Project Area is deficient and in need of improvement. 

Transportation and flood control infrastructure are the most notable deficiencies with respect to public 

services and utilities in the Project Area. 

Mineral Resources 
A 200-acre portion of a sand and gravel processing facility is located within Subarea B in the northern 

portion of the Project Area. The facility operates on both sides of the San Diego River and comprises a total 

of 250 acres. 

2.3 Planning Context 
As a basis for the redevelopment of the project, the project will be consistent with the City of San Diego 

Progress Guide and General Plan, community plans, and the Land Development Code (Zoning Ordinance) 

of the City of Sun Diego, as amended from time to time, and all other applicable state and local codes 

and guidelines. 
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2.3.1 Land Uses 
In the City of San Diego, land use development is guided by the General Plan and the Land Development 

Code. The General Plan is implemented through community plans adopted for specific areas within the 

city. Existing community plan land uses within the Project Area include residential, commercial, industrial, 

sand and gravel, office/professional, public/institutional, recreational, and open space. 

2.3.2 Progress Guide and General Plan 
The Redevelopment Project Area is located entirely within San Diego city limits. Land use and 

development within the City is  governed by the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, 

adopted by the City in 1979. The Progress Guide and General Plan provide the City's development policies 

in the form of findings, goals, guidelines, standards, and recommendations. The Guidelines for Future 

Developmenf, Amendment to the Progress Guide and General Plan (October 1, 19921, includes a 

Development Program that establishes goals, guidelines, and standards for redevelopment within the City 

of San Diego. 

The Progress Guide and General Plan also establishes numerous community planning areas throughout the 

City. The proposed Redevelopment Project Area is located within portions of three such community plans; 

the Navajo Community Plan, the Tierrasanta Community Plan, and the College Area Community Plan. The 

following describes the general character of each of these communities as described in the adopted 

community plans. 

2.3.3.1 Community Plans 

2sTZl-& The Navajo Community Plan 
The Navajo Community is located in the easterly portion of the City of San Diego and encompasses 

approximately 8,000 acres of land. The community lies generally north of Interstate 8, northwest of the city 

of La Mesa, west of the cities of El Cajon and Santee, and southeast of the San Diego River. The 

community is located among some prominent and attractive geographic features, including the Sun 

Diego River, Lake Murray, Cowles Mountain, and Mission Gorge areas of Mission Trails Regional Park. 

A wide variety of land uses are represented in the western portion of the Navajo community, including 

detached and attached residential uses in Allied Gardens, and some significant commercial and light 

industrial centers in Grantville, situated along both sides of Mission Gorge Road. The central and eastern 

portions of the community are primarily residential neighborhoods. Pockets of neighborhood- and 

community-serving commercial uses are situated at the intersections of major transportation corridors, such 

as Navajo Road at the intersections of Jackson Drive and Lake Murray Boulevard. 

The primary goal of the Navajo community plan is to retain the residential character of the area while 

providing basic services, which enhance the day-to-day lives of its residents, such as police and fire 

protection and open space amenities. 
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An issue discussed in the Community Plan relevant to the proposed project is  that the visual clutter created 

by numerous curb cuts, unscreened parking areas, excessive sign and billboards, and above ground 

utilities, as well as much of the development along Mission Gorge Road does not project a positive 

impression of the community. In addition, neighborhood centers along Mission Gorge Road have 

developed without regard to other development, resulting in a lack of coordinated design. This portion of 

the Navajo Community is a part of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. An objective of the 

Community Plan is to improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission 

Gorge Road between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving landscaping and 

architectural design, providing consistent building setbacks and providing adequate off-street parking. 

The majority of the Redevelopment Project Area, approximately W8percent,  is located within the Navajo 

Community Plan Area. 

3133L The lierrasanta Community Plan 
The Tierrasanta Community is centrally located within the greater Sun Diego metropolitan area. The 

planning area is  approximately 6,700 acres in size, of which about 42 percent is within the Mission Trails 

Regional Park. The Tierrasanta Community Plan characterizes Tierrasanta as "a high quality, planned 

residential community." It includes diverse housing types, ranging from private and Naval apartment units 

to luxurious, custom built homes, all interspersed with open space canyons. The relative isolation of 

Tierrasanta from surrounding communities has enhanced the sense of community felt by its residents. 

Commercial areas are limited to those needed to support the community, and there is only one small, 

isolated industrial site within the community. 

Approximately W L p e r c e n t  of the Redevelopment Project Area i s  located within the Tierrasanta 

Community Plan Area. The main portion of the Tierrasanta Community within the Project Area is 

designated as sand and gravel (approximatelv 82.80 acres1 and open space Ia~proximately 6.43 acres1 

There are two other smaller portions of the Proiect Area located within the Tierrasanta Community. These 

consist of a small triangular section (a~proximateiy 2.68 acres) located within Admiral Baker within Subarea 

B and a linear strip (approximately 6.02 acres) located within Admiral Baker within Subarea A. These two 

pieces are both desianated as commercial recreation. 

XW&. The College Area Community Plan 
The College Area Community is located in the eastern part of the City of Sun Diego, along the southern rim 

of Mission Valley and approximately eight miles northeast of the downtown area. The plan area consists of 

approximately 1,950 acres and is developed primarily as a single-family community with approximately 56 

percent of the developable land devoted to that use. The area has been impacted by Sun Diego State 

University (SDSU), located on its northern edge and a deteriorating commercial corridor on its southern 

edge. Traffic congestion is also an issue confronting the community and is related to the large university- 

orientated population and through-traffic traveling to and from adjacent communities. 

The College Area Community presents a dual visual image. Entrances to the community are along heavily 

traveled streets leading to the high activity area surrounding SDSU. Development along El Cajon Boulevard 

is auto oriented and visually fragmented, resulting in a busy and confusing image along the length of the 
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southern boundary of the community. However, within one block of the main arteries of the community 

and within just a few blocks of SDSU, the character of the community changes. Here the streets are lightly 

traveled, tree-lined and curving, some ending in cul-de-sacs. Canyons and hillsides are visible. Houses in 

these neighborhoods exhibit architectural styles spanning five decades, but mature landscaping and 

similar scale of development give coherence to these neighborhoods. 

Less than one percent of the Redevelopment Project Area is located within the College Area Community 

Plan Area. This small portion is comprised only of transportation related land associated with the 1-8 

Freeway. 

2.4 Draft San Diego River Park Master Plan 
The City of San Dieao has prepared the Draft San Dieao River Park Master Plan. This document is in draft, 

and has not been formally a d o ~ t e d  by the City of San D ie~o .  The Master Plan is a com~rehensive 

plannina document and outlines goals and objectives for the development of the San Dieao River Park. 

Final Program EIR 



2.0 - Environmental Settina 

This p a g e  intentionally left blank. 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 2-8 March 2005 
Final Program EIR 
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3.1 Introduction 
The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sun Diego [Agency) is proposing to establish the Grantville 

Redevelopment Project Area, which would encompass an approximately 970-acre area within the eastern 

portion of the City. The primary purpose of establishing this redevelopment project area is  to create a 

strong economic base within, and for, portions of the Navajo and Tierrasanta Communities and 

neighborhoods surrounding the Project Area. The establishment of a redevelopment project area will 

provide a catalyst to eliminate economic blighting conditions. After adoption of the proposed 

redevelopment project area, the Agency would implement subsequent redevelopment activities with the 

purpose of improving the area's quality of life, improving underutilized land and buildings, eliminating 

incompatible land uses and parcels of irregular size and form which hinder development, address issues 

such as insufficient parking and inadequate vehicle access. Redevelopment activities would also allow for 

the protection and enhancement of the ecologic value and function of Sun Diego River; as well as provide 

recreational opportunities adjacent to the river, and provide publiclprivate support for the San Diego River 

Park. 

The San Diego City Council ("City Council") adopted Resolution No. R-147378, on May 6, 1958, creating 

the Sun Diego Redevelopment Agency ("Agency") for the purpose of pursuing redevelopment activities in 

the City pursuant to the CCRL (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. Seq.), The Agency is authorized 

by the City Council to implement redevelopment plans within designated Redevelopment Project Areas 

throughout the City. 

On March 30, 2004 the City Council designated the Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area through 

adoption of Resolution No. 299047, for purposes of determining the feasibility of a redevelopment project. 

From that survey area, proposed Project Area boundaries were selected for further study and analysis. On 

August 10, 2004, the Planning Commission of San Diego approved the Preliminary Plan for the Grantville 

Redevelopment Project and the boundaries of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. 

The proposed redevelopment project and subsequent redevelopment activities will be implemented by 

the Agency. The Agency is the "Lead Agency" for preparation of this EIR under CEQA. 

3.2 Project Location and Boundaries ,' 

The proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project Area is located in San Diego County, in the City of San 

Diego. The City of San Diego is located adjacent to the United States International Border with Mexico and 

approximately 130 miles south of Los Angeles (Figure 3-1 ). The Project Area is situated in the eastern portion 

of the City and consists of three non-contiguous subareas (referred to as Subarea A, Subarea B and 

Subarea C). Figure 3-2 depicts the boundaries and subareas of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. 

The three subareas are described as follows: 
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Subarea A - Subarea A is comprised of commercial, office, industrial, public facility, park and open 

space uses immediately north of 1-8 and located along both sides of Fairmount Avenue, Friars Road 

and Mission Gorge Road north to Zion Avenue (and including several parcels north of Zion Avenue). 

The southeast portion of Subarea A also includes the first seven parcels on the southern side of 

Adobe Falls Road (starting at Waring Road). Subarea A comprises approximately 400 acres. 

Subarea P - Subarea B consists of the commercial, office, industrial, sand and gravel, and open 

space uses located along Mission Gorge Road from Zion Avenue, northeast to Margerum Avenue. 

Within this subarea, sand and gravel processing operations take place on both sides of the Sun 

Diego River. The western boundary is  defined by the residential neighborhood along Colina Dorada 

Drive. Subarea B comprises approximately 505 acres. 

Subarea C - Subarea C includes a shopping center, retail uses and community facilities at, and 

adjacent to, the intersection of Zion Avenue and Waring Road. The Allied Gardens Community Park, 

and other community services such as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle School, and two 

churches are included as the community facilities in this subarea. Subarea C comprises 

approximately 65 acres. 

The City of Sun Diego has adopted a number of community plans that provide land use development 

guidelines for property within each community. The proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project lies within 

the boundaries of three such community plans; the Navajo Community (%2€3€3%), the Tierrasanta 

Community (Mu%), and the College Area Community Plans (less than 1%). Figure 3-3 depicts the 

boundaries and neighborhoods of these Community Planning Areas. All redevelopment activities will need 

to conform to the applicable Community Plan and the City's Land Use Development Code and the 

approval process for activities covered by the applicable Community Plan and the City's Land Use 

Development Code. The only exception is the southern portion of the Interstate 8 (1-8) interchanges at 

Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road, which are in the College Area Community Plan. Both interchanges 

are California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-ways and were included in the Project Area 

as possible traffic improvements and would be subject to Caltrans regulations. 

3.3 Project Characteristics 
The Project Area is located in a primarily urbanized portion of the City; however, portions of the Project 

Area (north of Mission Gorge Road) include the Sun Diego River, and undeveloped areas associated with 

existing and historical sand and gravel operations. Land uses include commercial, office/professional, 

open space, industrial, public/institutionaI, recreational and open space land uses and vacant land. 

Problem conditions that are proposed to be addressed through redevelopment include: 

Deterioration and dilapidation; 

Defective design; 

Ineffective transportation design and conditions; 

Incompatible uses; 
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Inadequate lot size; 

Industrial pollution; and, 

LOW lease rates. 

The Agency proposes the Grantville Redevelopment Project as a catalyst to reverse the physical and 

economic blight in the area. Redevelopment would achieve the purposes of the CCRL (Health and Safety 

Code Section 33000 et. seq.) by: 

Eliminating physical and economic blighting conditions; 

Replacement of obsolete and deteriorated public improvements and facilities; 

Rehabilitation of industrial and commercial structures; 

Planning, redesign, and development of areas which are underutilized; 

Participation of owners and tenants in the revitalization of their properties; 

Providing affordable housing; 

Restoration of waterways and reduction of urban runoff along the San Diego River; and, 

Revitalization of commercial and industrial districts. 

3.3.1 Redevelopment Project Actions 
The Grantville Redevelopment Project will involve a number of subsequent actions over a 30-year time 

period to implement the Redevelopment Project. Redevelopment actions undertaken by private 

development interests and public agencies within the Redevelopment Project Area may include: 

Rehabilitating, altering, remodeling, improving, modernizing, clearing or reconstructing buildings, 

structures and improvements; 

Rehabilitating, preserving, developing, or constructing affordable housing in compliance with State 

Law; 

Providing the opportunity for owners and tenants presently located in the Redevelopment Project 

Area to participate in redevelopment projects and programs, and extending preferences to 

occupants to remain or relocate within the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Providing relocation assistance to displaced residential and nonresidential occupants, if necessary; 

Facilitating the development or redevelopment of land for purposes and uses consistent with the 

Redevelopment Plan; 

Providing incentives for property owners, tenants, businesses, and residents to participate in 

improving conditions throughout the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Acquiring real property by purchase, lease, gift, request, devise, or any other lawful means, after the 

conduct of appropriate hearings; 

-( - ,  , 
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Combining parcets and properties where and when necessary; 

Preparing building sites and constructing necessary off-site improvements; 

Acquiring, installing, developing, constructing, reconstructing, redesigning, planning, replanning and 

reusing streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, traffic control devices, utilities, flood control facilities, and 

other public improvements and public facilities; 

Providing additional parking throughout the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Providing for open space; 

Managing property owned or acquired by the Agency; 

Assisting in procuring financing for the construction of residential, commercial, industrial and office 

buildings to increase the residential and commercial base of the Redevelopment Project Area, and 

the number of jobs in the City; 

Disposing of property including the lease or sale of land at a value determined by the Agency for 

reuse in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan; 

Establishing controls, restrictions, or covenants running with the land, so that property will continue to 

be used in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan; 

Vacating or abandoning streets, alleys, and other thoroughfares, as necessary, and dedicating other 

areas for public purposes consistent with the objectives of the Redevelopment Plan; 

Providing replacement housing where required; 

Applying for and utilizing grants, loans, and any other assistance from federal, and state 

governments, or other sources; 

Taking actions the Agency determines are necessary and consistent with state, federal, and local 

laws to make structural repairs to buildings and structures, including historical buildings, to meet 

building code standards related to seismic safety; 

Taking actions the Agency determines are necessary and consistent with state, federal and local 

laws to remedy or remove a release of hazardous substances on, under or from property within the 

Redevelopment Project Area or to remove hazardous waste from property; 

Preparing and carrying out plans for the improvement, rehabilitation, and redevelopment of blighted 

areas and creating a variety of economic development programs which will help build a stronger 

economic base within the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Assisting businesses in the Redevelopment Project Area with facade improvements and general 

rehabilitation by providing loans and grants; and, 

Adopting specific design guidelines for projects to ensure a consistent design theme which will guide 

rehabilitation, new development, developers, architects, and builders. 
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3.3.2 General Plan Consistency 
As required by the CCRL, the land uses designated in the Redevelopment Plan will be consistent with those 

called for by the City of Sun Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. As described above, the applicable 

community plans are the Navajo Community Plan and the Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

3.3.3 Development Potential 
The land uses and intensity of development permitted in the Redevelopment Project Area would not 

exceed that currently allowed by the City's General Plan and associated Community Plans, and as 

implemented through the underlying zoning designations. The Redevelopment Project would be expected 

to result in the development of larger, more coordinated individual development projects, and a more 

rapid pace of development and redevelopment than would take place without the use of redevelopment 

powers. One of the purposes of the redevelopment project is to eliminate conditions of economic and 

physical blight in the Redevelopment Project Area, and to stimulate development. 

To estimate environmental effects of the proposed project, land development expected to occur in the 

Redevelopment Project Area over the next 30 years has been estimated based on currently adopted 

Community Plan land uses, with also the consideration of current and projected market trends related to 

various development types in the City. Table 3-1 depicts the existing development within the Project Area 

and Table 3-2 depicts the estimated increase in development anticipated within the Project Area as a 

result of redevelopment activities and consistent with existing regulations. Assuming development of 

currently vacant parcels and redevelopment of existing developed parcels according to the existing 

Community Plan land uses, a shift in the type and intensity of development would occur in the Project 

Area. It is estimated that commercial development would be increased by 302,460 square feet, industrial 

development would be increased by 6,145,342 square feet, single-family dwelling units would be increased 

by 48 units, multi-family dwelling units would be increased by 86 units, and commercial recreation would 

increase by two acres. Assuming that parcels redevelop according to the community plan, a decrease in 

certain types of existing uses would occur, and include a reduction of future office development by 

168,619 square feet, institutional facilities by 68,953 square feet, religious facilities by 1 17,148 square feet, 

quarry extraction by 101 acres and agriculture (nursery) by one acre. 

Existing land use was derived through a comprehensive land use survey of the Project Area of existing land 

use type and building development on each individual parcel of the Project Area. As previously 

described, the development estimates depicted in Table 3-2 are based on current and projected market 

trends related to various development types in the City. Generally, a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) range 

between .34 and .40 is assumed for most non-residential uses. It should be noted that existing land use 

regulations in the Project Area allow an FAR up to 2.0; however, the application of the .34 to .40 range is 

considered a more realistic estimate of future growth based on land use and infrastructure (e.g., roadway) 

capacities in the Project Area. Figure 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, Land Use, of this EIR depicts the existing land uses 

within the redevelopment Project Area, and Figure 4.1-2 depicts the Community Plan land use. The 

estimates provided in Table 3-2 are subject to variation because of the range of options available for many 

sites, the long development period [i.e., 30 years) being considered, and the inability to predict new 

market forces that may decide devetopment potential over the life of the redevelopment project. 
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TABLE 3-1 
Existing Land Uses 

Notes: = The 68.92 acres of warkland in the Proiect Area consists of 23.7 acres of ~owulation-based works (Lewis middle school and 
ballfields), and 45.22 acres of resource-based and owen space work area. 

Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., 2004. 

TABLE 3-2 
Estimated Increase in Development in the Project Area 

I Commercial Uses 302,460 

Industrial Uses 6,145,342 
I I 

Single-Family Residential 48 
I I I Multi-Family Residential 8 6 

Source: ERG Consulting, Inc. 

Project Objectives 
The overall objective of the proposed Redevelopment Plan is to eliminate and prevent the recurrence of 

blight in the Project Area. Physical and economic blight conditions indicate that without public action, the 

area will continue to stagnate, resulting in the worsening of existing problems in the future. 
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Redevelopment provides financial resources and implementation powers with which the Agency can 

encourage broad reinvestment in the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area, by making public 

investments, providing incentives for private investments, and assembling properties suitable for new 

development at current standards. To fund the improvements needed to revitalize, rehabilitate, and 

attract private development to the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area, the Agency wilt utilize tax 

increment financing. 

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives 
Specific objectives for the Grantville Redevelopment Project include: 

Eliminate and prevent the spread of btight and deterioration, and redevelop the proposed 

redevelopment Project Area in accordance with the City of Sun Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plan, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plan, and local codes and 

ordinances; 

Enhance economic growth within the Redevelopment Project Area by continuing ongoing efforts to 

revitalize industrial and commercial areas; 

Improve the flow of traffic within the Redevelopment Project Area and otherwise enhance the 

quality of pedestrian and vehicular mobility, and improve transportation facilities, which support the 

vitality, safety, and viability of the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Alleviate the shortage of parking while avoiding negative impacts on residential neighborhoods 

resulting from the oversupply of parking by implementing a coordinated and comprehensive plan for 

the proportional distribution and proper configuration of parking spaces and facilities; 

Expand employment opportunities within the Redevelopment Project Area by encouraging the 

development of manufacturing enterprises and improving accessibility of employment centers within 

and outside the Redevelopment Project Area; 

Improve public infrastructure and undertake other public improvements in, and of benefit to, the 

Redevelopment Project Area, such as undergrounding electrical distribution lines and telephone 

lines along major streets, widening, reducing or otherwise modifying existing roadways or creating 

additional streets for proper pedestrian and/or vehicular circulation; 

Expand recreational opportunities within the Project Area; 

Create an attractive and pleasant environment within the Redevelopment Area. 

3.4.2 Projects and Programs 

3.4.2.7 Economic Development Programs 
Economic development programs are needed to improve the Redevelopment Project Area's economic 

base. These programs would facilitate the revitalization of blighted properties by using redevelopment 

tools. Agency staff will pursue reuse, redevelopment, and revitalization of nonconforming, vacant, or 
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underutiiized properties through marketing of the area and encouragement of private sector investment. 

Potential projects include, but are not limited to: 

Assist with rehabilitation of industrial and commercial buildings throughout the Redevelopment 

Project Area; 

Assist in the development of commercial nodes along Mission Gorge Road including mixed-use 

projects; 

Assist in the development of additional parking opportunities throughout the Redevelopment Project 

Area; 

Assist in the development of light industrial and manufacturing parks; and 

Assist in assembling land for new development 

Economic development initiatives include implementation of an industrial and commercial rehabilitation 

program. This program would provide assistance in the form of grants and/or low interest loans to eligible 

Redevelopment Project Area businesses to encourage and assist in modernizing and improving industrial 

and commercial structures. The reinvestment in the business community would include f a ~ a d e  

improvements, rehabilitation of deteriorated buildings, hazardous materials disposal and signage 

upgrades. 

Furthermore, the Agency proposes a proactive business expansion and retention program that would 

encourage new businesses to locate within the boundaries of the Redevelopment Project Area, and assist 

in the retention of existing businesses. This investment in the business community may include expanded 

marketing of the area, improvements to business facilities to meet modern market demands, and other 

actions to deter sales tax leakage. 

3.4.2.2 Low And Moderate Income Housing Programs 
As provide by CRL Section 33334.2(a), no less than 20 percent of all tax increment revenue allocated to the 

Agency shall be used for the purpose of increasing, improving, or preserving the community's supply of low 

and moderate income housing. Taken together, these factors present a substantial challenge for the 

Agency, yet also provide an opportunity to influence the community by providing resources to maintain 

the low and moderate housing stock and to assist residents with homeownership. In order to meet these 

objectives, the Agency may develop new programs for property owners such as: 

First-Time Home Buyer Program - Develop a training program for first time homebuyers to educate 

them about saving for, financing and caring for a home. Another facet of the program could offer 

"silent second" mortgages to homebuyers that are very low or low income according to HUD 

guidelines. Both the realty and backing communities would be key participants in this program. 

Rehab Loan Program for Single-Family Owner-Occupants -This program would be offered to existing 

homeowners and provide grants, low-interest rate loans for property improvement or additions. This 

would assure residents live in safe and sanitary housing and alleviate overcrowded conditions by 

constructing additional bedrooms as needed. 
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Multi-Family Rehabilitation Program - Offer low interest rate loans to rehab units occupied 

predominantly by very low, low and moderate income residents. This would assure that owners are 

able to maintain their property even though their revenue stream may be compromised by lower 

lease rates. 

Multi-Family Apartment Owners Program - Organize apartment owners similar to a Business 

Improvement District (BID) to enable owners to coordinate marketing, security, property 

management, tenant issues and maintenance. 

Senior Housing - As existing residents age, the development of senior housing complexes would 

enable residents to stay in their neighborhood when they can no longer maintain their homes. 

Landmarks/Gateways - Develop signage, streetscape or landscaping to identify different 

communities. 

Urban Design Linkages - Create connections between parks and open spaces and neighborhoods. 

The communities could be linked to existing parks and open spaces. 

Residential Sales/Rental Office - A strategically located office should be established to market and 

disseminate information about residential opportunities in the community. The office would also give 

information about education facilities, business and retail services and employment opportunities. 

This office would be in close proximity to a community service center so that existing residents could 

also benefit. 

Residential Marketing Materials - Marketing materials could be created for prospective home buyers, 

realtors, banks and business people. Possible material may include a community video, 

neighborhood brochures, Internet home page, and maps showing landmarks and parks. These 

materials could be located at the sales/rental office and at the community service center. 

Further, the Agency may exercise any or all of its powers, including, but not limited to, the following: 

Acquire land or building sites; 

Improve land or building sites with on- or off-site improvements; 

Donate land to private or public persons or entities; 

Acquire, rehabilitate and/or construct buildings or structures: 

Provide subsidies to or for the benefit of persons or families of very low, low, or moderate income; 

Develop plans, pay principal and interest on bonds, loans, advances, or other indebtedness, or pay 

financing, carrying charges or insurance premiums; and, 

Preserve the availability to lower income households of affordable housing units in housing 

developments which are assisted or subsidized by public entities and which are threatened with 

imminent conversion to market rates. 
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3.5 Public Improvements 
Redevelopment of the Project Area in conformance with the adopted Navajo Community Plan and 

Tierrasanta Community Plan will require construction of public infrastructure improvements as identified as 

part of community plan implementation. The Agency may, when legally and financially feasible, use 

redevelopment funds to pay for all or a portion of these project costs. 

3.6 Relation To Existing Community Plans 
The proposed Redevelopment Project Area is located within three community planning areas, the Navajo, 

Tierrasanta, and College Area communities. The City has adopted a community plan for each of these 

areas. These community plans, adopted by the City of San Diego, provide land use guidelines for property 

within the plans. All redevelopment activities will need to conform to the applicable Community Plan and 

the approval process for activities covered by the applicable Community Plan. 

3.6.1 The Navajo Community Plan 
The Navajo Community Plan establishes goals and objectives to guide the growth and revitalization of the 

Navajo area. Some of the goals and objectives contained in the Community Plan that are relevant to the 

proposed Redevelopment Project Area include: 

Address substandard level of service for vehicle movement along Mission Gorge Road. 

Complete the extension of the Mission Valley Light Rail Transit Lane to serve the College Area 

Community. 

3.6.7.2 Commercial Revitalization 

Continue the ongoing efforts to revitalize the commercial areas along Mission Gorge and Waring 

Roads. 

Promote interest and commitment by local businesses and the community-at-large in the 

revitalization of all commercial areas of the community. 

Industrial Revitalization 

Ensure that the appearance and character of industrial uses are compatible with the character of 

the surrounding commercial and residential areas. 

Develop a circulation network that will provide for less congested access to the Grantville industrial 

area. 
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3.6.7.4 Sun Diego River Revitalization 

Continue the ongoing process to complete the Sun Diego River Master Plan. 

Ensure that future development along the Sun Diego River is designed to minimize impacts to this 

sensitive resource. 

3.6.7.5 Economic Restructuring and Reinvestment Goals 

To enhance Grantville's commercial corridors as neighborhood and community oriented shopping 

and employment centers. 

To improve accessibility of employment centers within and outside the community. 

Undergrounding of electrical distribution lines and telephone lines along major streets is jointly 

financed by the City and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E). Priorities for undergrounding are 

based upon the amount of traffic, congestion of wires, and major scenic routes. The plan 

recommends continuation of the undergrounding of overhead lines, and recommends that 

guidelines be established for the timely removal of utility poles once underground facilities are in 

place. 

3.6.7.7 Parking 

As a result of historical development patterns, changed demographics and current parking needs, 

the Grantville community faces problems with the quantity, location and safety of it's existing parking 

supply. Many of the older, predominately commercial and industrial areas were developed with 

parking standards that were appropriate for the early twentieth-century, but do not meet current 

demands. Furthermore, the existing parking supply of many projects is found to have inadequate 

configuration for its location and is unsuited to the needs of current businesses. 

3.6.2 The Tierrasanta Community Plan 
. . . ,  

-1he Tierrasanta 

Community Plan, v&i&-was adopted in 1982. There are three non-contiguous areas located within the 

Project Area that are part of the Tierrasanta Communitv Plan. These include the sand and qravel 

processing area, and two smaller pieces that are part of the Admiral Baker Golf Course and are 

designated as open space. The sand and gravel processing area is  isolated from the Tierrasanta 

community at its southeastern corner and has been designated as O ~ e n  S ~ a c e  with a sub-designation of 

sand and aravel ep*;xl-by the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The following identifies goals and 

recommendations related to future development in Tierrasanta: 
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3.6.2.7 Open Space 

Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area should be rehabilitiated 

and a pathway to Mission Trails park &provided. Any other use of the property beyond open 

space uses will require an amendment to ?he-thkplan. Ipaae 56) 

Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City should be allowed to apply 

the adjacent residential density for development purposes. Clustered development should then be 

used to avoid development impacts on the designated open space. (page 55) 

With the exception of sand and gravel extraction, only park related uses should be allowed within 

the adopted regional  ark boundaries. 

Future urban land use for all areas that abut the park should be sensitive to it, as pro~osed within the 

Urban Design Element of this plan. 

Establish an open space system which protects the natural resources, provides for the managed 

production of resources, provides outdoor recreation and enhances the identity and character of 

the community. 

Landscaped transition areas should be established between the developed urban areas and the 

open space system, along traffic corridors, and at canyon overlooks, where considered appropriate. 

To create a functional, affordable, efficient and diverse suburban environmental which is esthetically 

pleasing and sensitive to the natural environment. 

To protect the assets of Mission Trails Regional Park from degradation by surrounding development. 

To minimize disruption to the community and its neighborhoods by through traffic. 

3.6.3 College Area Community Plan 
Transportation land use of the College Area Community Plan is located within the proposed 

Redevelopment Project Area. This area is right-of-way associated with the Interstate 8 Freeway. 

3.7 Intended Uses of the EIR 
The following public agencies are expected to use the information contained in this EIR for approvals of 

actions related to adoption and implementation of the redevelopment project activities: 

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sun Diego 

Prepare, adopt, and implement Redevelopment Project for Grantville Redevelopment Area; 

Implement projects consistent with Redevelopment Project objectives by means other than 

redevelopment; 

In conjunction with the Redevelopment Project, undertake some or all of the following activities: 

a) Approval and implementation of Disposition and Development Agreements (DDAs) and/or 

Owner Participation Agreements (OPAs); 
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b) Sale of Tax Increment Bonds; 

c) Approval of funding of public improvements; 

d) Acquisition and disposition of property; 

e) Relocation of residents and businesses; 

f) Construction or rehabilitation of replacement housing; and, 

g) Approval of other actions incidental to implemention of the above actions. 

3.7.2 San Diego City Council 

Adoption of Redevelopment Project; 

Adoption of other plans, or policies for the Redevelopment Area; 

Approval and funding of public improvements; 

Approval of disposition of property; and, 

Approval of General Plan, Community Plan, and rezoning which may be necessary to implement the 

development/redevelopment of specific sites within the Redevelopment Project Area. 

3.7.3 Various City Departments of Commissions 

Issuance of any necessary permits which may include: 

Permission for construction in public ways; 

Excavation and shoring in public ways; 

Grading and approval of haul routes for export and import of soil materials; 

Demolition, foundations, structural steel, and other building permits; 

Installation of public utilities; 

Construction of public improvements; 

Subdivision maps, parcel maps, lot line adjustments; 

Environmental mitigation programs; 

Streetscape improvements; 

Approval of individual development projects; including conditional use permit, design review, 

zoning variances, and related other actions; 

Subarea improvement plans, streetscape plans, design guidelines and standards and other plans 

and programs; and, 

Related activities. 
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This section of the EIR addresses the existing conditions for each impact area, the impact threshold for 

determining significance of environmental impacts, identification of environmental impacts and the 

significance of the impact, mitigation measures for those environmental impacts which are deemed 

significant, and the conclusion after implementation of mitigation measures. 

This EIR examines all of the environmental issue areas identified by the Agency and through comments 

received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and at the public scoping meeting. Each impact is discussed 

and analyzed in the sections that follow. Each environmental impact issue area is addressed according to 

the following format: 

Existing Conditions: A discussion of the existing conditions, services, and physical environment of the 

Project Area. 

Impact Threshold: The amount or type of impact which contributes a substantial or potentially substantial 

adverse change in the environment, based on the thresholds contained in the Environmental Checklist 

contained in Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and/or applicable 

City of San Diego thresholds and standards. Based on this criterion, project impacts can be classified as: 

significant and unavoidable; significant, but can be mitigated, avoided, or substantially lessened; or less 

than significant. 

Impact: A discussion of the impacts of the proposed project in quantitative and/or qualitative terms, 

based on the uses of land identified in the project description. 

Significance of Impact A brief statement as to the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures: A discussion of the measures required to avoid, mitigate, or substantially lessen 

significant impacts. 

Conclusion: A discussion of the level of impact of the project following the implementation of required or 

recommended mitigation measures. 

4.0.1 Areas Of Potential Environmental Impact 
1.  Land Use 8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

2. Transportation/Circulation 9. Paleontological Resources 

3. Air Quality 10. Aesthetics 

4. Noise 1 1. Water QualityIHydrology 

5. Cultural Resources 12. Population/Housing 

6.  Biological Resources 13. Public Services 

7. Geology/Soils 14. Mineral Resources 
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Detailed discussions of these environmental issue areas are found in the following sections. Additionally, 

cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.0, growth-inducing impacts and significant irreversible 

environmental changes are discussed in Section 6.0, and areas of no significant impact are discussed in 

Section 7.0 of this EIR. 
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Land Use 

Existing Conditions 

4.7.7.7 Existing Land Uses 

A. Project Site 

The Project Area is located in a generally urbanized area of the City, with a majority of the land parcels 

fronting Mission Gorge Road, Friars Road, Waring Road and Fairmount Avenue. There are a variety of 

existing development types within the Project Area, including commercial and office, commercial 

recreation (portions of the Admiral Baker golf course), light industrial uses, sand and gravel extractive 

industry, public facilities (e.g. a post office), schools, transportation, commercial agriculture (nursery), parks, 

open space, and vacant land uses. Figure 4.1-1 depicts the existing land uses within the Project Area, as 

derived from SANGIS and a land use survey conducted by BRG Consulting on September 1 and 6, 2004. 

Based on the SANGIS data and land use survey, the existing land use is currently comprised of 

approximately 16.5 percent commercial and office (including commercial recreation), 25.4 percent 

industrial (light and extractive), 7.6 percent public services, 6.4 percent schools, 0.1 2 percent military, 13.5 

percent transportation, 14.3 percent parks, 0.10 percent agriculture, 4.5 percent water, and 11.4 percent 

undeveloped and vacant land uses. Table 4.1-1 provides a statistical summary of the existing land uses 

within the Project Area based on the land use survey. 

The approximately 165 acres of existing commercial, office and commercial recreation land uses in the 

Project Area are primarily located along Mission Gorge and Friars Road. 

The existing industrial uses, which include light and extractive, total approximately 459 acres. Industrial uses 

are located throughout the entire Project Area, with the largest acreages occurring in the northern portion 

of the Project Area, along Mission Gorge Road. 

Existing public services (including transportation) and school land uses total approximately 152 acres of 

land. The school uses total approximately 25 acres. The 186 acres of public and institutional (e.g., church, 

hospital) land uses are located adjacent to land uses located along Mission Gorge Road, Waring Road, 

and north of the Interstate 8 (1-8) freeway. 

Parks, open space, and water land uses, total approximately 77 acres in the Project Area. A majority of this 

acreage consists of the open space associated with the Sun Diego River, located along the northern and 

western boundaries of the Project Area. The Allied Gardens Community Park is also located within Subarea 

C of the Project Area. 

Vacant land (not including existing sand and gravel areas) in the Project Area totals approximately 69 

acres, The majority of the vacant land within the Project Area is located in the northern area along Mission 

Gorge Road. A smalt portion of vacant/undeveloped land is located in the southern portion of the Project 

Area along Waring Road. 
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TABLE 4.1 -1 
Existing Land Uses 

Notes: = The 68.92 acres of  arkl land in the Proiect Area consists of 23.7 acres of ~o~u lo t ion-  
based  arks (Lewis middle school and ballfields), and 45.22 acres of resource-based 
and open mace park area. 

Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., 2004. 

B. Surrounding land Uses 
Because the Project Area is relatively large, it is surrounded by a variety of land uses, all of which are similar 

to the types of urban land uses that are located within the Project Area. In a more regional perspective, 

the Community of Tierrasanta, Admiral Baker Golf Course, Mission Trails Regional Park, and residential land 

uses are located to the north and northeast; the City of La Mesa and residential uses are located to the 

east; Sun Diego State University, 1-8, and residential uses are located southeast and south, and residential 

uses, the Sun Diego River, 1-1 5 and the Qualcomm Stadium are located west of the Project Area. 

4.7.7.2 Sun Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 
The Project Area is located entirely within the Sun Diego City limits. Land use and development within the 

City is governed by the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, adopted by the City in 1979. 

The Progress Guide and General Plan provide the City's development policies in the form of findings, goals, 

guidelines, standards, and recommendations. Guidelines for Future Development, Amendment to the 

Progress Guide and General Plan (October 1, 1992), includes a Development Program that establishes 

specific guidelines to phase the level of new growth and development to the carrying capacity of 

programmed public facilities over time. The following lists the Goals, Guidelines and Standards for 

Redevelopment and reinvestment within the City of Sun Diego as identified in the Progress and Guide and 

General Plan. 
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Gods 

Stimulate private investment in order to remove and prevent physical, economic, and social blight. 

Assure quality development in redevelopment areas. 

Rehabilitate and creatively reuse older structures whenever possible. 

Provide mechanisms so that housing is not allowed to deteriorate into substandard conditions. 

Preserve and increase affordable housing and minimize additional effects of displacement due to 

redevelopment. 

Encourage in-fill development in redevelopment areas where revitalization is desired as a means to 

provide housing, employment, and transit opportunities. 

Guidelines and Standards 

The City should subsidize impact fees, voluntary advance payments and other revenue sources for 

development proposals in designated redevelopment areas. 

Rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of buildings should be encouraged where appropriate. Buildings 

should be protected for historical significance as well as social significance. 

Redevelopment projects should be evaluated through the community planning process to 

determine the impact on the social and economic fabric of the community. 

Provide incentives, through zoning and other mechanisms, for revitalization and re building of older 

neighborhoods in ways that respect the character of the existing neighborhood. 

4. 7 .  7.3 Adopted Community Plans 
The Project Area is located in portions of three Community Planning Areas - Navajo, Tierrasanta, and 

College. Existing Community Plan land use designations of the Project Area consist of single-family 

residential, multi-family residential, commercial, office, industrial, sand and gravel, schools, parks, open 

space, libraries, and hospitals. 

A. The Navajo Community Ptan 
The Navajo community, encompassing approximately 14 square miles, lies roughly north of Interstate 8, 

northwest of the city of La Mesa, west of the cities of El Cajon and Santee, and southeast of the Sun Diego 

River. The community includes the neighborhoods of Grantville, Allied Gardens, Del Cerro, and Sun Carlos. 

The community is located among several prominent geographic features, including the San Diego River, 

and the Lake Murray, Cowles Mountain, and Mission Gorge areas of Mission Trails Regional Park. 

A wide variety of land uses are represented in the western portion of the Navajo community, including 

detached and attached residential in Allied Gardens, and some significant commercial and light industrial 

centers in Grantville, situated along both sides of Mission Gorge Road. The central and eastern portions of 

Navajo are primarily residential in character in the Del Cerro and Sun Carlos neighborhoods. Pockets of 

neighborhood- and community-serving commercial are situated at the intersections of major 
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transportation corridors, such as Navajo Road at the intersections of Jackson Drive and Lake Murray 

Boulevard. 

The primary goal of the Navajo community plan is to 'retain the residential character of the area' while 

providing basic services which enhance the day to day lives of its residents, such as police and fire 

protection and open space amenities. The plan recognizes the delicate balance between the community 

and the San Diego River. Much of the community's urban runoff during storm events is conveyed to the 

river and the occasional flooding of the river impacts future land use planning in the floodplain. The plan 

calls for a continuous trail along the Sun Diego River. It is also designated that all structures within 150 feet 

of the 100-year floodway will provide at least one pedestrian access path from the main trial to the 

structure. Other goals applicable to the proposed project are described in Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of 

this ElR. 

The City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department indicates that the Navaio Community Planning 

Area currently has an "active recreation" gark acreage deficit of nearly 21 acres, which is projected to 

reach almost 27 acres by the year 2030. 

The Navajo Community Plan was adopted by the City Council on July 29, 1982, with the Grantville 

Amendment adopted on April 4, 1989. 

8. The Tierrasanta Community Plan 
The Tierrasanta community is centrally located within the greater San Diego metropolitan area. The 

industrial area of Kearney Mesa is located to the west, Miramar Naval Air Station to the north and Mission 

Valley is to the southwest. Grantville lies to the south and the City of Santee to the east. The boundaries of 

the planning area are Interstate 15 on the west, Friars Road and the Sun Diego River on the south, the City 

of Santee on the east and Miramar Naval Air Station on the north. The planning area is  approximately 

6,700 acres in size, of which about 42 percent is within the proposed Mission Trails Regional Park. 

The Tierrasanta community is described as a relatively low-density residential community. Commercial 

areas are limited to those needed to support the community, and only one small, industriat area is 

depicted on the community plan land use map. A number of open space canyons enhance the 

character of the community. The community is further characterized by a large Naval housing facility in 

the southwesterly sector of the community. Goals applicable to the proposed project are described in 

Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this EIR. 

The Tierrasanta Community Plan was adopted by the City Council on July 27, 1982. 

C. The College Area Community Plan 
The College Area Community is  located in the central part of the City of Sun Diego, along the southeastern 

rim of Mission Valley and approximately eight miles northeast of the downtown area. The plan area 

consists of approximately 1,950 acres and is developed primarily as a single-family community with 

approximately 56 percent developable land devoted to that use. The College Area Community Plan 
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describes this area as having been impacted by Sun Diego State University located on its northern edge, 

with deteriorating commercial corridor (generally along El Cajon Boulevard) on its southern edge. Traffic 

congestion is also an issue confronting the community and its neighborhoods and is related to the large 

University-oriented population and through-traffic traveling to and from adjacent communities. The two 

main arteries, Fairmount Avenue/Montezuma Road and College Avenue, connect Interstate 8 to the 

community. Goals applicable to the proposed project are described in Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this 

EIR. 

The College Area Community Plan was adopted on May 2, 1989. 

4.7.7.4 M ultiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP J 
The Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning 

program for southwestern Sun Diego County. The MSCP is designed to preserve a network of habitat and 

open space, protecting biodiversity and enhancing the region's quality of life. The MSCP study area covers 

approximately 900 square miles (582,243 acres) in southwestern Son Diego County. The study area is 

bordered by Mexico to the south, National Forest Lands to the east, Pacific Ocean to the west and the San 

Dieguito River valley to the north. 

Within the Project Area, approximately 283 acres of habitat is located along the Sun Diego River and 

adjacent to the Mission Trails Regional Park is located within the Multiple Habitat Planning Area. Section 4.6 

Biological Resources of this EIR provides a detailed discussion of the project's relationship to the MSCP. 

4.7.75 San Diego River Park Draft Master Plan 
The City of Sun Diego, under a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is  preparing a Master Plan for the Sun Diego 

River Park. As identified in the draft Master Plan, the river and adjacent land uses are currently 

disconnected. The river is not a focus of the communities that is flows through. The draft Master Plan 

envisions the creation of a river-long park, stretching from the Sun Diego River headwaters near Julian to 

the Pacific Ocean at Mission Bay. 

Planning recommendations were created as part of the Draft Master Plan. Recommendations relevant to 

the Redevelopment Area include coordinating with the proposed Grantville Redevelopment to preserve 

additional open space along the river and at the confluence with Alvarado Creek; surfacina the Alvarado 

Creek drainage, and creatina a stron~ open sRace link between Alvarado Canyon and the San Diego 

River; engage Navy planners and collaborate with redevelopment of the Superior Mine to create a 

continuous multi-use trail near river: and, collaborate with redevelopment of Superior Mine to create a 

historic interpretation zone within development. 

4.1.2 Impact Threshold 
The City of San Diego Significance Determination Guidelines under CEQA outlines the thresholds for 

determining significance for land use. The following will be considered a significant land use impact: 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

March 2005 



4.0 - Environmental Analysis 4.1 - Land Use 

lnconsistencylconflict wifh the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a community or 

general plan; 

Inconsistencylconflict with an adopted land use designation or intensity and indirect or secondary 

environmental impacts occur (for example, development of a designated school or park site wifh a 

more intensive land use could result in traffic impacts); 

Substantial or extreme use incompatibility, for example, a rock crusher in a residential area; CUPS 

sometimes create impacts because conflicting uses are proposed; 

Development or conversion of general plan or community plan designated open space to a more 

intensive land use; or 

lnconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans for an area. For example, development of 

a non-designated use within the boundaries of park master plan would fall into this category. 

Impact 

4.7.3.7 Development Potential 
Currently, the City has identified that each of the three Project Area sub-areas share common 

characteristics including a large amount of underutilized land and buildings, existing incompatible land 

uses, parcels of irregular form and shape which hinder development, insufficient parking, inadequate 

vehicle access, and environmental constraints, The primary goals of the Redevelopment Project are: to 

create a strong economic base within, and for, the Navajo Community and neighborhoods; improve the 

quality of life; eliminate physical and economic blighting conditions; improve traffic flows; protect and 

enhance the San Diego River; provide residents with recreational opportunities adjacent to the river; 

promote a variety of land uses; and, provide publiclprivate support for the San Diego river park. 

Redevelopment i s  defined pursuant to Section 33020 of the CRL as "the planning, development, 

replanning, redesign, clearance, reconstruction, or rehabilitiation, or any combination of these, of all or 

part of a survey area, and the provision of those residential, commercial, industrial, public, or other 

structures or spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general welfare, including 

recreational and other facilities incidental or appurtenant to them." Redevelopment also includes the 

activities described in Section 33021 of the CRL which comprise the following: 

a. Alteration, improvement, modernization, reconstruction or rehabilitation, or any combination 

of these, of existing structures in a Project Area; 

b. Provision of open space and public or private recreation areas; and, 

c. Replanning or redesign or development of undeveloped areas in which either of the following 

conditions exist: 

1 )  the areas are stagnant or improperly utilized because of defective or inadequate street 

layout, faulty lot layout in relation to size, shape, accessibility or usefulness, or for other 

causes; or 
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2) the area requires replanning and land assembly for development in the interest of the 

general welfare because of widely scattered ownership, tax delinquency or other reasons. 

As describe in Section 3.0 of this EIR, no land use plan amendment is proposed associated with this project, 

and the Redevelopment Plan will be implemented in accordance with the densities and distributions of 

land use allowed under these adopted Community Plans. 

The Redevelopment Project will facilitate new development and revitalization in the Project Area. 

Redevelopment activities can be categorized as new residential, commercial and recreational 

development that occurs on currently vacant parcels, redevelopment of existing developed, partially 

developed or under utilized parcels, and public improvements (e.g., parks, street improvements, lighting, 

landscaping). Figure 4.1-2 depicts the expected future land uses within the Project Area under the 

Redevelopment Project, which are based on the existing Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Community 

Plan land use maps. 

Table 4.1-2 provides a summary of the acreage of land use for each Community Plan category. The net 

development potential of the Project Area has been estimated and is provided in Section 3.0 of this EIR. 

The proposed project is required to be consistent with the adopted General Plan (or Community Plan) in 

which it is located. The project does not propose an amendment to the community plan land use 

designations, nor does the project propose an increase in the intensity of development potential beyond 

the density and intensity allowed by the existing Community Plans and underlying zoning categories. All 

future redevelopment activities will be required to be consistent with the provisions of the community plan 

in which the activity is located. No impact associated with inconsistency/conflict with an adopted land 

use designation or development or conversion of a General Plan or Community Plan designated open 

space to a more intensive is anticipated. 

TABLE 4.1 -2 
Community Plan Land Use Acreage 

Single-Family Residential 1 1.84 
Multi-Family Residential 7.60 
Commercial 80.29 

Office 1 1.82 
Industrial 457.1 0 
Sand and Gravel 108.1 2 
Schools 24.90 

Parks 26.75 
Open Space 96.03 
Libraries 0.52 

Transportation 1 12.66 

TOTAL 970.61 
Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., 2004. 
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4.7.3.2 Compatibility of Uses within the Project Area 
CCRL requires that the land uses designated in the Redevelopment Project Area be consistent with the 

City's General Plan. The Redevelopment Project is proposed as a catalyst to create more efficient use of 

the land and reduce or eliminate incompatible uses and blight. The proposed public improvements and 

private improvements to existing commercial, public services, parks, open space, transportation right-of- 

ways, and vacant/undeveloped land areas i s  anticipated to attract new business and improve 

development. Obsolete and undersized structures will be replaced with structures that meet current design 

standards and provide for more effective use of the land. On-site land use compatibility can be improved 

through consolidation of parcels, and provide a comprehensive plan for the Project Area, replacing 

previous development that occurred through piece-meal development in the past. 

The proposed Redevelopment Project is anticipated to reduce the occurrence of incompatible land uses 

that exist within the Project Area, as new projects constructed within the Project Area will need to comply 

with adopted General Plan land use and Land Development Code regulations. Redevelopment of various 

properties in the Project Area to current standards is  expected to improve the appearance of these 

properties, provide enhanced landscaping, and improve the buffering between adjacent uses as 

compared to the condition of existing development throughout most of the Project Area. Land use 

conflicts can be avoided or reduced through implementation of proper design and buffering techniques 

as specific private development proposals come forward in the Project Area. Any new development 

regulations of the City's Land Development Code and other regulations which are intended to minimize 

land use conflicts would be implemented as the City reviews projects. New development within the Project 

Area will bring existing non-conforming and substandard uses up to code and would reduce the amount of 

existing land use conflicts. As a result blight conditions would be eliminated. Additionally, as the 

Redevelopment Project is required to be consistent with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plan and the Land Development Code, no impact associated with these plans will occur. The project will 

not result in substantial or extreme use incompatibility. 

4.7.3.3 Compatibility of Uses with Surrounding Areas 
The areas surrounding the Project Area are designated with similar land uses as the Project Area. 

Commercial, industrial, office, recreational, parks, open space and residential exist in the surrounding 

areas. The Project Area is geographically separated by other community planning areas by the 1-8 and 1-1 5 

Freeways, and the San Diego River. As the proposed Redevelopment Project is consistent with the land use 

designations of the Project Area, the project is expected to be compatible uses with the surrounding areas. 

Additionally, as the Redevelopment Project Area will eliminate the physical and economic blight on the 

Project Area, the surrounding areas are anticipated to result in the reduction or elimination of blight 

conditions as well. No impact associated with land use compatibility with the areas surrounding the Project 

Area will occur. 

-- 
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4.7.3.4 Consistency with the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 
The following repeats the goals, guidelines and standards for redevelopment and reinvestment within the 

City of Sun Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, and describes how the project is  consistent with the 

goals, guidelines, and standards within the Progress Guide and General Plan: 

Cools 

Stimulate private investment in order to remove and prevent physical, economic, and social blight. 

The proposed Redevelopment Project will stimulate private sector activity through public investment 

in infrastructure. This generally includes: traffic circulation and street reconstruction, streetscape 

improvements, signalization upgrades and park improvements. By implementing these and other 

projects to abate the blighting conditions affecting the Project Area, the public sector will signal its 

confidence in the area and provide a catalyst for private investment. 

Assure quality development in redevelopment areas. 

The Redevelopment Project is required to redevelop the Project Area in accordance with the 

General Plan, Community Plans, and the Land Development Code of the City of San Diego, as 

amended from time to time, and all other applicable state and local codes and guidelines. 

Rehabilitate and creatively reuse older structures whenever possible. 

The Redevelopment Project will reflect the desirable historic character of commercial areas in form 

and function of new development. 

Provide a mechanism so that housing is  not allowed to deteriorate into substandard conditions. 

The Agency is required to set aside no less than 20 percent of the tax increment revenue generated 

by the Project into a special Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund. These funds are to be used 

to increase, improve, and preserve the supply of low and moderate income housing in the 

community. 

Preserve and increase affordable housing and minimize the additional effects of displacement use 

to redevelopment. 

The Agency is  required to set aside no less than 20 percent of the tax increment revenue generated 

by the Project into a special Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund. These funds are to be used 

to increase, improve, and preserve the supply of low and moderate income housing in the 

community. 

Encourage in-fill development in redevelopment areas and where revitalization is  desired as a means 

to provide housing, employment, and transit opportunities. 

The Redevelopment Project will establish landmark/gateways to establish a sense of place, 

incorporating urban design linkages or connections between land uses, a first time home buyers 

program, promote employment, business clusters and other improvement throughout the project 

Area. 
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The Redevelopment Project will facilitate new development and revitalization in the Project Area. 

Redevelopment activities can be categorized as new development that occurs on currently vacant 

parcels, redevelopment of existing developed, partially developed or under utilized parcels, and public 

improvements (e.g., parks, street improvements, lighting, landscaping). Figure 4.1 -2 depicts the expected 

land uses within the Project Area under the Redevelopment Project. 

The proposed project is required to be consistent with the adopted General Plan (or Community Plan). The 

project will not result in an increase in the intensity of land uses than is  allowed under the Community Plan 

and Land Development Code. No impacts associated with inconsistency/conflict with an adopted land 

use designation or development or conversion of a General Plan designated open space to a more 

intensive lands use would occur. 

4.7.3.5 Consistency with Adopted Community Plans 
The project is required to comply with the adopted Community Plans in order to guide the orderly growth 

of the community. Some of the existing development within the Project Area is not currently consistent with 

the land use designations identified in the Navajo, T4wwse~tc P,rec? Community Plans; 

however, any new development that occurs with the implementation of the Redevelopment Project will 

be consistent with the applicable Community Plan. Because future redevelopment activity will be in 

compliance with all three Community Plans, no impact associated with this issue will occur. 

Various public improvements, intended to mitigate the impact of the increase in population that is 

expected to occur pursuant to the adopted Community Plans, as well as to mitigate existing deficiencies in 

certain public facilities are identified in the Navajo, Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plans. These 

improvements will be implemented as sufficient financial resources become available. The Draft 

Redevelopment Plan identifies these improvements, and they will be implemented as part of the 

Redevelopment Project as sufficient funding becomes available. The proposed project will be consistent 

with the adopted Community Plan by providing a mechanism whereas the funding of these improvements 

can take place. 

4.7.3.6 M ultiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
AWith the exception of one parcel (APN 456-01 1-1 01 all of the areas included in the MSCP are designated 

as park (i.e., resource-based park) or open space land uses in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community 

Plans. The exception parcel is  a portion of city-owned designated open space that is  included in the 

MSCP, but is designated as sinale-family residential in the Navajo Communitv Plan. The Redevelopment 

Project will be consistent with these Community Plans and therefore park and open space uses will be 

consistent with the MSCP. Therefore, no impact associated with MSCP will occur. Section 4.6 Biological 

Resources of this EIR provides a more detailed discussion of the project's consistency with the MSCP. The 

project will not result in an inconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans in the area. 

4.1.4 Significance of Impact 
No significant land use impact is anticipated. 
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4.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant land use impact has been identified. 

4.1.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of the proposed project will not result in a significant land use impact. 
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4.0-Environmental Analysis 4.2 - Transportation/Circulation 

4.2 Transportation/CircuIation 
The following summarizes the findings of the Grantville Redevelopment Traffic Impact Analysis (Katz, Okistu 

& Associates, November, 2004). The traffic study technical report is provided in Volume II Appendix B of this 

EIR. 

Existing Conditions 

4.2.7.7 Methodologies 
The traffic analysis examines existing (Year 2004) and Horizon Year (Year 2030) timeframes, Street system 

operating conditions are typically described in terms of "level of service." Level of service is a report-card 

scale used to indicate the quality of traffic flow on roadway segments and at intersections. The Level of 

service (LOS) ranges from LOS A (free flow, little congestion) to LOS F (forced flow, extreme congestion). A 

more detailed description of LOS is provided in the traffic technical study (see Volume II, Appendix B of this 

EIR). 

Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis. The City of San Diego has published daily traffic volume standards 

for roadways within its jurisdiction. To determine existing service levels on study area roadway segments, a 

comparison was made among the appropriate average daily traffic thresholds for level of service, the daily 

capacity of the study area roadway segments, and the existing and future volumes in the study area. 

Intersection Capacity Analysis. The analysis of peak hour intersection performance was conducted using 

the Traffix analysis software program, which uses the "operational analysis" procedure for signalized 

intersections as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual (2000 HCM). This technique uses 1,900 passenger 

cars per hour of green per lane (pcphgpl) as the maximum saturation flow of a single lane at an 

intersection. This saturation flow rate is adjusted to account for lane width, on-street parking, conflicting 

pedestrian flow, traffic composition (i.e., percent of trucks) and shared lane movements (e.g., through and 

right-turn movements from the same lane). Level of service for signalized intersections is based on the 

average time (seconds) that vehicles entering an intersection are stopped or delayed. 

The Highway Capacity Manual analysis method for evaluating unsignalized, minor street stop intersections 

is based on the average total delay for each impeded movement. As used here, total delay is  defined as 

the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of a queue until the vehicle departs from the 

stop line. This time includes the time required for the vehicle to travel from the last-in-queue to the first-in- 

queue position. The average total delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the service rate 

or capacity of the approach and the degree of saturation. 

4.2.7.2 Existing Circulation Network 
Streets and highways in the study area that could be impacted by the proposed project include Fairmount 

Avenue, Friars Road, Mission Gorge Road, and Waring Road. 
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Fairmount Avenue. Fairmount Avenue consists of two separate segments, tnterstate 8 (1-8) to Mission Gorge 

Road and Mission Gorge Road to Sheridan Lane. Between 1-8 and Mission Gorge Road, Fairmount Avenue 

is classified as a four-lane major road with posted speeds of 30 MPH. The segment between Mission Gorge 

Road and Sheridan Lane is a two-lane collector street servicing light industrial and business uses. Parking is 

limited to the segment between Mission Gorge Road and Sheridan Lane. Bus service is only provided on 

the segment of Fairmount Avenue between 1-8 and Mission Gorge Road. No bike lanes are provided. 

Friars Road. Friars Road is classified as a 6-lane primary arterial, which runs in an east-west direction 

between Interstate 15 (1-15) and Mission Gorge Road. Speeds are posted at 50 MPH. At the east end of the 

segment, the through movement becomes Mission Gorge Road and Friars Road effectively ends. Bus 

service is provided on Friars Road between 1-15 and Rancho Mission Road via Route 13, but there is no 

service on the segment between Rancho Mission Road and Mission Gorge Road. There are no bike lanes 

on Friars Road. 

Mission Gorge Road. Mission Gorge Road consists of two separate segments, between Fairmount Avenue 

and Friars Road and between Friars Road and Jackson Drive. Between Fairmount Avenue and Friars Road, 

Mission Gorge Road is  a 4-lane north-south major roadway with existing bus service. Speeds are posted 

along this segment at 30 MPH. Mission Gorge Road is an east-west arterial between Friars Road and 

Jackson Drive, with a majority of the roadway classified as a 6-lane primary arterial transitioning to a 6-lane 

major roadway. However, the segment of Old Cliffs Road to Katelyn Court is a 4-lane roadway and the 

segment of Katelyn Court to Princess View Drive is  a 5-lane roadway. The posted speeds range on these 

segments between 45 and 55 MPH and no bus service is  provided along this route. There is  an existing 

shared bicycle route (class Ill) along this segment. 

Waring Road. Waring Road is classified as a north-south 4-lane major roadway, which provides access to I- 

8. Speeds are posted along this segment at 35 MPH. Existing bus service is provided along the entirety of 

this route by bus Routes 40 and 13. In addition, an existing bicycle route (Class Ill) is provided between Zion 

Avenue and Princess View Drive. 

4.2.7.3 Daily Roadway Segment Operations 
Table 4.2-1 and Figure 4.2-1 summarize the results of the existing daily roadway segment analysis. All 

roadway segments currently operate at LOS D or better except: 

Friars Road between 1-1 5 North Bound Ramps and Rancho Mission Road (LOS E) 

Fairmount Avenue between 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp and Camino Del Rio North (LOS F) 

4.2.1.4 Peak Hour Intersection Performance 
Table 4.2-2 summarizes the existing peak hour operating conditions for the study intersections. Figures 4.2-2 

and 4.2-3 show existing morning and evening peak hour traffic volumes for study intersections. The 

worksheets used in this analysis are provided in the traffic study technical report (Appendix B) of this EIR. 
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TABLE 4.2-1 
Existing Daily Roadway Segment Conditions 

I Friars Road 

1-15 NB Ramps to Rancho Mission Road 

I Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road 

I Fairmount Avenue 

1-8 EB Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North 

Mission Gorge Road 

Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue 

Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue 

Friars Road to Zion Avenue 

West of Princess View Drive 

West of Jackson Drive 

Waring Road 

Zion Avenue to Twain Avenue 

South of Twain Avenue 

Notes: NB = North Bound, EB = East Bound 

Source: Katz, Okitsu 8, Associates, 2004. 

6 Lane Prime 

6 Lane Prime 

4 Lane Major 

4 Lane Major 

4 Lane Major 

6 Lane Prime 

5 Lane Prime 

6 Lane Major 

4 Lane Major 

4 Lane Major 

TABLE 4.2-2 
Existing Peak Hour lntersection Conditions 

1.  Friars & 1-1 5 SB Ramps 

2. Friars & 1-1 5 NB Ramps 

-- 

12. Cam. Del Riol 1-8 WB Off 8 Fairmount Ave 1 72.8 I E 1 141.3 1 F 

3. Friars 8 Rancho Mission Rd 

4. Friars & Mission Gorge Rd 

5. Zion & Mission Gorge Rd 

6. Princess View & Mission Gorge Rd 

7. Jackson 8 Mission Gorge Rd 

10. Twain 8 Mission Gorge Rd 

1 1 .  Fairmont Ave & Mission Gorge Rd 

24.8 

6.7 

18.7 

13.3 

32.0 

14.5 

14.7 

30.9 

15.8 

13. Fairmont Ave 8 1-8 WB On Ramp* 

1 25. Zion & Waring Rd 1 25.5 ) C 1 26.2 1 C 

C 

A 

14. 1-8 EB On and Off Ramps 8 Fairmount Ave 

1 26. Twain & Waring Rd 1 15.4 1 B 1 13.2 I B 

B 

B 

C 

B 

B 

C 

B 

0.0 

Notes: = Unsignalized Intersection 

Source: Katz, Okitzu 8, Associates, 2004. 

33.8 

10.5 

19.8 
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16.6 

26.4 
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14.9 
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38.4 

19.2 

A 

4.2-3 March 2005 

B 

C 

C 

B 

B 

D 

B 

B 

0.0 A 

17.5 B 



I BRG CONSULTING. INC, I I 





I BRG CONSULTING WC I I 



4.0-Environmental Analysis 4.2 - Transportation/Circulation 

As shown, all intersections operate at LOS D or better in the morning peak hour except: 

Camino Del Rio/l-8 WB Off 8, Fairmount Avenue (LOS E). 

4.2.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 

the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 

capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections). 

To determine project impacts, the City of Sun Diego has developed a series of thresholds based on 

allowable increases in volume-to-capacity ratios, which become more stringent as level of service worsens. 

Table 4.2-3 summarizes these thresholds. 

The acceptable level of service for roadway segments and intersections in Sun Diego is level of service D. 

However, for undeveloped areas, the goal is to achieve level of service C. Where roadway segments and 

intersections operate at LOS D or better, findings of significant impacts may occur, but no mitigation is 

required. Where the roadway segment is forecast to operate at LOS E or F, and the increase v/c or delay is 

greater than 0.02 or the delay increases by more than two seconds, the determination of significance 

(Yes/No) is shown in bold type to indicate a significant project impact. 

TABLE 4.2-3 
Significant Transportation Impact Measure 

Notes: V/C = Volume/Capacity Ratio 
* =If a proposed project's traffic impacts exceed the values shown in the above table, then the impacts are deemed 

"significant." The project applicant shall identify "feasible mitigations," to bring the facility back to the level previously 
held by the facility prior to the project's traffic impacts. 

** = The acceptable level of service standard for roadways and intersections in Sun Diego is level of service D. However, for 
undeveloped locations, the goal is to achieve a level of service C. 

Source: City of Sun Diego Traffic Impact Manual, 1998. 
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4.2.3 Impact 
The proposed action is  to redevelop areas within the Navajo Community Planning Area. Future 

redevelopment activities will be in accordance with the applicable development regulations at the time 

specific redevelopment activities are proposed (e.g., zoning ordinance). The inherent nature of 

redevelopment tends to readjust the intensity of land use in the study area. Therefore, existing land use 

intensities were summarized and then compared to the proposed land use intensities to estimate the 

change caused by the redevelopment. This net change was used to calculate the increase, or decrease, 

of traffic in the project area. Any change in current land intensity results in a change of traffic on the 

surrounding roadway network. 

4.2.3.7 Project Trip Generation 
Vehicular traffic generation characteristics for projects are estimated based on rates in the City of San 

Diego's Trip Generation Manual (dated September 1998). This manual provides standards and 

recommendations for the probable traffic generation of various land uses based upon local, regional and 

nation-wide studies of existing developments in comparable settings. Appendix C of the traffic technical 

study (see Volume II, Appendix B) contains excerpts from the trip generation manual used in this analysis. 

Table 4.2-4 summarizes anticipated trip generation based on existing community plan land use designation. 

As shown in Table 4.2-4, redevelopment activities according to the existing Community Plan would add 

31,606 daily trips to the circulation network with 3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 

trips occurring during afternoon peak hour. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 "Horizon Year" 

scenario. 

4.2.3.2 Project Access 
The broad nature of and diversity of land use throughout the redevelopment area necessitates that 

generalized access points will dictate access throughout the redevelopment area. Project redevelopment 

in the Grantville Redevelopment Area will take access on the primary, adjacent streets including Friars 

Road, Mission Gorge Road, Waring Road, Princess View Road, Twain Avenue, Jackson Drive, and Fairmount 

Avenue. 

4.2.3.3 Parking 
Adequate parking should be assured by the developers per the Sun Diego Municipal Code, which 

establishes parking requirement for development within the City of San Diego. 

4.2.3.4 Project Trip Distribution 
Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that 

project related traffic will likely affect. Trip distribution information can be estimated from observed traffic 

patterns, experience or through use of appropriate travel demand models. Trip distributions for this analysis 

are derived from both observed patterns and a SANDAG Series 10 Select Zone Analysis. For purposes of this 

analysis, the Select Zone Analysis was used in conjunction with observed patterns and then split into 18 

groups defined by geographic area. A distribution was assumed for each area relative to location. 

Appendix D of the traffic technical study (see Volume 11, Appendix B) shows both the location of the land 

use groups and the distributions used for each. 
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TABLE 4.2-4 
Trip Generation for the Proposed Project 

Community Plan Land Use Intensities 

Commercial 
Industrial (Manufacturing/ 
Assembly) 

Industrial (Business Park) 

Industrial (Small Industrial Park) 

Industrial (Large Industrial Park) 

Commercial Office 

Residential Multi-Family I 8 6 D U 1  8 1 DU 1 6861 5 5 1  11 1 4 4 1  6 9 1  4 8 1  21 

4,110 KSF 

I I I I I I I I I I 

Religious Facility 1 -117KSF1 9 1 KSF 1 -1,0541 -421 -341 - 8 1  -841 -421 -42 

-955 

854 

316 

-278 

205 

84 

-695 

513 

21 1 

Neighborhood Commercial 

Community Shopping Center 

Specialty Retail/ Strip 

Institutional (Library) 1 -69KSF1 20 1 KSF 1 -1,3791 -281 -191 - 8 1  -1381 -691 -69 

629 KSF 

371 KSF 

1,036 KSF 

-1 69 KSF 

-417 

308 

126 

72 

49 

36 

-241 KSF 

349 KSF 

195 KSF 

4 

Commercial Recreation [Golf) I 2 AC 1 8 1 AC 1 12 1 1 1  1 1  0 1  1 I 0 1  1 

-1,910 

1,709 

632 

16 

15 

8 

20 

8 39 Residential Single Family 

Park (Developed) 

Industrial Extraction (Quarry) 

Agriculture 

TOTAL COMMUNITY PLAN TRIPS I I I 1 31,606 1 4.107 I 3.280 1 863 1 4,346 1 682 1 3,741 

-955 

854 

316 

KSF 

KSF 

KSF 

KSF 

48DU1 10 1 DU I 485 

Notes: KSF = thousand square feet, DU = dwelling units, AC = acres 
Source: City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, September 1998. 

-1 7,366 

17,087 

7,018 

KSF 

KSF 

KSF 

KSF 

31 

-19 AC 

-101 A C  

-1 AC 

Figure 4.2-4 shows the increase in trips that the proposed project would add to the circulation network 

using the distributions shown in Appendix D of the traffic technical study. 

16,439 

The Grantville trolley station, located on Alvarado Canyon Road, is under construction as part of the Mission 

Valley East (MVE) extension of the Blue Line light rail corridor. The station is one of four new stations located 

along the line. The 5.9-mile MVE extension will connect the Blue and Orange lines, completing a loop that 

will give San Diegans new mobility and easier access to some of the region's most popular destinations and 

commercial and employment centers, including San Ysidro, Downtown, Old Town, Mission Valley, La Mesa, 

El Cajon, and SDSU. Connecting bus service will be offered at the Grantville Station. MTS is scheduled to 

complete construction on the extension in 2005 with operation beginning in June 2005. This new trolley stop 

will bring alternative transit opportunities to the project area. This transit opportunity will decrease the 

amount of vehicle trips generated by the redevelopment. However, the traffic analysis does not assume 

the five percent reduction for any of the study area. Therefore, the traffic analysis i s  a conservative 

estimate of traffic generated by the project. 

10,057 

5,569 

8,285 

-3,161 

48 

50 

100 

2 
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1,207 

613 

91 1 

-41 1 

34 

AC 

AC 

AC 

2,959 

15 

398 

551 

820 

-370 

-957 

-10,114 

- 1 

329 

809 

6 1 

91 

-41 

-38 

-1,517 

0 

3,288 

1,207 

668 

994 

-443 

0 

-1,062 

0 

658 2,630 

241 

134 

199 

-89 

0 

-455 

0 

966 

535 

795 

-354 

-77 

-1,618 

0 

0 

-647 

0 

0 

-971 

0 



BRG CONSULTING, INC. 

Daily and Peak Hour Trip Assignment 

FIGURE 



4.0-Environmental Analysis 4.2 - Transpodation/Circulation 
j(r, . : 

4.2.3.5 Horizon Year (Year 2030) Conditions 
Horizon Year volumes were collected from the SANDAG Series 10 future forecast model. These volumes are 

assumed to include redevelopment traffic; therefore, project trips were backed out of the forecasted 

volumes to estimate base conditions. Horizon Year conditions assume that no circulation network 

improvements will be in place. 

rlanncd Improvements. Katz, Okitsu 8, Associates reviewed the City of Sun Diego Capital Projects Program 

(CPP) to determine if any funded improvements are planned for the study area. No new CIP improvements 

are planned for the study area under both the existing and horizon year scenarios. No developer impact 

fee programs are in place either. In order to be conservative, it has been assumed that no future 

improvements are in place in the Horizon Year; however, the community plan identifies a number of 

transportation improvements, as discussed below, 

The Navajo Community Plan (adopted in 1982) suggests that Mission Gorge Road be widened to a six-lane 

facility north of Zion Avenue with no left-turn lanes except at signalized intersections. The existing conditions 

analysis revealed that the majority of the roadway is a 6-lane facility. However, the segment of Old Cliffs 

Road to Katelyn Court i s  a 4-lane roadway and the segment of Katelyn Court to Princess View Drive is a 5- 

lane roadway. The only non-intersection left-turn lane along the corridor is approximately 150 feet north of 

Princess View Drive where a southbound left-turn lane serves the existing retail. 

The Community Plan also states that Mission Gorge Road be improved to a six-lane major street between 

Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8. The existing conditions analysis showed that this has not yet been 

completed. 

The Navajo Community Plan identifies the following circulation improvements. The community plan 

identifies the extension of Navajo Road east of College Avenue connecting to Waring Road. The 

community plan specifies that this extension should be designed to parkway standards and limited to a 

two-lane facility with four lanes at the intersection with College Avenue and Waring Road. 

The following improvements are specified in the Tierrasanta Community Plan but are not found in the 

Navajo Community Plan. These three improvements, which would affect the Navajo Community Plan area, 

are the extensions of Santo Road, Princess View Drive and Jackson Drive into the Tierrasanta Community. 

These three extensions have not been included in the analysis. 

Daily Roadway Segment Performance. Table 4.2-5 summarizes the horizon year conditions both with and 

without the project. Figure 4.2-5 graphically presents the results of this analysis. 

Table 4.2-5 shows that without the project all segments operate at LOS D or better except: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 North Bound Ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F); 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS E); 
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TABLE 4.2-5 
Horizon Year 2030 Daily Roadway Segment Conditions 

with the Community Plan Project 

Friars Road 
1-1 5 NB Ramps to Rancho Mission Road 6/Prime 
Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road 6/Prime 
Fuirmont Avenue 
1-8 EB Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North 4IMajor 
Mission Gorge Road 
Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue 4/Major 
Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue 4/Major 
Friars Road to Zion Avenue 6/Prime 
West of Princess View Drive 5/Prime 
West of Jackson Drive 6/Major 
Waring Road 
Zion Avenue to Twain Avenue 4/Major 
South of Twain Avenue 4IMaior 
Notes: V/C = Volume/Capacity Ratio 

Sig = Significant 

Source: Katz. Okitsu & Associates, 2004 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 

No 
No - 
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+ Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); and, 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS E). 

With the addition of Community Plan project traffic, the following segments would be significantly 

impacted: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 North Bound Ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F); 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS F); 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue (LOS F); and, 

Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue (LOS E). 

Peak Hour Inferaeclion Performance. Table 4.2-6 summarizes the results of the peak hour intersection 

performance analysis and the significance of the project's impacts. Figures 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 show the horizon 

year morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movements without the project. Figures 4.2-8 

and 4.2-9 show the horizon year morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movements with the 

project. Appendix E of the traffic technical study (see Voiume II, Appendix B of this EIR) contains the 

worksheets used in this analysis. 

The following intersections would be significantly impacted by the proposed project: 

Friars Road & 1-1 5 South Bound Ramps (PM Peak hour); 

Friars Road & Mission Gorge Road (PM Peak hour); 

+ Twain & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 

Fairmount Avenue & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 

Camino Del Rio & 1-8 West Bound Off Ramp & Fairmount Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours); and, 

+ 1-8 East Bound On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Avenue (AM Peak hour). 

Ramp Mefer Analysis. Ramp meter analysis was also conducted for the proposed project. This analysis 

indicates impacts would occur to the following ramp meter locations: 

+ Friars Road to 1-1 5 North (AM Peak hour): 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 South (loop) (PM Peak Hour); and, 

Friars Road (HOV) to 1-15 North (PM Peak Hour). 

Tables 9a and 9b provided in the traffic technical appendices (see Volume II, Appendix B) summarizes the 

peak operating conditions for the freeway ramp meters. 
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TABLE 4.2-6 
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Conditions with and without the Community Plan Project 

Notes: 

Source: 

* = Unsignalized Intenection, NB = North Bound, SB = South Bound, EB = East Bound, WB = West Bound 

Katz, Okitsu & Associates, 2004 

A M  Peak Hour 

1 . Friars 8, 1-1 5 SB Ramps 42.5 D 43.8 D 1 -3 No 

2. Friars & 1-1 5 NB Ramps 8.3 A 8.2 A -0.1 No 

3. Friars & Rancho Mission Rd 25.1 C 25.8 C 0.7 No 

4. Friars 8, Mission Gorge Rd 17.6 B 48.0 D 30.4 No 

5. Zion & Mission Gorge Rd 42.4 D 54.7 D 12.3 No 

6. Princess View & Mission Gorge Rd 22.9 C 28.9 C 6 .O No 

7. Jackson & Mission Gorge Rd 15.0 B 15.7 B 0.7 No 

10. Twain & Mission Gorge Rd 48.5 D 151.5 F 103.0 Yes 

1 1. Fairmont Ave & Mission Gorge Rd 18.6 B 77.0 E 58.4 Yes 

12. Cam. Del Rio/ IS WB Off & Fairmount Ave 1 38.0 F 268.1 F 1 30.1 Yes 

13. Fairmont Ave & 1-8 WB On Ramp* 0 .O A 0 -0 A 0.0 No 

14. 1-8 EB On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Ave 25.0 C 77.2 E 52.2 Yes 

25. Zion & Waring Rd 26.5 C 33.1 C 6.6 No 

26. Twain & Waring Rd 15.6 3 15.8 B 0.2 No 

PM Peak Hour 

1. Friars & 1-1 5 SB Ramps 67.2 E 86.0 F 18.8 Yes 

2. Friars & 1-1 5 NB Ramps 16.5 B 22.3 C 5.8 No 

3. Friars & Rancho Mission Rd 24.5 C 24.7 C 0.2 No 

4. Friars & Mission Gorge Rd 50.9 D 161.1 F 1 10.2 Yes 

5. Zion & Mission Gorge Rd 40.3 D 50.4 D 10.1 No 

6. Princess View & Mission Gorge Rd 24.1 C 22.2 C -1 -9 No 

7. Jackson & Mission Gorge Rd 13.3 B 14.5 B 1.2 No 

10. Twain & Mission Gorge Rd 70.0 E 177.6 F 107.6 Yes 

1 1. Fairmont Ave & Mission Gorge Rd 25.1 C 1 33.8 F 108.7 Yes 

12. Cam. Del Rio/ 1-8 WB Off & Fairmount Ave 222.1 F 387.9 F 165.8 Yes 

13. Fairmont Ave & 1-8 WB On Ramp* 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

14. 1-8 E3 On and Off Ramps & Fairmounf Ave 19.8 B 26.4 C 6.6 No 

25. Zion & Waring Rd 26.6 C 31.1 C 4.5 No 

26. Twain & Waring Rd 13.3 3 13.7 3 0.4 No 
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4.2.4 Significance of Impact 
Proposed redevelopment activities based on existing community plan land uses are anticipated to add 

31,606 daily trips to the circulation network with 3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 

trips occurring during afternoon peak hour. 

The following roadway segments would be significantly impacted: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 North Bound Ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F); 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (10s F): 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue (LOS F); and, 

Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue (LOS E). 

The following intersections would be significantly impacted: 

Friars & 1-1 5 South Bound Ramps (PM Peak hour); 

Friars & Mission Gorge Road (PM Peak hour); 

Twain & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 

Fairmount Avenue & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 

Camino Del Rio & 1-8 WB Off Ramp & Fairmount Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours); and, 

1-8 EB On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Avenue (AM Peak hour). 

The following ramp meter locations would be significantly impacted: 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 North (AM Peak hour); 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 South (loop) (PM Peak Hour); and, 

Friars Road (HOV) to 1-15 North (PM Peak Hour). 

Mitigation Measures 

T 1 Improvements identified within the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans shall be implemented 

as sufficient financial resources become available through the establishment of the proposed 

redevelopment project area. These improvements include: 

Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane facility north of Zion Avenue with no left-turn lanes 

except at signalized intersections. 
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Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and 

lnterstate 8. 

Improve Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and 

lnterstate 8. 

The Navajo Community Plan (adopted in 1982) suggests the widening of Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane 

facility north of Zion Avenue with no left-turn lanes except at signalized intersections as well as the widening 

of Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8. 

Mission Gorge Road north of Zion Avenue is a 6-lane facility for most of its length. However, the segment of 

Old Cliffs Road to Katelyn Court is a 4-lane roadway and the segment of Katelyn Court to Princess View 

Drive is a 5-lane roadway. The only non-intersection left-turn lane along the corridor is approximately 150 

feet north of Princess View Drive where a southbound left-turn lane serves the existing retail. The Grantville 

Redevelopment Traffic Impact Analysis analyzed the Mission Gorge Road segments north of Friars Road as 

5-lane prime arterials west of Princess View Drive and a 6-lane major arterials for the segments west of 

Jackson Drive. The widening of Mission Gorge Road at the 4-lane and 5-lane segments would improve the 

vehicle capacity along these segments. However, the analysis found that no existing or future capacity 

constraint exists and the roadway segments operate in the worst-case at LOS C. 

The Navajo Community Plan also states that Mission Gorge Road be improved to a six-lane major street 

between Fairmount Avenue and lnterstate 8. This improvement has not yet been completed and the 

roadway is classified as a 4-lane major street. Table 4.2-7 shows that the impact that widening this segment 

to 6-lanes would have on the Level of Service for the Community Plan scenario. The level of service on this 

segment would remain an LOS F with this improvement under the Community Plan; and therefore, the 

impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

TABLE 4.2-7 
Horizon Year 2030 

Mitigated Daily Roadway Segment Conditions 

I Straet Srgment , ,  ; ' 

Source: Katz, Okitsu & Associates, 2004. 

Fairmont Avenue 

1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North 

-., 
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4.2.6 Conclusion 
The following roadway segments would be significantly impacted as a result of proposed redevelopment 

activities: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 North Bound Ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F); 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS F); 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound Off Ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS F); 

Mission Gorge Road from Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue (LOS F); and, 

Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue (LOS E). 

The following intersections would be significantly impacted as a result of proposed redevelopment 

activities: 

Friars & 1-1 5 South Bound Ramps (PM Peak hour); 

Friars & Mission Gorge Road (PM Peak hour); 

Twain & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hours); 

Fairmount Avenue & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM P eak h ours); 

Camino Del Rio & 1-8 West Bound Off Ramp & Fairmount Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours); and, 

1-8 East Bound On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Avenue (AM Peak hour). 

The following ramp meter locations would be significantly impacted as a result of proposed redevelopment 

activities: 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 North (AM Peak hour); 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 South (loop) (PM Peak Hour); and, 

Friars Road (HOV) to 1-1 5 North (PM Peak Hour). 

Implementation of mitigation measures identified in the preceding section will reduce the impact to the 

extent feasible; however, the impact to traffic circulation will remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Air Quality 

Existing Conditions 

4.3.7.7 Climate 
The Grantville Redevelopment Project Area is located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), an area of 

mild Mediterranean climate, with moderate year-round temperatures. A repetitive pattern of frequent 

early morning cloudiness, hazy afternoon sunshine, daytime onshore breezes and little temperature change 

is characteristic of the Sun Diego climate throughout the year. The average daily maximum in downtown 

Sun Diego during the summer is  in the upper 70s Fahrenheit (F) with an average daily maximum of 65OF in 

winter. The thermostat action of the nearby oceanic heat reservoir keeps the daily oscillation of 

temperature close to 15 degrees. Summer nights in the downtown Sun Diego area are around 65*F, while 

early winter mornings drop to the upper 40s F. 

Limited rainfall occurs in winter, while summers are often completely dry. An average of ten inches of rain 

falls each year from November to early April. Year-to-year variations in rainfall amounts are the rule rather 

than the exception. Rainfall amounts of one-half or twice the annual average are not uncommon. Rain 

typically falls only 20 days per year with only six days of moderate (0.5" in 24-hours) rainfall per year. 

4.3.7.2 Smog and Ozone 
Air quality levels tend to decline in some areas of the SDAB during the summer months, when a warm air 

mass frequently descends over the cool, moist marine layer produced by the interaction between the 

ocean's surface and the lowest layer of the atmosphere. The warm upper layer forms a cap over the cool 

marine layer and prevents pollutants from dispersing upwards, trapping them within the lower layer. As the 

pollutants become more concentrated, photochemical reactions occur that produce oxidants, or smog. 

Abundant sunshine typical in the area furthers this process. 

Ozone ( 0 3 )  levels in the SDAB have not exceeded the federal one-hour clean air standard since August 30, 

1998. 0 3 ,  the chief component of smog, is the region's primary criteria pollution problem. This is a vast 

improvement from the 1970's when 0 3  levels in Sun Diego exceeded the standard about 1 out of 4 days. 

Sun Diego has not recorded a Stage I episode (commonly called a Smog Alert) since 1991 and no Stage II 

episodes since 1979. The number of days exceeding the state standard has decreased dramatically during 

the past two decades. In 1981, the SDAB exceeded the state standard on 192 days; in 2000, there were 24 

days where the state standard was exceeded. The long-term decreases in the number of days the 

standard has been exceeded reflects the cumulative effect of continued implementation of stationary 

and mobile source air pollution control programs. 

4.3.7.3 Regional and Local Conditions 
The SDAB has had a transitional-attainment status of federal standards for 0 3 .  The Basin is either in 

attainment or unclassified for federal standards of carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S021, nitrogen 

dioxide (N02), total suspended particulate matter smaller than ten microns in diameter [PMlo), and lead. 
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The SDAB is also in attainment of state air quality standards for all pollutants with the exception of 0 3  and 

PMlo. Air pollutants transported into the Basin from the adjacent South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles, Sun 

Bernardino County, Orange County, and Riverside County) substantially contribute to the non-attainment 

conditions in the SDAB. Figure 4.3-1 depicts the SDAB in relation to the other air basins in Southern 

California. 

4.3.7.4 Ambient Air Quality 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (under the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970, and 

amended in 1977) established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to define and regulate 

specific pollutants. Individual states have the option to add additional pollutants, require more stringent 

compliance, or include different exposure periods, then adopt changes as their own state standards. 

Because California had established the more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 

before the federal action in 1971 and because of the unique air quality problems introduced by the 

restrictive dispersion meteorology, there is a difference between California and national clean air 

standards, as seen in Table 4.3-1. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) monitors ambient air quality at approximately 250 air-monitoring 

stations across the state. Air quality monitoring stations usually measure pollutant concentrations 10 meters 

(approximately 30 feet) above ground level; therefore, air quality is often referred to in terms of ground- 

level concentrations. Ambient air pollutant concentrations in the SDAB are measured at 10 air-monitoring 

stations operated by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). 

The SDAB is  administered by the SDAPCD which maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout Sun 

Diego County. The downtown Sun Diego air quality monitoring station is the station nearest to the Project 

Area. In general, the City of San Diego has good air quality with the exception of 0 3  and PMlo. Air quality 

monitoring data obtained from the downtown San Diego monitoring station indicates that in 2003, the CO, 

0 3 ,  NOx, and SOX levels did not exceed the state standards; however, PMlo levels did exceed the state 

standard 1 1  days out of the year. Table 4.3-2 depicts the ambient air quality summary for the downtown 

Sun Diego monitoring station from 2000 through 2003. 

4.3.7.5 Sensitive Receptors 
Smog poses a health hazard to the general population, but particularly to the young, the elderly and the 

sick. Typical health problems attributed to smog include respiratory ailments, eye and throat irritations, 

headaches, coughing, and chest discomfort, Table 4.3-3 depicts typical health problems associated with 

0 3  and other pollutants. Certain land uses are considered to be more sensitive to the effects of air 

pollution, and concentrations of pollutants are referred to as "sensitive receptors." Sensitive receptors 

located within and adjacent to the Project Area include schools, residential areas, child and senior care 

facilities, hospital facilities, and parks. 

4.3.7.6 Regional Air Quality Strategy Plan 
The continued violations of ambient air quality standards in the SDAB, particularly for 0 3  in inland foothill 

areas, requires that a plan be developed outlining the pollution controls that will be undertaken to improve 
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TABLE 4.3-1 
California and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

. , 

ug/m31 
8 Hour 

Standard 

( 1  57 ug/m3) 

Respirable 24 Hour 50 ug/m3 Gravimetric or Beta 150 ugh13 Same as Primary Inertial Separation and Gravimetic Analysis 
Particulate Matter Annual 20 ug/m3 Attenuatfon 50 ug/m3 Standard 
(PMlo) Arithmetic 

Mean 

I 
Fine Particulate 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 65 ug/m3 Same as Primary Inertial Separation and Granvimetic Analysis 

Matter (PMzs) Annual 12 ug/m3 Gravimetnc or Beta 15 ug/m3 Standard 
Arithmetic Attenuation 

Mean 
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (1  0 mgIm3) Non-dispersive Infrared 9 PPm (10 Non-dispersive lnfrared Photometry (NDIR} 

(COI Photometyr (NDIR] mg/m3) None 

t Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 

8 Hour [Lake 6 ppm (7 mg/m3) 
Tahoe] 

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Gas Phase 0.053 ppm ( 1  00 Same as Primary Gas Phase Chemiluminescence 
IN021 Arithmetic Chemiluminescence ug/m3] Standard 

Mean 
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (470 

ug/m31 
Lead19) 30 Days I 1.5 ug/m3 

Average Atomic Absorption 
Calendar 1.5 ugIm3 Same as Primary High Volume Sampler and Atomic Absorption 
Quarter 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO21 Annual 

24 Hour 0.04 ppm ( 1  05 

Standard 

1 0.030 pprn (80 1 
Ultraviolet ug/m31 Spectrophotmetry 

Fluorescence (Pararosoaniline Method] 

0.14 ppm (365 

0.5 pprn (1300 
ug/m3) 
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TABLE 4.3-2 
Ambient Air Quality Summary 

Downtown Sun Diego Monitoring Station 
2000 Throuah 2003 

Notes: hr = hour 
Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB) ADAM Ambient Air Quality Inventory. 

air quality. In San Oiego County, this attainment planning process is embodied in the Regional Air Quality 

Strategies (RAQS) developed jointly by the SDAPCD and the San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANOAG). 

A plan to meet the federal standard for 0 3  was developed in 1994 during the process of updating the 1991 

state-mandated plan. This local plan was combined with plans from all other California non-attainment 

areas having serious 0 3  problems and used to create the California State Implementation Plan (SIP). The 

SIP was adopted by the Air Resources Board (ARB) after public hearings on November 9 t h  through 19th in 

1994, and was forwarded to the USEPA for approval. After considerable analysis and debate, particularly 

regarding airsheds with the worst smog problems, the EPA approved the SIP in mid-1 996. 

The proposed project is  related to the SIP and/or RAQS through the land use and growth assumptions that 

are incorporated into the air quality planning document. If a proposed project is consistent with the 

applicable General Plan of the jurisdiction where it is located, then the project presumably has been 

anticipated within the regional air quality planning process. Such consistency would ensure that the 

project would not have an adverse regional air quality impact. If the relocation or change of vehicular 

emission patterns from a proposed project would not create any further unacceptable microscale impacts 

immediately adjacent to the proposed Project Area, then the project would have a less than significant air 

quality impact. 

4.3.2 Impact Threshold 
For purposes of this EIR, a significant air quality impact would occur if implementation of the proposed 

project would: 

Conflict or obstruct the implementation of the San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) or 

applicable portions of the State Implementation Plan (SIP); 
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Sulfur 
Dioxide ( S 0 2 )  

Suspended 
Particulate I 
Matter 

Lead (Pb) 

Visibility- 
Reducing 
Particulates t 

TABLE 4.3-3 
Health Effects Associated with Air Pollutants 

(a)Short-term exposures: ( 1  ) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung 
edema in humans and animals. (2) Risk to public health implied by alterations in 
pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; (b) Long-term exposures: Risk 
to public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered 
pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary 
function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation damage; (d) 
Property damage 

(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart disease; 
(b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease and 
lung disease; (c) lmpairment of central nervous system functions; (d) Possible 
increased risk to fetuses. 

(ajpotential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in 
sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra- 
pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; 
(c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration. 

(a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include wheezing, 
shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or physical activity in 
persons with asthma. 

(a)Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in 
sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b) Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary 
function, especially in children. 

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) 
Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage; (e) 
Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage 

(a)lncreased body burden; (b) lmpairment of blood formation and nerve 
conduction. 

(a) Visibility impairment on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent 

Notes: ppm = parts per million; hr. = hour; avg. = average, ann. = annual; yg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

Source: Black & Veatch Cor~oration, 1999. 
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Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air qualify 

viola tion; 

Result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 

is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 

release emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations including air toxics such as diesel 

particulates; or 

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

The Sun Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) provides criteria in Regulation II, Rule 20.2, Table 20-2- 

1, "Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) Trigger Levels." These were established for air quality permitting 

purposes for stationary source emissions. These thresholds were not established specifically for CEQA 

purposes or to assess mobile source emissions. AQIA Trigger levels currently enforced by the County of Sun 

Diego are shown quantitatively in Table 4.3-4. However, in lieu of established CEQA thresholds, these 

standards are utilized for assessment of significance as the standards are compatible with those utilized 

elsewhere in the State (such as South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD] standards, etc.). 

Table 4.3-4 depicts the thresholds for determining significance of this project. 

TABLE 4.3-4 
SDAPCD Thresholds of Significance for Air Quality Impacts 

I Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 550 1 00 

Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) 

I Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 25 250 40 
I I I 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

(VOC's)('I 

Reactive Organic Gases 

I I I 
25 

4.3.2.7 CO "Hotspot" Thresholds 

--- 

--- 

Particulate Matter (PMio) 

Exhaust emissions from motor vehicles can potentially cause a direct, localized "hotspot" impact at or near 

proposed developments or sensitive receptors. CO is a product of incomplete combustion of a fossil fuel; 

unlike 0 3 ,  CO is emitted directly out of a vehicle exhaust pipe and is  heavier than air. The optimum 

condition for the occurrence of a CO hotspot would be cool and calm weather at a congested major 

roadway intersection with sensitive receptors nearby, and where vehicles are idling or moving at a stop- 

250 
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and-go pace. Criteria for vehicular emission impacts include significance determinations for intersection 

and parking structure hotspots. 

A significant impact would occur if the CO hotspot analysis of vehicular intersection emissions exposes 

sensitive receptors to concentrations that are in excess of the following thresholds: 

20 parts per million (ppm) for 1 -hour average, and/or 

9.0 ppm for &hour average. 

A proposed project would have a significant air pollution impact associated with parking structures i f  it 

would expose sensitive receptors to CO pollution concentrations that are in excess of the following 

thresholds: 

50 ppm for 8-hour average for attendants, and 

9.0 ppm for 8-hour average for the general public. 

Impact 

4.3.3.7 Construction Impacts 
The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of the Redevelopment Plan. The 

Redevelopment Plan identifies potential redevelopment activities; however, no specific development is  

proposed. Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan will involve the development of projects 

throughout the Project Area over the life of the Redevelopment Plan (20 to 30 years). Most redevelopment 

is anticipated to occur within a 20 to 30 year timeframe, with the rate of development determined by 

market demand and absorption of commercial, office, and industrial space in the Project Area. Projects 

will vary from redevelopment of existing parcels with newer commercial and industrial uses, to infrastructure 

and public utility improvements. Construction associated with redevelopment activities within the Project 

Area will generate emissions as a result of demolition activity, grading and site preparation, and building 

construction. Demolition, grading, and site preparation generates primarily PMlo emissions (dust) and 

oxides of nitrogen (NOx) which are generated by diesel-powered construction vehicles and equipment. 

The construction of buildings will primarily generate emissions of reactive organic compounds (ROC) as a 

result of the application of architectural coatings (paint). Future construction activities within the Project 

Area will be required to comply with City of Sun Diego development regulations. During future construction 

activity within the Project Area, federal, state, and local development standards and requirements that are 

designed to minimize air quality emissions will be implemented through standard development procedures. 

These measures typically include, but are not limited to the following: 

Water or dust control agents will be applied to active grading areas, unpaved surfaces, and dirt 

stockpiles as necessary. All soil to be stockpiled over 30 days will be protected with a secure tarp or 

tackifiers to prevent windblown dust. 

Properly maintain diesel-powered on-site mobile equipment and use gasoline-powered on-site 

mobile equipment instead of diesel-powered mobile equipment, to the maximum extent possible. 

Wash-off trucks leaving construction sites. 
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Replace ground cover on construction sites if it is determined that the site will be undisturbed for 

lengthy periods. 

Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 

Halt all grading and excavation operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

Dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces at the project site and on the adjacent roadways will be 

swept or vacuumed and disposed of at the end of each workday to reduce suspension of 

particulate matter caused by vehicle movement. 

Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose material to and from the construction site and/or 

maintain a two-foot minimum freeboard. 

Use zero emission volatile organic compound (VOC) paints. 

The construction emissions associated with the redevelopment activities have the potential to exceed the 

pollutant emission thresholds. This issue is considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure AQ1 will reduce this impact to a level less than significant. Mitigation Measure AQ1 requires future 

redevelopment projects to prepare a project-specific air quality analysis to determine if construction 

emissions will exceed local air quality significance thresholds, and implement measures to reduce these 

emissions. Future redevelopment projects shall implement federal, state, and local development standards 

and requirements that are designed to minimize air quality emissions. 

4.3.3.2 Long-Term Emissions 
Redevelopment of the Project Area according to existing Community Plan land uses will generate an 

increase of average daily vehicular trips (ADTs) over the 20 to 30 year redevelopment timeframe (refer to 

Section 4.2 Transportation/Circulation). The increase in ADT reflects the increase in land use intensity and 

changes in land uses that will occur as properties are redeveloped and vacant parcels are developed. 

Future land uses will generate mobile emissions associated with project related ADT's and stationary 

emissions through on-site consumption of energy (i.e., lighting, water, fireplaces, and space heating and 

cooling). Stationary sources include two types: point and area. Point sources are those which are specific 

sites that have one or more emission sources at a facility with an identified location (e.g., industrial 

operations, power plant). Area sources comprise many small emission sources (e.g., homes, offices, and 

retail shops) which do not have specifically identified locations, but for which emissions can be calculated 

using per unit standards. Related to stationary emissions, redevelopment activities will generate both point 

and area source emissions. 

In order to determine the mobile and stationary air pollutant emission levels generated by future 

redevelopment activities, the net increase in land use development under the Community Plan was 

modeled using the South Coast Air Quality Management District's URBEMIS 2002 for Windows, version 7.5.0 

air quality modeling program. Table 4.3-5 identifies the projected air pollutant emissions based on 

estimated future development, and illustrates that the stationary pollutant emission levels will be below the 

significance threshold limits for the criteria pollutants. With the exception of SOX, mobile pollutant emission 

levels generated by the proposed Redevelopment Plan will exceed the significance threshold limits for the 

criteria pollutants. 
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TABLE 4.3-5 
Projected Long-Term Air Pollutant Emissions 

Notes: CO - carbon monoxide 
ROG - reactive organic gases 
NOX- nitrogen dioxide 
PMIO - fine particulate matter 
SOX - sulfur dioxide 

Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., URBEMtS 2002 for Windows 7.5.0 

CO 

ROG 

NOx 

PMio 

SOX 

Table 4.3-6 identifies the existing stationary and mobile pollutant emissions currently generated within the 

Project Area. The table is  provided to illustrate that existing pollutant emissions also exceed the significance 

threshold limits. In the long-term, air pollutant emissions are projected to decrease, which reflects the 

cumulative effect of continued implementation of mobile source air pollution control programs. The 

effectiveness of air quality management regulations is demonstrated by the historical decreases in pollution 

concentrations as discussed in Section 4.3.1. The primary reduction factor for these pollutants will be due to 

federal regulations (the federal Clean Air Act) requiring automobile manufacturers to continually reduce 

emission levels generated by automobiles. As identified in Table 4.3-5, the net increase in mobile source air 

emissions generated by redevelopment according to the Community Plan will exceed the emission 

thresholds of significance as identified in Table 4.3-4. This is considered a significant unavoidable impact. 

The redevelopment activities are considered to be consistent with the General Plan (Navajo, Tierrasanta, 

and College Area Community Plans) and future redevelopment activities and associated pollutant 

emissions have been contemplated in the RAQS Plan. The project will not conflict with implementation of 

the RAQS Plan. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ2 will reduce the potential increase in air emission levels in the 

Project Area to the extent feasible. Mitigation Measure AQ2 requires that a project-specific air quality 

analysis be prepared for each specific redevelopment activity to determine the potential air quality 

impact associated with the activity and identify measures to reduce air emissions. The following 

foreseeable future changes to the Project Area and surrounding communities are also anticipated to 

reduce air pollutant emissions: 

2.28 

6.89 

2.95 

0.01 

0.01 
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TABLE 4.3-6 
Existing Air Pollutant Emissions 

Year 2004 

Notes: CO - carbon monoxide 
ROG - reactive organic gases 
NOX- nitrogen dioxide 
PMIO - fine particulate matter 
SOX - sulfur dioxide 

Source: BRG Consulting, Inc., URBEMIS 2002 for Windows 7.5.0 

CO 

ROG 

NOx 

PM I o 

SOX 

Implementation of roadway infrastructure improvements 

and alternative travel routes. 

The expansion of mass transit opportunities, including the 

the Project Area and surrounding communities. 

1 1.95 

2 .OO 

1 9.69 

0.05 

0.00 

may provide better operational efficiency 

San Diego Trolley line and trolley station in 

While the air pollution reduction measures and policies identified above and vehicle technological 

advancements will reduce CO, ROG, and NOx emissions, mobile air quality impacts will remain significant 

and unavoidable. 

20,882.54 

1,643.1 4 

2,023.21 

1,582.07 

15.97 

4.3.3.3 Odor 
The inhalation of volatile organic compounds causes smell sensations in humans. There are four primary 

ways in which these odors can affect human health: 

The VOCs can produce toxicological effects; 

20,894.49 

1,645.14 

2,042.90 

1,582.12 

1 5.97 

The odorant compounds can cause irritations in the eye, nose, and throat; 

The VOCs can stimulate sensory nerves that can cause potentially harmful health effects; and, 

550 

137 

250 

100 

250 

The exposure to perceived unpleasant odors can stimulate negative cognitive and emotional 

responses based on previous experiences with such odors. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Future redevelopment activity could generate emissions that are known to produce odorous conditions. 

However, sources of odor generation that would be anticipated due to future redevelopment activity 

(such as diesel emissions due to construction, roofing material application, etc.) are not expected to result 

in a significant impact. Odor generation as a result of construction activity would be intermittent and 

87- -3-. . 
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would terminate upon completion of the construction phase of a redevelopment project. In the long-term, 

the project does not propose any specific uses that would generate odors, and future activities would be 

required to comply with City of San Diego and APCD regulations that control odor emissions. No significant 

odor impact is anticipated from future redevelopment activities. 

4.3.3.4 CO Hotspots 
Redevelopment activities within the Project Area have the potential to generate traffic on area roadways 

and increase the exposure of sensitive receptors to carbon monoxide (CO) levels in excess of state and 

federal standards. The potential for CO "hot spots" or places where CO concentrations exceed 

applicable standards, to impact sensitive receptors, such as residences, hospitals, and schools is a primary 

concern. CO hotspots typically occur in areas where there is a poor level of service on a roadway and 

vehicles are idling at congested intersections. These hotspots occur mostly in the early morning hours when 

winds are stagnant, temperatures are relatively low, and ambient CO concentrations are elevated. Table 

4.3-7 depicts the intersections that were identified by the traffic analysis to perform at LOS E or below. 

Vehicles idling at these intersections could create CO hot spots which may impact sensitive receptors in 

the vicinity of the intersections. 

TABLE 4.3-7 
Poorly Operating Intersections 

The Level of Service indicated for each of these intersections i s  for the Year 2030 traffic conditions. 

Therefore, air quality impact analyses required as part of Mitigation Measure AQ2 will need to include an 

analysis of the potential CO Hot Spot concentrations utilizing CALINE-4 (or equivalent) line dispersion 

modeling. This model calculates the highest possible CO concentrations from worst-case wind angle and 

factors micro-climate conditions, geometrics of the intersection, distance to the receptor, etc. 

Friars & 1-1 5 south bound ramps 

Friars & Mission Gorge Road 

Twain & Mission Gorge Road 

Fairmont Avenue & Mission Gorge Road 

Camino Del Rio & 1-8 west bound off-ramp & Fairmont Avenue 

1-8 east bound on- and off-ramps & Fairmont Avenue 

4.3.3.5 Regional Air Quality Strategy 
A project that i s  consistent with the applicable General Plan of the jurisdiction in which it is located has 

been anticipated within the regional air quality planning process (i.e., the RAQS Plan). Consistency with 

the RAQS Plan will ensure that the project does not have an adverse impact on regional air quality. 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

E 
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The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with the Navajo, Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plan land 

uses as no community plan amendment is  proposed: therefore, the project is  consistent with the goals and 

policies of the RAQS. 

4.3.4 Significance of Impact 

A. S hod-term 
Future construction activities will result in a significant short-term air quality impact. 

B. Long-term 

A significant and unavoidable air quality impact has been identified associated with future mobile related 

air pollutant emissions. 

Mitigation Measures 

AQ1 A project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for future redevelopment projects to 

determine the emissions associated with construction activities and identify measures to reduce air 

emissions. In addition, future redevelopment projects shall implement appropriate federal, state, 

and local development standards and requirements that are designed to minimize short-term 

construction related air quality emissions. These measures typically include, but are not limited to 

the following: 

Apply water or dust control agents to active grading areas, unpaved surfaces, and dirt 

stockpiles as necessary. Protect all soil to be stockpiled over 30 days with a secure tarp or 

tackifiers to prevent windblown dust. 

Properly maintain diesel-powered on-site mobile equipment and use gasoline-powered on-site 

mobile equipment instead of diesel-powered mobile equipment, to the maximum extent 

possible. 

Wash-off trucks leaving construction sites. 

Replace ground cover on construction sites if it is determined that the site will be undisturbed 

for lengthy periods. 

Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 

Halt all grading and excavation operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

Sweep or vacuum dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces at the project site and on the 

adjacent roadways and dispose of these materials at the end of each workday. 

Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose material to and from the site and/or 

maintain a two-foot minimum freeboard. 

Use zero emission volatile organic compound (VOC) paints. 
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AQ2 A project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for each subsequent redevelopment 

project in order to assess the potential air quality impact associated with the activity and identify 

measures to reduce air emissions. The air quality assessment shall include an evaluation of 

construction-related emissions, stationary and mobile source emissions, including CO "hot spot" 

emissions, if necessary. Measures shall be identified and implemented on a project-by-project 

basis to reduce emissions to the extent feasible (e.g., solar heating and energy, building design 

and efficient heating and cooling systems, maximize opportunities for mass transit, etc.) 

Conclusion 

4.3.6.7 Short-Term 
Mitigation Measure AQ1 will reduce the significant short-term air quality impact associated with project- 

specific construction activities to a level less than significant. 

4.3.6.2 Long-Term 
The long-term air quality impact is considered significant and unavoidable, as there are no technologies 

available to reduce the future vehicular related air pollutant emissions to a level less than significant. 

However, the project is consistent with the General Plan (Navajo, Tierrasanta and College Area Community 

Plans) and no conflict with implementation of the RAQS is anticipated. 

- -- 
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4.4 Noise 
Existing and future roadway noise levels were modeled based on traffic data and forecasts discussed in 

Section 4.2. Roadway Noise Model Worksheets (Wieland Associates, November 2004) are provided in 

Volume II, Appendix D of this EIR. 

4.4.1 Existing Conditions 
The Grantville Redevelopment Project Area is located in an urbanized area of the City of San Diego. The 

primary sources of noise within the Project Area are caused by vehicular traffic on the roadways within and 

adjacent to the Project Area and by day-to-day operations of existing uses including commercial and 

industrial operations and sand and gravel operations. The Project Area also experiences noise events as a 

result of periodic overflight of aircraft. 

4.4.7.7 Effects of Noise on People 
Noise is generally defined as an unwanted sound. Whether a sound is considered a noise depends on the 

source of the sound, the loudness relative to the background noise, the time of day, the surroundings, and 

the listener. The difference in people's reaction to different noises or sounds is explained by the perceived 

noisiness, or how undesirable the sound is to the people in the vicinity of the source. An unwanted sound 

may be extremely irritating although it is  not unreasonably loud. The areas most vulnerable to the harmful 

effects of sound are residential locations, particularly at night. All human activities can be adversely 

affected by excessive noise. 

Noise can result in speech interference, and disrupt activities at home and work, sleep patterns, and 

recreational pursuits. The long-term effects of excessive noise exposure are physical as well as 

psychological. Physical effects may include headaches, nausea, irritability, constriction of blood vessels, 

changes in heart and respiratory rate, and increased muscle tension. Prolonged exposure to high noise 

levels may result in hearing damage. Psychological effects may result from the stress and irritability 

associated with a change in sleeping patterns due to excessive noise. 

4.4.7.2 Measures of Noise Level And Noise Exposure 
The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). The decibel measurement i s  

logarithmic; meaning each increase in one decibel is a tenfold increase in the level of noise. Typically, the 

quietest environmental conditions (extreme rural areas with extensive shielding) yield sound levels of 

approximately 20 dB. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. Sound levels above1 20 dB 

roughly correspond to the threshold of pain and would be associated with sources such as jet engine noise. 

The minimum change in sound level that the human ear can detect is approximately 3 dB. A change in 

sound level of 10 dB is usually perceived by the average person as a doubling (or halving) of the sounds 

loudness. 

Because the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent 

rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The method commonly used to quantify 

environmental sounds consists of determining all of the frequencies of a sound according to a weighting 
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system that reflects the nonlinear response characteristics of the human ear. This is called "A" weighting, 

and the decibel level measured is called the A-weighted sound level (or dBA). Community noise levels are 

measured in terms of the A-weighted decibel. 

4.4.7.3 Community Noise Equivalent Level [CNEL) 
A given level of noise may be more or less tolerable depending on the duration of exposure experienced 

by an individual. There are numerous measures of noise exposure, which consider not only the A-weighted 

sound level variation of the noise but also the duration of the disturbance. The State Department of 

Aeronautics and the California Commission of Housing and Community Development have adopted the 

community noise equivalent level (CNEL) measure of noise exposure. This measure considers an energy 

averaged A-weighted noise level for the evening hours, 7:00 p.m. to 10:OO p.m. increased by 5dB, and the 

late evening and early morning hourly noise levels, 10:OO p.m. to 7:00 a.m., increased by 10dB. The daytime 

noise levels are combined with these weighted levels and then averaged, on an energy basis, to obtain a 

CNEL value. 

4.4.7.4 City of Sun Diego General Plan 
Table 4.4-1 depicts the land use-noise compatibility matrix of the City of San Diego General Plan. This 

matrix identifies various land use types and the average CNEL that is considered compatible for that use. 

Compatible is defined as the average noise level such that indoor and outdoor activities associated with 

the land use may be carried out with essentially no interference from noise. 

4.4.7.5 City of Sun Diego Noise Ordinance 
Table 4.4-2 depicts the City of Sun Diego noise standards for various land use types. The Noise Ordinance 

states that "It shall be unlawful for any person to cause noise by any means to the extent that the one-hour 

average sound level exceeds the applicable limit given in Table 4.4-2, at any location in the City of Sun 

Diego on or beyond the boundaries of the property on which the noise is produced. The noise subject to 

these limits is that part of the total noise at the specified location that is due solely to the action of said 

person." 

Construction noise in the City of Sun Diego is regulated by Division 4, Section 59.5.0404 of the Municipal 

Code, which states that: 

It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 PM of any day and 7:00 AM of the 

following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code, 

with exception of Columbus Day and Washington's Birthday, or on Sundays, to erect, construct, 

demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such a manner as to create 

disturbing, excessive or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for and granted beforehand 

by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator. 

It shall be unlawful for any person, including the City of San Diego, to conduct any construction 

activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential, an average 

sound level greater than 75 decibels during the 12-hour period from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. 
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TABLE 4.4-1 
City of San Diego Noise Land Use Compatibility Chart 

COMPATIBLE The average noise level is such that indoor and outdoor activities associated with the land use 
may be carried out with essentially no interference from noise. 

INCOMPATIBLE The average noise level is so severe that construction costs to make the indoor environment 
acceptable for performance of activities would probably be prohibitive. The outdoor 
environment would be intolerable for outdoor activities associated with the land use. 

Source: City of San Diego (1989). 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

4.4-3 March 2005 



Cha~ter 4 - Environmental lrn~act Analvsis 4.4 - Noise 

TABLE 4.4-2 
Sound Level Limits 

All R-1 residential 

All R-2 residential 

R-3, R-4, and all other residential 

Source: City of Son Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 5 - Publlc Safety, Morals, and Welfare. Article 9.5 - Noise Abatement and Control. Division 4 - Limits 
(59.5.0404). 

I All commercial 

Manufacturing all other industrial including agriculture 

4.4.7.6 State Of California Noise Insulation Standards 
The California Commission on Housing and Community Development officially adopted the Noise Insulation 

Standards (Title 24) in 1974. The regulations became effective on August 22, 1974. The ruling states the 

"interior CNEL attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed an annual CNEL of 45 dB in any habitable 

room." Additionally, the Commission specified that multi-family residential buildings or structures to be 

located within exterior CNEL contours of 60 dB or greater of an existing or adopted freeway, expressway, 

parkway, major street, thoroughfare, railroad, rapid transit line, or industrial noise source shall require an 

acoustical analysis showing that the building has been designed to limit intruding noise to the level 

prescribed (interior CNEL of 45 dB). 

7AMto7PM 
7PMto l O P M  
l O P M  to7AM 
7AMto7PM 
7PMto lOPM 
lOPMto7AM 
7AMto7PM 
7PMto I O P M  

4.4.7.7 Existing Noise Levels 
The primary and most consistent noise in a majority of the Project Area is generated by vehicular traffic. 

Other noise generators in the Project Area include the commercial, industrial, and sand and gravel 

extraction land uses. Table 4.4-3 provides the ambient noise levels measured at four locations within the 

Project Area. Figure 4.4-1 depicts the location of the ambient noise level measurement locations. Location 

1 is  located on the southern portion of Subarea B within an industrial land use. Residential land uses are 

nearby and to the south. Location 2 is located on the eastern side of Subarea C within a front yard of a 

residential unit. Commercial uses within Subarea C are located adjacent and to the south. Location 3 is  

located in the central portion of Subarea A along Mission Gorge Road within a commercial/office land use. 

Location 4 is  located in the southern portion of Subarea A in a parking lot adjacent to Alvarado Canyon 

Road within a commercial/office land use. As identified in Table 4.4-3, the 'lowest ambient noise level of 

65.8 dB(A) was measured at location 3 and the highest ambient noise level of 74.4 dB(A) was measured at 

location 4. 
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Figure 4.4-2 depicts the roadway noise contour distances to the 60dBA, 65dBA, 70dBA, and 75dBA in the 

Project Area. Through the central portion of Subarea A, along Mission Gorge Road, the noise level at 50 

feet from the near lane centerline ranges from a low of 66.5dBA to a high of 72.0dBA. The existing land uses 

in this area consist of commercial and industrial. Based on City of San Diego noise standards, the 

commercial and industrial land uses fronting Mission Gorge Road currently experience noise levels below 

the maximum acceptable exterior noise level of 75dBA. 

In Subarea B, along Mission Gorge Road, the noise level at 50 feet from the near lane centerline ranges 

from a low of 70.0dBA to a high of 71 .OdBA. Industrial land uses dominate this area and based on City 

noise standards, the industrial land uses experience noise levels below the City's noise standard of 75dBA 

for industrial uses. It should be noted that from Jackson Drive west, through Subarea B to Zion Avenue, 

there are pockets of residential dwelling units (not included in the Project Area) that are currently exposed 

to noise levels above the City's exterior noise standard of 65dBA. 

In Subarea C, along Waring Road, the noise level at 50 feet from the near lane centerline is 66.5dBA. Based 

on City of San Diego noise standards, the commercial land uses fronting Waring Road currently experience 

noise levels below the maximum acceptable exterior noise level of 75dBA. The existing park and school 

uses are currently exposed to noise levels that slightly exceed the City's exterior noise standard of 65dBA. 

The residential dwelling units located adjacent to Subarea C are currently exposed to noise levels above 

the City's exterior noise standard of 65dBA. 

4.4 7.8 Stationary Noise Sources 
Commercial, industrial, sand and gravel extraction, residential, schools, and public services generate noise 

within the Project Area. Stationary noise sources can be generated by delivery vehicles, communication 

systems (e.g., a drive-thru restaurant speaker), car alarms, car door shutting, and mechanical equipment 

(e.g., air conditioning or heating units). 

Sand and Gravel Extraction. In Subarea B, a sand and gravel extraction operation creates noise during 

extraction and hauling activities. The noise level from this particular operation has not been measured, 

although, some of the activities below, such as truck deliveries and vehicles moving in parking areas 

represent an example of the type of noise that is generated at the sand and gravel operation. 

Truck Deliveries. Light industrial and commercial uses often result in truck deliveries of goods to and from 

the site. Large 18 wheel trucks generate a maximum noise level of 86 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 

Vehicle Movements in Parking Areas. Parking lot activities primarily generate two sources of noise, break 

squeal and door slams. Of these, door slamming is the more intense source of noise. Car door slamming 

can result in maximum noise levels of approximately 86 dBA at 50 feet. 

Trash Pickup and Compacting. Trash pickup and compacting are additional sources of noise near 

commercial uses. Typical noise levels range from 80 to 85 dBA at 50 feet during the raising, lowering and 
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compacting operations. A typical trash pickup takes approximately three minutes. The higher noise levels 

occur during about one-half of the operation. 

Trash compactors. Many commercial uses require the use of on-site trash compactors. On-site trash 

compactors typically generate a noise level of 78 to 82 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 

Parking Lot Sweepers. Parking lot sweepers are typically required for commercial uses in order to reduce 

the potential for pollution-laden runoff from the site. Sweepers typically generate noise levels that range 

from 74 to 79 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 

School Yard. The level of noise generated by a school is greatest with respect to playground activity. 

Depending on the number of children, noise levels from a playground range between 62 dBA (100 children 

in a playground) to 72 dBA (900 children in a playground). 

4.4.7.9 Sensitive Recep ton 
As identified in Section 4.1, Land Use, the Project Area predominantly consists of commercial, industrial, 

public service, and undeveloped land. Very few sensitive receptors exist in the Project Area. However, a 

majority of the Project Area is located within the Navajo community, which is comprised of primarily 

residential uses. These residential uses are located immediately adjacent to the Project Area. A large 

hospital and medical office complex is located east of the Friars RoadIMission Gorge Road intersection. 

Impact Threshold 

4.4.2.7 Temporary Construction Noise 
Temporary construction noise that exceeds 75 dB during the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. at 

or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential would be considered significant. 

Additionally, where temporary construction noise would substantially interfere with normal business 

communication, or affect sensitive receptors, such as day care facilities, a significant noise impact may be 

identified. This threshold is based on City of Sun Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404. 

4.4.2.2 Traffic Noise 
The City of San Diego has established noise standards for various land uses. As identified in Table 4.4-5, the 

City's standard for the exterior noise level compatible with residential and other noise-sensitive uses is 65 

dBA CNEL or less for usable outdoor living space (including patios, balconies, courtyards, seating areas, 

children's play areas, picnic and barbeque areas, and swimming pools). The maximum acceptable 

exterior noise level is  70 dBA CNEL for offices, churches, business and professional uses, and 75 dBA CNEL for 

commercial, retail, industrial, and outdoor spectator sport uses. 

The California Administrative Code, Title 24 - Noise Insulation Standards, requires that the interior noise level 

of all new multi-family residences, hotels, and motels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL. If the exterior noise level 
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TABLE 4.4-5 

Traffic Noise Significance Thresholds 
(dBA CNEL) 

Sinale-familv detached 
Multi-family, schools, libraries, hospitals, day 
care, hotels, motels, parks, convalescent 
homes. 

Offices, Churches, Business, Professional Uses. 

Commercial, Retail, Industrial, Outdoor 
Spectator Sports Uses. 

Development 
Services 

Department (DSD) 
ensures 45 dB 

~ursuant to Title 24 

Structure or outdoor usable area2 
is less than 50 feet from the corner 
of the closest (outside] lane on a 
street with existing or future ADTs 
greater than 7500 

Structure or outdoor usable area2 
is less than 50 feet from the corner 
of the closest (outside) lane on a 
street with existing or future ADTs 
areater than or eaual to 20.000 
Structure or outdoor usable area2 
is < 50 feet from the corner of the 
closest (outside) lane on a street 
with existing or future ADTs greater 
than or eaual to 40.000 

A 
Notes: 1 = If a project is currently at or exceeds the significance thresholds for traffic noise described above and noise levels would result in less than o 3 dB 

increase, then the impact is not considered significant. 
2 =Exterior usable areas do not include residential front yards or balconies, unless the areas such as balconies are part of the required usable open 

space calculation for multi-family units. 
Source: 1)  City of Son Diego Acoustical report Guidelines (December 2003) and 2) City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plon (transportation 

Element]. 

exceeds 60 dBA CNEL, Title 24 requires the preparation of a site specific acoustical analysis showing that 

the proposed design will limit interior noise to 45 dBA CNEL or less. The City of Sun Diego also applies Title 24 

standards to single-family residences. In addition, the City of Sun Diego Planning Department's policy is that 

interior noise levels for business and professional office uses are not to exceed 50 dBA CNEL. 

4.4.2.3 Long-term Stationary Noise 
Noise levels generated at the property line which exceed the City's Noise Ordinance Standards (see Table 

4.4-1) would be considered a significant impact. 

4.4.3 Impact 

4.4.3.7 Construction Noise 
The implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in additional private and public 

development within the Project Area, which will generate noise from construction activity. The construction 

phase of the redevelopment activities may require demolition of existing structures on the site, grading 

activities, and construction of new structures. The noise produced by the grading, excavation, demolition, 

and construction activity is not expected to be substantially annoying to the established residential areas 

adjacent to the Project Area. This will be the case for activities occurring during the daytime working hours 

(7:OO a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) specified in City of Sun Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404. However, 

extended construction activity (after 7:00 p.m.) would cause considerable annoyance. Construction 
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activity also has the potential to impact sensitive receptors as well as certain businesses adjacent to 

individual construction sites. Table 4.4-6 identifies the typical construction equipment noise levels at a 

distance of 50 feet. 

The potential noise levels that could be generated during demolition and construction for redevelopment 

activities is considered a significant, short-term impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N1 will 

reduce the impact to a level less than significant. Mitigation Measure N1 requires construction activities 

within the Project Area to comply with existing City regulations, including limits on hours of construction and 

maximum noise levels from construction equipment. 

4.4.3.2 Traffic Noise Exposure 
A version of the highway traffic noise prediction model developed by the Federal Highway Administration 

was used to model existing traffic noise levels and to predict future traffic noise levels. This model predicts 

noise levels based on traffic volumes, speeds, traffic mix, and distance from the roadway. Traffic volumes 

are obtained from the traffic report provided in Appendix B of this EIR, and as discussed in Section 4.2. 

Table 4.4-7 summarizes the future noise levels from roadways serving the Project Area. Figure 4.4-3 depicts 

the modeled future noise contours along roadway segments within the Project Area. As shown, increased 

future traffic volumes will result in increased noise levels along some roadway segments. The net increase in 

noise levels over existing levels as a result of project-generated traffic is projected to range from no change 

to 3.5dBA CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the near lane centerline along major streets. The largest 

increase in noise levels will occur along Mission Gorge Road where the noise level increase will be 

approximately 3.5 dBA CNEL between Mission Gorge Place and Twain Avenue and Twain Avenue and 

Vandever Avenue. Future noise levels will range between 66.5dBA CNEL to 76.5dBA CNEL within 50 feet of 

the near lane centerline within the Project Area. 

Noise levels on roadways adjacent to most commercial and industrial uses would continue to be within 

acceptable levels. Assuming that existing land uses redevelop consistent with Community Plan land uses, 

there would be single-family and multi-family residential uses near 1-8 as well as Mission Gorge Road. In 

terms of future residential development in the Project Area, the CNEL at 50 feet from the centerline of the 

roadway will be above the 65 CNEL threshold for residential uses, with noise levels ranging between 66.5 

dBA CNEL and 76.5dBA CNEL. Future land use types, including residential have the potential to be exposed 

to traffic noise levels that currently exceed and in the future will continue to exceed City standards. 

Depending on the type and location of the particular redevelopment project, measures may need to be 

incorporated into the project to ensure both exterior and interior noise standards are met. In many cases, 

existing land uses that already experience noise levels that exceed City standards would be replaced with 

new uses that are constructed of modern building materials and meet modern code requirements, thereby 

the number of structures in the Project Area that experience interior noise levels above City standards 

would actually be reduced. However, because the Project Area is located adjacent to roadways that 

carry large volumes of traffic, future redevelopment activities may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 

City standards or Title 24 standards. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N2 will reduce the impact to a 

level less than significant. Mitigation Measure N2 requires redevelopment activities within the Project Area 
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TABLE 4.4-6 
Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Earthmoving 

Truck/Trailer, 200 HP 
Truck: 125 HP, 150 HP 

Crane, Moveable: 50 HP, 200 HP, 400 I HP 

85 dB(A) 

80 dB(A) 

86 dB(A) 
82 dB(A) 

85 dB(A) 

89 dB(A) 
79 dB(A) 

88 dB(A) 
84 dB(A) 

82 dB(A) 

Backhoes, 200 HP 
Berm Machine, 100 HP 

Dozers 
Front Loaders, 300 HP 
I 

Grader 
I 

Paver 
Roller, 180 HP 

Scrapers 
Tractors, 200 HP 
Trencher, 80 HP 

Materials Handling 

71 to 93 dB(A) 
74 to 84 dB(A) 

72 to 96 dB(A) 

71 to 96 dB(A) 

73 to 95 dB(A] 
80 to 92 dB(A) 

78 to 84 dB(A) 
73 to 95 dB(A) 

72 to 96 dB(A) 

76 to 86 dB(A) 

70 to 92 dB(A) 
76 to85dB(A) 

82 dB(A) 

80,82 dB(A) 

85 dB(A) Concrete Mixer 

Forklift, 40 HP 
Side Boom, 200 HP 
Water Truck, 500 HP 

70 to 90 dB(A) 

Boiler, 1 6 0 0 ~ ~  

Compressors: 100 HP, 200 HP 

Generators: 20 HP, 400 HP, 1300 HP 

Pumps: 25 HP, 200 HP, 350 HP 

Stationary Equipment 

68 to 82 dB(A) 

80 to 90 dB(A) 
79 to 88 dB(A) 

Steam Boiler (Pile Driver) 

l ~e ld i na  Machines: 50 HP, 80 HP I 76 to 85 dB(A1 I 80,82 dB(A) 

80 dB(A) 
85 dB(A) 

84 dB(A] 

79 to 85 dB(A) 

68 to 87 dB(A) 

69 to 81 dB(A) 
60 to80 dB(A) 

Saws 

Vibrators 

Source: Wieland Associates, 1999. 

82 dB(A) 

78,81 dB(A) 

74,8 1,84 d B(A) 

73, 76, 80 dB(A) 

Impact Equipment 

I 

Other Equipment 

83 to 92 dB(A) 
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86 dB (A) 

88 dB(A) 
101 dB(A) 

86 dB(A) 

98 dB(A) 

Compactor, 20 HP 

Jack Hammers 
Pile Drivers (Peak Level) 

Pneumatic Tools 
Rock Drills 

78 dB (A) 

76 dB(A) 

84 to 90 dB (A) 

75 to 104 dB(A) 

90 to 104 d8(A) 

82 to 88 dB(A) 
90 to 105 dB(A) 



Chapter 4 - Environmental Impact Analysis 4.4 - Noise 
_I.. -- I*, 

Source: 

TABLE 4.4-7 
Future Noise Levels (CNEL) 

Friars Road 
1-1 5 Northbound ramps to Rancho Mission Road 
Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road 

Fairmount Avenue 
1-8 Eastbound ramp to Camino Del Rio North 

Mission Gorge Road 
Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue 
Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue 
Friars Road to Zion Avenue 
West of Princess View Drive 
West of Jackson Drive 

Waring Road 
Zion Avenue to Orcutt Avenue 
South of Orcutt Avenue 

Wieland Associates, 2004 

No change 
+0.5 

to compty with applicable City regulations at the time projects are proposed, Title 24-Noise Insulation 

Standards, and implementation of site-specific building techniques to attenuate noise. The site-specific 

building techniques include using pedestrian oriented planning techniques, incorporating architectural 

design strategies which reduce the exposure of noise-sensitive receptors to vehicular noise, incorporating 

noise barriers or walls into development adjacent to noise sources, and modification of construction 

building elements as necessary to provide sound attenuation. 

4.4.3.3 Stationary Noise 
Redevelopment activities within the Project Area may result in increases in stationary noise as a result of 

operations of commercial, industrial, and public service uses. As described in the Existing Conditions 

section, there are many potential sources of stationary noise including, but not limited to, truck deliveries, 

parking lot activity, mechanical equipment, and street or parking lot cleaning. Noise compatibility of 

redevelopment activities will be addressed on a case-by-case basis as specific redevelopment activities 

are proposed. This review includes an assessment of compatibility with surrounding uses. Since 

redevelopment activities may include noise-generating land uses located in vicinity of noise-sensitive uses, 

this impact is considered significant. All redevelopment activities will need to comply with the City of San 

Diego sound level limits as identified in Table 4.4-1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N2 will reduce 

the impact to a level less than significant. 

Significance of Impact 

4.4.4.7 Construction Noise 
The potential noise generated during demolition and construction of future redevelopment activities is 

considered a significant, short-term impact. 

- 
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4.4.4.2 Traffic Noise Exposure 
The noise generated by roadways that carry large volumes of traffic may expose future redevelopment to 

noise levels that exceed City standards and/or Title 24 standards and is considered a significant impact. 

4.4.4.3 Stationary Noise 
Redevelopment activities within the Project Area may result in increases in stationary noise as a result of 

operations of commercial, industrial, and public service uses. Since redevelopment activities may include 

noise-generating land uses located in vicinity of noise-sensitive uses, this impact is considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Future redevelopment activities shall be subject to applicable City regulations regarding control of 

construction noise at the time the redevelopment activity is constructed. Applicable regulations 

include limiting the days and hours of construction and limiting the maximum noise levels from 

construction equipment. City regulations that address construction noise include: 

The construction hours for construction activities on sites adjacent to residences, schools, and 

other noise-sensitive uses shall be reviewed and adjusted as determined appropriate by the 

City. 

To the extent feasible, construction activities will be screened from adjacent noise-sensitive 

land uses, with solid wood fences or other barriers as determined appropriate by the City. 

All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, operating within 1,000 feet of dwelling unit(s), 

school, hospital, or other noise-sensitive land use shall be equipped with properly operating 

and maintained muffler exhaust systems. 

Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as practical from occupied 

dwellings, classrooms, and other sensitive receptors. 

Construction routes shall be established where necessary and practicable to prevent noise 

impacts on residences, schools, and other noise-sensitive receptors. 

Where the City undertakes major street widening improvements where residential uses are 

adjacent to streets, the City evaluates the potential for noise exposure to residents and 

implementation of soundproofing as required. 

New development within the Project Area shall be subject to applicable City regulations at the 

time the redevelopment activity i s  proposed, Titie 24 - Noise Insulation Standards, and 

implementation of site-specific building techniques. The site-specific building techniques include: 

Multi-family residential buildings or structures to be tocated within exterior CNEL contours of 60 

dB or greater of an existing or adopted freeway, expressway, parkway, major street, 

thoroughfare, railroad, rapid transit line, or industrial noise source shall prepare an acoustical 

analysis showing that the building has been designed to limit intruding noise to the level 

prescribed (interior CNEL of 45 dB). 
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Individual developments shall, to the extent feasible under a pedestrian oriented concept, 

implement site-planning techniques such as: 

Increase the distance between the noise source and the receiver. 

Using non-noise sensitive structures such as garages to shield noise- sensitive areas. 

Orienting buildings to shield outdoor spaces from a noise source. 

Individual developments shall incorporate architectural design strategies, which reduce the 

exposure of noise-sensitive spaces to stationary noise sources (i.e., placing bedrooms or 

balconies on the side of the house facing away from noise sources). These design strategies 

shall be implemented based on recommendations of acoustical analysis for individual 

developments as required by the City to comply with City noise standards. 

Individual developments shall incorporate noise barriers, walls, or other sound attenuation 

techniques, based on recommendations of acoustical analysis for individual developments as 

required by the City to comply with City noise standards. 

Elements of building construction (i.e., walls, roof, ceiling, windows, and other penetrations) 

shall be modified as necessary to provide sound attenuation. This may include sealing 

windows, installing thicker or double-glazed windows, locating doors on the opposite side of a 

building from the noise source, or installing solid-core doors equipped with appropriate 

acoustical gaskets. 

4.4.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure N1 will reduce the short-term construction noise impact to a level 

less than significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure N2 will reduce the traffic noise exposure and stationary noise 

impacts to a level less than significant. 
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Cultural Resources 
Information contained in this section is summarized from the cultural resources report, A Cultural and 

Historical Resources Study for the Grantville Redevelopment Study and Project Area, prepared by ASM 

Affiliates, Inc. (ASM, 2004). This document is located in Volume II Appendix E of this EIR. 

4.5.1 Existing Conditions 

Records Search and Literature Review 

A records search to identify cultural research studies previously completed and cultural sites recorded 

within the Project Area and within a one-mile radius of the Project Area was completed at the South 

Coastal lnformation Center, Sun Diego State University. The results of this records search indicates that a 

total of 55 cultural resource studies have been completed within a one-mile radius of the Project Area. The 

majority of these studies were corridor surveys for Caltrans expansion projects on Interstates 15 and 8. A 

number of historic building assessments have also been completed within a one-mile radius of the Project 

Area. The remaining projects were completed for private development. Most of the previous studies have 

not included the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. The onty projects that have overlapped with the 

Project Area are Cupples' survey along Mission Gorge Road (1974), the East Mission Gorge Trunk Sewer 

Project (Kyle and Gallegos, 1995~) and a survey for the Mission Valley Water Reclamation project (Carrico 

1990). Native American consultation was also conducted as an additional source of information regarding 

traditional cultural properties, areas of cultural sensitivity or any other issues of concern regarding the 

project area. 

Based on the records search, no historic or prehistoric resources have been recorded within the Grantville 

Project Area. However, prehistoric and historic sites (not including historic structures) have been recorded 

within one mile of the Project Area (Table 4.5-1). These previously recorded sites are located outside of the 

Project Area and are concentrated in Mission Valley and Mission Gorge. The most prominent among these 

is  the Mission San Diego de Alcala and the site of the ethnohistoric village of Nipaquay (CA-SDI-35/202), 

located on the west side of the Sun Diego river, across from the Grantville Project Area. Associated with 

this important site is  the Mission dam and flume (CA-SDI-6660H). Other sites include: four prehistoric 

habitation sites (SDI-239, -1 1,723, -1 2,088, and -1 3,708); five lithic scatters (SDI-8667, - 1  1,081, -1 1,613, -1 2,089, 

and -1 3,905): four historic trash scatters (SDI-35, -1  1,270, -13,923, and -1 4,017); three shell scatters (SDI-9899, - 
1 4,015, and -1 4,016); two prehistoric quarries (SDI-8349, -1 1/61 1 ); one bedrock milling site (SDI-1 1,077): one 

pictograph site, possibly of historic date, with lithic scatter (SDI-4505H); one artifact scatter (SDI-11,612); and 

one isolate (P-37-015082). 

The Geofinder database has records for 102 historic buildings and structures within one mile of the Project 

Area. Twenty-seven buildings on the Sun Diego State University Campus (well outside of the Project Area) 

are listed on the National Register. The remaining buildings are concentrated in the Normal Heights and 

Kensington Heights communities. No historic buildings or structures are recorded within the Project Area. 
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TABLE 4.5-1 
Previously Recorded Prehistoric and Historic Sites 

Within One Mile of the Project Area 

SDI-14.015 [shal l  scatter ( Unknown 

Statur Siteflsolate R 
SDI-351202 

SDI-4505H 

SDI-6660H 

SDI-8349 

SDI-8667 

SDI-9899 

SDI-1 1,077 
SDI-1 1,081 

SDI-11,611 
SD1-11,612 

SDI-12,089 

SDI-13,905 

SDI-13.923 

SDI-14.016 1 Shell scatter I Unknown 

-" " '  ' I 

Resource Descriptbn ' 

SDI-14.017 I Historic trash scatter I Unknown 

Mission San Diego de Alcala/Kumeyaay village of Nipaquay 

Pictographs and lithic scatter 

San Diego Mission dam and flume 

Prehistoric quarry 

Sparse lithic scatter 

Shell scatter and mutate 
Bedrock milling 

Lithic scatter 

Prehistoric quarry 

Artifact scatter 

Lithic scatter 

Lithic scatter 

Historic trash dumw 

Significant 

Unknown 

Significant 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 
Not Significant 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Not Significant 

1 P-37-0 1 5082 I lsolate ( Not Significant 
sD1-14'152 

Note: No previously recorded cultural resource sites have been identified within the Project Area. 
Source: ASM Affiliates, Inc., 2004. 

Historic Building Survey 

ASM Affiliates, Inc. (ASM) reviewed SANGIS data regarding land parcels and building records within the 

Project Area. Buildings constructed prior to 1959 (45 years of age or older), meet the basic criterion for 

eligibility to the City Historical Resources Register. However, in order to allow for assessment of impacts to 

potentially eligible historic resources over the next five years, each of the buildings constructed prior to 1964 

was visited during a field survey. Additionally, ASM conducted a street-by-street survey in an effort to 

identify other buildings constructed prior to 1964 for which construction dates are not available in the 

SANGIS data. 

Heron site discovered under three meters of alluvial sands 
below water table on the banks of the lower San Diego 
River 

4.5.7.7 Archaeological Resources 
The records search, literature review and Native American Consultation did not identify any previously 

recorded prehistoric or historic archaeological sites within the Project Area. However, a number of 

important sites are located in close proximity to the Project Area. These include the site of the ethnohistoric 

Kumeyaay village of Nipaquay and the Mission San Diego de Alcala (CA-SDI-3512021, located on the west 

side of the San Diego River. Cultural resources sites associated with these historic properties, such as the 

Mission flume and dam, are known to be located along the San Diego River drainage. Because of the 

historical use of this area and the identification of previously recorded cultural resource sites, there remains 

Significant 
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a high potential for previously undiscovered prehistoric and historic sites to be located along and adjacent 

to the San Diego River. For example, several previously unrecorded, but significant prehistoric sites have 

already been discovered, deeply buried in alluvium with the Sun Diego River Valley. These sites include the 

Heron site (SDI-14,152), discovered under three meters of alluvial sands below the water table on the banks 

of the lower Sun Diego River (ASM, 2004). 

4.5. J .2 Historic Buildings and Structures 
There are only 21 buildings located within the Project Area that have recorded construction dates prior to 

1960: one from the 1 910fs, two from the 1930's, three from the 1940's and fifteen from the 1950's. An 

additional thirteen buildings of known or estimated date were recorded during the field survey conducted 

by ASM. In total, 28 buildings constructed prior to 1960, and an additional 13 buildings constructed 

between 1960 and 1964 were included in the inventory. Table 2 of the cultural resources report (see 

Volume II, Appendix E) provides a summary of buildings in the Project Area constructed prior to 1964; Table 

3 summarizes buildings in the Project Area constructed prior to 1959; and, Table 4 summarizes buildings in 

the Project Area constructed between 1960 and 1964 (see Volume II, Appendix E). Of the 28 buildings 

dated to 1960 or earlier, recorded as a result of this study, almost all lack attributes that would qualify them 

for the City or State Register. Possible exceptions include 6980 Mission Gorge Road, 6974 Mission Gorge 

Road, 4385 Twain Avenue, and the Ascension Lutheran Church at 51 06 Zion Avenue (Table 4.5-2). 

TABLE 4.5-2 
Potentially Historic Structures Located In Project Area 

Unknown 6980 Mission Gorge 
Road 

Constructed in 1930. Ericison Pacific. Warehouse/light 
industrial building, Concrete block construction with 
concrete foundation. 

Note: No previously recorded cultural resource sites have been identified within the Project Area. 
Source: ASM Affiliates, Inc., 2004. 

6974 ~ission Gorge 
Road 
4385 Twain Avenue 
5106 Zion Avenue 

4.5.2 Impact Threshold 
For purposes of this EIR a significant impact will occur if the proposed project would: 

Constructed 191 0. Residential unit. Side gabled wood 
framed house with a compound linear plan. 
Constructed 1930. Small wood and stucco bungalow. 
Ascension Lutheran Church 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 

15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Unknown 

Unknown 
Unknown 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
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Impact 

4.5.3.7 Archeological Resources 
There are no previously recorded archaeological sites located within the Project Area. However, there is a 

high potential for subsurface prehistoric and Spanish Colonial period archaeological sites to be located 

within the alluviat plain of the San Diego River. This would apply to those portions of the Project Area 

located west of Fairmont Avenue, and the undeveloped areas located north of Friars Road and north of 

Mission Gorge Road. Future redevelopment activities within these portions of the Project Area have the 

potential to result in a significant impact to previously unrecorded archaeological resources. A site-specific 

cultural resources survey would be required in order to identify presence or absence of cultural resources. 

Additionally, archaeological monitoring would be required within these areas during site development. 

Any newly discovered sites would need to be tested to determine significance, and site-specific impacts 

mitigated through avoidance and preservation, or completion of a data recovery program. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR1 would reduce this potential impact to archaeological resources 

to a level less than significant. 

4.5.3.2 Historic Buildings a n d  Structures 
Buildings greater than 45 years in age are potentially eligible to the City of San Diego Historic resources 

Register. Specifically, within the City of Sun Diego, properties that are 45 years old or greater and which 

have "integrity of setting, location, design, materials, feeling and association" may qualify for inclusion in 

the City's Historical Resources Register (City of Sun Diego 2000:lO). There are no previously recorded 

buildings or structures within the Project Area and there are no historical properties listed on the City, State, 

or Federal registers within the Project Area. Of the 28 buildings dated to 1960 or earlier, recorded as a result 

of ASM's study, almost all lack attributes that would qualify the structures for the City or State Register. 

Possible exceptions include 6980 Mission Gorge Road, 6974 Mission Gorge Road, 4385 Twain Avenue, and 

the Ascension Lutheran Church at 5106 Zion Avenue. The following provides a description of each of these 

structures: 

6974 Mission Gorge Road. This warehouse/light industrial building was constructed in 1930. It consists of a 

concrete block construction with concrete foundation. The front gable has a centrally placed opening 

and stepped false front. Two small wide wood framed windows are located high on the gable end and 

red brick inlaid in the gable forms an arrow shape. 

6980 Mission Gorge Road. This side gabled wood frame house was constructed in 1910. The building 

consists of a one and one-half story building with a single story extension and an attached garage to the 

east. There is also a detached garage to the west. The roof is wooden shingles. 

4385 Twain Avenue. This small wood and stucco bungalow was constructed in 1930. The front faqade has 

a centrally placed door with picture windows on either side. There is a small front porch with shed roof 

supported on plain posts. 
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5106 Zion Avenue (Ascension Lutheran Church). The Ascension Lutheran Church was built between 1957 

and 1960 and was designed by Des Lauriers 8, Sigurson, Architects. The structure was originally located to 

the rear of the Baptist church on Greenbrier Street and was moved to its present location in 1960 (the 

structure was designed to be moveable). The church has a dramatic, steeply pitched roof extending 

almost to the ground. 

Formal evaluation to the City and State registers is specifically recommended for these buildings if any 

future redevelopment activities are anticipated to result in an impact to these structures. There are thirteen 

additional buildings dating between 1960 and 1965 that will reach the 45-year age threshold for potential 

eligibility to the City register over the next few years. However, none of these buildings appear eligible to 

the State or City register. The redevelopment plan will have a lifespan of 30-years. It is possible that future 

redevelopment activities would result in an impact to structures that are currently not considered historic, 

but wouid meet the age eligibility criteria in the future (e.g. 10-15 years in the future). As such, future 

redevelopment activities have the potential result in a significant impact to historic structures. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR2 will reduce potential impact to historic buildings and structures 

to a level less than significant. 

4.5.4 Significance of Impact 
Implementation of future redevelopment activities has the potential to result in an impact to previously 

unrecorded cultural resources sites (archaeological and historical) as well as potentially significant historic 

structures. This potential impact is considered significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Historic Resources 

CR1 The following measures shall be implemented prior to proceeding with any redevelopment 

activities in the Project Area: 

Any areas proposed for development that have not previously been surveyed for cultural 

resources within the last five years shall be surveyed to identify presence/absence of cultural 

resources. 

Any proposed development which may disturb subsurface soils, including removal of existing 

buildings or construction activities located adjacent to the Sun Diego River, shall include 

archaeological monitoring. 

All potential prehistoric sites located within the Sun Diego River alluvial plain that will be 

impacted by proposed development shall be tested under City of Sun Diego and CEQA 

Guidelines to determine significance. Testing through subsurface excavation provides the 

necessary information to determine site boundary, depth, content, integrity, and potential to 

address important research questions. 
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4) Alternative options for significant sites under City of Sun Diego and CEQA Guidelines can 

include: 1 )  avoidance, and preservation, or 2) mitigation of impacts from proposed 

development through completion of a data recovery program in compliance with CEQA 

Guidelines. 

CR2 The following procedures shall be implemented before any Redevelopment Project activities can 

occur in the Redevelopment Project Area: 

1 )  Conduct a historical resource survey of properties located within the Project Area that are 45 

years of age and older resulting in a report with determinations of potential eligibility of said 

properties to the California Register of Historic Places and the City of Sun Diego Historic 

Resources List. 

2 )  Obtain a concurrence on these determinations from the State Office of Historic Preservation 

and City Historical Resources Board. 

3) If any potential historical resources are identified and are found to be eligible, identify 

potential impacts from the proposed redevelopment project actions, and determine 

appropriate mitigations as defined in CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5 to reduce such impact 

to a level below significance. 

4.5.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project has the potential to impact previously 

unrecorded, significant prehistoric and historic archaeological resources as a result of future development 

within the Project Area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR1 will reduce the impact to a level less 

than significant. 

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project has the potential to impact significant historical 

buildings and structures. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR2 will reduce the impact to a level less 

than significant. 
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4.6 Biological Resources 
Information contained in this section is summarized from the Grantville Redevelopment EIR - Biological 

Opportunities and Constraints Analysis (Rocks Biological Consulting, Inc., 2004). This document is provided 

in Volume II Appendix F of this EIR. 

4.6.1 Existing Conditions 
The Grantville Redevelopment Project Area and surrounding lands primarily consists of urban development 

(682.5 acres); however, native habitat is present in the Project Area, a majority of which is located in or 

near the San Diego River. 

Botanical Resources-F lora 

A. Vegetation Communities 
A total of 1 1  vegetation communities/land uses as described by Holland ( 1  986) and/or Oberbauer ( 1  996) 

have been delineated within the Project Area and are presented in Figures 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-3, and 4.6-4. 

The following are brief descriptions of the 1 1  vegetation communities, for a detailed description please 

refer to the Biological Opportunities and Constraints Analysis (Volume II, Appendix F of this EIR). 

Nafive Upland Communifies 

Dtegan Coastal Sage Scrub (Holland Code 32500; Tier II habitat type) occupies approximately 109.4 acres 

throughout the Project Area, of which, 9.0 acres occur in Subarea A, 100.0 acres in Subarea B, and 0.4 

acres in Subarea C (Table 4.6-1). This habitat is comprised primarily of low, soft-woody subshrubs of 

approximately one meter (3 ft) in height, many of which are facultatively drought-deciduous. 

Large patches of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub within the Project Area have been disturbed because of 

mechanical clearing and grading and support a high abundance of non-native, weedy grasses and forbs 

amongst the native shrubs. 

Wetland Communities 

Riparian Forest (Holland Code 61 000) occupies approximately 65.0 acres within the Project Area including 

26.0 acres in Subarea A and 39.0 acres in Subarea B. There is no Riparian Forest in Subarea C (Table 4.6-1). 

This habitat is an open or closed canopy forest that is generally greater than 6 m (20 ft) high and occupies 

relatively broad drainages and floodplains supporting perennialty wet streams. 

Southern Riparian Scrub (Holland Code 63300) occupies approximately 18.0 acres within the Project Area, 

of which, 1.9 acres occur in Subarea A and 16.1 acres in Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). There is no Southern 

Riparian Scrub in Subarea C. This habitat varies from a dense, broad-leafed, winter-deciduous association 

dominated by several species of willow to an herbaceous scrub dominated by mulefat. 
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freshwater Marsh (Holland Code 52400) occupies approximately 1.8 acres within the Project Area, of 

which, 1.4 acres in Subarea A and 0.4 acres are in Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). There is no Freshwater Marsh in 

Subarea C. Freshwater Marsh occurs in wetlands that are permanently flooded or saturated with fresh 

water (Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). 

Open Water (Oberbauer Code 131 40) occupies approximately 37.0 acres within the Project Area, of which, 

1 1  .O acres occur in Subarea A and 26.0 acres are in Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). There is no Open Water in 

Subarea C. There are large ponds within the Sun Diego River that reduce water flow velocity of the River 

and contain water throughout the year. The Open Water areas often support Freshwater Marsh or 

Southern Riparian Scrub along its margins and in some instances are being invaded by the weedy Uruguay 

Marsh Purslane. 

Non-Native Veaetation 

Non-native Grassland (Holland Code 42200, Tier lllB habitat type) occupies approximately 5.9 acres within 

the Project Area, of which, 0.3 acres occur in Subarea A and 5.6 acres occur in Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). 

There is no Non-native Grassland in Subarea C. Non-native Grassland is  characterized by a dense to sparse 

cover of annual grasses, often with native and non-native annual forbs (Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). 

Eucalyptus Woodland (Oberbauer Code 1 1 100; Tier IV habitat type) occupies approximately 1.8 acres of 

land only within Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). There are scattered Eucalyptus trees throughout the Project Area. 

Eucalyptus Woodland is characterized by dense stands of gum trees. 

Disturbed habitat (Oberbauer Code 1 1300; Tier IV habitat type) occupies approximately 34.0 acres within 

the Project Area, of which, 1.0 acre occurs within Subarea A and 33.0 acres within Subarea B (Table 4.6-1). 

Disturbed habitat is any land on which the native vegetation has been significantly a!tered by agriculture, 

construction, or other land-clearing activities, and the species composition and site conditions are not 

characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant association (e.g. disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub). 

Giant Reed occupies approximately 1.6 acres in Subarea A (Table 4.6-1 ). Giant Reed is a robust, perennial 

grass that can grow from 9 to 30 feet in height and spreads rapidly from horizontal rootstocks in the soil 

(Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). Giant Reed is a California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)-listed 

noxious weed and is  listed by the California lnvasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) as a List A-1 "Most lnvasive 

Wildland Pest Plant." Within Subareas A and B, this species has invaded areas along the Sun Diego River 

and Alvarado Creek degrading Southern Riparian Scrub and Riparian Forest habitats. 

Ornamental (Oberbauer Code 1 1000) vegetation occupies approximately 13.0 acres within the Project 

Area including 8.0 acres in Subarea A, 30.0 acres in Subarea B, and 2.0 acres in Subarea C and typically 

consists of non-native landscape and/or garden plantings that have been planted in association with 

buildings, roads, or other development (Table 4.6-1 ) .  
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TABLE 4.6-1 
Vegetation Communities Subarea Acreages 

Source: Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004 

Urban/Developed (Oberbauer Code 12000; Tier IV habitat type) areas occupy the majority of the Project 

Area (approximately 682.5 acres or 70 %) including 339.8 acres in Subarea A, 280.1 acres in Subarea B, and 

62.6 acres in Subarea C (Table 4.6-1). Urban/Developed areas support no native vegetation because of 

the presence of buildings or roads. 

B. Plants 
The Project Area supports limited native floral diversity throughout much of the area because the majority 

of the Project Area is Urban/Developed. The Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub within the Project Area is mostly 

of moderate to low species diversity because many of these patches have been disturbed or degraded to 

some degree or are adjacent to Disturbed Habitat or Urban/Developed areas. The areas of highest native 

species diversity occur within and adjacent to the habitat along the Sun Diego River. The Riparian and 

Freshwater Marsh habitats in Subareas A and B support a moderate to high level of native species diversity 

and the Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub that buffers the Sun Diego River from adjacent Urban/Developed 

areas are of higher quality than isolated patches that occur away from the River. 

Rrrre, Threatened, Endangered, Narrow Endemic and/or Sensitive Species or MSCP Covered 
Species 

Regulatory authority over sensitive species listed as threatened or endangered is issued under the Federal 

Endangered Species Act [FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The City of Sun 

Diego has several regulations governing biological resources within the City. These include the Multiple 

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, and 

the Biology Guidelines. 

Tables 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 summarize the Narrow Endemic Species and Non-Narrow Endemic Sensitive flora that 

are expected or have potential to occur within the Project Area. Narrow endemic species are those with a 

very restricted habitat and occur only in the Sun Diego region. Specific protections apply to Narrow 

Endemic species pursuant to the MSCP. 
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TABLE 4.6-2 
Potential for Narrow Endemic Plant Species to Occur Within the 

Grantville Redevelopment Project Area 

species occurs in the western portion of Mission Trails 
Park near the community of Tierrasanta. 

San Diego Ambrosia Moderate. Species have been reported along the 
3 
Encinitas baccharis Very low. Species occur in southern maritime and 

southern mixed chaparrals on sandstone soils, 
typically in north San Diego County. 

S hort-leave Live-Forever Very low. Soil formation and habitat of species do 
not occur within the Project Area. 

Variegated Dudleya Low-moderate. There is very little suitable habitat 
I for this species within the Project Area. 

Source: Rocks Biological Consulting. 2004. 

TABLE 4.6-3 
Potential for Non-Narrow Endemic Sensitive Plant Species to Occur 

Within the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area 

California adolphia 

Orcutt's Brodiaea 

Slender-pod Jewel Flower 
Water-stemmed 
Ceanothus 

Summer Holly 

Western Dichondra 

Palmer's Ericameria 

Coast Barrel Cactus 
Palmer's Grappling 

Graceful Tarplant 

Chprl, CoScr I None I None I 2 

Chrpl, CmWld, 
Medws, VFGrs, I 1 1 lB 

VnPla/clay 
Ch~rl, CoScr None S R None 

Chprl 

Chprl 

Chprl, CoScr I None I None 1 4 

RpWld 1 None 1 None 1 2 

CoScr, Chprl None None 

Not 1 Potentially Present 
Covered 
Covered Potentially Present 

Occur Due to 
Lack of Suitable 
Habitat 

Not Low Potential to 
Covered Occur Due to 

Lack of Suitable 
Habitat 

Not / Potentially Present 
Covered 
Covered Low Potential to 

Occur Due to 
Lack of Suitable 
Habitat 

Covered Expected 
Not Expected 

Covered 
Not Low Potential to 

Covered Occur Due to 
Lack of Suitable 
Habitat 

- - - 
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TABLE 4.6-3 
Potential for Non-Narrow Endemic Sensitive Plant Species to Occur 

Within the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area 
(cont'd.) 

Source: Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004. 

San Diego Goldenstar 

Torrey Pines 

Nuttall's Scrub Oak 

Engelmann Oak 

San Diego Viguiera 

4.6.7.3 Zoological Resources - Fauna 

A. Wildlife Habitats 

Notes: Habitat Codes: CCFrs = Closed-cone Conifer Forest, Chprl = Chaparral, CoScr = Coastal Scrub. CmWld = Cismontane 
Woodland, Medws = Meadows, RpWld = Riparian Woodland, VFGrs = Valley and Foothill Grassland, VnPlas = Vernal Pools 
FE = Federally Endangered, FT = Federally Threatened, SE = California ESA, SR = State Rare, Endangered. 
CNPS Status: List 1 B - Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California or Elsewhere; List 2 - Plants rare or endangered in 
California, but more common elsewhere; list 3 - Plants about which more information is needed; List 4 - Plants of limited 
distribution. 

floodplains 

Chprl, CoScr 
(openings) 

Chprl, CCFrs 

Chprl 

Chprl, CmWld, 
RpWld, VFGrs 

CoScr 

Wildlife habitat refers to the land and water that provide the food, shelter and opportunities for 

reproduction that wild animals need to survive. The following section summarizes the characteristics of the 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

vegetation communities within the Project Area and lists some of the common or sensitive wildlife species 

that often use these habitats. 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Diegan Cousfal Sage Scrub 

Within the Project Area, this vegetation community is likely to support several locally common species of 

1 B 

1 B 

1 B 

4 

4 

birds, mammals, reptiles, and butterflies as well as sensitive wildlife species. The Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
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Covered 

Not 
Covered 

Not 
Covered 

Not 
Covered 
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Observed in 
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within the Project Area is disturbed or fragmented in many areas, but large patches exist that are 

connected or adjacent to Mission Trails Regional Park and would be expected to support a moderately 

diverse collection of wildlife species. The Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is  of high enough quality that the 

federally listed threatened California Gnatcatcher, a sage scrub obligate species, has been observed in 

several locations within the Project Area (Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004) (Table 4.6-4). Please refer to 

the Biological Opportunities and Constraints Analysis (Volume 11, Appendix F of this EIR) for a detailed 

discussion on specific species found in the Diegan Coastal Sage habitat. 

Riparian Habifaf 

Riparian habitat refers to the trees, other vegetation and physical features normally found on the banks 

and floodplains of rivers, streams, and other bodies of freshwater (Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). 

Riparian habitat occupies a small amount of total land area, but supports a disproportionately large 

number of fish and wildlife species. Several locally common wildlife species are expected to use the 

riparian areas along the Sun Diego River. Please refer to the Biological Opportunities and Constraints 

Analysis (Volume II, Appendix F of this EIR) for a detailed discussion on specific species found in the Riparian 

Habitat. 

The Riparian Habitat within the Project Area has been disturbed and reduced in size from its historic extent 

because of residential, commercial, and industrial development and alteration of its hydrologic regime. 

However, extensive, high quality Riparian Habitat exists along many stretches of the Sun Diego River within 

the Project Area. Within the City of Son Diego, Riparian Habitat of the River extends from Mission Bay Park 

near the Pacific Ocean to Mission Trails Regional Park and provides a regional habitat linkage between 

these two City parks. 

Freshwafer Marsh 

Freshwater Marshes are among the most productive wildlife habitats. They provide food, cover, and water 

for more than 760 species of birds, and numerous mammals, reptiles, and amphibians (Rocks Biological 

Consulting, 2004). Many species rely on Freshwater Marsh for their entire life cycle. Many of the species 

listed as occurring in riparian habitats are likely to use Freshwater Marshes in some capacity for foraging, 

cover, or breeding. There are large areas of Freshwater Marsh and open water in the Sun Diego River 

because of alteration of landform and hydrologic regime that has created large ponds within the River's 

channel. 

Non-Nclfive Vegetation 

The Non-native Grassland, Eucalyptus Woodland, and Disturbed Habitat within the Project Area provide 

some biological value to native wildlife species, but the value is far below that of native vegetation 

communities. Non-native Grassland provides foraging opportunities for raptors such as red-tailed hawk, 

red-shouldered hawk, and owl species because it i s  an open, low growing community that typically 

supports an abundance of small mammals such as deer mice, gophers, and rats. Locally common species 

of birds and butterflies will also use Non-native Grassland and Disturbed Habitat for foraging and cover. 
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TABLE 4.6-4 
Sensitive Species Expected or With a Potential to Occur in the 

Redevelopment Project Area 

I Quino Checkerspot 
Butterfly 

I Southwester Pond 
Turtle 

Lizard 

Coronado Shink I 
Orangethroat 

Whiptail I 
Silvery Legless Lizard 7 

I Coastal Western 

Coast Patchnosed + 

Snake 

Diamondback 
Rattlesnake 

Turkey Vulture 

I Golden Eagle 

Open Grassland and openings of 
Coastal Scrub and Chaparral that 

support Dotseed Plantain 

Openings in Chaparral, associated 
with the larval host plant Spiny 

Redberry, adults feed on nectar from 
California Buckwheat 

Sandy or gravelly soil in grasslands, 
Coastal Scrub, open Chaparral, and 
pine-oak woodlands. Openings with 

shallow, temporary pools are 
optimal. 

Quiet, permanent stream pools and 
ponds 

Friable soils in Chaparral, Coastal 
Scrub, Oak Woodlands, and old dirt 

roads with native ant species 
Various habitats including grasslands, 

Coastal Scrub, and woodlands 
Coastal Scrub, Chaparral, sandy 
floodplains with patches of brush 

and rock 
Leaf litter and sandy substrates 

Coastal Scrub, Chaparral, and 
grasslands 

Chaparral and Coastal Scrub; may 
require mammal burrows or woodrat 

nests for overwintering 
Chaparral, forest and grasslands 

Rocky outcrops within Chaparral and 
Coastal Scrub 

Semi-permanent and permanent 
bodies of water in variety of habitats. 

Requires riparian border 
Rocky outcrops and areas of heavy 
brush or rugged terrain on slopes of 
chaparral, sage scrub, and desert 

scrub, usually below 400 feet 
Open Habitats with large trees 

Nests in cliffs or trees in mountainous 
or hilly terrain 

FSC 

S A Not 
Covered 

S A Not 
Covered 

Low Potential to 
occur due to lack of 

suitable habitat, 
historica I 

occurrences in 
Project Area have 

been extirpated. Not 
reported since 1960. 

Low Potential to 
occur due to lack of 

suitable habitat. 
Known from Mission 
Trails Reoional Park. 

FSC CSC Not 
Protected Covered 

Potentially Present 

FSC I csc 1 Covered I Expected 

Protected 
Potentially Present 

FSC CSC Not Expected 
Covered 
Covered "' 1 Pr:::ed 1 1 Expected 

I I I 

FSC ] CSC I Not I Potentially Present 
Covered 

FSCC S A Not Potentially Present 
Covered 

FS C CSC Not Potentially Present 
Protected Covered 

Potentially Present 
Covered 

Low Potential to 

suitable habitat 

Protected Covered I CsC I I Expected 

FS C CSC Not Expected 
Covered 

FSC CSC Not Observed in Project 
Covered Area 

None CSC Fully Covered Low Potential to 
Protected occur due to lack of 

suitable habitat 

-." 
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TABLE 4.6-4 
Sensitive Species Expected or With a Potential to Occur in the 

Redevelopment Project Area 
(cont'd.) 

-- 
Cd 

FE 

None 

Low potential to 
occur due to lack of 

I American Peregrine Coastal areas 
Falcon 

suitable habitat 
Potentially Present 

Covered 
Mixed woodlands near open areas, 

riparian habitats 
Oak, riparian deciduous or other 

woodland habitats, often near water 
Marsh and open terrain 

None Observed in Project 
Area 

Expected 
I 

CSC Covered I Northern Harrier None 

CSC I Covered Potentiallv Present Dry, open terrain 
Near lagoons, bays, and lakes 

FS C 
None 

FS C 
Covered 

Covered 

Potentially Present 

Potentially Present Loggerhead Shrike Grassland or open habitats with bare 
ground and spar shrub and/or tree 

cover 
Tricolored Blackbird I I 

CSC I Covered Expected Near ponds 
Riparian woodlands, typically nests in 

None 
FE Least Bell's Vireo I SA I Covered Expected. This 

species has been 
covered in the 
Proiect Area 

immature Salix spp. (willow) stands 

California Horned 
Covered v Grasslands, disturbed habitat and 

open areas with sparse, low 
vegetation 

Grasslands, generally those 
occupied by other burrowing 

animals 

None Expected 

Burrowing Owl + None Low potential to 
occur due to lack of 

suitable habitat 
Observed in Project Covered CIC I California 

Gnatcatc her 
Coastal Scrub 

Area in several 
locations 

Potentially Present Western Bluebird Open woodlands, farmlands and None 

None 

None 

None 

None I Covered 
orchards 

Riparian woodlands with Salix spp. CSC I Not Expected 
Covered (willow) component 

Riparian woodland/scrub with dense 
undergrowth 

Coastal Scrub with patches of 
Cylindropuntia prolifero (coastal 

cholla) and other cacti 
Rocky hillsides with sparse, low 
Coastal Scrub or Chaparral, 

sometimes mixed with grassland 
Grasslands and pastures 

Expected Yellow-breasted 

Coastal Cactus Low potential to 
occur due to lack of 

suitable habitat 
Covered CIC FSC 

None 

Expected 

Potentially Present 
Covered 
Covered Southern Willow Summer resident; riparian woodland 

with Salix SDD. (willowl com~onent potential to occur 
Very low potential to Open grasslands near native habitat None 

FSC 

ocdur duk to lack of 
habitat 

Expected Open Chaparral, Coastal Scrub and 
grasslands 
7 

Covered 
Son Diego Black- I tailed Jackrabbit 
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TABLE 4.6-4 
Sensitive Species Expected or With a Potential to Occur in the 

Redevelopment Project Area 
(cont'd.) 

Pocket Mouse 
Northwestern San 

Diego Pocket 
Mouse 

San Diego Woodrat 

Y uma Myotis 

Coastal Scrub 

Long-eared Myotis 

Fringed Myotis 

I with openings in woodlands, brush I I I Covered I 

Chaparral, often in rock outcrop 
areas 

Primarily woodlands and forests; 

Long-legged Myotis 

Small-footed Myotis 

FSC 

forages over water 
Multiple habitats; forages in 

oak/coniferous forests 
Multiple habitats; forage in 

FS C 

FS C 

coniferous forests 
Multiple habitats; forages in 

coniferous forests 
Multiple habitats; strongly associated 

Spotted Bat 

Pallid Bat 

tailed Bat 

CSC 

FSC 

FSC 

forest and grasstands 
Pocketed Free- Cliffs 

I I I Covered I Known From San 
Diego River in Mission 

CSC 

CSC 

FSC 

FSC 

and riparian habitats 
High rocky cliffs; forages in riparian 

and edge habitats 
Multiple habitats; forages in open 

Covered 
Not 

Covered 

None 

None 

None 

Source: Rocks Biological Consulting. 2004. 

Expected 

Not 
Covered 

Not 

None 

None 

FSC 

None 

Big Free-tailed Bat 

The abundance of Urban/Developed areas within the Project Area has eliminated habitat connectivity 

and fragmented habitats to a great degree. This results in a reduction in the diversity and abundance of 

wildlife species in the Project Area. 

Potentially Present 

Potentially Present 
Covered 

Not 
Covered 

Not 

pp 

CSC 

B. Rare, Threatened, Endangered, Marrow Endemic and/or Sensitive Species or MSCP 

Covered Species 
Table 4.6-4 summarizes the sensitive fauna expected or with potential to occur within the Project Area. 

Potentially Present 

Potentially Present 
Covered 

Not 
Covered 

Not 

CSC 

CSC 
Covered 

Cliffs; strong association with rugged, 

C. Sensitive Biological Resowces 

The Project Area supports sensitive habitats including wetland habitats, Riparian and Freshwater Marsh and 

the upland communities Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and Non-native Grassland. Several sensitive species 

use Riparian Habitat and are known from the Project Area including the federally listed endangered Least 

Bell's Vireo and CDFG sensitive Cooper's Hawk (Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). Riparian habitats have 

extremely high wildlife value because of the availability of water and cover and the abundance of forage 

in the form of vegetation and other animals. 

Potentially Present 

Potentially Present 
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Not 
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Potentially Present 

CSC Not 
Gorge (CNDDB 2004) 

Potentially Present 
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Several sensitive species also inhabit Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub including the threatened California 

Gnatcatcher and CDFG sensitive rufous-crowned sparrow that are known from the Project Area. Both 

Riparian and Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub habitats are naturally limited in distribution and have been 

depleted substantially in Southern California by development and other disturbance activities. See Table 

4.6-4 for a listing of sensitive species and their potential for occurrence in the Project Area. 

D. Wildlife Corridors 

A wildlife corridor, or linkage, is  often defined as a landscape feature that allows animal movement 

between two patches of habitat or between habitat and other important habitat features such as water 

(Rocks Biological Consulting, 2004). 

The MSCP preserve was designed to maintain connections between core habitat areas, including linkages 

between coastal lagoons and more inland habitats, and linkages between different watersheds. In 

addition to allowing for demographic and genetic exchange by all species between core preserve areas, 

linkages are intended to allow larger predators (mountain lions, coyotes, and bobcats) to move among 

conserved habitat blocks and reach coastal habitats. 

The Project Area is located within the City of Sun Diego's MSCP with much of the Riparian Habitat and 

adjacent, undeveloped upland vegetation communities contained within the City's Multi-Habitat Planning 

Area (MHPA). The MSCP identifies the San Diego River corridor as a Core Biological Habitat Linkage 

between the Pacific Ocean and Mission Trails Regional Park. The Sun Diego River corridor is important 

because it provides a linkage between habitats that allows wildlife to disperse to larger areas of native 

habitat in the region and help increase or maintain biological diversity. The MHPA boundary is depicted on 

Figures 4.6-1 through 4.6-4. 

4.6.7.4 Regulatory Background 
The project is subject to the biological regulations of the City Sun Diego as well as state and federal 

agencies. 

A. City of San Diego 

The City of San Diego has several regulations governing biological resources within the City. These include 

the MSCP, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, and the Biology Guidelines. 

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation-planning program for southwestern San Diego County. 

The program targets areas for preservation (labeled MHPA in the City of Son Diego) in exchange for local 

agency 'take' authority over covered federal and state-listed species. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan, 

Biology Guidelines, and Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations are the implementing regulations of 

the City's MSCP pursuant to i t s  implementing agreement with the USFWS and CDFG. 

The MSCP identifies the MHPA, or preserve of the MSCP, and is intended to link all core biological areas into 

a regional wildlife preserve. Any development project in the City of San Diego that proposes impacts to 

native habitat must provide mitigation for such impacts pursuant to the Biology Guidelines. For projects 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

4.6- 18 March 2005 



Cha~ter 4 - Environmental Immct Analysis 4.6 - Bioloaical Resources 

located outside the MHPA, habitat must either be acquired as mitigation or monies must be paid into a 

habitat acquisition fund. For developments located wholly within the MHPA, a 25 percent development 

area is allowed for each parcel, and the remainder of the site is preserved as mitigation. For developments 

located partially within the MHPA, all lands outside the MHPA may be developed; if lands outside the 

MHPA total less than 25 percent of the parcel, development within the MHPA is allowed in order to achieve 

25 percent development of the parcel. Any development within the MHPA must be located in the least 

biologically sensitive portion of the site. 

Within the City of San Diego, wetlands are regulated under the Municipal Code's Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands Ordinance (€9) and Biology Guidelines. According to the City of San Diego Municipal Code, 

wetlands are defined as areas characterized by naturally occurring hydrophytic, or wetland vegetation, 

including but not limited to satt marsh, brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, oak riparian forest, 

riparian woodlands, riparian scrub, and vernal pools. The city also takes jurisdiction over areas that have 

hydric soils or wetland hydrology but lack naturally occurring wetland vegetation due to human activities 

or because of catastrophic or recurring natural events, such as flooding or fire. 

Pursuant to the ESL, impacts to wetlands should be avoided. Unavoidable impacts must be minimized to 

the maximum extent practicable. Whether or not an impact is unavoidable is determined on a case-by- 

case basis. Only impacts necessary to allow reasonable use of a parcel are allowed under the ESL. 

Examples of such cases include properties entirely constrained by wetlands, roads where the only access 

to the developable portion of the site results in impacts to wetlands, and essential public facilities (essential 

roads, sewer, water lines, etc.) where no feasible alternative exists. The city also requires that a wetland 

buffer adequate to protect the functions and values of the wetland be maintained. 

B. California Department of Fish and Game 

Wetlands within the state of California are also subject to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

jurisdiction pursuant to Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code. State regulations define the 

CDFG jurisdiction for the purpose of administering Sections 1601 and 1603 of the Fish and Game Code as 

within the bed, bank, and channel of stream, including intermittent streams. 

The State also regulates impacts on rare plant and animal species through the California Endangered 

Species Act. State listed species with potential to occur in the Project Area are listed in Tables 4.6-2, 

through 4.6-4. However, the City of San Diego has take authority over many of the areas' State-listed 

species through the MSCP. Impacts to MSCP-covered listed species outside the MHPA are allowed through 

permits issued by the City of San Diego. Take of MSCP covered species within the MHPA is not allowed. 

Any impacts to non-covered listed species would require a permit from CDFG (Rocks Biological Consulting, 

2004). 

C. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The Federal government also regulates impacts on rare plant and animal species through the Endangered 

Species Act. Federally listed species with potential to occur in the Project Area are listed in Tables 4.6-2 

through 4.6-4. Note; however, that the City of San Diego has take authority over many of the areas' 
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federally-listed species through the MSCP, contingent on the City's implementation of the MSCP, including 

the species-specific measures identified in Appendix A (i.e., Table 3-51 of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Impacts to MSCP-covered listed species outside the MHPA wemay also be allowed through permits issued 

by the City of Sun Diego; however, in certain cases take may not be authorized, or conditions for coveraae 

may require that impacts be avoided, even outside of the MHPA. Species-s~ecific conditions required for 

coveraae are included in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Plan, Appendix A of the City's Subarea Plan, and the 

Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit for EndanaeredIThreatened Species PRT-830421. Take of MSCP covered 

species within the MHPA is not allowed. Any impacts to non-covered listed species would require a Section 

7 or 10 consultation before a permit may be issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 

D. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Waters of the US., including wetlands, are subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) jurisdiction 

pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. Non-wetland waters of the U.S. are defined by the 

ACOE based on the presence of an ordinary high water mark (OHWM) as defined at 33 CFR 328.3(e). 

In addition to wetlands, ACOE has jurisdiction over other Waters of the U.S. that include non-wetland areas 

such as unvegetated channels that exhibit a clear OHWM and are considered to be, or are directly 

connected to, a navigable waterway, lmpacts on ACOE jurisdictional wetlands or other Waters of the U.S. 

would require a Section 404 permit. 

4.6.2 Impact Threshold 
For purposes of this EIR, a significant biological resources impact would occur, according to the City of San 

Diego Significance Determination Guidelines under CEQA, if implementation of the project would result in: 

Direct impacts greater than 0.10 acre to Diegan Coasfal Sage Scrub (Tier / I  upland community) 

would be considered significant. 

Direct impacts greater than 0.01 acre to Riparian Habitat or Freshwater Marsh (Tier I wetland 

communities) would be considered significant. 

Direct impacts to all federal and state listed species and narrow endemic species would be 

considered significant. 

Direct impacts to individual sensitive species may be considered significant, based on the species 

rarity and extent of the impacts. 

Indirect impacts may be considered significant depending upon the sensitivity of the biological 

resource impacted and anticipated magnitude of the impact. 

Indirect impacts to lands included within the MHPA would be considered significant. 
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Impact 

4.6.3.7 Development Constraints 
Future redevelopment activities carried out within the Project Area would need to be in conformance with 

City of San Diego regulations and would also need to conform to state and federal regulations if wetlands 

impacts or impacts on non-MSCP covered species would result. 

For projects that would not impact any City of San Diego Tier I-CCCIV-habitats or wetlands (including wetland 

buffers), no biological resource impacts would be anticipated. For areas that &+w-econtain Tier I, Tier II, 

Tier Ill and Tier IV habits that would be im~acted,- a site-specific analysis of biological 

resources should be conducted using the data included herein as a basis. Although Tier IV habitats are not 

fi 

A majority of redevelopment would occur within areas containing no sensitive biological resources. 

However, redevelopment activities within the portion of the Project Area in, or in proximity to the Sun Diego 

River have the potential to result in a significant impact to biological resources. 

For parcels located outside of the MHPA, there i s  no limit on encroachment into sensitive biological 

resources, with the exception of wetlands, narrow endemics, and federally or state listed species that are 

not covered by the MSCP. However, impacts to sensitive biological resources must be assessed, and 

mitigation, where necessary, must be provided as described in Table 4.6-5. Impacts to Tier II or Ill 

communities may be achieved through preservation within the equivalent tier or higher. Land with the 

appropriate habitat may be preserved in perpetuity, or payment into the City's habitat acquisition fund 

may be made to satisfy the mitigation requirements. Currently, an acre of habitat acquisition fund 

mitigation land costs $25,000. 

lmpacts to wetlands must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable both within and outside of the 

MHPA. lmpacts on Narrow Endemic species must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable outside 

the MHPA. If impacts cannot be avoided, then management, enhancement, or transplantation would be 

required. Within the MHPA, impacts on Narrow Endemic species must be avoided. 

For parcels located within or partially within the MHPA, limits on encroachments in to MHPA lands are set 

forth in the City's ESL and Biology Guidelines. For parcels located entirely within the MHPA, up to 25 

percent of the parcel may be developed and development must be sited within the least biologically 

sensitive portions of the parcel. 

For parcels located partially within the MHPA, the portion of the site outside of the MHPA may be 

developed, and encroachment into the MHPA is allowed if necessary in order to achieve a 25 percent 

development area on the entire parcel. For projects developed in conformance with the MSCP, impacts 

on biological resources on properties entirely constrained by the MHPA is achieved through preservation of 

the undeveloped portion of the parcel through: 1 )  Granting the land to the City; 2) A conservation 

easement; or 3) A covenant of easement. 
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For parcels partially constrained by the MHPA, biological impacts would require mitigation at the ratios set 

forth in Table 4.6-5. Note that undeveloped portions of any specific project site may be used toward any 

required mitigation. 

TABLE 4.6-5 
City of Sun Diego Mitigation Requirements for Habitat Impacts 

Outside and lnside of the MHPA 

Southern Foredunes 
Torrey Pines Forest 
Coastal Bluff Scrub 
Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime Chaparral 
Scrub Oak Chaparral 
Native Grassland 
Oak Woodlands 
Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) 

Mixed Chaparral 
Chamise Chaparral 

Non-native Grasslands 

Disturbed Land 
Agriculture 
Eucalyptus Woodland 
Ornamental Plantings 

l m ~ a c t  Outside of MHPA 
Preservation lnside MHPA: 1 :1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 2:l 
Impact lnside of MHPA 
Preservation Inside MHPA: 2:1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 3:1 

Impact Ouhide of MHPA 
Preservation lnside MHPA: 1 :1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 1.5:1 
I m ~ a c t  lnside of MHPA 
Preservation lnside MHPA: 1 :1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 2:l 
lmpact Outside of MHPA 
Preservation Inside MHPA: 0.5:l 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 1 :1 
Impact lnside of MHPA 
Preservation lnside MHPA: 1 :1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 1.5:l 
lmpact Outside of MHPA 
Preservation inside MHPA: 0.5:l 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 1 :1 
lmpact lnside of MHPA 
Preservation lnside MHPA: 1 :1 
Preservation Outside MHPA: 1.5:l 
lmpacts to these areas are less than 
significant; no mitigation required. 

Source: City of Sun Diego, 1997. 

4.6.3.2 Direct Impacts 

A. Vegetation Community Impacts 
Implementation of future redevelopment activities could result in direct impacts to the vegetation 

communities/land uses that occur within the Project Area. It is not currently possible to quantify the extent 

of habitat that may be affected by redevelopment activities because these activities will vary and are not 

presently defined. To better understand where impacts on biological resources may occur within the 

Project Area, the following sections assess areas within each Subarea where future development pursuant 

I_IC 
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to the Community Plan Land Uses may have an impact on existing sensitive biological resources if new 

development is proposed. Impacts on Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Diegan Coastal Sage 

Scrub/Chaparral, Riparian Habitat, Freshwater Marsh, and Non-native Grassland would be considered 

significant. These potential impacts could be constraints to proposed redevelopment activities. In the 

following sections, specific areas of interest have been labeled C1-C9 with the "C" denoting a potential 

"Constraint." Implementation of Mitigation Measures BR1 through BR8 will reduce impacts to these 

vegetation communities to a level less than significant on a project specific basis. 

Subarea A 

Subarea A, at the southern end of the Project Area, is comprised primarily of Urban/Developed land uses 

(339.8 acres), but also includes significant areas of Riparian (26.0 acres) and Freshwater Marsh Habitat (1.4 

acres) along the Sun Diego River in the western portion of the Subarea. 

FIGURE 4.6- 1 - C 7 

Within the area labeled 'C1 ' in Subarea A (Figure 4.6-I), the Community Plan Land Use allows for Industrial 

use. These parcels consist primarily of Urban/Developed land and would not be impacted by 

redevelopment of this area with future industrial uses: however, there is also Riparian and Freshwater Marsh 

habitat associated with the San Diego River that is within the MHPA. Before specific redevelopment 

activities could be implemented that may affect these sensitive vegetation communities, a site-specific 

biological resources report including a wetland delineation would be required by the City of San Diego. 

Direct impacts on Riparian or Freshwater habitat would be considered significant. 

FIGURE 4.6-2 - C 2  

Within the area labeled 'C2' in Subarea A (Figure 4.6-2), the Community Plan Land Use allows for 

commercial use. This parcel consists of Urban/Developed land and would not be impacted by 

redevelopment of this area with commercial use, but this parcel also includes Riparian Habitat, some of 

which is within the MHPA. Before specific redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect 

this sensitive vegetation community, a site-specific biological resources report including a wetland 

delineation would be required by the City of Sun Diego. In addition, wetland impacts would be subject to 

the jurisdiction of the ACOE, CDFG, RWQCB, and the City. Direct impacts on Riparian Habitat or 

encroachment into the MHPA beyond that allowed by the City of Sun Diego regulations would be 

considered significant. 

FIGURE 4.6- 1 - C3 

In the eastern portion of Subarea A near Alvarado Canyon and Adobe Falls Road, there are small patches 

of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub immediately south of lnterstate 8 and adjacent to Waring Road, both of 

which are designated as MHPA land. Also, there is a portion of Alvarado Creek and an unnamed tributary 

within Subarea A at 'C3' (Figure 4.6-1 1. Alvarado Creek conveys water west, roughly parallel to Interstate 8 

from Lake Murray and into the Project Area. The streambed is sparsely vegetated at the east end of the 

Project Area and has been directed underground into a culvert near commercial businesses and parking 

lots. The creek then "daylights" into a concrete lined channel with dense patches of the invasive Giant 
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Reed before flowing under Mission Gorge Road and into the Sun Diego River. This portion of Alvarado 

Creek and its tributary are designated for office, commercial, and multi-family residential use in the 

Community Plan Land Use and are not within the MHPA. Impacts on the streambed or wetland vegetation 

may be subject to the jurisdiction of the ACOE, CDFG, RWQCB, and the City. Before specific 

redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect Alvarado Creek, its tributary or the 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, a site-specific biological resources report including a wetland delineation 

would be required by the City of San Diego. Direct impacts on jurisdictional drainages, wetland vegetation 

or Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub or encroachment into the MHPA beyond that allowed by the City of San 

Diego regulations would be considered significant. 

Other vegetation communities or land uses that occur within Subarea A include landscape plantings of 

horticultural specimens along roads and interchanges and Disturbed Habitat that lacks vegetation or 

supports only non-native vegetation. lmpacts on these vegetation communitieslland uses would not be 

considered significant. 

Within Subarea A, there are also significant opportunities for creation, restoration, or preservation of 

sensitive vegetation communities. Such measures could serve as mitigation measures to reduce potential 

future redevelopment project impacts to less than significant. These opportunities are discussed in the 

Mitigation Measures section. 

Subarea dl 

Subarea B is located in the central to northern portion of the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project 

Area, primarily along the Sun Diego River to Mission Trails Regional Park (Figures 4.6-2 and 4.6-3). Subarea B 

supports large areas of Disturbed Habitat because of sand and gravel extraction operations. There are 

also patches of well-developed Riparian Habitat and highly disturbed, Giant Reed infested portions of the 

Sun Diego River. On the slopes above the River are large patches of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub that are 

connected with the large open space area of Mission Trails Regional Park. 

FIGURE 4.6-2 - C4 

Along the San Diego River, Subarea B includes a large UrbanIDeveloped area and extensive habitat within 

the River and adjacent uplands. Riparian and Freshwater Marsh habitats and large open water ponds are 

present within the River's influence and patches of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub are present on slopes on 

both sides of the River. These habitats are within the City of San Diego's MHPA except for a patch of 

disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub along the east side of the River. Specifically, within the area labeled 

'C4' in Subarea B, the Community Plan Land Use allows for Commercial use. This parcel consists of 

UrbanIDeveloped land and a small area of Riparian Habitat that appears to be within the MHPA. Before 

specific redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect this sensitive vegetation 

community, a site-specific biological resources report including a wetland delineation would be required 

by the City of San Diego. In addition, wetland impacts would be subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps, 

CDFG, RWQCB, and the City. With any change in site usage, the area would be required to come into 
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conformance with MSCP regulations. No development beyond that allowed pursuant to MSCP regulations 

would be allowed. Direct impacts on Riparian Habitat would be considered significant. 

F I G U R E  4.6-2 AND 4.6-4 - C5 

Also, within the area labeled 'C5' in Subarea B (Figure 4.6-2), the Community Plan Land Use allows for 

Industrial use. This parcel consists of disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and Disturbed habitat that is not 

within the MHPA. Before specific redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect Diegan 

Coastal Sage Scrub, a site-specific biological resources report would be required by the City of San Diego. 

Direct impacts on Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub would be considered significant. Direct impacts on 

Disturbed Habitat would not be a significant impact on biological resources. 

F I G U R E  4.6-3 - C6 

Within the area labeled 'C6' (Figure 4.6-3), there i s  a vacant, undeveloped lot that is  designated as 

Industrial and Sand and Gravel use in the Tierrasanta Community Plan. This lot supports a large slope with 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub that is within the MHPA and Non-native Grassland that is  outside the MHPA. 

Before specific redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect these vegetation 

communities, a site-specific biological resources report would be required by the City of San Diego. No 

development beyond that allowed pursuant to MSCP regulations would be allowed. Direct impacts on 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and/or Non-native Grassland would be considered significant. 

F I G U R E  4.6-3 - C7 

The area labeled 'C7' (Figure 4.6-3) is currently being used for Sand and Gravel extraction and is 

designated as such in the Community Plan Land Use. Most of this area is Disturbed Habitat because of 

mining activities, but extensive patches of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub within the MHPA are still present. The 

redevelopment of the currently disturbed mining areas would not result in a significant impact on biological 

resources. However, before specific redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, a site-specific biological resources report would be required by the City of San 

Diego and, as with constraint area 'C4', with any change in site usage, the area would be required to 

come into conformance with MSCP regulations. No development beyond that allowed pursuant to MSCP 

regulations would be allowed. Direct impacts on Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub would be considered 

significant. 

F I G U R E  4.6-3 - C8 

Within the area labeled 'C8', near the boundary with Mission Trails Regional Park, is a large slope with 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral within the MHPA that i s  designated as Single Family Residential 

housing in the Community Plan Land Use. Although desiclnated as Sinale Family Residential in the Navaio 

Communitv Plan, this parcel is a portion of city-owned designated open space. Before specific 

redevelopment activities could be implemented that may affect Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral, a 

site-specific biological resources report would be required by the City of San Diego. Direct impacts on 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral would be considered significant, and development beyond that 

allowed within the MHPA would be precluded. 
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Other vegetation communities or land uses that occur within Subarea B include landscape plantings of 

horticultural specimens along roads and interchanges and Disturbed Habitat that lacks vegetation or 

supports only non-native vegetation. lmpacts on these vegetation communities/land uses would not be 

considered significant. 

Within Subarea 6, there are also opportunities for creation, restoration, or preservation of sensitive 

vegetation communities. These opportunities are discussed under Mitigation Measures. 

Subarea C 

FIGURE 4.6-4 - C9 

Subarea C occurs in the eastern portion of the Project Area and is not contiguous with the rest of the 

Project Area (Figure 4.6-4). Subarea C is almost all Urban/Developed and includes a shopping center; 

retail uses and community facilities; and the Allied Gardens Community Park. The biological resources in 

this Subarea are limited to two small patches of disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and Ornamental 

vegetation ('C9') that are not within the MHPA. 

The Community Plan Land Use designates the areas that currently support disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage 

Scrub as Schools, Colleges, and Universities. If further improvements to this area were proposed that might 

impact disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, a site-specific biological resources report would be required 

by the City of Sun Diego. Direct impacts on Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub would be considered significant 

and mitigation pursuant to Table 4.6-5 would be required for any impacts to Tier 1-111 habitats. 

Table 4.6-6 provides a summary of potential direct impacts to vegetation communities/land uses for the 

Proposed Redevelopment Project. 

0. Wildlife Corridor Impacts 
The Sun Diego River and associated Riparian and upland vegetation communities within the valley and on 

the slopes provides a regional wildlife corridor that links Mission Trails Regional Park with Mission Bay Park. 

Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities in the Project Area such as Riparian, Freshwater Marsh, Diegan 

Coastal Sage Scrub, or Non-native Grassland would also be considered an impact on the regional wildlife 

corridor. Direct impacts on native vegetation communities within this corridor would be considered 

significant. However, consistency with the MSCP and City wetland regulations would also generally avoid 

impacts to wildlife corridors. 

C. Sensitive Species Impacts 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result in temporary and/or direct impacts to sensitive 

flora and fauna species within the Project Area. Temporary impacts could result from construction activities 

that occur in close proximity to potential nesting habitat of sensitive species. lmpacts could include 

adversely affecting individuals during the breeding season causing them to abandon nests thereby 

increasing the potential for nest predation or neglect and reducing fecundity (potential reproductive 

capacity) of the species. 
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TABLE 4.6-6 
Summary of Potential Impacts to Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage 
Scrub (Tier II) or 
Diegan Coastal Sage 
Scru b/C haparral 
(Tier II) 

I Riparian Habitat 
(Tier I Wetland) 

Non-native Grassland 
(Tier 1118) 

Disturbed Habitat 
(Tier IV) 

Ornamental 

Urban/Developed 
(Tier IV) 

Source: City of Sun Diego, 1997. 

Subarea A - Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of the 
area into Office land use. 
Subarea B - Potential direct impacts 
from redevelopment of area into 
Single Family Housing or Sand and 
Gravel mine or other lndustrial use. 
Subarea C - Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of 
area for Schools, Colleges, and 
Universitv use. 
Subarea A - Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of the 
area into Office land use. 
Subarea B - Potential direct impacts 
from redevelopment into 
Commercial land use. 
Subarea A - Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of the 
area into Industrial land use. 
Subarea B - Potential direct impacts 
from redevelopment of area into 
Sand and Gravel mine land use. 
Subarea A - Potential direct impacts 
from redevelopment of the area 
into Office land use. 
Subarea B - Potential direct impacts 
from redevelopment of the area 
into lndustrial land use. 

Subareas A-C Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of the 
area into numerous land uses 
including conversion to open 
space. 
Subareas A-C Potential direct 
impacts from redevelopment of the 
area into numerous land uses 
including conversion to open 
mace. 

Significant 

Significant 

Significant 

Significant 

-- - 

Not significant 

Not Significant 

Not Significant 
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Redevelopment activities could also result in permanent direct impacts through destruction of sensitive 

plants and animals including sensitive birds and their nests and eggs, aestivation sites for sensitive 

amphibians, and eggs and larvae of sensitive butterfly species occurring within these habitat areas. It is not 

possible to determine that significant impacts to sensitive species would occur from proposed 

redevelopment activities; however, direct impacts on non-MSCP covered federal and state listed sensitive 

species or narrow endemics outside the MHPA would be considered significant. lmpacts to covered or 

non-covered listed species or to narrow endemic species within the MHPA would be considered significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BR1 through BR-8 would reduce the potential impact to less than 

significant for impacts outside the MHPA. lmpacts within the MHPA should be avoided. 

4.6.3.3 lndirec t Impacts 
Indirect lmpacts are defined in the CEQA Guidelines as "effects which are caused by the project and are 

later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable." Indirect impacts can 

result in a temporary or permanent impact that causes a biologically significant change in the environment 

(California Resources Agency 2001 : 3 15358) 

A. Vegetation Community Impacts 
There i s  the potential for the following indirect impacts to occur on vegetation communities from 

redevelopment activities: 

Noise, dust and associated construction activity could affect animals during construction. 

The introduction of invasive exotic plant species into native habitats from disturbance or removal of 

native vegetation communities, 

Excessive irrigation of landscaping adjacent to native vegetation communities could alter the 

localized natural moisture regime and increase weediness and susceptibility of plants to disease, 

pests, and fungus. 

Increased urban runoff and pollution into native vegetation communities through use of herbicides, 

pesticides, and fertilizers. 

Increase of human disturbance of native vegetation through trampling and introduction of non- 

native, weedy species. 

These potential permanent indirect impacts would be considered significant. However, implementation of 

Mitigation Measures BR1 through BR8 would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

B. Wildlife Corridor Impacts and Sensitive Species Impacts 

The San Diego River and adjacent upland habitats serve as a regional habitat linkage or wildlife corridor 

throughout its length within the Project Area. Permanent indirect impacts could occur from an increase in 

the amount of edge habitat, night illumination of vegetation communities, and an increase in human 

intrusion into the corridor. An increase in the amount of edge habitat can increase opportunities for 

invasive species to spread and colonize new areas and degrade the quality of habitat for plant and 
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wildlife species. The introduction of additional lighting into the wildlife corridor could cause physiological 

and behavioral changes in wildlife species and disproportionately increase opportunities for predation on 

vulnerable species. Increases in human disturbance to the corridor could occur from an increase in human 

intrusion in areas adjacent to redevelopment. Human disturbance could include trampling, harassing of 

wildlife, introduction of domestic animals such as cats and dogs, and an increase in litter. Domestic cats 

and dogs are known to prey on reptiles, passerine birds, and small mammals. These potential indirect 

impacts on the wildlife corridor in the MHPA would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures BR1 through BR8 would reduce potential indirect impacts to less than significant. 

C. MSCP Consistency Issues 

Redevelopment actions that are consistent with the City's MSCP would provide for the long-term viability of 

wildlife and sensitive habitats. Portions of the project lie within or adjacent to the MHPA and these areas 

could incur indirect impacts from redevelopment activities. These indirect impacts include allowable 

compatible uses within the MHPA, such as passive recreation, utility line and road maintenance, and 

essential public facility improvement. Since redevelopment activities are not well defined, it is not currently 

possible to address required compliance with detailed MSCP planning and MHPA land use adjacency 

guidelines. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BR1 through BR9 would reduce the potential impact to 

less than significant. 

4.6.4 Significance of Impact 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to impact sensitive habitats and species located within, 

and adjacent to portions of the Project Area. Sensitive habitats potentially impacted include Diegan 

coastal sage scrub, riparian, and freshwater marsh habitats. Potential direct and indirect impacts to 

biological resources located within the Project Area are considered significant. 

4.6.5 Mitigation Measures 
In addition to biological constraints, the Project Area includes several opportunities for habitat restoration, 

creation, or conservation. The following are redevelopment project mitigation requirements as well as a 

discussion of potential biological restoration and enhancement opportunities. 

4.6.5.7 Project Mitigation Requirements 
The following measures would provide mitigation for impacts on biological resources within the Project 

Area. All future redevelopment activities will be required to be incompliance with City of San Diego MSCP 

Subarea Plan and its implementing regulations. 

BR1 The redevelopment project policies shall include a requirement to make use of project designs, 

engineering, and construction practices that minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and wildlife 

corridor /MHPA preserve areas. 

BR2 Further environmental review shall be conducted in accordance with appropriate CEQA 

documentation requirements where specific actions would result in impacts to sensitive habitats 

and/or wildlife corridor/MHPA preserve areas. These reviews shall be conducted at the earliest 
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possible period of tiered project review to ensure the most flexibility in planning and project design, 

and resolve conflicts with significant biological resources. 

i .  Trails should be kept out of the biological buffer except in areas of lower biological sensitivity. 

Trails within the buffer should be limited to trails that provide access to biological and /or 

cultural interpretive areas aiong the River, and alianed roughly perpendicular to the length 

of the buffer {i.e., spur trails]. These interpretive areas and spur trails should be carefully 

chosen and should not be placed in biologically sensitive areas or areas with strong 

potential for effective habitat restoration and enhancement of species diversity. 

ii. As required by the MSCP Subarea Plan, native vegetation should be restored as a condition 

of future development proposals along the Urban Habitat Areas of the San Diego River 

corridor. 

iii. Permanent fencina and sianaae should be installed at the outside edge of the buffer areas, 

The limits of spur trails within the buffer should be effectively demarcated and/or fenced to 

avoid human encroachment into the adjacent habitat, The fencing should be designed to 

prevent encroachment by humans and domestic animals into the buffer areas and riparian 

corridor. The sianaqe should inform people that sensitive habitat land, if appropriate, 

mitigation land) lie beyond the fencing and that entering the area is illegal. 

iv. All post-construction structural best management practices (BMPs) such as srass swales, filter 

strips, and energy dissipaters, should be outside of the riparian buffer and the riparian 

corridor li.e., they should be within the development footprint). All filtration and attenuation 

of surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs should occur prior to the discharae of the 

flows into the buffer areas. 

v] 

manaaement reaulations state "no brush manaaement is reauired in areas containing 

wetland vegetation." 

vim No additional lighting should be added within the vicinity of both upland and wetland 

sensitive habitats, and where possible, existing lighting within such areas should be removed. 

vii. As to noise, methods should be employed to attenuate proiect-related construction and 

operational noise levels in excess of ambient levels at the edge of sensitive habitats to avoid 

or minimize further degradation by noise of conditions for wildlife, particularly, avian species. 

Where possible, existing sources of noise audible within the buffer should be removed. 

viii. All areas within bioloaical buffers should be added to the MHPA, if not already within it, and 

should be accordingly manaqed in perpetuity to maintain the bioloaical functions and 

values the buffers are intended to ~rotect.  

BR3 Prior to any project impacts occurring within areas under the jurisdiction of federal, state, or local 

biological resource regulatory agencies, the project applicant for the specific work shall obtain 

any and all applicable resource agency permits which may include, but are not limited to, Clean 
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Water Act 404 and 401 permits and California Department of Fish and Game Code 1601 and 1603 

Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

Significant impacts to City of San Diego Tier 1-111 habitats shall be mitigated as shown in Table 4.6-5 

and as described in Section 4.6.1.4 above. 

Any significant wetland resource impacts to the San Diego River identified during lower tier 

environmental review shall be mitigated within the immediate area of the impact action. 

Where potential impacts to non-MSCP covered federal and/or state listed sensitive species and/or 

narrow endemic species may occur as a result of proposed project actions, coordination with 

responsible listing agencies (USFWS and/or CDFG) shall be completed as early as practicable and 

in conjunction with, or prior to, the CEQA process for actions that may affect these species. 

Specific actions necessary to protect these sensitive species shall be determined on a case-by- 

case basis. 

Project actions resulting in impacts to nesting migratory birds (as defined under the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act [MBTA]) shall incorporate seasonal timing constraints for any wetland habitat clearing or 

shall require work corridor surveys for nesting birds. Where active nests are identified, these shall be 

avoided if practical, and if necessary, a MBTA Special Purpose Permit (50 CFR 521.27) shall be 

completed before removal of active nests of MBTA covered species. 

All future specific actions undertaken at or near the San Diego River shall be reviewed for 

consistency with the MSCP preserve and development requirements, as well as the MHPA Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines. 

4.6.5.2 Biological Mitigation Opportunities and the Sun Diego River Park Master 
Plan 

The Draft San Diego River Park Master Plan is a comprehensive planning document. As specific 

redevelopment actions are implemented and impacts on biological resources occur, mitigation within the 

San Diego River Park and adjacent habitats will likely be necessary. There appear to be many 

opportunities to mitigate redevelopment impacts within the Project Area that would be consistent with the 

goals of the San Diego River Park. Potential mitigation opportunities within each Subarea are presented 

below and are identified as '01 -05' with ' 0 '  denoting a potential 'Opportunity.' 

A. Subarea A 
The San Diego River Park Master Plan has identified areas along the River at '01 ' (Figure 4.6-1) that are 

recommended for addition to the adjacent open space areas. These parcels abut the River and are 

currently Urban/Developed, but are classified as Open Space in the Community Land Use Plan. An 

opportunity may be available along the River in these areas to mitigation impacts from redevelopment 

projects through creation of wetland habitats and wetland buffer habitats within these Urban/Developed 

areas. 
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Another potential opportunity for mitigation of redevelopment impacts and identified as a "Key Site" in the 

San Diego River Park Master Plan is at the confluence of Alvarado Creek and the San Diego River 

('02')(Figure 4.6-1). Mitigation opportunities include day lighting, or uncovering, and dechannelizing 

Alvarado Creek and removing large areas of Giant Reed to enhance existing Riparian Habitat. These 

areas are not within the MHPA, but provide significant biological opportunities and, if restored, may be 

candidates for inclusion in the MHPA. 

Within Subarea A generally, opportunities for mitigation exist such as removal of Ornamental vegetation 

along development parcels that abut the River. 

0. Subarea B 

The San Diego River Park Master Plan identifies several opportunities for enhancement, restoration, 

creation, or protection of native habitats along the River within Subarea B that could be used to mitigate 

impacts from redevelopment activities or could be pursued by the City of San Diego for enhancement of 

the River Park. 

Specifically, portions of the area labeled '03' in Subarea B (Figure 4.6-3) in the Navaio Community Plan 

Land Use are currently being used for Industrial purposes, but are designated as Open Space. These 

parcels are immediately adjacent to the San Diego River and, if necessary, there may be opportunities for 

mitigation of redevelopment impacts through creation or restoration of Riparian, Freshwater and/or Diegan 

Coastal Sage Scrub habitats in areas that are currently under Industrial land use. 

There is a long stretch of the River that is infested with the invasive Giant Reed within the Superior Mine 

('04')(Figure 4.6-3). Mitigation could include removal of Giant Reed and re-planting with native riparian 

species. This area is within the MHPA. 

Several of the Open Water areas of the River are also infested with the invasive Uruguay Marsh Purslane. 

Mitigation could include removal of this species. 

Another 'Key Site' identified in the San Diego River Park Master Plan that can be incorporated into 

mitigation for redevelopment impacts are the Disturbed Habitats in, and adjacent to, Superior Mine 

('OS')(Figure 4.6-3). Opportunities include acquiring habitat for enhancement and/or protection or 

removal of non-native, invasive species within native habitats. Site 05 is located within city-owned oDen 

space and therefore any removal or plantinas would need to be reviewed bv Open Space Division staff. 

These areas are within the MHPA. 

There is also an opportunity to enhance disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and Riparian Habitat in 

areas currently designated as Open Space at the point where the River turns sharply south along the 

Admiral Baker Golf Course (Figure 4.6-2). This area is not within the MHPA, but is adjacent and may be a 

candidate for inclusion in the preserve if restored. 
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C. Subarea C 
There are limited opportunities for mitigation of redevelopment impacts in Subarea C. There are two small 

patches of disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub that could be enhanced or enlarged, but these areas 

are not classified as Open Space and are low quality patches that are not worthy of extensive mitigation 

efforts. These patches are not within the MHPA. 

Protection and Notice Element 

BRV Assurance that mitigation areas will be adequately protected from future development shall be 

provided through 1 )  the dedication of fee title for the mitigation land to the City of San Diego; or 2) 

the establishment of a conservation easement relinquishing development rights to a conservation 

entity; or 3) a recorded covenant of easement against the title of the property for the remainder 

area, with the USFWS and CDFG named as third party beneficiaries, where a project has utilized all 

of its development area potential as allowed under the OR-1-2 zone. 

4.6.6 Conclusion 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result in direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 

species, depending on the type, size, and location of proposed activities. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures BR1 through BR9 will reduce the significant biological resources impacts to a level less than 

significant. 
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4.7 Geology/Soils 
The following summarizes the results of the Limited Geotechnicai Evaluation Grantville Redevelopment 

Projecf Environmental lmpact Report (EIRJ, Sun Diego, California (Ninyo & Moore, September 17, 2004). The 

complete report is provided in Volume II, Appendix G of this EIR. 

4.7.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project Area is located in the western portion of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of 

Southern California. The Peninsular Ranges are traversed by several major active faults including the 

Whittier-Elsinore, and Sun Jacinto faults located northeast of the Project Area and the Rose Canyon, Agua 

Blanca-Coronado Bank and San Clemente faults located west of the Project Area. 

4.7.7.7 Geology 
The Project Area is generally underlain by fill associated with the development of individual parcels, 

alluvium (along the Sun Diego River and Alvarado Canyon north of 1-81, terrace deposits (along the eastern 

side of Subarea A), Lindavista Formation (Subarea C), Stadium Conglomerate (Subarea A, northside of 

Alvarado Canyon), Friars Formation (the eastern end of Subarea B and north central portion of Subarea C), 

and the Santiago Peak Volcanics (eastern end of Subarea 8). Figure 4.7-1 depicts the soils and geologic 

units in the Project Area. The units are described below: 

Fill (not mapped): Fill soils in the Project Area are generally derived from nearby formational units and are 

similar in composition. Fill soils can vary from clay to sand, depending on the parent material. The 

compaction of the fills can vary considerably, ranging from loose to dense. Fill soils are located in Subareas 

A, B, and C. 

Alluvium and Slopewash (map rymbol Qal + sw): Holocene alluvium i s  present in the bottom of the San 

Diego River Valley and Alvarado Canyon north of 1-8 (Subareas A and 0). The alluvium generally consists of 

silty sand and clayey sand with some clay and silt. Scattered layers of gravel and cobbles are also likely to 

be present within the alluvium. The alluvium is generally in a loose condition and much of it would be 

subject to liquefaction below the water table. In developed parts of the western portion of Subarea A, 

alluvium is  likely to be present below existing fill soils. 

Terrace Deporits (map symbol Qt): Pleistocene age terrace deposits have been mapped on portions of 

Subarea A. In general, the terrace deposits consist of medium dense, coarse silty to poorly graded sand. 

Lindavista Formation (map symbol QI): The Pleistocene Lindavista Formation has been mapped on 

Subarea C. In general, materials of the Lindavista Formation consist of brown to reddish brown, weakly to 

moderately cemented, clayey and silty sandstone. Strongly cemented concentrations are also commonly 

found within the Lindavista Formation. 
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Stadium Conglomerak (map symbol Tsf): The late Eocene-age Stadium Conglomerate has been mapped 

in the eastern portion of Subarea A on the north side of Alvarado Canyon. In general, the Stadium 

Conglomerate consists of cobbles with a moderately cemented, coarse-grained sandstone matrix. 

Friar3 Formafion (map symbol Tf): The middle Eocene-age Friars Formation has been mapped in the 

eastern portion of Subarea A on the north side of Alvarado Canyon and in Subarea B on the south side of 

Mission Gorge. In general, the Friars Formation consists of massive, medium-grained sandstone with 

interbreds of strongly indurated claystone. The claystone is  generally moderately to highly expansive. 

Cobble conglomerate lenses are also common within the Friars Formation. 

Santiago Peak Volcanics (map symbol Jrp): The Jurassic, Santiago Peak Volcanics are present in the 

eastern portion of Subarea B on the northeastern and southern sides of Mission Gorge. In general, the 

Santiago Peak Volcanics consist of metamorphosed volcanic, volcaniclastic, and sedimentary rocks. In 

the Project Area, materials of the Santiago Peak Volcanics are being mined for aggregate. 

4.7.7.2 Mineral Resources 
The majority of the Project Area is located within urban areas where no significant mineral deposits are 

present, or are considered likely to exist. Therefore, the potential for loss of mineral deposits due to further 

development in these portions of the Project Area is considered low. 

4.7.7.3 Groundwater 
Based on the project location, groundwater is likely to be at or near the surface in the bottom of the San 

Diego River Valley. Groundwater is  expected to be at depths of 20 to 40 feet below the majority of 

Subarea A and lower portions of Subarea B. In the higher elevations of the Project Area (portions of 

Subarea B and C) depths to groundwater are expected to be more than 50 feet. Groundwater levels can 

fluctuate due to seasonal variations, irrigation, and other factors. The majority of the Project Area is  not 

expected to be affected by shallow groundwater. 

4.7.7.4 Geotec hnical Hazards 

A. Slope Stability 
No landslides or indications of deep-seated landslides were mapped or observed in the Project Area. 

0. Faulting and Seismicity 
The Project Area is located in a seismically active area, as is most of Southern California. The Project Area is  

not underlain by known active faults (i.e., faults that exhibit evidence of ground displacement during the 

last 1 1,000 years). 

Ac five Faults 

No faults currently classified as "active" by the State of California are known to traverse the Project Area. 

The Rose Canyon fault is the closest "active" fault located approximately five miles west of the Project 

Area. The fault lies within an Earthquake Fault Zone (Figure 4.7-2). 
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Strong Ground Motion and Ground Surface Rupture 

The seismic hazard most likely to impact the Project Area is ground shaking resulting from an earthquake on 

a major active fault. Due to the relatively close proximity of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone to the Project 

Area, the most significant ground shaking from one of the regional faults will most likely occur on the Rose 

Canyon Fault Zone. The Project Area is located in a zone where the horizontal peak ground acceleration 

having a 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years is 0.25g (25 percent of the acceleration of 

gravity). A maximum credible earthquake of magnitude 6.9 on the Rose Canyon Fault Zone could 

produce a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.31g to 0.36g (site acceleration), and a maximum 

probably event may be on the order of 0.1 7g to 0.19g. This is the level of risk assumed by the Uniform 

Building Code (UBC, 1997) minimum design requirements. 

4.7.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

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 Zone Map; 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; 

iii Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or 

iv Landslides. 

Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil; 

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

the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse: 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- I-B of the Uniform Building Code; or, 

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 

disposal systems where sewer are not available for the disposal of waste water. 

4.7.3 Impact 

4.7.3.7 Gro undwu ter 
Perched water conditions due to irrigation and runoff may be encountered in portions of the Project Area. 

The majority of the Project Area is not expected to be affected by shallow groundwater. However, 

groundwater is  likely to be at or near the surface in the bottom of the San Diego River Valley. Any future 

redevelopment activities in or near the River Valley would need to account for the potential for 

groundwater. The potential presence of groundwater is considered a significant impact. 
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Geo technical Hazards 

A. Slope Stability 
There are no landslides or deep-seated landslides located within the Project Area and no impact 

associated with this issue is anticipated. 

0. Faulting and Seismicity 

The Project Area is located in a seismicafly active area, as is most of Southern California. No active faults 

traverse the Project Area. The closest active fault to the Project Area is the Rose Canyon Fault, which is 

assigned a maximum earthquake magnitude of 6.9. The impact associated with faulting and seismicity is 

considered significant as implementation of future redevelopment activities has the potential to expose 

people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects due to strong ground shaking or seismic related 

ground failure, Implementation of Mitigation Measure GS1 will reduce the impact to a level less than 

significant. 

Ground surface rupture due to active faulting is not considered likely due to the absence of known active 

faults underlying the Project Area. Lurching and cracking of the ground as a result of nearby or distant 

seismic events is also considered unlikely. 

Liquefaction, Seismically Induced Settlement and Lateral Spread 

Liquefaction of cohesionless soils can be caused by strong vibratory motion due to earthquakes. Loose 

granular soils and non-plastic silts that are saturated by a relatively shallow groundwater table are most 

susceptible to liquefaction. The Project Area contains some areas that may be subject to liquefaction in 

the event of a nearby seismic event. These areas include the lower portions of Subareas A and B. The 

impact associated with liquefaction, induce settlement and lateral spread is  considered significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure GSI will reduce the impact to a level less than significant. 

Soil Erosion 

Implementation of future redevelopment activities is  not anticipated to result in substantial soil erosion. The 

Project Area is primarily developed, and redevelopment activities will need to comply with storm water 

regulations that require implementation of erosion control measures during construction of a project. While 

the Project Area is large, redevelopment of the area will occur over a 20 to 30 year period. Any active 

construction activity in the Redevelopment Project Area at any one time would not be significant in terms 

of the amount of soils exposed to erosion forces such as wind and rain. 

Septic Systems 

The Project Area is served by a municipal sewer system and does not rely on septic systems for disposal. As 

such, no impact associated with soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks will result. 
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4.7.4 Significance of Impact 
Existing geotechnical conditions of the Project Area related to the potential presence of near surface 

groundwater, ground shaking during a seismic event, and liquefaction is  considered a significant 

geotechnical condition that may impact future development. As future development activities are 

proposed within the Project Area, a site specific geotechnical evaluation will need to be conducted for 

each project to identify the specific geotechnical conditions of the site and measures that would need to 

be implemented in order to address potential site constraints. 

Mitigation Measures 

GS1 A comprehensive geotechnical evaluation, including development-specific surface exploration 

and laboratory testing, shall be conducted prior to design and construction of any development 

within the Project Area. The purpose of the subsurface evaluation would be to: 1 )  further evaluate 

the subsurface conditions in the area of future structures or improvements; and, 2 )  provide 

information pertaining to the engineering characteristics of earth materials of each development. 

From these data, recommendations for grading, earthwork, surface and subsurface drainage, 

foundations, pavement structural sections, sedimentation mitigation, and other pertinent 

geotechnical design considerations may be formulated. 

The Rose Canyon fault has been mapped approximately five miles to the west of the site. 

Accordingly, the site has a potential for moderate ground motions due to an earthquake on the 

active Rose Canyon fault. Therefore, the potential for moderate seismic accelerations will need to 

be considered in the design of future structures or improvements. The level of risk associated with 

these seismic accelerations is the level of risk assumed by the UBC minimum design requirements. 

The settlement of potential underlain fill soils will likely require that multi-level structures be 

supported on deep foundations. The settlement potential of these soils would be evaluated as 

part of the geotechnical design phase of any redevelopment activity. Measures may include 

removal of these soils and replacement with compacted fill. 

Lower portions of Subareas A and B are underlain by alluvium which may be subject to 

liquefaction. Mitigation may include removal of loose alluvium and replacement with compacted 

fill or supporting any future structures on deep foundations which extend through the alluvium. 

4.7.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GS1 will reduce the impact to geology and soils to a level of less 

than significant. 
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4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The following summarizes the results of the Hazardous Materials Technical Study Grantville Redevelopment 

Project and Study Area, San Diego, California (Ninyo & Moore, September 17, 2004). The complete report is  

provided in Volume II, Appendix H of this EIR. 

4.8.1 Existing Conditions 
Developed properties within the Project Area are primarily commercial and industrial facilities. The 

surrounding area consists of primarily residential properties interspersed with commercial and industrial 

buildings. 

4.8.1.1 Aerial Photograph Review 
Historical aerial photographs were reviewed to obtain information regarding the history and activities within 

the Project Area. Based on the review of aerial photographs, the Project Area appears to have been 

occupied with undeveloped land, agricultural land, and scattered development from at least as early as 

1928 until sometime between 1953 and 1966. From that time until the late 198Os, residential and 

commercial development progressively replaced agricultural land and undeveloped land. By 1989, the 

Project Area appeared similar to its current configuration. 

4.8.7.2 Site Reconnaissance 
A limited hazardous ma,terials site reconnaissance was conducted of the Project Area. This reconnaissance 

involved a visual survey by vehicle of properties of potential environmental concern. Access to properties 

in the Project Area was limited to observations made from public rights-of-way, such as streets, alleys and 

sidewalks and the exterior of the properties. 

4.8.1.3 Environmental Database Search 
An environmental information database search of federal, state, and local databases was performed. The 

review was conducted to evaluate whether properties within approximately 1,000 feet of the boundaries of 

the Project Area have been identified as having experienced significant unauthorized releases of 

hazardous substances or other events with potentially adverse environmental effects. Table 3 of the HMTS 

(see Volume II Appendix H) provides a summary of the Environmental Database review sites of potential 

environmental concern. Approximately 36 sites of potential environmental concern within the Project Area 

and surrounding area were identified as a result of the environmental information database search. 

Properties located within the boundaries of the Project Area were listed in the Underground Storage Tank 

(UST) and Aboveground Storage Tank (AST), Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST), Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Department of Environmental Health (DEH) HE1 7 (permits), and 

Solid Waste Landfill (SWL) databases. In addition to the properties located within the boundaries of the 

Project Area, the database search identified several surrounding properties of potential environmental 

concern. Forty-five unmapped (non-geocoded) facilities were also noted in the database reports as being 

located within the same zip code as the Project Area. One of these unmapped facilities is a duplicate 

listing on the LUST database, located at Mission Gorge and Twain Avenue. Eighteen open LUST cases, 
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located at 14 facilities, were identified in the Project Area. Thirteen RCRA Generator facilities were 

identified in the Project Area. Three of the unmapped facilities are listed on the SWL database; however, 

one is a duplicate listing and the second, identified as the North Chollas Burn Site (located several miles 

south of the Project Area), has been given a status of "clean close." These facilities are discussed in further 

detail below. Based on the locations of the 40 remaining unmapped facilities, their distances from the site, 

and the database on which they were listed, there is a low likelihood of these facilities have negatively 

impacted the environmentally integrity of the Project Area. 

4.8.7.4 Environmental Regulatory Agency inquiries and Document Review 
Information regarding properties of potential environmental concern within the boundaries of the Project 

Area was requested from the Department of Environmental Health (DEH). Sixteen facilities were selected 

based on information provided in the environmental database search. Figure 4.8-1 depicts the location of 

these facilities within the Project Area. Table 4.8-1 describes the facilities. 

4.8.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purpose of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed Redevelopment project would: 

Routinely transport, use or dispose of hazardous materials; 

Release hazardous materials into the environment; 

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

Is included on a list of hazardous materials; and, 

Impairs implementation of, or physically interferes with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan. 

4.8.3 Impact 
The proposed project will result in the redevelopment of existing land uses in the Project Area. The degree 

of potential impact will range from not significant, to significant requiring mitigation, depending on the 

location and type of use proposed of any future redevelopment projects in the Project Area. In general, 

redevelopment activities provide an opportunity to remediate (or clean up) existing sites of environmental 

concern, as any existing sites of contamination would need to be cleaned prior to new development. The 

new development would be required to comply with applicable regulations regarding the use, storage, 

and transport of hazardous materials. 

Potential hazards and hazardous impacts include: 

Uses that would involve the handling, storage, and treatment of hazardous materials; 

Uses that would release hazardous materials into the environment; 

Uses that would emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

I Arco # 1790 - 61 10 Mission Gorge Road The database search indicated that a release of gasoline 
occurred, and the aquifer was affected. The DEH file review 
indicates that remedial action has occurred at the facility. The 
most recent groundwater report recommends that the DEH 
consider the site for closure. Because the facility has not yet 
been granted regulatory closure, there is a moderate to high 
likelihood that this facility has adversely affected the 
environmental integrity of the Project Area. The database 
search indicates that this facility is  a permitted site. A violation 
cited in June 1999 indicated the facility did not properly report, 
investigate, or respond to an unauthorized release. Open LUST 
case and RCRA Generator facility. 
During the site reconnaissance, it was observed that the 
property i s  now occupied by a Thrifty Oil gasoline station. The 
database search indicates that a tank release from this 
gasoline service station property was discovered on August 8, 
1986. According to the DEH file review, remedial action is 
underway: however, analytical data indicates the presence of 
hydrocarbons in the groundwater. Based on this information, 
there is  a moderate to high likelihood that this facility has 
adversely affected the environmental integrity of the subject 
site. The database search indicates that this facility i s  a 
permitted site. Violations of concern were not noted in the 
database report. However, the facility is  associated with an 
unauthorized release case. Open LUST Case and RCRA 
Generator facility. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

1 Bob Wheeler Ultramar 

Body Beautiful Car Wash - 4282 Camino 
del Rio North 

During the site reconnaissance, it was observed that the facility 
is  occupied by Valero. The database search indicates that a 
tank release for this property was discovered in January 1999. 
According to the DEH file review, soil and groundwater were 
affected by a release of waste oil during UST closure. The soil 
contamination has been delineated; however, quarterly 
groundwater monitoring continues. Based on this information, 
there is  a moderate to high likelihood that this facility has 
adversely affected the environmental integrity of the Project 
Area. A violation in August 1998 indicates the facility has not 
entered into a written contract with the tank owner and 
notified the Hazardous Materials Management Division 
(HHMD). This facility is an open LUST case. 
The database search report indicated that a release at this 
property was discovered in November 2002. Gasoline was 
released and, reportedly, a remediation plan has been 
implemented. According to the DEH file review, site closure 
has been recommended based on the reduced levels of MTBE 
and TPH. Because site closure has not been granted, there is 
moderate to high likelihood that this facility has adversely 
affected the environmental intearitv of the subiect site. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

Friars Road Unocal 76 - 10385 Friars Road Durina the site reconnaissance, it was observed that the facility 
is  now occupied by Rose Auto Sales and Car Wash. The 
database search indicated that a tank release at this property 
was discovered in May 1994. The file review at the DEH 
indicated that semi-annual monitoring and recovery of free 
product continue to be recommended. Based on this 
information, there is a moderate to high likelihood that this 
facility has adversely affected the environmental integrity of 
the Project Area. In addition, a second tank release was 
reported for this facility in February 1996. However, this release 
is listed as "case closed," and is, therefore, not considered to 
present an environmental concern to the Project Area at the 
present time. The database search indicates that the facility is  
a permitted site. A violation cited in August 1998 indicated the 
facility has not entered into a written contract with the tank 
owner and notified the Hazardous Material Management 
Division (HMMD). This facility is an open LUST case. 
During the site reconnaissance, it was observed that the facility 
is now occupied by Auto Port Limited. The database search 
indicates that a tank release at this property was discovered in 
July 1992. The DEH file review indicated that quarterly 
groundwater monitoring will continue and additional wells may 
be installed to delineate the contaminant plume. Based on 
this information, there is  a moderate to high likelihood that this 
facility has adversely affected the environmental integrity of 
the subject site. The database search indicated that the 
facility is a permitted site. Violations of concern were not 
noted in the database report. However, the facility is 
associated with an unauthorized release case and is an open 
LUST case and RCRA Generator facility. 

-. -, 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

Padre Petroleum Products - 4421 Glacier 
Avenue 

Rose Automotive Service and Rose 
Toyota - 59 10 Mission Gorge Road and 
5921 Fairmount Avenue 

Sullivan Storage and Transfer Company - 
4660 Alvarado Canyon Road 

During the reconnaissance, the property buildings appeared to 
be unoccupied. The database search indicates that a tank 
release at this property was discovered in December 1992. 
Diesel fuel was released, and the aquifer was affected. 
Reportedly, a preliminary site assessment is underway and 
further action has been recommended, including extraction of 
free product and delineation of groundwater contamination. 
The database search indicates that this facility is a permitted 
site. Violations of concern were noted in the database report. 
However, the facility is associated with an unauthorized release 
case and is an open LUST case and RCRA Generator facility. 
During the site reconnaissance, this property was observed to 
be occupied by Toyota San Diego. A Phase I Environmental 
Assessment of the facility was conducted in 1998, and 
recommended soil and groundwater sampling due to former 
LUST case on site. Groundwater was found to be 
contaminated. The contaminant plume has migrated to 
approximately 75 feet west of Fairmount Avenue, and is  
confined to the site at the present time. Documentation 
regarding the release at this facility was not on file. 
During the site reconnaissance, this property was observed to 
be occupied by Qualtech Auto Center. The database search 
indicated that a tank release at this property was discovered in 
December 1996. Gasoline was released, and the aquifer was 
affected. MTBE was found at a maximum concentration of 
13,600 parts per million (ppm). Reportedly, a preliminary site 
assessment is underway. Based on this information, there is a 
moderate to high likelihood that this facility had adversely 
affected the environmental integrity of the Project Area. The 
database search indicated that this facility is a permitted site. 
No violations were noted in the search. However the facility is 
associated with an unauthorized release and is an open LUST 
case and RCRA Generator site. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

City of Sun Diego Sewer Project/VR 
Dennis Construction 

Sun Diego Equipment Rental - 6990 
Mission Gorge Road 

During the site reconnaissance, this property was observed to 
be occupied by ABC Supply Company. The database search 
indicated that a tank release at this property was discovered in 
April 1992. Gasoline was released; however, the medium 
affected is not indicated. Documents reviewed at the DEH 
indicated that the responsible party has yet to be determined. 
Based on this information there is  a moderate to high likelihood 
that this facility has adversely impacted the environmental 
integrity of the Project Area. 
During the reconnaissance, this property was observed to be 
occupied by World RV. The database search indicated that a 
tank release at this property was discovered in January 1995. 
Gasoline was released into the groundwater, According to the 
file review, a remedial action plan has not yet been 
implemented. Based on this information, there is a moderate 
to high likelihood that this facility has adversely impacted the 
environmental integrity of the subject site. The database 
search indicates that this facility is  a permitted site. Violations 
of concern were not noted in the database report. However, 
the facility is associated with an unauthorized release case and 
is an open LUST case and RCRA Generator site. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

I Allied Garden Chevron - 51 02 Waring 
Road 

During the site reconnaissance, this property was observed to 
be a vacant lot. The database search report indicated that a 
tank release at this property was discovered in August 1993. 
Waste oil was released, and reportedly, remedial action is  
underway. Another release involving gasoline was discovered 
in March 2000. Documents reviewed at the DEH indicated 
semi-annual groundwater monitoring will continue at the 
facility. Also, additional wells may be installed off site to 
facilitate delineation of the contaminant plume. Based on this 
information, there is a moderate to high likelihood that this 
facility has adversely impacted the environmental integrity of 
the Project Area. In addition, one other tank release was 
reported for this facility. However, this release is listed as "case 
closed," and is, therefore, not considered to present an 
environmental concern to the site at the present time. 

The database search also indicated that this facility is a 
permitted site. Violations of concern were not noted in the 
database report, However, the facility i s  associated with 
unauthorized release case and is an open LUST case and RCRA 
Generator site. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
Summary of Sites of Potential Environmental Concern in the Project Area 

Texaco - 51 03 Waring Road 

Tosco 76 #4373 - 5 194 Waring Road 

Source: Ninoyo and Moore, 2004. 

During the site reconnaissance, this property was observed to 
be occupied by a Shell station. The database search 
indicated that a tank release at this property was discovered in 
January 1992. Gasoline was released to the groundwater. The 
most recent report on file at the DEH indicated there is still free 
product in one well, and significant hydrocarbon 
concentrations present in other wells. Based on this 
information, there is a moderate to high likelihood that this 
facility has adversely impacted the environmental integrity of 
the Project Area. In addition, one other tank release was 
reported for this facility. However, this release is listed as "case 
closed," and is, therefore, not considered to present an 
environmental concern to the site at the present time. The 
database search indicates that the facility is a permitted site. 
Violations of concern were not noted in the database report. 
However, the facility is associated with an unauthorized release 
case and is an open LUST case and RCRA Generator site. 
The database search indicates that a tank release for this 
property was discovered in July 1988. Gasoline was released 
into the groundwater. Quarterly groundwater monitoring is 
being performed at the site, according to documents 
reviewed at the DEH. Based on this information, there is a 
moderate to high likelihood that this facility has adversely 
impacted the environmental integrity of the Project Area. The 
database search indicated that this facility is a permitted site. 
A violation cited February 1998 indicated the facility has not 
entered into a written contract with the tank owner and 
notified the Hazardous Materials Management Division 
(HHMD). This facility is an open LUST case. 
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Development on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public 

or the environment. 

Eighteen open LUST cases, located at 14 facilities, were identified in the Project Area. Based on the 

information obtained from the environmental database search and DEH documents reviewed, there is a 

moderate to high likelihood that these facilities have adversely impacted the environmental integrity of the 

Project Area. Figure 4.8-1 indicates the location of the 14 facilities and Table 4.8-1 describes each of these 

facilities. 

Thirteen RCRA Generator facilities were identified in the Project Area. Three of the facilities are associated 

with LUST cases; therefore, there is a moderate to high likelihood that these three facilities have adversely 

impacted the environmental integrity of the Project Area. Based on the nature of the remaining ten 

facilities and the fact that they are not associated with unauthorized releases, there is a low likelihood that 

these facilities have adversely impacts the environmental integrity of the site to date. Figure 4.8-1 indicates 

the location of these facilities and Table 4.8-1 describes each of these facilities. 

The horizon of the redevelopment plan is 20-30 years. During this timeframe, changes are likely to occur 

that will alter the status of the various potential hazardous materials sites identified in the Project Area. For 

each subsequent development project or improvement that occurs within the Project Area, the status of 

any particular site or sites affected by a specific project action (e.g., new commercial development or 

right-of-way improvements) will need to be evaluated through a Phase I Hazardous Materials 

Environmental Site Assessment, and in some instances, additional assessment (Phase II) and site 

remediation. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures HMI, HM2 and HM3 would reduce 

potential impacts from these facilities to a level less than significant. 

The relative security of a particular hazardous waste site, or other site of environmental concern, depends 

on the proposed development proposal for the specific parcels. Documented soil and groundwater 

contamination located at facilities within the Project Area is  being addressed by the individual responsible 

parties. Remediation goals are based on cleanup levels designed to protect water quality. However, 

residual contamination may present non-water quality risks to the environment, such as human health, or 

create a condition of pollution or nuisance not addressed by the regulatory agency cleanup requirement. 

Residual contamination may be of particular concern during subsurface construction activities, when the 

contaminant pathway is often the most direct and shortest. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation 

Measure HMI at the time a specific development proposal is proposed, will allow the potential impact to 

be evaluated and, if necessary, a specific mitigation (or remediation) plan be devised. The 

implementation of Mitigation Measure HM4 would reduce the potential impact as a result of residual 

contamination, if found to be present, to less than a level of significance. 

In general, sites containing contaminated soil and groundwater are known to regulatory agencies. Such 

sites are in programs to remedy these sites, and many of the sites within the Project Area are anticipated to 

advance toward, or achieve acceptable remedies during the life of the redevelopment plan. However, 
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the potential exposure of people or property to unremediated soils, groundwater, or surface water, or any 

other sources of existing contamination within the Project Area as properties are redeveloped is  considered 

a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HM1, HM5 and HM6 will reduce the impact to 

a level less than significant. 

Surveys to test for asbestos-containing building materials and lead based paint are also required by the 

City of Sun Diego to be performed at sites with existing buildings. Buildings that contain asbestos will need 

to be remediated during demolition. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HM1 would ensure proper 

asbestos removal is conducted within the Project Area. 

No impact associated with impairing the implementation of, or physical interference with an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan is anticipated. Subsequent redevelopment 

activity in the Project Area will be consistent with the Community Plans in which the project is located. As 

such, the project would not involve the closure of evacuation routes or interfere with an emergency 

response plan. 

4.8.4 Significance of Impact 
The potential presence of hazardous materials and existing areas of contamination in the Project Area is 

considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Prior to the development of specific properties within the Redevelopment Project Area, a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall be performed. The Phase I ESA shall identify the potential 

for the site to contain hazardous materials (including asbestos and lead-based paints) and 

contaminated soils. Recommendations of the Phase I ESA shall be implemented to ensure that the 

site is suitable for redevelopment activities. Recommendations of the Phase I ESA may range from 

no further action, to preparation of a Phase II ESA that identifies specific further action required in 

order to remediate the hazardous materials so that they do not pose a significant health risk. 

Any underground storage tanks [USTsl that are removed during redevelopment activities shall be 

removed under permit by the Department of Environmental Health IDEHl. The soil and groundwater 

within the vicinity of the USTs shall be adequately characterized and remediated, i f  necessary, to a 

standard that would be protective of water quality and human health, based on the future site use. 

In the event that not previously identified underground storage tanks IUSTsl or undocumented areas 

of contamination are encountered during redevelopment activities, work shall be discontinued until 

appropriate health and safety procedures are implemented. A contingency plan shall be 

prepared to address contractor procedures for such an event, to minimize potential for costly 

construction delays. In addition, either Department of Environmental Health [DEHl or the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), depending on the nature of the contamination, shall be 

notified regarding the contamination. Each agency and program within the respective agency has 
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its own mechanism for initiating an investigation. The appropriate program shall be selected based 

on the nature of the contamination identified. The contamination remediation and removal 

activities shall be conducted in accordance with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory 

guidelines, under the oversight of the appropriate regulatory agency. 

HM4 A risk assessment shall be performed at all facilities in the Project Area where contamination has 

been identified or is discovered during activities, and at which soil is to be disturbed, to address non- 

water quality risks posed by any residual contamination, and to establish appropriate mitigation 

measures (e.g., natural attenuation, active remediation, and engineering controls) that would be 

protective of human health and the environment. All assessment and remediation activities shall be 

conducted in accordance with a Work Plan which is  approved by the City of San Diego having 

oversight of the activities. 

HM5 During construction activities, it may be necessary to excavate existing soil at a specific project site, 

or to bring fill soils to the site from off-site locations. In areas that have been identified as being 

contaminated or where soil contamination is suspected, appropriate sampling is required prior to 

disposal of excavated soil. Complete characterization of the soil shall be prepared prior to any 

excavation or removal activity. Contaminated soil shall be properly disposed at an off-site facility. 

Fill soils also shall be sampled to ensure that imported soil is free of contamination. 

HM6 Caution shall be taken during excavation activities near existing groundwater monitoring wells, so 

that they are not damaged. Existing groundwater monitoring wells may have to be abandoned 

and reinstalled if they are located in an area that is  undergoing redevelopment. 

4.8.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HMI, HM2, HM3, HM4, HM5 and HM6 will reduce the potential 

impact related to hazardous materials and hazards to a level less than significant. 

-, 
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Paleontological Resources 

4.9.1 Existing Conditions 
Paleontoiogical resources represent a limited, nonrenewable, and impact-sensitive scientific and 

educational resource. As defined in this section, "paleontological resources" (i.e.. fossils) are the remains 

and/or traces of prehistoric plant and animal life exclusive of man. Fossil remains such as bones, teeth, 

shells, and leaves are found in the geologic deposits (rock formations) where they were originally buried. 

Paleontological resources include not only the actual fossil remains, but also the collecting localities, and 

the geologic formations containing those localities. 

Paleontological resource sensitivities are rated for individual formations and recognize the important 

relationship between fossils and the geologic formations within which they are entombed. A high sensitivity 

is  assigned to geologic formations known to produce vertebrate fossil remains or are considered to have 

the potential to produce such remains. A moderate sensitivity is assigned to geologic formations that are 

judged to have a strong, but unproven potential for producing important fossil remains. A marginal 

sensitivity is  assigned to geologic formations that are composed either of pyroclastic volcanic or meta 

sedimentary rocks, but which nevertheless have a limited probability of producing fossil remains from 

certain sedimentary lithologies at localized outcrops. 

The Project Area is underlain by fill associated with the development of individual parcels, alluvium and 

slopewash, terrace deposits, Lindavista Formation, Stadium Conglomerate, Friars Formation, and the 

Santiago Peak Volcanics. Imported fill used for development sites is required to be screened for 

paleontologaical resources prior to the use for development, therefore, there is no paleontological 

resource sensitivity associated with this fill material. Alluvium and slopewash are not consolidated, and do 

not contain important paleontological resources. Table 4.9-1 identifies the paleontological resource 

sensitivity of the geologic formations discussed above. 

TABLE 4.9-1 
Paleontological Resource Sensitivity 

There are two types of terrace deposits, river and marine. Marine terrace deposites have a high 

paleontological sensitivity; whereas river terrace deposits have a moderate sensitivity. Since the San Diego 

Terrace Deposits 

Lindavista Formation 

Stadium Conglomerate 

Friars Formation 

Santiago Peak Volcanics 

- - 
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River is located within, and adjacent to the Redevelopment Project Area, river terrace deposits underlain 

portions of the Redevelopment Project Area. River terrace deposits include coarse-grained, gravelly 

sandstones, pebble and cobble conglomerates, and claystone. 

Santiago peak volcanic areas contain either metasedimentary rocks or metavolcanic rocks and the 

paleontological sensitivity of Santiago Peak Volcanics varies depending on which type of rock is contained 

in the formation. The metavolcanic portion makes up a bulk of this formation in San Diego County. A 

portion of the Redevelopment Project Area is underlain with the metavolcanic portion of the Santiago 

Peak Volcanics, and is considered to be of marginal sensitivity. 

4.9.2 Impact Threshold 
For purposes of this EIR a significant impact will occur if the proposed project would: 

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site, or unique geologic feature. 

Because paleontological resources are largely a buried resource, there is no way to accurately predict 

what fossils are present within a site or their individual significance to the scientific community before they 

are discovered. For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to paleontological resources are considered 

significant if future redevelopment activities involve grading in areas underlain by geologic formations that 

exhibit a moderate to high paleontological resource potential. 

4.9.3 Impact 
Paieontological resources are typically impacted when earthwork activities such as mass excavation 

projects cut into geological deposits (formations) within which fossils are buried. These impacts are in the 

form of physical destruction of fossil remains. Since fossils are the remains of prehistoric animal and plant 

life, they are considered to be non-renewable. Such impacts are significant, and under CEQA Guidelines, 

require mitigation. 

As identified in Table 4.9-1, the Friars Formation has a high potential for producing significant 

paleontological resources; the Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation and Stadium Conglomerate have a 

moderate potential for producing significant paleontological resources; and the Santiago Peak Volcanics 

have a marginal potential for producing significant paleontological resources. 

As shown in Figure 4.9-1, the majority of the Redevelopment Project Area does not have a significant 

potential to yield paleontological resources. However, the eastern portion of Subarea A has a moderate 

and high paleontological resource sensitivity, several portions of Subarea B have moderate and high 

paleontological resource sensitivity, and Subarea C has a moderate and high paleontological resource 

sensitivity. 

The specific location and nature of future redevelopment projects k-%currently unknown. However, it is 

anticipated that redevelopment activities will involve grading and earthwork with excavations into these 

formations. Any future earthwork involving disturbance to the Terrace Deposits, Lindavista Formation, 
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Stadium Conglomerate, and Friars Formation within the Project Area has the potential to impact 

paleontological resources. This is considered a significant impact. lmplementation of Mitigation Measure 

PR1 wilt reduce the impact to paleontological resources to a level less than significant. Mitigation Measure 

PR1 requires monitoring of project site grading, and recovery and proper curation of fossils should 

significant fossils be encountered during site grading. 

4.9.4 Significance of Impact 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result in the substantial excavation of potential fossil- 

bearing geologic formations and the impact is considered significant. 

4.9.5 Mitigation Measures 
The following measures have been developed by the City of San Diego to reduce the project-related 

Paleontological impact to below a level of significance. These measures encompass a comprehensive 

program to protect paleontological resources should they be found at a construction site. The mitigation 

program is consistent with standard programs employed at other sites within the City of Sun Diego. 

Implementation of these measures would allow preservation and future scientific study of any important 

Paleontological resources encountered, thereby reducing the potential impact to below a level of 

significance. This mitigation measure applies to projects located within the Terrace Deposits, Linda Vista 

Formation, stadium conglomerate and friars formation only. 

PR1 Prior to preconstruction (precon) meeting: 

1. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but not 

limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, 

the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of LDR shall verify that the requirements for 

Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the appropriate construction 

documents. 

2. Letters of Qualification have been Submitted to ADD 

Prior to the NTP, and/or issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition Permit or Building 

Permit, the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the ADD of LDR stating that a 

qualified Paleontologist, as defined in the City of Sun Diego Paleontological Guidelines, 

has been retained to implement the monitoring program. 

3. Second Letter Containing Names of Monitors has been sent to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC). 

a. At least thirty days prior to the Preconstruction Meeting (Precon), a second letter 

shatl be submitted to MMC which shall include the name of the Principal Investigator 

(PI) and the names of all persons involved in the Paleontological Monitoring of the 

project. 

b. MMC will provide Plan Check with a copy of both the first and second letter. 
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4. Records Search Prior to Precon Meeting 

At least thirty days prior to the Precon meeting, the qualified Paleontologist shall verify 

that a records search has been completed, and updated as necessary, and be 

prepared to introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. Verification 

includes, but is not limited to, a copy of a confirmation letter from the San Diego Natural 

History Museum, other institution, or, if the record search was in-house, a letter of 

verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

Precon Meeting: 

1. Monitor Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

a. Prior to beginning of any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the Paleontologist, Construction Manager and/or 

Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building inspector (BI), and MMC. The 

qualified Paleontologist shall attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make 

comments and/or suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring Program 

with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

b. If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE, or BI as appropriate, 

shall schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, Monitors, Construction Manager 

and appropriate Contractor's representatives to meet and review the job on-site 

prior to start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

At the Precon Meeting, the Paleontologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the 

site/grading plan (reduced to 1 1 xl7) that identifies areas to be monitored. 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

Prior to the start of work, the Paleontologist also shall submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through the RE, or 81, as appropriate, indicating when and where monitoring is to 

begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for monitoring. 

During Construction: 

1.  Monitor Shall be Present During GradingIExcavation 

a. The qualified Paleontologist shall be present full-time during the initial cutting of 

previously undisturbed formations with high and moderate resource sensitivity, and 

shall document activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (form). This record shall 

be faxed to the RE, or BI as appropriate, and MMC each month. 
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2. Discoveries: 

Minor Paleontological Discovery 

In the event of a minor Paleontological discovery (small pieces of broken common 

shell fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Paleontologist shall notify the 

RE, or BI as appropriate, that a minor discovery has been made. The determination 

of significance shall be at the discretion of the qualified Paleontologist. The 

Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area and immediately notify the RE, or BI 

as appropriate, i f  a potential significant discovery emerges. 

Significant Paleontologicai Discovery 

In the event of a significant Paleontological discovery, and when requested by the 

Paleontologist, the city RE, or BI as appropriate, shall be notified and shall divert, 

direct, or temporarily halt construction activities in the area of discovery to allow 

recovery of fossil remains. The determination of significance shall be at the discretion 

of the qualified Paleontologist. The Paleontologist with Principal Investigator (PI) level 

evaluation responsibilities shall also immediately notify MMC staff of such finding at 

the time of discovery. MMC staff will coordinate with appropriate LDR staff. 

3. Night Work: 

If night work is included in the contract 

When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shalt be 

presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

(2) The following procedures shall be followed: 

(a) No Discoveries 

In the event that nothing was found during the night work, the PI shall record 

the information on the Site Visit Record Form. 

Minor Discoveries 

All Minor Discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures under 2. a,, with the exception that the RE shall contact MMC by 9 A.M. 

the following morning. 

Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 

procedures under 2.b., shall be followed, with the exception that the RE shall 

contact MMC by 8 A.M. the following morning to report and discuss the findings. 

If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 24 

hours before the work is to begin. 

The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

e. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 
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4. Notification of Completion: 

The Paleontologist shall notify MMC and the RE, or BI as appropriate, of the end date of 

monitoring. 

Post Construction 

The Paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of curation as defined 

by the City of Sun Diego Paleontological Guidelines: 

1.  Submit Letter of Acceptance from Local Qualified Curation Facility. 

The Paleontologist shall be responsible for submittal of a letter of acceptance to ADD of 

LDR from a local qualified curation facility. A copy of this letter shall be forwarded to 

MMC. 

2. If Fossil Collection is not Accepted, Contact LDR for Alternatives 

If the fossil collection is not accepted by a local qualified facility for reasons other than 

inadequate preparation of specimens, the project Paleontologist shall contact LDR, to 

suggest an alternative disposition of the collection. MMC shall be notified in writing of the 

situation and resolution. 

3. Recording Sites with Sun Diego Natural History Museum 

The Paleontologist shall be responsible for the recordation of any discovered fossil sites at 

the San Diego Natural History Museum. 

4. Final Results Report 

a. Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results Report (even 

if negative), which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the above 

Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted 

to MMC for approval by the ADD of LDR. 

b. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final Results Report. 

4.9.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PR1 will reduce the impact to paleontological resources to a level 

less than significant. 
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4.1 0 Aesthetics 

Existing Conditions 

4.70.7.1 Project Area Aesthetics 
The Project Area is  situated in the eastern portion of the City of San Diego, primarily in the Navajo 

Community Plan area but also includes portions in the Tierrasanta Community and the College Area 

Community Plan areas. The City of Sun Diego has adopted Community Plans for each of these areas that 

provide guidelines related to land use and development. New development needs to be consistent with 

the appropriate Community Plan guidelines and policies related to aesthetics. The portion of the Project 

Area located within the College Area Community Plan Area is not an area identified in the Community 

Plan as an area requiring special consideration for aesthetics. 

The Project Area is  generally urban in character. The open space areas included within the Project Area 

include the San Diego River and the surrounding native habitat. Portions of the Project Area have public 

views to the San Diego River and Mission Trails Regional Park. Neighborhoods within the community 

planning areas are walkable and residential uses are generally within walking distance to schools or 

shopping areas. The existing development within the Project Area includes commercial office, industrial- 

related structures, public and institutional facilities, parks, open space, and vacant land. 

The Project Area is located in a valley, generally bounded to the east, west and south by relatively flat 

developed land and to the north and portions of the east by hillsides and canyons that help to frame the 

community area and define the pattern of development within the neighborhoods. The San Diego River 

has historically shaped the overall nature of the area's topography. The river currently traverses Mission 

Trails Regional Park and Mission Gorge, and runs along Mission Gorge Road in the northern portion of the 

Project Area, flowing from northeast to southwest. The portion of the river located in the northeast section 

of the Navajo community has been significantly altered as a result of an ongoing sand and gravel 

extraction operation. Much of the area in and around the river has already been mined and is currently 

being used for industrial and contractor storage and operation uses. A mix of retail, industrial and industrial 

office park uses have been developed along the portion of the river that forms portions of the northern and 

western boundary of the Project Area. 

A. Navajo Community Plan 
The Navajo community is characterized by a wide variety of natural features including flat mesas, steep 

canyons, and rolling hills. The most prominent feature in the Project Area is the Sun Diego River and Mission 

Trails Regional Park. Elevations within the community range from a low of around 100 feet above sea level 

at the westerly edge of Mission Gorge to 1,591 feet at the peak of Cowles Mountain, the highest point in 

the City of San Diego. Several streets and other public areas offer framed public views of panoramic 

aesthetic features such as the open space areas to the north of the community or to Lake Murray and it's 

surrounding native habitats. 
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The Navajo Community contains a diverse land use development pattern with a majority of the area 

maintaining low to medium residential densities, while the commercial and industrial uses are focused 

along the main traffic corridors of Mission Gorge Road and Navajo Road. 

The Navajo Community Plan's goals and recommendations, which directly apply to the aesthetics of the 

Project Area, include the following: 

Grading and landscaping standards should be improved. Hillside cuts, in particular, must be better 

controlled to preserve the natural topography: 

Enhance and maintain the aesthetic qualities of the Sun Diego River corridor as part of the open 

space system; 

The rear elevations of buildings which face the Sun Diego River or are visible from the street should 

be as well-detailed and visually interesting as the front elevations; 

Buildings developed adjacent to the river should be set back 150 feet from the river to avoid glare 

and shading impacts to the habitat; 

Continue the ongoing efforts to revitalize the commercial areas along Mission Gorge Road, establish 

one or more Business Improvement District; 

Site design should provide adequate visual buffers surrounding uses, such as with the use of 

landscaping or grade separation; 

Develop commercial areas which have desirably distinctive qualities in their design, appearance 

and operation; 

Improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission Gorge Road 

between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving !andscaping and architectural 

design, providing consistent building setbacks and providing adequate off-street parking; 

The removal of off-premise signs and the consolidation of multiple on-premise signs should be 

pursued during project reviews in an effort to reduce sign clutter and enhance the visual 

appearance of Mission Gorge Road; 

Ensure that industrial appearance and effects of industrial uses are compatible with the character of 

the surrounding residential and commercial areas and the sensitive resources of the Sun Diego River; 

and, 

Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations included in the 

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ). 

Tierrasanta Community Plan 
The Tierrasanta Community is generally a low density residential community. The presence of commercial 

areas are designated only where necessary to support the residential community, and the presence of 

industrial activity is limited to a small, isolated site. The plan seeks to capitalize on the open spaces of the 

cayonlands interspersed throughout the community as well as the expansive open space resource of the 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

4.10-2 March 2005 



4 - Environmental Impact Analysis 4.10 - Aesthetics 
" ,<rP. .. ... . 

nearby Mission Trails Regional Park. The Sun Diego River runs along the majority of the Tierrasanta 

Community Plan's southern planning boundary and is primarily considered in two ways: flood control and 

recreation. 

The Tierrasanta Community plan's goals and recommendations, which directly apply to the aesthetics of 

the Project Area, include the following: 

Future development of areas that abut the Mission Trials Regional Park should be sensitive to it, as 

proposed within the Urban Design Element of the Tierrasanta Community Plan; and, 

To protect assets of Mission Trails Regional Park from degradation by surrounding development. 

4.7 0.7.2 Light and Glare 
The Project Area is urbanized and substantial light and glare is produced by existing development. The 

Project Area currently consists of commercial, office, industrial development, public institutions, vacant 

land, and open space. Existing levels of light and glare are that of an urban, developed community and 

neighborhoods with daytime glare from building windows, automobile windshields, and paved surfaces. 

Nighttime light from billboards, commercial signage, buildings, automobile headlights and parking 

lot/security lighting also exist throughout the Project Area. 

4.1 0.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, the proposed project will have a significant aesthetic impact if it will: 

Block a view through a designated view corridor as shown in an adopted community plan, or the 

General Plan; 

Cause a substantial view blockage of a public resource (such as ocean) that is considered 

significant by the applicable community plan: 

Exceed the allowed height or bulk regulafions, and this excess causes unnecessary view blockage; 

Have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development, which will ultimately cause 

"extensive" view blockage; 

Significantly alter natural landform features; 

ln troduce development that is incompatible with surrounding land uses and community charactec 

or 

Substantially increase light and glare affecting surrounding properties. 

Impact 

4.7 0.3.7 Project Area Aesthetics 
Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in redevelopment of existing parcels 

and new development within the Project Area. Future redevelopment activities will need to be consistent 
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with the applicable Community Plans and the approval process for activities covered by the pertinent 

Community Plan. 

Specific development proposals for the Project Area are unknown; however, any future development 

activities within the Project Area could potentially impact public views or scenic vistas from public areas, 

primarily with respect to the Sun Diego River. 

As redevelopment activities proceed within the Project Area, each individual development proposal will 

need to comply with the development standards of the City of San Diego Land Development Code and 

the adopted design guidelines of the community or neighborhood in which it is located. Development 

activities that occur in the Project Area will be reviewed by the City for compliance with the Navajo and 

Tierrasanta Community Plan goals and objectives regarding aesthetics, Implementation of mitigation 

measure A1 would reduce the potential impact to a level less than significant. 

Implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to result in the replacement of older undesirable 

development with new development that would be in compliance with the goals, objectives, and 

recommendations contained in the applicable Community Plans. This is anticipated to protect the existing 

desirable aesthetics within the Project Area and eliminate the undesirable conditions of the buildings and 

landscape in the Project Area. 

The existing topography of the Project Area is relatively flat. There are no significant natural landforms 

located within the Project Area, although significant natural landforms are located adjacent to the Project 

Area including Mission Trails Regional Park. Because future redevelopment will be required to comply with 

the City's development standards related to landform including design, preservation of public views, and 

compatibility with surrounding land uses, the project will not significantly alter natural landform features and 

no significant impact associated with landform will occur. 

4.70.3.2 Light and Glare 
As redevelopment occurs in the Project Area, the potential for light and glare will increase on a localized 

basis. Additional lighting sources may be introduced into new areas, and redevelopment has the potential 

to increase the overall affect of nighttime lighting within and adjacent to the Project Area. Additionally, 

glare from building surfaces would increase i f  future redevelopment proposals within the Project Area 

include the construction of buildings with greater reflective surfaces. 

Because the Project Area is generally urban, proposed redevelopment activities are not anticipated to 

result in a significant increase in light and glare in the area. The future redevelopment is required to comply 

with current City development standards, which address lighting standards and compatibility of lighting 

with surrounding land uses. The impact associated with an increase in light and glare is considered less 

than significant. 
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4.10.4 Significance of Impact 
Future redevelopment activities within the Project Area may result in significant aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 

A1 As redevelopment activities proceed within the Project Area, each individual development 

proposal shall be reviewed by the Agency and City to comply with the development standards of 

the City of Sun Diego Land Development Code and the adopted design guidelines of the 

Community Plans. Specific redevelopment projects shall incorporate appropriate design details 

and principals consistent with the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans, including: 

The rear elevations of buildings which face the Sun Diego River or are visible from the street 

should be as well-detailed and visually interesting as the front elevations; 

Buildings developed adjacent to the river should be set back from the river to avoid glare 

and shading impacts to the habitat; 

Improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission Gorge 

Road between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving landscaping and 

architectural design, providing consistent building setbacks and providing adequate off- 

street parking; 

Site design should provide adequate visual buffers surrounding uses, such as with the use of 

landscaping or grade separation; 

Develop commercial areas which have desirably distinctive qualities in their design, 

appearance and operation; 

Ensure that industrial appearance and effects of industrial uses are compatible with the 

character of the surrounding residential and commercial areas and the sensitive resources of 

the Sun Diego River; 

Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations included in the 

Community Plan lmplementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ); and, 

Future development of areas within the Tierrasanta Community that abut the Mission Trials 

regional Park should be sensitive to it, as proposed within the Urban Design Element of the 

Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

4.10.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure A1 will reduce the potential aesthetic impact as a result of future 

redevelopment activities within the Project Area to a level less than significant. 
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Water Quality/Hydrology 

Existing Conditions 

4.1 1 . 7 . 7  Hydrologic Setting 
The Project Area is located with the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Basin. The 

Basin contains 1 1  major drainage basins which encompass most of Sun Diego County, parts of 

southwestern Riverside County and southwestern Orange County. The Sun Diego Hydrologic Region is over 

three million acres in size and generally drains westerly toward the Pacific Ocean. The Project Area is 

located in the Mission San Diego Hydrologic Subarea of the Lower Sun Diego Hydrologic Area, within the 

Sun Diego River Hydrologic Unit (HU). With a land area of approximately 440 square miles, the Sun Diego 

River HU is the second largest HU in San Diego County. It also has the highest population (-475,000) of the 

County's watersheds and contains portions of the cities of San Diego, El Cajon, La Mesa, Poway, and 

Santee and several unincorporated communities (Figure 4.1 1-1 ).  

The Project Area generally drains to the west, toward the San Diego River, the primary hydrologic feature 

within the Project Area. The San Diego River bisects the northwestern portion of Subarea B and generally 

defines the western boundary of Subareas A and B of the Project Area as it flows from southwest through 

the western portion of the Navajo Community to Mission Valley. The San Diego River originated in the 

mountains northwest of the historic town of Julian and runs southwestward through an unincorporated, 

largely uninhabited area of San Diego County before entering El Capitan Reservoir. Downstream of El 

Capitan Reservoir, the river flows westward through the Cities of Santee and Sun Diego and past Famosa 

Slough to the San Diego River Estuary. The river discharges into the Pacific Ocean just south of the jettied 

entrance of Mission Bay in the community of Ocean Beach. Through most of the Project Area, the San 

Diego River is channelized. Primary tributaries to the San Diego River include Boulder Creek, Cedar Creek, 

Conejos Creek, Chocolate Creek, Los Coches Creek, Sun Vicente Creek, and Forester Creek. 

Another significant drainage feature of the Project Area is Alvarado Canyon Creek, which begins at the 

outfall of Lake Murray. Alvarado Canyon Creek generally parallels Interstate 8 as it flows westward to its 

confluence with the San Diego River. Alvarado Canyon Creek traverses through the southern portion of 

Subarea A. Navajo Canyon also drains to Alvarado Canyon Creek. Navajo Canyon is southeast of 

Subarea C. Currently, the majority of Alvarado Canyon Creek is channelized and the confluence with 

Navajo Canyon i s  tenuous due to the highway infrastructure and urban development. Alvarado Canyon 

Creek drains into the San Diego River in the southwestern portion of Subarea A. 

Hydrology within the San Diego River Watershed is currently monitored on a continuous basis through the 

long-term flow monitoring stations maintained by the United States Geologic Service (USGS), the ALERT 

system operated by the County Department of Public Works, and a group of other hydrologic and 

meteorological monitoring stations administered by various local and federal agencies (Baseline 

Assessment, San Diego River Watershed Management Plan, August 2004). Approximately 85 percent of the 

total surface water flow occurs from December to May, in response to winter storms that originate in the 
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Pacific Northwest. Annual rainfall within the San Diego River HU ranges from about 10 inches (25 cm) at the 

coast to approximately 40 inches (1  02 cm) in the Cuyamaca Mountains. 

4.7 7.7.2 Flooding 
Portions of the Project Area are subject to flooding as identified by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) maps during rain events. This is attributable to the fact that portions of the Project Area are 

located within the floodplain, the growth within the San Diego River Watershed (SDRW) that has increased, 

and inadequate drainagelflooding infrastructure. As depicted on Figure 4.1 1-2, the southeastern portion 

of Subarea A is located within the 100-year floodplain of Alvarado Canyon Creek. Portions of the western 

side of Subarea A are within the 100-year floodplain and floodway of the Sun Diego River. The 

northwestern and northern portions of Subarea B are within the 100-year floodplain and floodway of the 

San Diego River. 

The primary flood control measures serving the SDRW include El Capitan Reservoir, San Vicente Reservoir, 

and the channelized sections of the Sun Diego River at the estuary, Mission Valley, and Lakeside. The 

reservoirs have historically functioned effectively in reducing peak flood flows along the lower Sun Diego 

River. For example, during the 1980 flood, El Capitan Reservoir absorbed the entire peak flow, while Sun 

Vincente Reservoir reduced the peak flow by approximately 50 percent. However, the existing levels of 

protection afforded by the flood control channel sections may be inadequate in the intensively urbanized 

Mission Valley area under a 100-year flood. The flood-carrying capacity of the channel at this section may 

become even less adequate under burned conditions after wildfires such as the 2003 Cedar Fire (Baseline 

Assessment, San Diego River Watershed Management Plan, August 2004). 

The Baseline Assessment, Sun Diego River Watershed Management Plan, provides the following 

recommendations to improve short-term flood protection: 

Restore, improve, and maintain drainage system capacities through vegetation clearing and 

sediment removal; 

Improve flood early warning systems; 

Install, restore, improve, and maintain erosion control and water retention structures, particularly in 

areas determined to be at high risk of flooding; 

Provide public information (e.g., signage and mailings) on flood hazards, particularly in areas 

determined to be at high risk to flooding; and 

Adopt guidelines to encourage the "daylighting" of underground culverts as well as the removal of 

concretelriprap channel lining as appropriate to improve water quality while maintaining andlor 

improving the existing level of flood protection. 
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Existing Water Quality 

A. Son Diego Regional Water Quality Control Docvd Basin Plan 
Each of the nine regional boards in California is required to adopt a Basin Plan. Basin Plans designate the 

beneficial uses for all surface and groundwaters in the San Diego Region. 

6. Beneficial Uses 

Beneficial uses of groundwater and surface water have been established for each water body within the 

San Diego Basin. According to the RWQCB Basin Plan: 

Beneficial uses are defined as the uses of water necessary for the survival or well being of man, plants 

and wildlife. The uses of water serve to promote the tangible and intangible economic, social and 

environmental goals of mankind. 

Examples include the drinking, swimming, industrial, and agricultural water supply, and the support of 

fresh and saline aquatic habitats. According to the Basin Plan, beneficial uses have been 

designated for specific coastal water bodies, inland surface waters, and groundwater. 

In 1972, the State Water Quality Control Board (SWQCB) adopted a uniform list and description of 

beneficial uses to be applied throughout all hydrological basins of the State. Water bodies that have 

beneficial uses that may be affected by activity in the Project Area are the San Diego River and Alvarado 

Canyon Creek. Designated beneficial uses for the San Diego River and Alvarado Canyon Creek, include: 

Agricultural supply (AGR); 

Industrial service supply (IND); 

Contact and non-contact water recreation (REC1 and REC2); 

Warm freshwater habitat (WARM); 

Cold freshwater habitat (COLD); 

Wildlife habitat (WILD); and 

Rare, threatened, or endangered species (RARE). 

Alvarado Canyon Creek is not assigned the beneficial use of RARE. Designated beneficial uses for the 

mouth of the San Diego River include REC1, REC2, commercial and sport fishing (COMM), estuarine habitat 

(EST), WILD, RARE, marine habitat (MAR), and migration of aquatic organisms (MIGR). 

The following are definitions of the applicable beneficial uses. 

Agricultural Supply (AGRJ - Includes uses of water for farming, horticulture, or ranching including, but not 

limited to, irrigation, stock watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing. 
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lndusfrial Service Supply (IND) - Includes uses of water for industrial activities that do not depend primarily 

on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel 

washing, fire protection, or oil well re-pressurization. 

lndusfrial Process Supply (PROC) - lncludes uses of water for industrial activities that depend primarily on 

water quality. 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) - lncludes uses of water for community, military, or individual water 

supply systems including, but not limited to, drinking water supply. 

Contacf Water Recreation (REC I) - lncludes uses of water for recreational activities involving body contact 

with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to, 

swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and SCUBA diving, surfing, white water activities, fishing, or use of 

natural springs. 

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC 2) - lncludes the uses of water for recreational activities involving 

proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with water, where ingestion of water is 

reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, 

beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic 

enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities. 

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) - lncludes uses of water that support warm water ecosystems including, 

but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, 

birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water and food sources. 

Wildlife Hubitaf (WILD) - lncludes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including, but not limited 

to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, 

amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water and food sources. 

Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM) - lncludes the uses of water for commercial or recreational 

collection of fish, shellfish, or other organisms including, but not limited to, uses involving organisms intended 

for human consumption or bait purposes. 

Esfuarine Habitaf (EST) - lncludes uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems including, but not limited 

to, preservation or enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., estuarine 

mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds). 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE) - lncludes uses of water that support habitats necessary, 

at least in part, for the survival and successful maintenance of plant or animal species established under 

state or federal taw as rare, threatened or endangered. 

Marine Habifuf (MAR) - lncludes uses of water that support marine ecosystems including, but not limited to, 

preservation or enhancement of marine habitats, vegetation such as kelp, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., 

marine mammals, shorebirds). 

Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR) - lncludes uses of water that support habitats necessary for 

migration, acclimatization between fresh and salt water, or other temporary activities by aquatic 

organisms, such as anadromous fish. 
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Cold Freshwater Habifaf (COLD) - Includes uses of water that support cold water ecosystems including, but 

not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish or wildlife, including 

invertebrates. 

C. Water Quality Objectives 

Like the designation of beneficial uses, the designation of water quality objectives must satisfy all of the 

applicable requirements of the California Water Code, Division 7 (Porter-Cologne Act) and the Clean 

Water Act. California Water Code, Section 13241 provides that each Regional Water Quality Control Board 

shall establish water quality objectives for the waters of the state (i.e., ground and surface waters) which, in 

the Regional Board's judgment, are necessary for the reasonable protection of beneficial uses and for the 

prevention of nuisance. The Clean Water Act Section 303 requires that the State adopt water quality 

objectives (called water quality criteria) for surface waters. The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sun 

Diego Basin identifies a wide range of water quality objectives. 

b. 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies 

The RWQCBs identify water quality objectives in order to protect the designated beneficial uses of the 

water bodies. Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA, 33 USC 1250, ef seq, at 1313(d)), 

requires States to identify waters that do not meet water quality standards after applying certain required 

technology-based effluent limits. Waters that do not meet the water quality standards are referred to as 

"impaired" water bodies. States are required to compile this information in a list and submit the list to the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for review and approval. This list is known as the 

Section 303(d) list of impaired waters. As part of the listing process, states are required to prioritize 

water/watersheds for future development of total maximum daily load (TMDL). The TMDL establishes the 

allowable pollutant loadings or other quantifiable parameters for a water body and provides the basis for 

the State to establish water quality based controls. The purpose of TMDLs is to ensure that beneficial uses of 

the water body are restored and that the water quality objectives are achieved. 

On July 25, 2003 USEPA gave final approval to California's 2002 Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 

Segments. The lower portion of the Sun Diego River ( 1  2 miles) is currently identified on the Section 303(d) list 

for fecal coliform (6  miles), low dissolved oxygen, phosphorus, and total dissolved solids. The RWQCB has 

determined that developing TMDLs for these contaminants is a lower priority for this watershed than in other 

watersheds. 

E. City of San Diego Draft River Park Muster Plan 
Origins of the River Park Master Plan date back to 1975 and Kevin Lynch's Temporary Paradise, A look af 

the Special Landscape of the Sun Diego Region. More recently, The Sun Diego River Park Foundation was 

formed in 2007 to coordinate the efforts of the many community groups and other organizations dedicated 

to the Sun Diego River, and to working towards developing the River Park Master Plan. The next step was to 

develop the Sun Diego River Park Conceptual Plan, which outlines the broad goals and objectives for the 

Sun Diego River Park. The six organizations with the most involvement in the Plan are: Sun Diego River Park 

Foundation, Sun Diego River Coalition, Sun Diego River Park Alliance, Sun Diego River Conservancy, Select 

Committee on Parks and River Restoration, and the Sun Diego Watershed Workgroup. 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

4.1 1-7 March 2005 



Chapter 4 - Environmental Impact Analysis 4.1 1 - Water Quality/Hydrology 
Ih .. 

Over the last fifty years, commercial, residential and industrial uses have expanded around the San Diego 

River. Mining operations and urban development have changed the character and physical course of the 

San Diego River. The Draft San Diego River Master Plan seeks to change this condition and enhance the 

relationship between the river and nearby land uses. 

The Plan identifies the following seven principles as the vision and guiding ideas for future design and 

implementation of the Plan. 

Reclaim the valley as a Common 

Reorient development toward the river 

Improve hydrologic function 

Unify fragmented lands 

Emphasize a continuum of experience 

Reveal the valley history 

Balance people, water and wildlife 

The following recommendations from the Plan are specific to hydrology and water quality. 

Augment flows to the river 

Remove/circumvent obstacles that impede flow 

Remove invasive vegetation species 

Encourage the growth of appropriate riparian vegetation 

Re-contour the channel to encourage meander and braiding 

Expand the floodplain 

Adopt programs to reducehemove non-point source loads of pollutants 

The Plan identifies segments of the San Diego River (i.e., Plateau, the Gorge, Upper Mission Valley, the 

Confluence, Lower Mission Valley, and the Estuary). The San Diego River traverses the two community 

planning areas (Navajo and Tierrasanta) that are included in the Project Area. In terms of the Plan, the 

segments of the San Diego River that fall within the Project Area are the Upper Mission Valley and the 

Confluence. 

The Upper Mission Valley segment extends from the Friars Road Bridge to the west boundary of Mission Trails 

Regional Park. The Upper Mission Valley is  characterized by three hydrologic conditions: 1 )  the gravel 

extraction mine bordering Mission Trails Regional Park has channelized the river and disrupted habitat 

continuity through and across the mine site; 2) the river corridor through the mine site is infested with exotic 

plant species; and, 3) the river channel is interrupted by a series of ponds that obstruct the natural 
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sediment transport processes of the stream. The Plan provides the following recommendations for the 

Upper Mission Valley: 

Establish a 500-foot minimum open space corridor through the Superior Mine redevelopment area. 

Acquire land for park and open space. 

Improve interface between Admiral Baker Golf Course and the river. 

Explore opportunities to improve water quality and river pattern. 

Create sites at waystations to interpret the history of the valley settlement and the Old Mission Dam 

flume. 

The Confluence segment is the area between Interstate 15 and Friars Road Bridge. This segment is partially 

enclosed by the steep wall of the knob topped by Mission Sun Diego de Alcala. Encroaching 

development on the east and Interstate 8 on the south further emphasize the sense of enclosure. The river 

corridor is also constrained by a series of old gravel mine ponds below the Friars Road Bridge: these ponds 

impede the normal hydrologic activities of the river system. In this area, extensive exotic vegetation 

infestation is present both in the ponds and in the river. The Plan provides the following recommendations 

applicable to hydrology and water quality for the Confluence area: 

Create a connection with Alvarado Canyon and on to Collwood and Navajo Canyons. 

Acquire land or establish easements. 

Establish a minimum 300-foot wide-open space corridor. 

Separate stream channel from ponds, additional land is necessary. 

Coordination with the Grantville Redevelopment Study presents the potential opportunity for the San 

Diego River Park to positively influence redevelopment as well as to benefit from new activities along 

the river corridor. 

F. baseline Assessment, San Diego River Watershed Management Plan 

The lower San Diego River Watershed, which encompasses the Project Area has generally poor surface 

water quality. Typical contaminants include elevated levels of biological indicators, total dissolved solids, 

pH, pesticides, metals, petroleum, and trash. These contaminants are often the result of: 

lncreased impervious surfaces causing increased runoff and pollutant loading and poor natural 

pollutant assimilation. 

Alteration of river morphology and natural pollutant assimitation and buffering zones. 

lncreased input of nutrients and pesticides from landscaped areas. 

lncreased input of trash and other floatables, 

- Local groundwater contamination from spills and leaks of hazardous materials. 

Accidental discharges of raw sewage. 
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lncreased erosion and siltation as a result of construction and other activities/practices. 

lncreased TDS as a result of poor irrigation practices and imported water use. 

Stream modifications by aggregate mining with associated adverse changes in hydrology and 

habitat loss. 

As contained in this Management Plan, the RWQCB recommended management measures include the 

following: 

lncreased oversight of section 401 Water Quality applications by the RWQCB to minimize 

hydromodification of the streams that lead to decreased water quality and the loss of beneficial 

uses. 

Removal of existing hydromodifications where feasible. 

The RWQCB should encourage continued improved compliance with all stormwater permits. 

Development of alternative site use design and construction techniques. 

Increase the number of stationary, permanent monitoring stations in the San Diego Management 

Area. 

Pursue acquisition of technology that provides real-time data collection. 

Ground Water Quality 
Soils along the San Diego River are porous, and surface water moves freely between ground and surface 

water. As a result, the water surface of standing water within the Sun Diego River channel represents the 

groundwater table. The largest aquifer near the Project Area is in Mission Valley. The Mission Valley aquifer 

covers approximately 1 1  square miles along the San Diego River and storage capacity is estimated at 

40,000 acre feet of water. Within the San Diego River Watershed, groundwater quality is good. Due to the 

porous nature of the aquifer, recharge through streamflow infiltration i s  rapid, and significant interchange 

between surface flows and groundwater flow occurs. Designated beneficial uses for ground waters within 

the SDRW include MUN, AGR, IND, and PROC. Within the Lower San Diego HA, groundwater beneficial uses 

do not apply west of the easterly boundary of the 1-5 right-of-way. 

W o  ter Quality Regulations 

A. City of fan Piego Municipal Code 
Within the City of San Diego, existing land uses, new development, and redevelopment are required to 

comply with the City of San Diego Municipal Code. Related to hydrology and water quality, the following 

codes are applicable: 

Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3 - Stormwater Management and Discharge Control. The purposes of 

this Division are to further ensure the health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the City of 

Sun Diego by controlling Non-Storm Water Discharges to the Storm Water Conveyance System by 
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eliminating discharges to the Storm Water Conveyance System from spills, dumping, or disposal of 

materials other than Storm Water and by reducing Pollutants in urban Storm Water discharges to the 

maximum extent practicable. 

Chapter 14, Article 2, Division I - Grading Regulations. The purpose of these regulations is  to address 

slope stability, protection of property, erosion control, water quality, and landform preservation and 

to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of persons, property, and the environment. 

Chapter 74, Article 2, Division 2 - Storm Water Runoff and Drainage Regulations. The purpose of this 

division is to regulate the development of, and impacts to, drainage facilities, to limit water quality 

impacts from development, to minimize hazards due to flooding while minimizing the need for 

construction of flood control facilities, to minimize the impacts to environmentally sensitive lands, to 

implement the provisions of federal and state regulations, and to protect the public health, safety, 

and welfare. 

Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 - Landscape Regulations. The purpose of these regulations i s  to 

minimize the erosion of slopes and disturbed lands through revegetation; to conserve energy by the 

provision of shade trees over streets, sidewalks, parking areas, and other paving; to conserve water 

through low-water-using plantings and irrigation design; to reduce the risk of fire through site design 

and the management of flammable vegetation; and to improve the appearance of the built 

environment by increasing the quality and quantity of landscaping visible from pubtic rights-of-way, 

private streets, and adjacent properties, with emphasis on landscaping as viewed from public rights- 

of-way. 

Chapter 14, Article 3, Division I - Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations. The purpose of these 

regulations is to protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the environmentally sensitive lands 

of Sun Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands. These regulations are 

intended to assure that development, including, but not limited to coastal development in the 

Coastal Overlay Zone, occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of the resources and the 

natural and topographic character of the area, encourages a sensitive form of development, retains 

biodiversity and interconnected habitats, maximizes physical and visual public access to and along 

the shoreline, and reduces hazards due to flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for 

construction of flood control facilities. 

0. Regulation/legc~l Basis for Authority 
The principal federal and state laws pertaining to the regulation of water quality are known respectively, as 

the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act and Division 7 of the 1969 

California Water Code (also known as the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act). The laws are similar in 

many ways. The fundamental purpose of both laws is to protect the beneficial uses of water. An important 

distinction between the two is that the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control addresses both ground and 

surface waters while the Clean Water Act addresses surface water only. The San Diego Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has developed policies, rules, and procedures, and has been granted the 

authority to implement and enforce the laws and regulations requiring the control of water quality. 
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The Clean Water Act (CWA) also established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 

which requires permits for discharges of pollutants from certain point sources into waters of the United 

States. The CWA allows the EPA to delegate NPDES permitting authority to states with approved 

environmental regulatory programs. California is  one of the delegated states. The NPDES permits relative to 

this project are the General Construction Stormwater Permit and the regional General Municipal 

Stromwater Permit. 

C. General Municipal Stormwater Permit 
The RWQCB has adopted an area-wide Municipal Stormwater Permit, Order No. 2001-01, NPDES No. 

CAS0108758, "Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Urban Runoff from the Municipal Separate 

Stormwater Sewer Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watersheds of the County of San Diego, the Incorporated 

Cities of Sun Diego County and the San Diego Unified Port District." Under an area-wide Municipal 

Stormwater Permit, municipalities are ultimately held responsible for everything in their stormwater 

conveyance systems, including industrial and construction stormwater runoff. Order No. 2001 -01 presents 

guideline requirements for the control of pollutants resulting from stormwater and urban runoff from all 

areas named in NPDES Permit No. CAS0108758. RWQCB specifically requires Co-permittees to: 

Inventory existing stormwater pollution control programs, illicit discharge detection programs, 

monitoring programs and data, stormwater conveyance system maps, land use maps, and existing 

laws, ordinances, and codes giving the dischargers the authority to implement and enforce 

stormwater management programs in their areas of jurisdiction and where necessary, promulgate 

the authority to carry out all functions of the stormwater management programs. 

The municipal stormwater permit requires Co-permitees to utilize planning procedures including a master 

plan to develop, implement, and enforce controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from municipal 

separate storm sewers which receive discharges from areas of new development and significant 

redevelopment. This new permit addresses controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal 

separate storm sewers after construction is completed. With respect to land use planning for new 

development and redevelopment, at a minimum, each Co-permitee shall assess its general plan, modify 

development project approval processes, revise environmental review processes, and conduct education 

efforts focused on new development and redevelopment to minimize the short and long-term impacts on 

receiving water quality. 

D. General Construction Stromwater Permit 
Pursuant to Section 402(p)(4), €PA promutgated regulations for NPDES permit applications for stormwater 

discharges. On November 16, 1990, the EPA published final regulations that establish stormwater to waters 

of the United States from construction projects that encompass one ( 1 )  or more acres of soil disturbance 

are effectively prohibited unless the discharge is in compliance with an NPDES Permit. State Water 

Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 99-08, NPDES General Permit No. CAS2000002," General Permit 

for Stromwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity", i s  the active General stormwater 

construction activity permit for the State of California and RWQCB. 
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This permit was modified and reissued on August 19,1999 based on a court challenge the San Francisco, 

Santa Monica, Sun Diego, and Orange Coast BayKeepers groups. The Court issued a judgment and 

directed the SWRCB to modify the provisions of the General Permit to, among others, require permitees to 

implement specific sampling and analytical procedures to determine whether Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) implemented on the construction site are: 1 )  preventing further impairment by sediment in storm 

waters discharged directly into waters listed as impaired for sediment or silt; and 2) preventing other 

pollutants, that are known or should be known by permitees to occur on construction sites and that are not 

visually detectable in stormwater discharges, from causing or contributing to exceedences for water 

quality objectives. Based on the Court's direction, the two areas of the permit that were modified were the 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the Monitoring Program and Reporting Requirements 

portions of the permit. 

Specific conditions of the NPDES permit that may directly affect the planning and design requirements of 

future redevelopment projects are: 

Development and implementation of stormwater and receiving water-monitoring programs to 

evaluate discharges of pollutants from stormawater conveyance systems to waters of the United 

States. 

Development and implementation of an illicit connection/ilfegal discharge detection program to 

identify and eliminate non-stormwater discharges to stormwater conveyance systems. 

To maximum extent practicable, develop and implement BMPs to control discharges of pollutants to 

Waters of the United States. 

lmplementation of an annual analysis of the effectiveness of the overall stormwater pollution control 

management program. 

In order to be in compliance with the Permit, all projects involving one acre or more of soil disturbance will 

require a General Construction Stormwater Permit, which must include the following: 

Notices of Intent (NOls) -Certification to be signed by owner of the construction site. 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs). Required elements of SWPPP include: 1)  Site 

description addressing the elements and characteristics specific to the site; 2) Description of BMPs for 

erosion and sediment controls; 3) BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal; (4) 

Implementation of approved local plans; (5) Proposed post-construction controls, including 

description of local post-construction erosion and sediment control requirements; (6) Non-storm 

water management; (7)  Identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for 

discharges from construction activity which discharge into water bodies listed on the 303 (d) list of 

impaired water bodies; and 8) For all construction activity, identify a sampling and analysis strategy 

and sampling schedule for pollutants which are not visually detectable in stormwater discharges, 

which are known to occur on the construction site, and which could cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of water quality objectives in receiving waters. 
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Monitoring Program and Reporting Requirements - Including inspection of prevention measures 

record keeping and annual certification of compliance, due July 1, 1993, and each July Is t  

thereafter. Dischargers of stormwater associated with construction activity that directly enters a 

water body listed on the 303 (d) list of impaired water bodies shall conduct a sampling and analysis 

program for the pollutants (sedimentation/siltation or turbidity) causing the impairment. Discharges 

that flow through tributaries that are not listed on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies or that flow 

into Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) are not subject to these sampling and analysis 

requirements. 

lndustrial land uses are required to comply with the General lndustrial Stormwater Permit. The permit lists the 

general descriptions of industrial facilities that would need to obtain a permit. The permit also identifies 

three categories of dischargers that would not need a permit if the facility type meets certain criteria 

identified in the permit. For example, facilities that fall into "category 10" (light industrial uses) are not 

subject to the general industrial permit if the facility can meet certain minimum conditions. 

Stormwater dischargers associated with industrial activity must comply with Sections 301 and 402 CWA. The 

US. EPA published (November 16, 1990) final regulations that establish application requirements for 

stormwater permits. The regulation requires that stormwater associated with industrial activity that 

discharges either directly to surface waters or indirectly through municipal stormwater sewers must be 

regulated by an NPDES permit. The regulations authorize States to issue general permits or individual permits 

to regulate stormwater discharges. The SWRCB issued a statewide General lndustrial Stormwater permit, 

Water Quality Order No. 97-03-DWQ, NPDES, General Permit No. CAS000001" Waste Discharge 

Requirements for Discharges Associated with lndustrial Activities Excluding Construction Activities", on 

November 19,1991. The monitoring requirements of the permit were amended September 17, 1992. 

Generally, the permit requires facility operators to: 

Eliminate unauthorized non-stormwater discharges: 

Develop and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP); and, 

Perform monitoring of stormwater discharges and authorize non-stormwater discharges. 

4.1 1.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Cause a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff; 

Cause a substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow 

rates or volumes; 

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 

or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows. 

Conflict with the City of Sun DiegoJs Stormwater Standards; 
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Impact 

4.7 7.3.7 Hydrology/Drainage 
Redevelopment activities will occur over a 20-30 year period, and will be consistent with the land uses 

allowed in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans. Redevelopment within the Project Area has the 

potential to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff. There are many factors that can affect whether 

development of a project would result in a significant impact to hydrology/drainage including the location 

of a specific activity, the type of use proposed, and whether or not the proposed uses would result in 

changes to existing drainage patterns and conditions. 

On a broad perspective, redevelopment activities are not expected to significantly alter the existing 

drainage pattern of the Project Area or surrounding area. This is because most of the Project Area is 

developed, and projects are not anticipated to require extraordinary amounts of grading or alternation of 

topography that could affect the hydrologic function of the San Diego River and Alvarado Canyon Creek. 

The Project Area will drain in essentially the same manner as it currently drains (i.e., east to west via the Son 

Diego River and Alvarado Canyon Creek and then to Son Diego Bay). In some cases, redevelopment 

activities are expected to improve deficient or adverse drainage conditions associated with the San Diego 

River and Alvarado Canyon Creek, as guided by the Son Diego River Park Master Plan and San Diego River 

Watershed Management Plan. 

However, on a more localized basis, there is the potential that specific redevelopment activities may 

require grading or alteration of the topography that could affect the hydrologic function of the parcel in 

which the project i s  located, altering localized drainage patterns and runoff. This issue is considered a 

significant impact. Mitigation Measure HD1 will reduce this impact to a level less than significant. Mitigation 

Measure HDl requires that prior to approval of a specific development plan within the Project Area, a 

detailed hydrology study shall be prepared for each specific development that addresses the onsite and 

offsite hydrological and drainage characteristics of each proposed development project. For 

development projects located within or adjacent to the 100-year floodplain, additional consideration shall 

be given to the design of the project. An appropriate drainage control plan that controls runoff and 

drainage in a manner acceptable to City Engineering Standards for the specific project shall be 

implemented. The drainage control plan shall be implemented in accordance with the recommendations 

of the hydrology study and shall address on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure on-site runoff 

will not adversely affect off-site areas or alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or off-site areas. The 

drainage study shall incorporate the recommendations of the San Diego River Park Master Plan and the 

San Diego River Watershed Management Plan relative to hydrology/drainage to the maximum extent 

practicable. 

4.1 7.3.2 Flooding 
As identified on Figure 4.1 1-2, portions of Subareas A and B are located within the 100-year floodplain and 

floodway as identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. Redevelopment 

activity in these areas has the potential to impede or redirect flood flows and each redevelopment project 
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will need to be evaluated to ensure they do not adversely impact flooding. This issue is  considered a 

significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HD1 will reduce this significant impact to a level 

less than significant. 

As identified in Mitigation Measure HD1, for development projects located within or adjacent to the 100- 

year floodplain, additional consideration in the hydrology study and site specific drainage plan shall be 

given to the design of the project so as not to place structures within the 100-year floodplain that may 

redirect flood flows. In addition, the hydrology and drainage studies shall incorporate the 

recommendations of the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan and the Sun Diego River Watershed 

Management Plan relative to flooding to the maximum extent practicable. 

4.7 7.3.3 Water Quality - Short-Term 
The proposed project will result in the redevelopment of existing land uses over a 20 to 30 year period. 

Redevelopment would be required to comply with current (and/or future) water quality regulations 

regarding on-site construction related runoff. 

Grading requirements of future projects could potentially alter existing drainage patterns, causing erosion 

or siltation on a particular site or in the area on a short-term basis during construction. This issue is magnified 

for development projects located near the Sun Diego River and Alvarado Canyon Creek. As such, future 

redevelopment activities have the potential to result in a violation of water quality standards through 

sedimentation/siltation or emissions from construction related activities of the local surface waters and 

groundwaters. This issue is considered a significant impact. implementation of Mitigation Measure WQl will 

reduce this impact to a level less than significant. Mitigation Measure WQ1 requires that erosion, siltation, 

and emission of construction related pollutants shall be controlled through compliance with the City of San 

Diego Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit (Order No. 99-08, NPDES CAS000002) and 

the General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001 -01, NPDES CASOlO8758). Under the General 

Construction Stormwater Permit, the following components are required, a Notice of Intent (NOI), 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Monitoring Program and Reporting Requirements. 

Required elements of SWPPP include: 

Site description addressing the elements and characteristics specific to the site; 

Description of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment controls: 

BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal; 

lmplementation of approved local plans; 

Proposed post-construction controls, including description of local post-construction erosion and 

sediment control requirements; 

Non-storm water management; 

Identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges from construction 

activity which discharges into water bodies listed on the 303 (d) list of impaired water bodies; and 
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For all construction activity, identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for 

pollutants which are not visually detectable in stormwater discharges, which are known to occur on 

the construction site, and which could cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 

objectives in receiving waters. 

Some of the BMPs that shall be used during construction for compliance with the City of San Diego 

Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit, and General Municipal Stormwater Permit 

include, but are not limited to: 

Silt fence, fiber rolls, or gravel bag berms 

Street Sweeping 

Strom drain inlet protection 

Stabilized construction entrance/exit 

Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 

Hydroseed, soil binders, or straw mulch 

4.7 7.3.4 Water Quality - Long Term lmpacts 
The majority of existing land uses within the Project Area were developed prior to the current surface and 

groundwater quality regulations and non-compliance with the current regulations may have contributed 

to the San Diego River's listing on the 303(d) list of impaired waters. 

Future point and non-point source runoff associated with redevelopment activity will be controlled through 

compliance with the City of Sun Diego Municipal Code, General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 

2001 -01, NPDES NO. CAS0108858), and the General Industrial Stormwater Permit (Order No. 97-03-DWQ, 

NPDES NO. CAS000001). Redevelopment activity compliance with the NPDES permits and City of San Diego 

Municipal Code requirements are anticipated to reduce the level of fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen, 

phosphorus, and total dissolved solids in the River. In addition, implementation of the recommendations 

contained in the San Diego River Park Master Plan and San Diego River Watershed Management Plan will 

serve to reduce the level of pollutants in the San Diego River. Also, per federal, state and local regulations, 

future development activity will be required to remove/clean-up existing hazards/hazardous materials 

(e.g., underground storage tanks) prior to development. Removinglcleaning-up hazardslhazardous 

materials from the Project Area will also reduce the amount of pollutant runoff that enters the San Diego 

River Watershed. 

Over the next 20 to 30 years, future redevelopment activity (including new infrastructure such as roadways) 

will replace existing land uses that do not comply with water quality control requirements with land uses 

that should include all water quality measures identified in current and future applicable water quality 

control programs. However, given the current status of the San Diego River on the 303(d) tist of impaired 

waters and the potential for future non-compliance with the water quality regulations, this issue is  

considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ2 will reduce this impact to a 
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level less than significant. Mitigation Measure WQ2 requires all future redevelopment projects to obtain 

compliance approval with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, General Municipal Stormwater Permit 

(Order No. 2001 -01, NPDES NO. CAS0108858), and the General Industrial Stormwater Permit (Order No. 97- 

03-DWQ, NPDES NO. CAS000001). Future redevelopment projects should also take into consideration to the 

maximum extent practicable the recommendations contained in the San Diego River Park Master Plan and 

the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan. Components of future redevelopment project design 

that will help achieve compliance with these long-term water quality regulations shall include, but are not 

limited to: 

Infiltrations basins 

Retentionldetention basins 

Biofilters 

Structural controls 

Significance Of lmpact 

4.7 7.4.1 Hydrolog y/Drainage 
Redevelopment activities in the Project Area may require grading or alteration of the topography that 

could affect the hydrologic function of these drainages, altering localized drainage patterns and runoff. 

This issue is considered a significant impact. 

4.1 1 .4.2 Flooding 
Redevelopment activity in these areas has the potential to impede or redirect flood flows and each 

redevelopment project will need to be evaluated to ensure they do not adversely impact flooding. This 

issue is considered a significant impact. 

4.7 7.4.3 Water Quality - Short-Term 
Future redevelopment activities have the potential to result in a violation of water quality standards 

through sedimentation/siltation or emissions from construction related activities of the local surface waters 

and groundwaters. This issue is considered a significant impact. 

4.7 7.4.4 Water Quality - Long-Term 
Given the current status of the San Diego River on the 303(d) list of impaired waters and the potential for 

future non-compliance with the water quality regulations, this issue is considered a significant impact. 

4.1 I .5 Mitigation Measures 

HD1 A detailed hydrology study shall be prepared for each specific development that addresses the 

onsite and offsite hydrological and drainage characteristics of each proposed development 
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project. For development projects located within or adjacent to the 100-year floodplain, 

additional consideration shall be given to the design of the project. An appropriate drainage 

control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to City Engineering 

Standards for the specific project shall be implemented. The drainage control plan shall be 

implemented in accordance with the recommendations of the hydrology study and shall address 

on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure on-site runoff will not adversely affect off-site 

areas or alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or off-site areas. The drainage study shall 

incorporate the recommendations of the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan the Sun Diego River 

Watershed Management Plan relative to hydrology/drainage and flooding to the maximum extent 

practicable. 

Water Quality 

WQ1 Prior to commencement of construction activities for future redevelopment activities, in 

compliance approval documentation with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, General 

Construction Stormwater Permit (Order No. 99-08, NPDES CAS000002) and the General Municipal 

Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001 -01, NPDES CASOlO8758) shall be obtained. Under the General 

Construction Stormwater Permit, the following components are required, a Notice of Intent (NOI), 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Monitoring Program and Reporting 

Requirements. Required elements of SWPPP include: 

Site description addressing the elements and characteristics specific to the site; 

Description of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment controls; 

BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal; 

Implementation of approved local plans; 

Proposed post-construction controls, including description of local post-construction erosion 

and sediment control requirements; 

Non-storm water management: 

Identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges from 

construction activity which discharge into water bodies listed on the 303 (d) list of impaired 

water bodies; and, 

For all construction activity, identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule 

for pollutants which are not visually detectable in stormwater discharges, which are known 

to occur on the construction site, and which could cause or contribute to an exceedance of 

water quality objectives in receiving waters. 

Some of the BMPs that shall be used during construction for compliance with the City of Sun Diego 

Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit, and General Municipal Stormwater 

Permit include, but are not limited to: 

-~ - 
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Silt fence, fiber rolls, or gravel bag berms 

Street Sweeping 

Strom drain inlet protection 

Stabilized construction entrancelexit 

Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 

Hydroseed, soil binders, or straw mulch 

WQ2 All future redevelopment projects shall obtain compliance approval with the City of Sun Diego 

Municipal Code, General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001-01, NPDES NO. 

CAS01 O8858), and the General Industrial Stormwater Permit (Order No. 97-03-DWQ, NPDES NO. 

CAS000001). Future redevelopment project design shall also take into consideration to the 

maximum extent practicable the recommendations contained in the San Diego River Park Master 

Plan and the Sun Diego River Watershed Management Plan. Components of future 

redevelopment project design that will help achieve compliance with these long-term water 

quality regulations include, but are not limited to: 

Infiltrations basins 

Retentionldetention basins 

Biofilters 

Structural controls 

4.1 1.6 Conclusion 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HD1 will reduce the hydrologyldrainage and flooding impacts to a 

level less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ1 will reduce the short-term water 

quality impact to a level less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ2 will reduce the 

long-term water quality impact to a level less than significant. 
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4.1 2 Population and Housing 

4.1 2.1 Existing Conditions 

4.72.7.7 Population 

A. San Diego County 
San Diego County had an estimated 1990 population of 2,498,016. The population grew approximately 

12.6 percent from 1990 to 2000. Table 4.1 2-1 depicts the population growth that occurred between 1990 

and 2000 throughout Sun Diego County. 

As depicted in Table 4.12-1, the Central Major Statistical Area (MSA), which includes the Grantville 

Redevelopment Area, had the highest population in the County in 1990 and the second highest 

population in 2000. However, the Central MSA experienced only a 3.8 percent increase in population 

between 1990 and 2000. This represents the lowest percent increase in population during the ten-year 

period among the seven MSAs. According to the Sun Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), the 

current (2004) population in Sun Diego County is  3,017,204, that is a seven percent population increase 

between 2000 and 2004. 

TABLE 4.1 2-1 
San  Diego County 1990 and 2000 Population 

Central 

North City 

South Suburban 

East Suburban 

1 East County I 18,648 I 21,104 I 2,456 1 1 1.6 I 

595,720 

569,992 

North County West 

North County East 

U.S. Census Bureau. 1990 and 2000. 

261,694 

429,29 1 

B. City of San Diega 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 1990 the total population for the City of Sun Diego was 1 , l  10,549. 

In 2000, the City's population was estimated to be 1,223,400. During the ten-year period, the City's 

population grew by approximately 112,851 persons, which represents a ten percent increase in total 

population within the City. According to SANDAG, the current (2004) population in the City is 1,294,032, 

that is a six percent population increase between 2000 and 2004. 

619,133 

658,877 

310,194 

3 1 2,477 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Final Program EIR 

307,469 

462,663 
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23,413 

88,885 

364,157 

380,430 
I 

3.8 

13.5 

45,775 

33,372 

14.1 2 
I 

7.2 

53,963 

65,953 

14.8 

17.3 
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C. Community Plan Areas 

The Project Area includes the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plan areas. Only a very 

small portion of the Project Area lies within the College Area Community Plan areas and the portions of the 

Project Area located within Tierrasanta &are designated as sand and gravel, and open space. In 2000, 

the Navajo Community Plan area had an existing population of approximately 47,335, while the population 

of the Tierrasanta Community Plan Area was 30,430. According to SANDAG, the 2004 population estimate 

for the Navajo Community Plan area is  49,260 and the 2004 population estimate for the Tierrasanta 

Community Plan Area is 31,933. This represents a four percent population increase between 2000 and 2004 

in the Navajo Community Plan area and a five percent population increase between 2000 and 2004 in the 

Tierrasanta Community Plan area. 

D. Redevelopment Project Area 
Within the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plan portions of the Project Area, no population is present 

because there are no housing units located within the Project Area. The Project Area does not contribute 

to the total population within the City. 

5.72. J .2 Ho using 

A. San Diego County 
San Diego County had an estimated number of housing units of 946,240 in 1990. Between 1990 and 2000 

the number of housing units increased by 8.9 percent to an estimated 1,039,149 housing units. Table 4.1 2-2 

depicts the increase in the number of housing units between 1990 and 2000 throughout Sun Diego County. 

As depicted in Table 4.12-2, the Central MSA had the second highest number of housing units in both 1990 

and 2000; however, the Central MSA experienced an increase of only 2.6 percent between those years. 

This represents the lowest percent increase in the number of housing units during the ten-year period 

among the seven MSAs within the region. According to SANDAG, the current (2004) housing estimate is  

1,045,812 housing units, which is a five percent increase in the number of housing from 2000 to 2004. 

TABLE 4.1 2-2 
San Diego County 1990 and 2000 Housing Units 

Central 21 9,389 225,305 591 6 2.6 I 
North City 

South Suburban 

East Suburban 

Source: SANDAG, Info, Sun Diego Region Population and Housing Estimates, January 1, 2000. 

North County West 
I 

North County East 

East County 

Total 
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1 16,942 

118,951 

10,007 

946,240 

269,099 

97,098 

170,370 

134,488 

131,101 

1 1,688 

1,039,149 

34,932 

10,847 

9,837 

13.0 

11.2 

5.8 

17,546 

12,150 

1,681 

92,909 

13.0 

9.3 

14.4 

8.9 
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0. City of San Diego 

According to US. Census Bureau data, in 2000 the total number of housing units within the City of San 

Diego was 450,691. In 1990, the estimated number of housing units was 406,096. During the ten year 

period, 44,595 housing units were added to the City's housing stock. This represents an increase of 

approximately 1 1  percent in the total number of housing units. According to SANDAG, the current (2004) 

estimate of housing units is 469,154, which represents a four percent increase between 2000 and 2004. 

C. Community Plan Areas 
The Project Area includes both the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plan areas. Only a very small 

portion of the Project Area lies within the College Community Plan area. In 2000, 19,914 housing units were 

located in the Navajo Community Plan area and 10,635 housing units were located in the Tierrasanta 

Community Plan Area. According to SANDAG, the 2004 estimate for the number of housing units in the 

Navajo Community Plan area is 20,128 and the 2004 estimate for the number of housing units in the 

Tierrasanta Community Plan Area is 10,985. This represents a two percent increase between 2000 and 2004 

in the Navajo Community Plan area and a 4 percent increase between 2000 and 2004 in the Tierrasanta 

Community Plan area. 

D. Redevebpment Project Area 
There are no housing units located within the Project Area. However, housing units are located in the 

surrounding area of the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plan areas. 

4.1 2.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact to population and housing will occur if the proposed 

redevelopment project will: 

Induce substantial growth or concentration of population; 

Displace large numbers of persons; or 

Create substantial demand for additional housing. 

Impact 

4.12.3.1 Population 
The Redevelopment Plan does not propose to change any land use designation within the Project Area. 

Therefore, the project would not generate an increase in population beyond the increase that could occur 

if the parcels designated for multi-family residential uses were redeveloped from their existing park and 

hotel uses to residential (a  total of 48 single-family and 86-mutti-family units could be constructed under this 

scenario). The project would not result in the displacement of a large number of persons. Therefore, the 

project would not result in a significant impact related to population within the County, City, Community 

Plan Areas, or Project Area and no mitigation measure is required. 
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4.72.3.2 Housing 
The Redevelopment Plan does not propose additional housing in the Project Area. Redevelopment 

consistent with the Navajo Community Plan would allow for approximately 48 single-family and 86 multi- 

family residential units. This would only occur if the existing uses of these parcels (park, hotel) are 

redeveloped with residential uses. Development of these planned housing units within the Project Area 

would be less than one percent of the existing number of housing units within the Navajo Community Plan 

Area. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan would not induce substantial 

housing growth or concentration of population. 

As provided by CRL Section 33334,2(a), no less than 20 percent of all tax increment revenue allocated to 

the Agency will be  used for the purpose of increasing, improving, or preserving the 

community/neighborhood's supply of tow and moderate income housing outside of the Redevelopment 

Area. This provides the community/neighborhood resources to maintain the low and moderate housing 

stock and assists residents with homeownership. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 

Redevelopment Plan would not require the displacement of population or housing. 

The City recognizes that some residential land speculators may view approval of the Redevelopment Plan 

as an opportunity to develop residential land uses within the Project Area, especially during favorable 

economic conditions. Should residential projects be proposed on land that is not currently planned or 

zoned for residential development, an amendment to the Navajo Community Plan and approval of a zone 

change would be required. Therefore, because the project does not involve any redesignation of land 

uses, implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan would not induce substantial housing growth 

or concentration of population. 

4.1 2.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with population and housing is anticipated. 

4.1 2.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant population and housing impact has been identified. 

4.1 2.6 Conclusion 
No significant population and housing impact is  anticipated. 
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4.1 3 Public Services and Utilities 

4.13.1.1 Existing Conditions 
The San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD) provides public educational facilities to the Project Area. 

Schools serving the Project Area and surrounding community consist of one high school, one middle school, 

and three elementary schools. Table 4.1 3-1 depicts the current enrollment, capacity, and enrollment trend 

at each of the five schools. The enrollment level of the five schools is  currently below their current 

enrollment capacity. Currently, there are no residential dwelling units located within the Project Area and 

no school services are being used by the Project Area. 

TABLE 4.1 3-1 
Current School Enrollment and Capacity 

Source: San Diego Unified School District, 2004. 

Foster (K-5) 
Marvin (K-5) 
Dailard (K-5) 
Lewis (6-8) 
Henry (9-1 2) 

4.13.7.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this ElR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project: 

Generates more students than the SDUSD Schools identified above could accommodate, 

necessitating the development of new schools, or physically altered facilities, the construction of 

which may cause significant environmental impacts. 

51 8 
383 
51 6 
1153 
2477 

4.13.1.3 Impact 
The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of a Redevelopment Plan. At this time there i s  

no specific development proposed. Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan will involve development 

of projects throughout the Project Area over the life of the Redevelopment Plan (20 to 30 years). Consistent 

with the Community Plan land use designations, most redevelopment in the Project Area is anticipated to 

be commercial, and industrial. The Community Plan does allow a small amount of single family (48 

dwelling units) and multi-family (86 dwelling units) residential development within the Project Area; 

however, the existing uses of these parcels would have to be redeveloped with residential in order for this 

to occur. Table 4.13-2 estimates the number of students that would be generated by redevelopment 

consistent with the Community Plan land uses, (134 dwelling units). Based on student generation factors, 65 

school aged children would be generated. As indicated in Table 4.1 3-1, the five existing schools serving 

the Project Area have additional enrollment capacity for 158 elementary, 47 middle school and 29 high 

school students. Based on the current and future enrollment capacity of the existing schools and given 
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that only 65 school aged children would be generated once all of the dwelling units are developed, 

approval of the Redevelopment Plan and redevelopment of the existing parcels currently designated for 

residential uses would not generate enough students to necessitate the development of new schools or the 

physical alteration of existing schools that could result in significant environmental impacts. The additional 

students generated could be accommodated by existing school facilities. This issue is not considered 

significant. 

TABLE 4.13-2 
Educational Facilities Demand 

4.13.1.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with schools is anticipated. 

Single Family 

Multi-Family 

4.13.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant schools impact has been identified. 

4.1 3.1.6 Conclusion 
No significant schools impact is anticipated. 

Total 65 
Source: Son Diego City Schools, 2004. 

48 

8 6 

4.13.2 Gas and Electric 

4.13.2.7 Existing Conditions 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) provides gas and electricity service to the Project Area. 

Energy that is  provided throughout California, including to the Project Area is generated by numerous 

power plants that are located within and outside the State. Electricity and natural gas is supplied via the 

electric grid and transmission lines. Table 4.13-3 identifies monthly instantaneous peak demand for 

electricity in the State between 2000 and 2003, based on various assumptions of weather conditions and 

economic and demographic growth in a California Independent System Operator (CAISO) Control Area, 

which comprises the bulk of California's transmission system. The State of California has experienced 

energy shortages during the past years, with peak demand approaching or reaching daily load supply. 

During a power outage, rolling, or rotating blackouts may be ordered that affect entire grids. 

0.78 

To promote the safe and reliable maintenance and operation of utility facilities, the California Public Utilities 

Commission (CPUC) has mandated specific clearance requirements between utility facilities and 

surrounding objects or construction activities. 

37 
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TABLE 4.1 3-3 
Historical Monthly Instantaneous Peak Demand (MW] 

Caiso Control Area 

Source: CAISO, 2004 Summer Assessment, California Independent Operating System, April 16, 2004. 

A 69 kilovolt (kV) Substation serves the Project Area. Electricity is distributed from this substation throughout 

the Project Area via overhead and underground distribution lines. According to SDG&E, existing services 

are adequate to meet the existing needs of the Project Area. 

Natural gas is distributed throughout the Project Area via underground lines, typically located within public 

right-of-ways, functioning as a backbone system to service individual parcels, According to SDG&E, the 

system is considered adequate to meet the existing needs of the Project Area. 

4.73.2.2 lmpac t Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 

altered transmission facilities, the need for new or physically altered transmission facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 

acceptable levels of service; 

Result in a substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy; or, 

Require the development of new energy sources. 

4.7 3.2.3 Impac t  
Table 4.13-4 depicts the seasonal instantaneous peak load forecast for years 2004 through 2008 for the 

CAISO control area. The table shows that in 2008, seasonal peak electrical loads are anticipated to range 

from a low of 35,000 megawatts (MW) in late winter to a high of 47,978 M W  in the summer. 

Redevelopment consistent with the Community Plan land uses is anticipated to result in an increase in 

development intensity that may increase energy usage within the Project Area. The level of increase is 

dependent on the type of uses that are being replaced, their intensity of development, and whether or not 

those uses are replaced with modern, state of the art building materials and energy efficient heating and 

cooling systems. As energy conservation technology becomes more cost efficient and other incentives, 

such as expedited permit review is offered by local jurisdictions, developers are more likely to design and 

develop energy efficient projects. The City of San Diego has adopted a Sustainable Building Policy (900-1 4) 

- 
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TABLE 4.13-4 
Seasonal Instantaneous Peak Electrical Load Forecast (MW] 

I S 0  Control Area Capacity Forecast, 2004 - 2008 

Peak 
Demand 

Source: CAISO, Five Year Assessment (2004-2008), California Independent Operating System, October 10,2003, 

that provides an expedited ministerial and discretionary permitting process for private development 

projects that meet certain criteria associated with the U.S. Green Building Council, Leadership in Energy 

and Environmental Design (LEED). Future redevelopment projects are likely to design their commercial and 

industrial (which constitute the majority of redevelopment) projects according to LEED criteria in order to 

qualify for expedited ministerial and discretionary permit approval. Commercial and industrial 

redevelopment projects would need to design their project to provide 30% of its projected total energy use 

utilizing renewable energy resources (e.g., photovoltaic, wind and fuel cells), City of San Diego Council 

Policy, 900-14, May 20, 2003. Projected usage of electricity and natural gas usage based on 

redevelopment of the Project Area consistent with Community Plan land uses is provided in Tables 4.13-5 

and 4.1 3-6, respectivety. 

Without definition of specific redevelopment projects, it is not possible to anticipate the exact level and 

location (i.e., which electrical circuits increase in load would occur on) of electrical power usage. As 

depicted in Table 4.13-5, the net increase in electrical power usage based on redevelopment of the 

Project Area is 673,814 kilowatt hours per month. As depicted in Table 4.13-6, the net increase in natural 

gas usage based on redevelopment of the Project Area is  estimated to be 686,069.5 cubic feet per month. 

According to SDG&E, existing gas and electric infrastructure (i.e., electric and gas distribution and 

transmission lines, substations, and power plants) located within or adjacent to the Project Area would 

provide adequate service to proposed redevelopment activities. As such, the project would not result in 

substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered transmission 

facilities. Any increases in electrical load would require only routine adjustments to the network of 

distribution lines, such as adding new lines or upgrading existing distribution lines. These system 

changes/improvements will occur as redevelopment activities are proposed within the Project Area. The 

physical impact to the environment would be in the form of short-term noise and air quality, and potentially 

hydrological/water quality, geotechnical, cultural, biological, and paleontological resources. 

Implementation of mitigation measures described in other sections of this document with respect to these 

issues would mitigate the potential impact of these minor improvements to a level less than significant. 
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TABLE 4.1 3-5 
Projected Monthly Electrical Power Usage 

Notes: du = dwelling units, sf = square feet, ksf = thousand square feet 
* Libraries are included under the public services. 
N/A: Redevelopment consistent with the Community Plan is not anticipated to increase the intensity of this land use type. 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District and BRG Consulting, Inc. 

Redevelopmenf Plon Areo 

TABLE 4.1 3-6 
Projected Daily Natural Gas Usage 

273,600 
338,840 

6,060 
55,314 

N/A 
N /A 
N/A 
N /A 
N /A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

673,814 

48 du 
86 du 
303 ksf 

6,146 ksf 
N/A 
N /A 
N /A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

134 du/6,44? ksf 

Single Family Residential 
Multi-Family Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Office 
Schools 
Parks 
Open Space 
Recreation 
Public Services* 
Hospitals 
Sand and Gravel 
Transportation 
GRAND TOTAL 

Redevelopment Plan Area 

5,700 du 
3,940 du 

20 ksf 
9 ksf 
N/A 
N /A 
N /A 
N/A 
N /A 
N /A 
N /A 
N/A 
N/A 

Industrial 
Office 
Schools 

31 9,920 
344,989 

878.7 

Parks 
Open Space 
Recreation 
Public Services* 

I I 

Notes: cf = cubic feet, du = dwelling units, sf = square feet, ksf = thousand square feet 
* Libraries are included under the public services. 
N/A : Redevelopment consistent with the Community Plan is not anticipated to increase the intensity of this land use type. 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District and BRG Consulting, Inc. 

48 du 
86 du 
303 ksf 

Single Family Residential 
Multi-Family Residential 
Commercial 

3.3 ksf 
N/A 
N/A 

Hospitals 
Sand and Gravel 
Transportation 
GRAND TOTAL 
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6,665.0 du 
4,01 1.5 du 

2.9 ksf 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 

6,146 ksf 
N/A 
N/A 

NIA 
N /A 
N /A 

20,281.8 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N /A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N /A 
N/A 
N /A 

N/A 
N/A 
N /A 

186,019.5 
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The proposed redevelopment activities will not result in the use of a substantial amount of fuel, a substantial 

increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or the development of new energy sources. The 

proposed redevelopment activities will result in redevelopment activities occurring over a 20 to 30-year 

period and demand increase will occur incrementally over that period of time. Redevelopment activities 

will create energy demands typical of urban development. The impact to gas and electric services 

resulting from implementation of the proposed redevelopment activities will be less than significant. 

4.73.2.4 Significance of lmpact 
No impact associated with gas and electricity is anticipated. 

4.73.2.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant gas or electric impact has been identified. 

Conclusion 
No significant gas and electric impact is anticipated. 

Water 

4.7 3.3.7 Existing Conditions 
Sun Diego's primary water resources include the Colorado River and the California Aqueduct system. 

Water supply from these sources is imported by the Sun Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA). Four 

major aqueducts channel water from the north into a series of reservoirs and local treatment plants in the 

Sun Diego area. Water is distributed locally by various public and private agencies. 

According to the City of Sun Diego Water and Sewer Design Guidelines, standard water demand rates for 

residential uses are 150 gallons per capita/day; 5,000 gallons/day per net acre for commercial, office, 

schools, public services and hospitals; 6,250 gallons/day per net acre for industrial uses; and 4,000 

gallons/day per net acre for parks, open space and recreation. Table 4.13-7 depicts existing and 

projected water demand for the Project Area based on SANGIS existing and planned land use data. As 

depicted in Table 4.13-7, water demand within the Project Area will increase by approximately 254.1 

thousand gallons per day from the existing demand. 

4.73.3.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Result in the need for the physical alteration or expansion of existing water facilities or the need for 

new water facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction could cause a significant 

environmental impact; or 

Require new or expanded water entitlements. 

dm..,,, 4nmmm- 
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TABLE 4.1 3-7 
Existing and Projected Daily Water Use 

Notes: gcd = gallons/capita/day; gad = gallonslnet acrelday; pop = population; ac = acres 
* Libraries are included under Public Services. 
N/A: Redevelopment consistent with the Community Plan is not anticipated to increase this land use type. 

Source: Generation Factors obtained from City of Son Diego Water Utilities Department Water and Sewer Design Guidelines. 

4.73.3.3 Impact 

+17.55 

+31.5 
+887.25 
+34.6 
-1 9.4 

0 
-76.0 

0 
+8.0 
+7.9 

0 
-631.3 

NIA 
+254.1 

Implementation of the proposed redevelopment project i s  anticipated to intensify the level of 

development within the Project Area. With projected redevelopment consistent with Community Plan land 

uses, the population could increase by approximately 327 people and non-residential square footage 

within the Project Area will increase by approximately 27.62 acres. Therefore, as depicted in Table 4.13-7, 

0 

0 
1,6 1 6.25 

628.4 
106.3 
1 24.5 

275.68 
276.08 
75.56 
66.55 
164.9 

1,252.4 

NIA 
4,586.62 

Redevelopment 
Single Family 
Residential 
Multi-Family 
Residential 
Industrial 
Commercial 
Office 
Schools 
Parks 
Open Space 
Recreation 
Public Services* 
Hospitals 
Sand and 
Gravel 
Transportation 
GRAND TOTAL 

water demand within the Project Area will increase to approximately 4,840.72 thousand gallons per day, an 

1 7.55 

31.5 
2,497.5 

6 63 
86.9 
124.5 
199.68 
276.08 
83.56 
74.45 
164.9 
621.1 

N/A 
4,840.72 - 

0 

0 
258.6 ac. 
125.68 ac. 
21.26 ac. 
24.90 ac. 
68.92 ac. 
69.02 ac. 
18.89 ac. 
13.31 ac. 
32.98 ac. 
200.38 ac. 

N/A 

Plan Area 

150 (gcd) 

150 (gcd) 
6,250 (gad) 
5,000 (gad) 
5,000 (gad) 
5,000 (gad) 
4,000 (gad) 
4,000 (gad) 
4,000 (gad) 
5,000 (gad) 
5,000 (gad) 
6,250 (gad) 

N/A 

increase of 254.1 thousand gallons per day. The proposed project will result in an increase in water 

1 17 pop. 

210 pop. 
399.6 ac. 
132.6 ac. 
17.38 ac. 
24.90 ac. 
49.92 ac. 
69.02 ac. 
20.89 ac 
14.89 ac. 
32.98 ac. 
99.38 ac. 

N /A 

demand, but the change in water demand i s  not considered a significant impact as the increase in water 

demand will occur over an extended period of time (20 to 30 years) and the demand created by this 

project will not result in the need for the physical alteration of extension of water facilities which could 

cause a significant environmental impact. The Project Area can be served by existing and planned water 

infrastructure. However, some system changes/improvements may be necessary as redevelopment 

activities are proposed within the Project Area. The physical impact to the environment would be in the 

form of short-term noise and air quality, and potentially hydrological/water quality, geotechnical, cultural, 

biological, and paleontological resources, Implementation of mitigation measures described in other 

sections of this document with respect to these issues would mitigate the potential impact of these more 

minor water infrastructure improvements to a level less than significant. 
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4.73.3.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with water is anticipated. 

4.73.3.5 Mitigation M eas ures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant water impact has been identified. 

4.73.3.6 Conclusion 
No significant water impact is anticipated. 

Sewer Facilities 

4.73.4.7 Existing Conditions 
Wastewater generated within the Project Area is collected by sewer lines owned and operated by the City 

of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department. Wastewater from the Project Area is diverted to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP) via the San Diego Metropolitan Sewer System. The PLWTP 

provides advanced primary treatment for the City of Sun Diego and the treated water is discharged into 

the Pacific Ocean through a 4.5-mile long pipeline outfall. The plant processes an average of 180 million 

gallons per day (mgpd) of wastewater generated by approximately 2.2 million San Diego residents in a 450 

square mile service area. The plant has a treatment capacity of 240 mgpd. 

The City of San Diego received a waiver from requirements by the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1995 to 

upgrade the level of treatment to Secondary Treatment. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) granted this waiver when they agreed through the 

combination of industrial source control, Advanced Primary Treatment of wastewater, a deep ocean 

outfall and comprehensive monitoring, that the PLWTP fully protects the ocean. The City of San Diego 

received a renewal of the CWA Permit in September 2002. 

Residential dwelling units are generally considered the primary wastewater generators. Currently, there are 

no residential dwelling units located within the Project Area; therefore, the standard method of analyzing 

wastewater generation is  not applicable. Although the existing non-residential land uses in the Project 

Area do generate wastewater during the normal course of business operation. 

4.73.4.2 Impact Thresholds 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Result in the need for the physical alteration or expansion of existing sewer facilities or the need for 

new sewer facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction could cause a significant 

environmen fa1 impac t. 

4.73.4.3 Impact 
Redevelopment consistent with the Community Plan land uses will result in an increase in development 

intensity that may generate higher demands on the existing sewer facilities. Based on projected 
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redevelopment, sewer flows within the Project Area have the potential to increase by approximately 26,160 

gallons per day (gpd) associated with residential land uses. The quantity is  based on standard effluent 

generation rate of 80 gallons/capita/day. In addition, non-residential wastewater generation will increase. 

The increase in generation of wastewater associated with residential (261 60 gpd) and non-residential land 

use increases would occur over a 20 to 30-year period, and could be met through the provision of public 

improvements to the sewer facilities within the Project Area. Some improvements to sewer facilities within 

the Project Area may be needed as redevelopment activities are proposed within the Project Area. The 

physical impact to the environment would be in the form of short-term noise and air quality, and potentially 

hydrological/water quality, geotechnical, cultural, biological, and paleontological resources. 

Implementation of mitigation measures described in other sections of this document with respect to these 

issues would mitigate the potential impact of these more minor sewer infrastructure improvements to a 

level less than significant. 

4.73.4.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with sewer facilities is anticipated. 

4.73.4.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant sewer facilities impact has been identified. 

4.73.4.6 Conclusion 
No significant sewer facilities impact is anticipated. 

Police Services 

4.73.5.7 Existing Conditions 
Police services for the Project Area are provided by the Eastern Division Police Substation located at 9225 

Aero Drive, in the Serra Mesa community of the City of Sun Diego. The Serra Mesa community is located 

northwest in relationship to the Project Area. This station houses approximately 127 patrol officers, 15 

sergeants, nine detectives, two lieutenants, and one Captain. Additional resources (such as SWAT, canine 

units, etc.) respond to the Eastern Division, as they are needed. Additional police services for the Project 

Area are provided by the Police Community Relations Office (also known as the Navajo Storefront) located 

at 7381 Jackson Drive. This facility is a community outreach facility. This office houses one police officer 

and one community service officer to provide crime prevention education and information services. 

The San Diego Police Department's Operation Support division is responsible for determining the allocation 

of officers to each Police Division. The number of officers is based on the total number of calls and the type 

of calls for each division. Current staff allocations assign a minimum of one officer for each of the 

communities assigned to the Eastern Division, on each watch in a given 24-hour period. On at least one 

day each week, there is  an overlapping squad on each watch, which translates to two squads of officers 

working during that particular shift. In an emergency situation (or if the Division falls below the minimum 
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staffing levels), officers from other commands can respond to assist. Officers from other agencies respond 

to emergencies under existing mutual aid agreements. 

The Sun Diego Police Department has personnel on duty and available to respond to calls for service seven 

days a week, 24 hours a day. Calls for service are prioritized, with emergency calls getting the highest 

priority. Calls for service range from level "1 priority," meaning life-threatening/suspicious activity, to a level 

"4 priority" call related to non life-threatening/suspicious activity. The Citywide average response time is 7 

minutes and 3 seconds. The average response time for emergency calls for Eastern Division to the Project 

Area is 6 minutes and 7 seconds. 

According to the police department, currently, there are no plans to construct new police facilities or 

expand existing facilities within the Project Area or that serve the Project Area. Since no new facilities or 

expansions are planned within the Project Area, no revenue has been identified for any major police 

facility expansions or additions. Generally, most new police facilities are funded through Development 

Impact Fees (DIF) along with other funding, depending upon the project. 

4.73.5.2 lmpact Threshold 
For the purposes of this ElR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

Result in the need for the physical alteration or expansion of existing police facilities or the need for 

new police facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction could cause a significant 

environmental impact. 

4.73.5.3 lmpact 
The Project Area is  expected to experience an increase in population resulting from a net increase of 

approximately 134 dwelling units, and an associated population increase of approximately 327 within the 

20 to 30 year Redevelopment Plan timeframe. The Police Department strives to meet a two officer per 

thousand resident ratio. Therefore, the addition of 1,000 residents to the Grantville/Allied Gardens 

communities would require personnel and possible additional police vehicles. The proposed project will 

only result in an increase population by 327 people over a 20 to 30 year timeframe. Since this incremental 

increase is below the police threshold of 1,000 residents, no additional officers or police facilities would be 

required to meet the police protection needs of the Project Area. Furthermore, the proposed project does 

not propose to change any land use designations for the Project Area and according to the Police 

Department, it is not anticipated that the proposed project will create a need for the physical alteration or 

expansion of existing police facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction could cause a 

significant environmental impact. Therefore, no impact associated with police services is  anticipated to 

occur. 

4.73.5.4 Significance of lmpac t 
No impact associated with police services is anticipated. 
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4.13.5.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant police services impact has been identified. 

4.73.5.6 Conclusion 
No significant police services impact is anticipated. 

Fire Protection 

4.73.6.7 Existing Conditions 
The City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, Station 34, provides primary fire protection and emergency 

medical services to the Project Area. Station 34 is located at 6565 Cowles Mountain Boulevard at the cross 

street of Navajo Road. Station 34 has four firefighters on duty each shift, with a total of twelve firefighters 

over three divisions. Apparatus consists of one triple combination pumper (Engine 34) and one brush 

apparatus (Brush Rig 34). Under first alarm conditions or when Station 34 is not available to respond to a fire 

or medical emergency, there are five Stations that act as secondary stations to provide fire protection and 

emergency medical services to the Project Area based on their current availability. These five Stations 

include: 

Station 5, located at 3902 9th Avenue, 92103. Apparatus consists of the Battalion 5, Engine 5, and 

Truck 5: 

Station 10, located at 4605 62nd Street, 921 15. Apparatus consists Battalion 10, Engine 10, Truck 10, 

Brush Rig 10, and Utility Rig 10; 

Station 17, located at 4206 Chamoune Avenue, 921 15. Apparatus consists of Engine 17; 

Station 18, located at 4676 Felton Street, 921 16. Apparatus consists of Engine 18 and Brush Rig 18; 

and, 

Station 31, located at 6002 Camino Rico, 921 20. Apparatus consists of Engine 31 and Paramedic 

Unit 31. 

Table 4.13-8 identifies the response times of each Station to a specific intersection within the Project Area. 

These two intersections were selected by the City Fire-Rescue Department to illustrate the overall response 

times for the Project Area. 

4.13.6.2 lmpac t Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur i f  the proposed project would: 

Result in the need for the physical alteration or expansion of existing Fire Department facilities or 

the need for new Fire Department facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction 

could cause a significant environmental impact. 
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TABLE 4.13-8 
Fire Station Response Times 

Station 17 

Station 31 
I 

Station 18 

Station 10 

Source: City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, 2004. 
I 

4.73.6.3 lmpac t 
Implementation of the proposed project will result in an increase in demand for fire protection services 

within the Project Area over the 20 to 30 year redevelopment timeframe. The increase in demand is 

attributable to redevelopment activities and associated demand for fire prevention inspections, and 

applicable code enforcement activities. 

5 .O 

5.6 

5.1 

7.1 

Station 5 

Proposed new development within the Project Area will be required to meet current Fire Code 

requirements, which are generally more rigorous than those under which existing development was 

approved/constructed. As new development occurs, overall safety of buildings within the Project Area is  

expected to improve. 

tn terms of fire department response to fire calls, the National Fire Protection Association 1710 Standard, 

requires that the initial arrival of the fire department's fire suppression resources should occur within six 

minutes and/or the initial full alarm assignment within ten minutes. According to the City Fire-Rescue 

Department, i f  these guidelines were to be exceeded, there could be the need for a new fire station and 

equipment. As indicated in Table 4.13-8, Station 5 currently exceeds the National Fire Protection 

Association 1710 Standard for response to the Mission Gorge/Old Cliffs Roads intersection with a response 

time of 10.3 minutes. However, with the implementation of the proposed project, response times will stay 

the same for each of the six stations, and the project does not propose any use that would alter the 

response time or require new Fire Department facilities. 

Station 31 

Station 17 

Station 34 

Station 10 

I 8.3 

4.13.6.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with fire protection is anticipated. 

5.0 

7.1 

9.2 

9.1 

4.13.6.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant fire protection impact has been identified. 

Station 5 

4.73.6.6 Conclusion 
No significant fire protection impact is anticipated. 

10.3 

Grantville Redevelopment Projecl 
Final Program EIR 

4.13-12 March 2005 



4.0-Envkonmental Analysis 4.13 - Public Services and Utilities 
% . . . . . . . . .. . 

Solid Waste 

4.73.7.7 Existing Conditions 
The City of San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD) provides the following services to the 

Redevelopment Project Area: resource management, environmental programs, environmental protection, 

energy conservation, collection services, and refuse disposal. The ESD pursues waste management 

strategies that emphasize waste reduction and recycling, composting, and environmentally-sound landfill 

management to meet the City's long-term disposal needs. ESD also ensures that all federal, state, and 

local mandates relating to waste management are met in an efficient and financially sound manner. In 

1989, the State of California mandated (AB 939) that all cities reduce waste disposed in landfills by 25% by 

1995 and 50% by the year 2000. To meet this mandate, the ESD has devised a working plan called Plan 

2000. Currently, the 25% diversion goal has been met and surpassed; however, ESD has not reached the 

50% reduction level. 

The ESD is organized into three divisions: Refuse Collection, Refuse Disposal, and Environmental Programs. 

Refuse Collection provides weekly service to approximately 305,000 homes and businesses throughout the 

City; Refuse Disposal ensures the safe and efficient disposal of over 1.4 million tons of waste generated 

annually in the City; and Environmental Programs implements comprehensive recycling, hazardous 

materials management, code enforcement and support programs. 

Relative to development and redevelopment activities, the ESD1s policy is that prior to the issuance of any 

permit, including but not limited to any discretionary action, demolition, grading, or any other construction 

permit, the City of Sun Diego Environmental Review Manager (ERM) shall verify that all requirements of a 

waste management plan have been shown and/or noted on the demolition and/or grading plans. The 

following are elements that the waste management plan is required to address include: 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the permittee shall be responsible to arrange a pre- 

construction meeting. This meeting shall be coordinated with Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 

(MMC) to verify that implementation of the waste management plan shall be performed in 

compliance with the plan approved by Land Development review (LDR) and ESD, to ensure that 

impacts to solid waste facilities are mitigated to below a level of significance. 

The plan (construction documents) shall include the following elements for demolition, construction, 

and occupancy phases of the project as applicable: 

(a) Tons of waste anticipated to be generated, 

(b) Material type of waste to be generated, 

[c) Source separation techniques for waste generated, 

(d) How material will be reused on-site, 

(e) Name and location of recycling, reuse, or landfill facilities where waste will be taken if not reused 

on-site, 
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( f)  A "buy recycled" program, 

(g) How the project will aim to reduce the generation of construction/demolition debris, 

(h) A plan of how waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to subcontractors, and 

(i) A time line for each of the three main phases of the project as stated above. 

3. The plan shall strive for a goal of 50% waste reduction. 

4. The plan shall include specific performance measures to be assessed upon the completion of the 

project to measure success in achieving waste minimization goals. The Permittee shall notify MMC and 

ESD when: 

(a) A demolition permit is issued, 

(b) When demolition begins, 

(c) The permittee shall arrange for progress inspections, and a final inspection, as specified in the plan 

and shall contact both MMC and ESD to perform these periodic site visits during demolition and 

construction to inspect the progress of the project's waste diversion efforts, and 

(d) When demolition ends. 

5. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall receive approval from the ERM that the 

waste management plan has been prepared, approved, and implemented. Also, prior to the issuance 

of the grading permit, the applicant shall submit evidence to the ERM that the final 

Demolition/Construction report has been approved by MMC and ESD. This report shall summarize the 

results of implementing the above Waste Management Plan elements, including: the actual waste 

generated and diverted from the project, the waste reduction percentage achieved, and how that 

goal was achieved, etc. 

There are seven active landfills located within the County of San Diego: West Miramar, Sycamore, Otay 

Annex, Ramona, Borrego Springs, Las Pulgas, and San Onofre. Only the first five accept municipal solid 

waste. The latter are military owned and operated and only accept military waste. Thus, solid waste from 

the proposed Project Area would be disposed of within the remaining five landfills. The following 

information is from the Integrated Waste Management Plan, Draft 2004 Countywide Siting Element. 

The West Miramar Landfill, located in the City of San Diego, has a remaining capacity of approximately 

13.8 million tons with an estimated closure date of 201 1 .  Additional capacity is contingent upon a possible 

vertical expansion of the landfill. If pursued, the landfill may extend its capacity to accept waste for an 

additional three to ten years. 

Sycamore Landfill, located in the City of Sun Diego, has a remaining capacity of approximately 17.2 million 

tons with an estimated closure date of 201 7. The landfill operator is  currently seeking an expansion of the 

landfill that would provide additional capacity extending the closure date to approximately 2035. 

n__ 
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Otay Annex Landfill, located in the City of Chula Vista, has a remaining capacity of approximately 31.3 

million tons with an estimated closure date of 2027. 

Ramona Landfill, located in the unincorporated community of Ramona, has a remaining capacity of 

approximately 294,550 tons with an estimated closure date of 2006. 

Borrego Springs Landfill, located in the unincorporated community of Borrego Springs, has a remaining 

capacity of approximately 1 1  7,600 tons with an estimated closure date of 2040. 

Estimated remaining capacities are based on design limits specific to each landfill site. Estimated closure 

dates are determined by site capacity and the maximum daily permitted rate of disposal specific to each 

site. 

4.73.7.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this ElR, a significant impact would occur i f  the proposed project would: 

Result in the need for the physical alteration or expansion of existing solid waste facilities or the 

need for new solid waste facilities, in which the alteration, expansion, or construction could cause 

a significant environmental impact. 

4.73.7.3 Impact 
No specific development is proposed as part of the proposed Redevelopment Plan adoption. Future 

redevelopment will be required to comply with the City's requirement for preparation of a waste 

management plan, which will achieve the City's waste minimization goals. 

4.13.7.4 Significance of Impact 
No impact associated with solid waste is anticipated. 

4.13.7.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant solid waste impact has been identified. 

4.7 3.7.6 Conclusion 
No significant solid waste impact is anticipated. 
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4.1 4 Mineral Resources 
For the purpose of CEQA analysis, "mineral resources" refers to aggregate resources. Aggregate consists of 

sand, gravel, and crushed rock. 

4.1 4.1 Existing Conditions 
Many valuable minerals are found in the San Diego region, ranging from gold to crushed rock. Production 

of metals and gemstones and other more glamorous minerals has been limited for many years because of 

high extraction costs. In terms of both quantity and economic value, sand and gravel and crushed rock 

are the most valuable mineral resources extracted and processed in the San Diego region. 

4.74.7.7 Surface Mining and  Reclamation Act (SMARAJ 
SMARA (1975) mandated that aggregate resources throughout the state be mapped so that local 

governments could make land use decisions in light of the presence of aggregate resources and the need 

to preserve access to those resources. One of the primary objectives of SMARA is to protect mineral 

resources of regional and statewide significance. The California Department of Conservation, Division of 

Mines and Geology is the state agency responsible for identifying and protecting Mineral Resource Zones 

(MRZs) per SMARA. The Division of Mines and Geology has prepared Mineral Land C!assification Maps for 

aggregate resources. The Mineral Land Classification Maps designate four different types of resource 

sensitivities. The four sensitivity types are: 

MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or 

where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where 

it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists. 

MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from available 

data. 

MRZ-4: Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment of any other MRZ zone. 

4.74.7.2 Sand and Gravel Extraction 
Within and adjacent to the Project Area, two MRZ-2 boundaries have been mapped by the California 

Division of Mines and Geology. Figure 4.14-1 depicts the MRZ-2 locations within and adjacent to Subareas 

A, B, and C. The first MRZ-2 area encompasses portions of Subareas A and C. This area is currently not 

being used for aggregate extraction. The land use types in this area consist of public services, commercial, 

industrial, residential, and open space. 

The second MRZ-2 area encompasses portions of Subareas A and B and contains a 250-acre sand and 

gravel-processing facility. The facility operates on both sides of the San Diego River along the northern 

boundary of the Project Area, generally between Princess View Drive and Margerum Avenue (Figure 4.1 4- 

1 ) .  The Project Area encompasses approximately 200 acres of the total 250-acre sand and gravel- 

processing center. The quarry has been in operation since 1927 and i s  currently operating under a 
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Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The CUP expires in 2033 and regulates the mining, processing, storage, and 

sale of natural resource materials. The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 

Geology also regulates the sand and gravel processing facility. A master reclamation plan for the 250 

acres covered within the CUP establishes goals and general guidelines for the reclamation of the project 

area upon completion of the mining activity. Final reclamation is to be accomplished in phases with the 

approval of precise reclamation plans (City of Sun Diego, Navajo Community Plan, 1982). 

The remaining portions of the Project Area not within the MRZ-2 boundaries are within the MRZ-3 boundary 

(see Figure 4.14-1). The MRZ-3 boundary is defined as "Areas containing mineral deposits the significance 

of which cannot be evaluated from available data." 

A. City of Son Diego 

The City of Sun Diego Progress Guide and General Plan establishes goals and standards to address future 

planning decisions related to the extraction and processing of mineral resources. Goals applicable to the 

existing sand and gravel operations in the Project Area include: 

Protection of major mineral deposits against encroachment by land uses that would make their 

extraction undesirable or impossible. 

Production of sand and gravel with minimal harm and disturbance to adjacent properties. 

Planned rehabilitation of depleted mineral areas to facilitate desirable reuses compatible with local 

development objectives. 

Conservation of construction material resources to provide for City's growth and development needs 

now and in the near and distant future. 

6. Navajo Community Plan 

The Industrial Element of the Navajo Community Plan addresses objectives and proposals to guide and 

encourage future policy and development decisions related to the sand and gravel facility located within 

the Project Area. The following proposal was established to encourage industrial development that is 

compatible with the residential character of the Navajo community: 

Future development of the remaining sand and gravel operation and the previously mined 170 

acres should be accomplished under a master planned industrial development (PID) permit 

process. A master PID will provide an opportunity for comprehensive review of the relationship 

between proposed development and the ultimate reclamation plan for the Sun Diego River, 

coordination of open space and pathways with Mission Trails Regional Park, traffic impacts to 

Mission Gorge Road and the proposed State Highway 52 interchanges. 

C Tierrasanta Community Plan 

The northern half of the existing sand and gravel processing facility, within Subarea B is located in the 

community of Tierrasanta. The Community Plan contains a discussion of the sand and gravel operation and 

some goals, objectives and proposals applicable to the sand and gravel operation. In the discussion 
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section, the Community Plan identifies the existing sand and gravel area as a major mineral resource in the 

Sun Diego area. In addition, the Plan states that "While the extraction of these minerals is of economic 

value, certain characteristics that accompany mineral extraction are often found objectionable. These 

include noise, dust, and the unattractive appearance of the quarry sites." The goal of the Open Space 

section is to "Establish an open space system which protects the natural resources, provides for the 

managed production of resources ..." An objective contained in the Community Plan that is applicable to 

the sand and gravel operation the Community Plan states, "minimize the effect of natural resource 

extraction on surrounding land uses." Also, related to the sand and gravel operation, the Community Plan 

states: "Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated areas should be rehabilitated 

and a pathway to Mission Trails park provided. Any other use of the property beyond open space uses will 

require an amendment to this plan." 

D. San Diego River Park Markr Plan 
In general, the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan seeks to provide a direction to restore the relationship 

between the Sun Diego River and nearby land uses. Relative to the existing sand and gravel extraction 

operation located within Subarea B of the Project Area, the Plan identifies several key points; 1 )  ongoing 

discussions with Superior Mine land owners and developers is essential to finding an appropriate balance 

between development and open space; 2) potential for the site to redevelop for more intensive use makes 

time critical to taking action at the planning level. While mining operations are scheduled to continue for 

another 20 years, potential redevelopment value may reduce this time frame; 3) minimum 500 feet Open 

Space Corridor is recommended in addition to trail corridorlbuffer; and 4) acquisition of 15-20 acre site is 

recommended for development as a naturalized park with access to the river from Mission Gorge Road. 

4.1 4.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

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

the residents of the state; or, 

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 

local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

4.1 4.3 Impact 
As described in the Environmental Setting, two MRZ-2 boundaries have been mapped by the California 

Division of Mines and Geology within and adjacent to the Project Area. 

The first MRZ-2 area encompasses portions of Subareas A and C; however, this area is not currently used for 

aggregate extraction and future use of this area for aggregate extraction is unlikely as the area is currently 

developed with urban uses and is surrounded by uses that constrain the future use of this area due to 

potential land use compatibility issues. The land use types that currently exist within this portion of the 

Project Area and the MRZ-2 are public service, commercial, industrial, residential, and open space. 

Redevelopment of this area consistent with Community Plan land use designations will not result in a loss of 

availability of known mineral resources that would be considered valuable to the region and residents of 

- 
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the state, or loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site as the resources are not 

currently being mined and the area is  currently developed with various land use types. 

The second area designated MRZ-2 is an operational 250-acre sand and gravel-processing facility located 

within Subarea B of the Project Area (see Figure 4.1 4-1). The Project Area encompasses approximately 200 

acres of the total 250-acre sand and gravel-processing center. Future redevelopment of this area 

consistent with the Community Plan land use designations will reduce the total land area of the sand and 

gravel extraction area by approximately 92 acres (50%). Because the sand and gravel extraction area 

(200 acres within the Project Area) is currently operating under a CUP that does not expire until 2033, it is 

assumed that the sand and gravel extraction facility will continue to operate under its CUP and through 

oversight by the California Division of Mines and Geology until completion of mining activity, which would 

occur either through exhaustion of the resource or at the time of marginal economic return. Sand and 

gravel operations may also cease due to an accelerated transition created by redevelopment 

opportunities. Cessation of mining activity is the prerogative of the mining operator and the California 

Division of Mines and Geology cannot mandate ongoing mining activity at a particular location. At the 

time in the future when sand and gravel operations are discontinued, as stated above, a master 

reclamation plan, final reclamation plan, and precise reclamation plans for the mining area will be 

developed. Future reuse of the sand and gravel area will be consistent with the Navajo and Tierrasanta 

Community Plan goals, objectives, and proposals. 

No significant impact will occur relative to loss of available know mineral resources that would be 

considered valuable to the region and residents of the state. Redevelopment of this area is consistent with 

the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans and will not result in a loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on the local general plan. 

4.14.4 Significance Of Impact 
No significant impact will occur relative to loss of available known mineral resources that would be 

considered valuable to the region and residents of the state. Redevelopment of this area is  consistent with 

the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans and will not result in a loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on the local general plan. 

4.1 4.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measure is proposed as no significant mineral resources impact has been identified. 

4.1 4.6 Conclusion 
No significant mineral resources impact has been identified. 
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5.1 Cumulative Impacts 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 define cumulative effects as "two or more individual effects which, when 

considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." The 

CEQA Guidelines further state that the individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or 

a number of separate projects; or the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 

related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Section 151 30 of the CEQA 

Guidelines allows for the use of two alternative methods to determine the scope of projects for the 

cumulative impact analysis: 

List Method - A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 

impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency. 

General Plan Projection Method - A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan 

or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or 

certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the 

cumulative impact. 

This cumulative impact analysis utilizes the regional growth projections method, which assumes buildout of 

both local and regional general plans as well as population forecasts for the County and region as a 

whole. General growth expected to occur in the Navajo Community Plan Area, Tierrasanta Community 

Plan Area, College Area Community Plan Area and adjacent Mission Valley and Mid-City Community Plan 

Area is accounted for in terms of regional growth projections by the San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG). 

SANDAG estimates regional growth for the San Diego County area for the purposes of planning and public 

policy development. The most recent growth projections available at the time of the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) was published for the EIR is the 2030 Forecast, demographic conditions. SANDAG provides estimates 

and forecasts of employment, population, and housing for the period ranging from 2000 to 2030. These 

forecasts serve as a basis for growth forecasts made by SANDAG. 

SANDAG projections are available by Countywide, City, Major Statistical Areas, Subregional Areas, and 

Community Planning Areas. Table 5-1 shows the current estimates and future projections for population, 

housing, and employment for the City of San Diego. The population of Sun Diego is expected to increase 

approximately 35 percent between 2000 and 2030 to approximately 1,656,820 persons, compared to the 

entire County's population, which is expected to increase by approximately 54 percent. The County as a 

whole is expected to experience a slightly higher increase (55 percent) in housing units between 2000 and 

2030 compared to the City of Sun Diego (29 percent). The County is also expected to experience a 

greater increase (51 percent) in employment growth than the City of Son Diego (26 percent) from 2000 to 

2030. 
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TABLE 5-1 
Projections for the County of Sun Diego and the City of Sun Diego 

Source: SANDAG, 2003 

County of San Diego 

City of San Diego 

5.1 .I Land Use 
The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with the City of Sun Diego General Plan Land Use Element (Navajo, 

Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plans) and no General Plan Amendment or Zone Change is 

proposed. The project is also consistent with the MSCP and Regional Water Quality Control Board Plans. 

Achievement of orderly growth is  dependent upon development in the future occurring in a manner 

consistent with the City's General Plan and other applicable regional plans. Since the City has adopted 

these plans and will continue to implement them no significant cumulative land use impact is anticipated. 

5.1.2 Transportation/Circula tion 
The proposed project traffic impacts and cumulative traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 4.2 

Transportation/Circulation of this EIR. Currently, several roadway segments and intersections located within 

and adjacent to the Project Area are not operating within an acceptable Level of Service (LOS). This 

condition is attributable to focal and regional cumulative traffic. As discussed in Section 4.2, horizon year 

(year 2030) traffic volumes are based on the SANDAG Series 10 future forecast model. In the year 2030, the 

following roadway segments are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS (without the proposed 

project) : 

442,9 1 9 

1,223,400 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 northbound ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F): 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS E); 

682,79 1 

1,656,820 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 eastbound off-ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F); and, 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS E). 

152,947 

469,689 

Additionaliy, the following intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS (without the 

proposed project) : 

Camino Del Rio/l-8 westbound off-ramp and Fairmount Avenue (LOS F); 

236,869 

604,399 

Friars Road and 1-15 southbound ramps (10s E); 

* Twain Avenue and Mission Gorge Road (LOS E); and, 

140,269 

777,600 

Camino Del Rioll-8 westbound off-ramp and Fairmount Avenue (LOS F). 

211,236 , 

975,990 

As identified in Section 4.2 (see Table 4.2-6), the proposed project would contribute to a significant 

cumulative impact as additional traffic generated in the Project Area will significantly impact roadway 
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segments and intersections. Traffic improvements are identified with the Navajo and Tierrasanta 

Community Plans, and also as discussed in Section 4.2, that when implemented, would help to reduce the 

cumulative traffic impact. However, the timing of these improvements are unknown, and the cumulative 

impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

5.1.3 Air Quality 
The geographic scope for air quality comprises the San Diego Air Basin (Basin) and the traffic study area 

defined in Section 4.2-Transportation/Circulation. The San Diego Air Basin is depicted in Figure 4.3-1 in 

Section 4.3-Air Quality. The Basin is  in transitional-attainment for ozone (smog) and is either in attainment or 

unclassified for federal standards of carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SOz), nitrogen dioxide (N02), 

fine particulate matter (PMIo), and lead. Development forecasted for the region will generate increased 

emission levels from transportation and stationary sources. Potential cumulative air quality impacts will be 

partially reduced through implementation and achievement of emission levels identified in the Regional Air 

Quality Strategies (RAQS) and General Plan air quality elements of local jurisdictions. Based on the 

expected reductions in emissions due to implementation of these plans, vehicle emissions from 

redevelopment activities are anticipated to gradually decrease dependent on the type of pollutant. 

However, combined emissions from the Redevelopment Project Area and other developed areas in the 

Basin are expected to continue to exceed state and federal standards in the near term and emissions 

associated with these developments will exceed threshold levels. The cumulative impact to air quality is  

significant and unavoidable. 

5.1.4 Noise 
The geographic scope for noise includes growth projections for the City of Sun Diego and the traffic study 

area defined in Section 4.2-Transportation/Circulation. The proposed project will contribute to an increase 

in vehicular-generated noise along roadways in the Project Area and surrounding areas. As indicated in 

Table 4.4-7 (provided in Section 4.4-Noise of this ElR) land uses adjacent to major roadways will be exposed 

to roadway noise levels that exceed City noise standards. However, the project's contribution is  less than 

significant, accounting to an increase ranging between 1 to 3.5 dBA on the study area roadways. 

Mitigation Measures proposed in Section 4.4 will reduce the impact as a result of cumulative traffic noise 

within the Project Area to a level less than significant. 

5.1.5 Cultural Resources 
The geographic scope for cultural resources includes the Project Area and San Diego River Valley. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to known cultural 

resources. No significant archaeological and historical resources have been identified in the Project Area. 

However, there is the potential that buried resources exist in the Project Area, and certain structures may 

be  deemed historic during the life of implementation of the redevelopment plan. The project's 

compliance with the mitigation measures identified in Section 4.5 Cultural Resources of this EIR will ensure 

that no significant impact to significant cultural resources occurs within the Redevelopment Project Area. 

On a broader scope, archaeological and cultural resources are protected through Section 15064.5 of the 

CEQA Guidelines, other federal and state laws, and local ordinances. Future cumulative development 

within the region would be subject to review under CEQA and compliance with federal, state, and local 
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regulations protecting cultural resources. Impacts to cultural resources as a result of development in the 

region would be reduced to a level less than significant through implementation of mitigation measures on 

a project-by-project basis. 

5.1.6 Biological Resources 
The Redevelopment Project Area is  located in the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plan 

Areas. These areas are primarily urban; however, tracts of open space land with sensitive resources remain 

in the San Diego River and Mission Trails area. Portions of the Project Area as well as the Navajo and 

Tierrasanta Community Plan Areas are located within the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation 

Plan (MSCP) and the MHPA. The MSCP is designed to mitigate the loss of biological resources throughout 

the region by providing a comprehensive framework of interconnecting habitat and ensuring species 

diversity. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be less than significant as future projects will be required 

to conform with the MSCP as specified by the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and implementing 

ordinances. 

5.1.7 Geology/Soils 
Redevelopment activities and other development in the City of San Diego will result in an increase in 

population and development that would be exposed to hazardous geological conditions. Geologic and 

soils conditions are typically site specific and can be addressed through appropriate engineering 

practices. Cumulative impacts to geologic resources would be considered significant if future 

redevelopment activities would be impacted by geologic hazards(s) and if the impact could combine with 

offsite geologic hazards to be cumulatively considerable. However, there are no unique geological 

characteristics in the Project Area that would pose this type of hazard. Geologic and soils conditions in the 

Project Area will result in a significant, but mitigable geology/soils impacts including strong ground shaking, 

surface failures, faulting and seismicity, and liquefaction, induce settlement, and lateral separation. As part 

of future redevelopment activities, these conditions will be site-specific and mitigable by site-specific 

grading, construction and design methods. The proposed project's incremental effects are not 

cumulatively considerable. Geologic conditions in the Southern California region will essentially be the 

same regardless of the amount of development and the cumulative geologic impact is considered less 

than significant. 

5.1.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The geographic scope for hazards and hazardous materials includes growth projections for the City of San 

Diego with emphasis on the Redevelopment Project Area and the area immediately adjacent to the 

Project Area. Certain potentially significant hazardous conditions currently exist in the Project Area, primarily 

as a result of previous use of certain properties for operations that involved the use and storage of 

hazardous materials. Future redevelopment activities within the Project Area will be evaluated through 

preparation of Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, and if necessary, additional assessment (Phase II) 

and site remediation. It is expected that redevelopment activities will provide a benefit in that as properties 

within the Project Area redevelop, any existing potentially hazardous site conditions will be remediated, 

This is  also typically the case for any new development that occurs in the region. The sale and transfer of 

property involves assessment of hazardous materials and compliance with federal, state, and local 
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regulations for the use, disposal, transfer, and clean-up of these materials. As such, the proposed project is 

not anticipated to contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous 

materials. 

5.1.9 Paleontological Resources 
As identified in Section 4.9 - Paleontological Resources, geologic formations within the Project Area have 

the potential to contain paleontological resources. Redevelopment activities may require grading and 

involve earthwork that will cut into these formations. Any earthwork involving these formations has the 

potential to impact paleontological resources. Mitigation will reduce the impact to paleontological 

resources to a level less than significant. Additionally, the City of Sun Diego requires paleontological 

monitoring during grading activities for project's involving grading over ten feet in depth, or 2,000 cubic 

yards. Continued implementation of these measures will ensure that the cumulative impact to 

paleontological resources is less than significant. 

5.1 0.1 Aesthetics 
The geographic scope for aesthetics include growth projections for the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College 

Area Community Plan areas. The physical blighting conditions of the properties within the Redevelopment 

Project Area include deterioration and dilapidation, inadequate parking and loading, and obsolescence. 

The presence of these conditions reflect a lack of investment by property owners to maintain their 

properties in good condition. Aesthetically, physical blight is seen as very undesirable. 

Because future redevelopment will be required to comply within the City's development standards related 

to aesthetics including design, preservation of public views, and compatibility within surrounding land uses, 

the project will not significantly alter natural landform features and no significant impact associates with 

aesthetics will occur. 

Future redevelopment of the Project Area will not result in a significant aesthetic or urban design impact as 

the redevelopment i s  expected to enhance the visual character of the area. Cumulatively, since 

individual development proposals will conform with the goals, policies, and recommendations of the 

General Plan, the relevant community plans, and the Land Development Code, the cumulative impact is 

also considered less than significant. Individual development proposals will be assessed by the City to 

determine consistency with the applicable development regulations and design guidelines in the 

community plans. No significant cumulative impact to aesthetics of the area will occur. 

5.1.1 1 Hydrology/Water Quality 
As discussed in Section 4.1 1 - Water Quality/Hydrology, the Project Area is located within the Mission San 

Diego Hydrologic Subarea of the Lower Sun Diego Hydroloqic Area, within the Sun Diego River Hydrologic 

Unit (HU). This HU is approximately 440 square miles, includes a population of ap~roxirnately 475,000 and 

contains portions of the City of San Diego, El Caion, La Mesa, Poway, and Santee, as well as 

unincorporated areas, Fizrure 4.1 1 - 1  depicts the San Diego Watershed. Flooding within the Proiect Area 

lsee Fi~ure 4.1 1-2 Flood~lain Map), is partially a result of the cumulative development that has occurred 

within the watershed, incrementally creating impervious surfaces that has increased the rate and volume 
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of runoff carried by the San Dieqo River and tributaries, including Alvarado Creek. With respect to the 

proposed Project Area, the cumulative development is partially attributed to existing flooding events of 

Alvarado Creek. This drainage runs through the southern portion of the Proiect Area, and i s  improved only 

in certain locations, Improvements to this drainage are needed in order to accommodate flows during 

storm events. The continued future cumulative growth has the potential to further exacerbate this existing 

problem, as well as flooding associated with certain portions of the Sun Dieqo River. Redevelopment 

activities have the potential to contribute to the cumulative imnact; however, a maioritv of the Proiect 
. . 

Area is already developed and contains impervious s u r f a c e s ~ m  v&hwbe 
n r 
- I  The Mitigation 

Measures HD1 identified in Section 4.1 I - Hydrology/Water Quality will reduce the potential i m ~ a c t  as a 

result of specific redevelopment activities -to a level less than significant. With implementation 

of the hydrology/drainage mitigation, no project-level impact will occur and redevelopment in the Project 

Area will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable hydrology/water quality impact. Correcting the 

Alvarado Creek flood control deficiencies is a priority identified in the Draft Redevelopment Plan and has 

been included in the proposed Five-Year tmplementation Plan. Implementation of this improvement would 

address the cumulative floodina impact in the Proiect Area. 

The Project Area is located in the Sun Diego River Hydrotogic Unit. Water Quality issues associated with the 

Sun Diego River Watershed include: water quality degradation by toxic chemicals, bacteria and toxic 

dissolved solids (TDS); excessive extraction of groundwater; proliferation of invasive species; runoff 

containing excessive levels of nutrients and sediments flooding; and habitat loss and modification. The Sun 

Diego River is currently identified on the 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list of impaired water for 

coliform, low dissolved oxygen, phosphorus, and total dissolved solids. 

The majority of existing land uses within the Redevelopment Project Area were developed prior to the 

current water quality regulations. Future point and non-point source runoff associated with redevelopment 

activity will be controlled through compliance with the City of Sun Diego Municipal Code (as identified in 

the Environmental Setting portion of this section), General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001 -01, 

NPDES NO. CAS01 O8758), and the General Industrial Stormwater permit (Order No. 97-03-DWQ, NPDES NO. 

CAS000001) requirements. Future development activity will replace existing land uses that do not comply 

with current water quality control requirements with land uses that include water quality measures 

identified in applicable water quality control programs. This upgrading process will occur throughout the 

20 to 30 year redevelopment process. Redevelopment activity is required to comply with the water quality 

permits/programs identified above which is expected to improve water quality in the Sun Diego River 

Watershed. Also, pursuant to federal, state and local regulations, future redevelopment activity will be 

required to remove/clean-up existing hazards/hazardous materials (e.g., underground storage tanks) prior 

to development. These actions will reduce the amount of pollutant runoff that enters the San Diego River 

Watershed. Over time, compliance by redevelopment with the NPDES permits identified above, 

implementation of the TMDL for the San Diego River and the Sun Diego River Enhancement Program will 

substantially improve water quality within the Sun Diego River Watershed. Future point and non-point runoff 

to the San Diego River Watershed associated with redevelopment activities is  considered less than 

significant and the cumulative impact of future redevelopment activities and other development within 
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the City of San Diego will not result in a cumulatively considerable water quality impact based on 

implementation of the water quality permits and programs identified above. 

5.1.12 Population and Housing 
As identified in Section 4.12-Population and Housing, the project will not induce substantial population 

and/or housing growth in the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plan areas. The 

Redevelopment Plan does not propose to increase residential densities from the level that is currently 

allowed by the adopted Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. The project would not 

induce substantial population growth. 

The proposed Redevelopment Project would not displace people as a result of removing residential units 

nor will the project add people as a result of the development of new residential units. Therefore, the 

redevelopment activities will not contribute towards a cumulatively significant population and housing 

impact. 

5.1.13 Public Services and Utilities 
The Redevelopment Project Area is contained within the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area 

Community Plan areas. These communities are essentially builtout and public services and utilities are 

currently provided to all land uses within those areas. Redevelopment pursuant to existing community plan 

land uses would slightly increase the number of dwelling units and number of residents within the Project 

Area; however, there would not be a significant increase in a residential-based demand. Implementation 

of the proposed redevelopment project would provide a beneficial impact to public facilities, in that there 

would be additional financing available to contribute to public facility improvements in the Project Area. 

As properties are redeveloped, improvements to existing public facilities would be required. Because the 

Project Area is primarily developed and served by public service and utility providers, redevelopment of 

existing land uses is not anticipated to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on public services and 

utilities. 

5.1.1 4 Mineral Resources 
As identified in Section 4.14 - Mineral Resources of this ElR, a sand and gravel processing facility i s  located 

within Subarea B of the Redevelopment Project Area. It is anticipated that this area will eventually be 

redeveloped with an industrial use. However, this conversion is expected as a function of the viability of 

the remaining aggregate resources on-site and market demand. The eventual conversion of this area from 

a sand and gravel operation is not considered significant in the context of cumulative aggregate resources 

available in the region. 

5.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental 
Changes 

The proposed project is a redevelopment of an area and irreversible environmental changes will be 

minimal. The project is the redevelopment of an area primarily developed with urban uses. However, 

development of the proposed project will result in the consumption of non-renewable energy resources 
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including, but not limited to, the following: lumber and other forest products; sand, gravel, and concrete; 

asphalt; petrochemical construction materials; steel, cooper, lead and other metals; and water 

consumption. 

5.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental 
Impacts 

Analysis of environmental impacts caused by the proposed project has been performed, and is contained 

in Section 4.0. Unavoidable significant environmental impacts were identified for the following impact 

areas and were analyzed as part of this EIR: 

Transportation/Circulation - With the addition of project traffic, several roadway segments and 

intersections within the Project Area would experience a LOS of E or F. The traffic/circulation 

impact will remain significant and unavoidable. 

Air Quality - The addition of project traffic will increase air quality emissions within the Project 

Area. The long-term air quality impact is considered significant and unavoidable, as no 

available technologies exist to reduce the future operations and vehicular related air pollutant 

emissions to a level less than significant. 

Mitigated to a level less than significant: 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Cultural Resources 

Biological Resources 

Geology/Soils 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Paleontological Resources 

Aesthetics 

Water Quality/Hydrology 

Public Services 

w .  m"&n 
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This section of the EIR considers the ways implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project could 

directly or indirectly encourage economic or population growth in the region. CEQA refers to growth 

inducement as ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the 

construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment [CEQA 

Section 15126(d)]. Induced growth is any growth which exceeds planned growth and results from new 

development (i.e., extension of infrastructure) which would not have taken place in the absence of the 

proposed project. 

The project will foster economic growth in the area. The proposed Redevelopment Project is intended to 

act as a catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight in the area by promoting an arrangement of 

land use, circulation, and services which will eliminate blight and encourage and contribute to the 

economic, social, physical health, safety, and welfare of the community. 

The Redevelopment Project improvements may include, but not be limited to, the removal and 

rehabilitation of physically obsolete or substandard structures; combining properties and parcels or 

acquiring real property where necessary to provide for open space, parking, and other needed uses; 

improvements to streets, drainage, and other public facilities; and facade improvements and general 

design improvements and structural repairs to buildings and structures. 

While the project will foster economic growth in the area, the growth-inducing impact of the project is not 

considered to be significant. The Grantville Redevelopment Area is located in an area of the City of Sun 

Diego that has been designated urbanized by the City's General Plan and Progress Guide. The proposed 

Redevelopment Project is consistent with the City's requirements for the development "tier." The Navajo, 

Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plan Areas are generally urbanized and are supported by 

existing urban infrastructure. The project will result in the extension of new infrastructure, however, no new 

areas will open up for development as a result of this extension. Furthermore, all development would occur 

within the Redevelopment Project Area. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not encourage or facilitate activities that could significantly 

affect the environment, individually or cumulatively. 
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CEQA Guidelines 5 151 28 requires that an EIR contain a brief statement disclosing the reasons why various 

possible significant effects of a proposed project were found not to be significant and, therefore, would not 

be discussed in detail in the EIR. The environmental issues not expected to have a significant impact as a 

result of the proposed project are Agricultural Resources and ParksIRecreation. 

Agricultural Resources 
The project site is located in an urbanized area and does not contain prime farmland, unique farmland or 

farmland of statewide importance. The project site is not under Williamson Act contract and is not 

designated for agricultural use. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in 

significant impact to agricultural resources. 

Parks and Recreation 
There are two parks located within the Redevelopment Project Area, the Allied Garden Community Park 

and Mission Trails Park. As part of the Redevelopment Project, these will remain park and recreation 

facilities, Furthermore, the Redevelopment Project will be consistent with the Sun Diego River Park Master 

Plan to develop a park along the Sun Diego River, in which portions of this park will be development within 

the Grantville Redevelopment Area. The development of this new park will increase the park and 

recreation uses within the Redevelopment Project Area. The Proiect Area does not contain existina 

residential uses, althouqh two small portions of the Project Area are designated in the Navajo Community 

as residential uses. These uses are not likely to convert to residential, as the subiect areas currently contain 

parkland, hotel, school, and commercial uses. However, assuming these parcels are redevelo~ed 

according to the adopted community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling units, and 86 multi- 

family residential dwellina units could be constructed. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 

substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered facilities, 

rather it will act as an improvement to existing conditions. 
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Chapter 8 - Alternatives 

CEQA requires the consideration of alternative development scenarios and the analysis of impacts 

associated with the alternatives. Through comparison of these alternatives to the proposed project, the 

advantages of each can be weighed and analyzed. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires 

that an EIR, "describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 

which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives." (Section 151 26.6). 

Additionally, Sections 151 26.6 (e)(f) of the CEQA Guidelines state: 

The specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with its impact. If the 

environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 

environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that requires the 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives 

shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 

the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead 

agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The 

range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful 

public participation and informed decision making. 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines stated above, a range of alternatives to the proposed project is 

considered and evaluated in this EIR. The discussion in the section provides: 

1 ,  A description of alternatives considered; 

2. An analysis of whether the alternatives meet most of the objectives of the project (described in 

Section 3.0 of this EIR); and 

3. A comparative analysis of the alternatives under consideration and the proposed project. The 

focus of this analysis is to determine i f  alternatives are capable of eliminating or reducing the 

significant environmental effects of the project to a less than significant level. Table 8-1 

provides a summary of this analysis. The alternatives considered in the EIR include: 1 )  No 

Project/No Redevelopment Plan; 2) No Additional Development: 3) General Plan Opportunity 

Areas Map Concept; and, 4) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Principals Alternative. 

No Project/No Redevelopment Plan 
The State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of the No Project Alternative (Public Resources Code Section 

1 51 26). According to Section 1 51 26.6(e), "the specific alternative of 'no project' shall also be evaluated 

along with its impacts. The 'no project' analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of 

preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is  commenced, as well as what would be 
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Chapter 8 - Alternatives 

8.7.7.7 Land Use 
No land use impact has been identified associated with the proposed project. However, the Project Area 

currently contains a large amount of underutilized land and buildings, existing incompatible land uses, 

parcels of irregular form and shape, and insufficient parking and vehicle access. Under this alternative, the 

beneficial effects of redevelopment activities, such as providing a mechanism to allow consolidation of 

parcels and implementing a more cohesive development pattern, continuity of land use patterns and 

parcelization, and general public infrastructure and landscaping improvements, may not be achieved. 

Development within the Project Area is likely to continue in a similar fashion as has historically occurred in 

the Project Area. Overall, the land use impact would be greater than under the proposed project, as land 

use goals identified within applicable community plans for the Project Area would not be achieved. 

8.1.7.2 Transportation/Circulation 
Assuming that the Project Area is developed according to existing community plan land use designations 

and zoning, the level of development expected by the horizon year (year 2030) would be similar to the 

proposed project, as such, the level of traffic generated with this alternative would also be similar. 

However, the beneficial effects of implementing a redevelopment plan for the Project Area would not be 

implemented. These include private property access improvements and financing for public infrastructure 

improvements, including those identified in applicable community plans. In the horizon year, traffic 

operations at study area segments and intersections are anticipated to be unacceptable, and the 

proposed project would incrementally add to these conditions - which would also occur under this 

alternative. Overall, the transportation/circulation impact is expected to be greater than the proposed 

project. 

8. 7 .  7.3 Air Quality 
Implementation of this alternative would result in the generation of a similar level of air emissions as the 

proposed project because a similar level of development would occur, although at a slower rate than 

under the proposed project. However, the beneficial air quality effects of implementing a redevelopment 

plan, including provisions of public infrastructure improvements # 
n ~ n n + r n l  A ~ I  +we+may not be implemented. Overall, the air quality impact would be greater 

than the proposed project. 

8.1.7.4 Noise 
Roadway noise levels would be similar to the project because a similar level of development would occur 

within the Project Area. As with the project, future development fronting major roadways would be 

exposed to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards. Project area roadways carry a high volume of 

traffic that currently expose various land uses to noise levels that exceed community noise standards. In 

general, the older structures within the Project Area have not been constructed so as to attenuate noise 

from adjacent major roadways. Any new development within the Project Area will need to be constructed 

in compliance with applicable building code requirements to ensure exterior and interior noise standards 

are met. The noise impact associated with this alternative would be similar to the proposed project. 
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8.7.7.5 Cultural Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to cultural resources as the proposed 

project. This alternative assumes that a similar level of development could occur, including the footprint of 

development. Therefore, the impact would be expected to be similar to the project. 

8.7.7.6 Biological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to biological resources as the proposed 

project. A similar level of development, including the footprint of development, would occur under this 

alternative as would occur under the proposed project; therefore, the impact would be expected to be 

similar to the project. lmplementation of this alternative would not provide a catalyst for enhancement of 

certain areas of the San Diego River, as identified in the San Diego River Park Master Plan. 

8. 7. 7.7 Geology/Soils 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar geology/soils impact as the proposed project. 

Development within the Project Area will need to conform to the applicable building code provisions and 

seismic standards at the time of development. However, because a redevelopment plan would not be 

implemented, conformance of existing substandard structures would occur at a slower rate. Under this 

alternative, the beneficial effects of redevelopment activities, such as facilitating new development in the 

Project Area and replacing older substandard structures would not be achieved. 

8.7.7.8 HazardslHazardo us M a terials 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a greater impact associated with hazardous materials. 

New future development within the Project Area would need to comply with all applicable local, state, 

and federal regulations governing the use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials, regardless of 

whether or not the project is  implemented. However, the proposed project will provide economic 

incentive to remediate existing sites, and under this alternative remaining sites containing hazardous 

materials, including structures that contain lead-based paint and/or asbestos containing building materials 

would likely remain for the near future. 

8.7.7.9 Paleon tological Resources 
The overall rate of development would be slower than under the proposed project; however, the footprint 

of development would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, the impact to paleontological 

resources would be similar. 

8.7.7.70 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, the existing visual appearance of the Project Area would be expected to remain. 

The beneficial effects of the redevelopment plan that address the aesthetics of the Project Area would 

likely not be implemented. These include rehabilitating structures and improvements, providing incentives 

to property owners to participate in improving conditions in the Project Area, and adopting specific design 

guidelines for projects to ensure a consistent design theme that will guide future redevelopment activities. 

Landform alterations would be similar under this alternative as the Project Area is generally flat terrain and 
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builtout with urban uses. Future development activities are not expected to significantly alter landform 

conditions. The aesthetics impact is  expected to be greater than the proposed project. 

8.7.7.7 7 Water Quality/Hydrology 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a greater impact to water quality and hydrology. The 

proposed project would redevelop properties that currently do not have structural controls to clean storm 

water runoff. The redevelopment project would provide a catalyst to improve substandard properties and 

bring these properties into compliance with current Regional Water Quality Control Board regulations 

governing runoff. Without a redevelopment plan, improvements to the Sun Diego River under the Sun 

Diego River Watershed Management Plan and the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan within the Project Area 

may not be achieved. Additionally, without a redevelopment plan, there would be less economic 

incentive to remediate existing hazardous materials sites and properties that contribute to degradation of 

water quality. Overall, the impacts to water quality and hydrology would be greater than the proposed 

project. 

8.7.7.72 Population and Ho using 
No impact to population/housing has been identified for the proposed project because the 

redevelopment plan is consistent with the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. As with 

the project, under this alternative, construction of 134 housing units could occur, although at a slower rate. 

This amount of housing i s  consistent with the level identified in the community plan for the Project Area, and 

is not considered significant. This alternative would result in a similar impact to population and housing. 

8.7.7.73 Public Services and Utilities 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in growth occurring within the Project Area at a slower pace 

than is anticipated to occur with implementation of a redevelopment project. Ultimately the same level of 

development would be expected by the horizon year (year 2030); however, the benefits of implementing 

a redevelopment plan would not occur, including the provision of better public services and facilities. This 

alternative would result in a greater impact to public services and utilities than the proposed project. 

8.7.7.74 Mineral Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in continued operation of the sand and gravel-processing 

facility located within the Project Area until the resources are exhausted or marginal economic return ends 

production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033. Under the proposed project, there is a possibility 

that redevelopment opportunities may accelerate the transition of the sand and gravel-processing facility 

to a different use. However, the proposed project is consistent with the applicable community plans and 

transition of the sand and gravel-processing facility to a different use is expected to occur regardless of 

whether the redevelopment plan is implemented. Therefore, this alternative would result in a similar mineral 

resources impact to the proposed project. 

8.7.1.15 Conclusion - No Project/No Redevelopment Plan 
This alternative is environmentally inferior to the proposed project. It would result in greater impacts 

associated with land use, transportation/circulation, air quality, hazards/hazardous materials, aesthetics, 

-r..C ___I.. . 
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water qualitylhydrology and public services. Impacts associated with noise, cultural resources, biological 

resources, geology/soils, paleontological resources, population/housing, and mineral resources would be 

similar to the proposed project. This alternative would not reduce any significant impacts associated with 

the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would not meet most of the basic objectives of the 

proposed project. 

No Additional Development 

8.2.1 Description of Alternative 
The No Additional Development Alternative considers the environmental impacts associated with no 

additional development beyond that which currently exists within the Project Area. The level of 

development will remain at its existing condition within the Project Area under this alternative. 

8.2.7.7 Land Use 
No land use impact has been identified associated with the proposed project. However, incompatible 

land uses currently exist throughout the Project Area. Under this alternative, the beneficial effects of 

redevelopment activities, such as creating more compatible land uses, and continuity of land use patterns 

and parcelization, may not be achieved. The land use impact would be similar to the proposed project. 

8.2.7.2 Transports tion/Circ ulation 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in the generation of less traffic within the Project Area than 

the proposed project as this alternative assumes no new development would occur. Because less traffic 

would be generated under this alternative, the traffic impact would be less than the proposed project. 

However, in the horizon year, traffic operations at study area segments and intersections are anticipated to 

be unacceptable with and without the proposed project. Under this alternative, the project's incremental 

impact to study area roadway segments and intersections would be avoided. The beneficial effects of 

redevelopment activities, such as private property access improvements and public infrastructure 

improvements may not be implemented. 

8.2.7.3 Air Quality 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in the generation of less traffic and therefore the amount of 

air emissions would be less than the proposed project. However, the beneficial air quality effects of 

redevelopment activities, including public infrastructure improvements would not be implemented. Overall 

the air quality impact would be less than the proposed project. 

8.2.7.4 Noise 
Roadway noise levels would be less than the proposed project because less traffic would be generated in 

the Project Area. The project generated traffic noise ranges between .5 and 3.5 dBA, and higher noise 

levels are generated by cumulative traffic conditions. In general, the older structures within the Project 

Area have not been constructed so as to attenuate noise from major roadways and these structures would 
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remain under this alternative. Overall, the noise impact associated with this alternative would be similar to 

the proposed project. 

8.2.7.5 Cultural Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in less of an impact to cultural resources than the proposed 

project. Because this alternative assumes that no development could occur, potential impacts to cultural 

resources would be avoided. 

8.2.7.6 Biological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in less of an impact to biological resources than the 

proposed project. Because no development would occur under this alternative, potential impacts to 

biological resources within and adjacent to the Project Area would be avoided. lmplementation of this 

alternative would not provide a catalyst for enhancement of certain areas of the San Diego River, as 

identified in the Sun Diego River Park Master Plan. 

8.2.7.7 Geology/Soils 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar geology/soils impact as the proposed project. 

However, assuming no new development occurs within the Project Area, conformance of existing 

substandard structures to applicable building codes would not occur. Under this alternative, the beneficial 

effects of redevelopment activities, such as facilitating new development in the Project Area and 

replacing older substandard structures would not be achieved. 

8.2.7.8 Hazards/Hazardo us Ma terials 
lmplementation of this alternative will result in a greater impact associated with hazardous materials than 

the proposed project. Structures that contain lead-based paints and/or structures with asbestos containing 

materials presumably would not be rehabilitated or remediated and existing sites would likely not be 

remediated. 

8.2.7.9 Paleon tological Resources 
This alternative will result in less of an impact to paleontological resources than the proposed project. No 

additional grading or development would occur under this alternative; therefore, potential impacts to 

paleontological resources would be avoided. 

8.2.7.70 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, the existing visual character of the Project Area would not be expected to change. 

The beneficial effects of the redevelopment plan that address the aesthetics of the area would likely not 

be implemented. These include rehabilitation of structures, landscaping, reconfiguration and consolidation 

of parcels, etc. Landform alternative impacts would be similar, as the Project Area is generally developed, 

and the topography is relatively flat; therefore, significant changes in existing landform or topography are 

not anticipated. Overall, the impact to the aesthetic character of the Project Area is expected to be 

greater than the proposed project as specific community plan goals related to improvement of the visual 

quality of the area could not be achieved. 
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8.2.7.7 7 Water Quality/Hydrology 
Implementation of this alternative would likely result in a greater impact to hydrology and water quality 

than the proposed project. The proposed project would redevelop properties that currently do not have 

structural controls to clean storm water runoff. Without a redevelopment plan and with no new 

development, the economic incentive to remediate existing hazardous materials sites and properties that 

contribute to the degradation of water quality would not be achieved. Also, public infrastructure 

improvements, including drainage improvements would not be implemented which is more likely to occur 

with implementation of the redevelopment plan. The redevelopment project would provide a catalyst to 

improve substandard properties and bring them into compliance with current regional Water Quality 

Control Board standards. Overall, the impacts to water quality/hydrology will be greater than the 

proposed project. 

8.2.7.72 Population and Housing 
No impact to population/housing has been identified for the proposed project because the 

redevelopment plan is consistent with the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. Under 

this alternative, land use conditions would remain the same and no additional housing would be 

developed in the Project Area. Overall, this alternative would result in a similar population and housing 

impact as the proposed project. 

8.2.7.73 Public Services and Utilities 
The impact to public services and utilities would be similar to the proposed project. This alternative would 

not create an additional demand on public services, However, the benefits of the redevelopment project, 

including the provision of improved public facilities, would not be provided. 

8.2.7.74 Mineral Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in continued operation of the sand and gravel-processing 

facility located within the Project Area until the resources are exhausted or marginal economic return ends 

production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033. The proposed project is consistent with the General 

Plan, including transition of the sand and gravel-processing facility to an urban use. This alternative would 

result in a similar mineral resources impact as the proposed project. 

8.2.7.7 5 Conclusion - No Additional Development Alternative 
This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. This alternative would reduce, or avoid, 

the project's impact to transportation/circulation, air quality, cultural resources, biological resources, and 

paleontological resources. Impacts associated with noise, geology/soils, biological resources, and 

population/housing would be similar to the proposed project. However, it would result in greater impacts 

associated with hazards/hazardous materials, aesthetics, and water quality/hydrology. This alternative 

would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. 
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8.3 General Plan Opportunity Areas Map 
Concept 

8.3.1 Description of Alternative 
This alternative considers the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment activities occurring 

over the 20 to 30 year redevelopment timeframe anticipating land uses that would generally implement 

the conceptual land use patterns identified in the City of Sun Diego General Plan (City of Villages) 

Opportunity Areas Map for the Project Area. Figure 8-1 depicts the land use configuration assumed for the 

General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept alternative. This alternative is  being evaluated in response 

to comments on the Notice of Preparation and scoping for the EIR. The alternative introduces a mixed-use 

land use pattern in proximity to mass public transit (e.g., the Sun Diego Trolley) and major transportation 

corridors. The overall objective of the land use pattern would be to encourage the use of alternative 

modes of transportation and implementing pedestrian friendly concepts. This alternative also recognizes 

recent trends in development within the Mission Valley and 1-8 corridor. 

The alternative would result in an increase in commercial development by approximately 41 0,000 square 

feet, industrial development by approximately 4,818,000 square feet, office development by approximately 

321,000 square feet, single-family residential units by 28 units, and multi-family dwelling units by 2,982 units. 

Institutional facilities would be reduced by approximately 66,700 square feet, religious facilities by 

approximately 1 17,000 square feet, quarry extraction by 208 acres, agriculture (commercial) by 1 acre, 

hospital development by approximately 91,000 square feet, and commercial recreation by approximately 

31 acres. 

8.3.7.7 Land Use 
No land use impact has been identified associated with the proposed project. However, the Project Area 

currently contains underutilized land and buildings, existing incompatible land uses, parcels of irregular form 

and shape, and insufficient parking and vehicle access. Under this alternative, the beneficial effects of 

redevelopment activities, such as creating more compatible land uses, and continuity of land use patterns 

and parcelization, would also be achieved. Redevelopment would occur essentially in a similar fashion 

with the exception that more housing and less commercial and industrial development would occur. 

Overall, the land use impact would be similar to the proposed project. 

8.3.7.2 Transportation/Circulation 
Redevelopment of the Project Area according to the General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Alternative 

would generate a net increase of 50,359 daily trips (see Table 8-21, the proposed project is estimated to 

generate approximately 31,606 daily trips (see Table 4.2-4). The increase in vehicular trips generated under 

this alternative i s  largely attributed to the increase of residential and commercial uses which are higher trip 

generators than the industrial uses. Table 8-2 depicts the estimated trip generation pursuant to the General 

Plan Opportunities Area Map Alternative. Figure 8-2 depicts the daily and peak hour trip assignment under 

this alternative. 

-, 
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TABLE 8-2 
Trip Generation for the General Plan Opportunities Area Map Alternative 

Alf ernative Land Use l densities 

Notes: KSF = thousand square feet, DU = dwelling units, AC = acres. 

Source: City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, September 1998. 
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Table 8-3 summarizes the horizon year (Year 2030) roadway segment conditions both with and without the 

project. As shown in Table 8-3, in the horizon year, without the alternative land uses, all roadway segments 

operate at LOS D or better except: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 northbound ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F) 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS E) 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 eastbound off ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F) 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS E) 

With the addition of alternative plan traffic, the following segments are significantly impacted: 

Friars Road from 1-1 5 northbound ramps to Rancho Mission Road (LOS F) 

Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road (LOS F) 

Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 eastbound off ramp to Camino Del Rio North (LOS F) 

Mission Gorge Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS F) 

Mission Gorge Road from Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue (LOS F) 

Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue (LOS F) 

Implementation of this alternative would result in a greater impact than the proposed project as this 

alternative would: degrade Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santa Road to LOS F (as compared to 

LOS E under the proposed project). Also, this alternative would significantly impact two additional 

roadway segments that are not impacted by the proposed project: Mission Gorge Road from Twain 

Avenue to Vandever Avenue (LOS F) and Mission Gorge Road from Friars Road to Zion Avenue 

(LOS F). 

Table 8-4 summarizes the results of the peak hour intersection performance analysis and the significance of 

project impacts. Figures 8-3 and 8-4 depict the horizon year AM and PM peak hour intersection turning 

movements for this alternative. 

As shown in Table 8-4, under this alternative, the following intersections would be significantly impacted: 

Zioh & Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM Peak hour) 

Friars Road &I-1 5 southbound ramps (PM peak hour) 

Friars Road 8, Mission Gorge Road (PM peak hour) 

Twain 8, Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM peak hour) 

Fairmount Avenue 8, Mission Gorge Road (AM and PM peak hour) 

Camino Del Rio & 1-8 westbound off ramp 8, Fairmount Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours) 

1-8 eastbound on- and off-ramps & Fairmont Avenue (AM and PM Peak hours) 

- - - - - - - - - 
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TABLE 8-3 
Horizon Year 2030 

Daily Roadway Segment Conditions with the Alternative Plan Project 

Friars R o a d  
1-1 5 NB Ramm to Rancho Mission Road 
Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road 

Fairmount Avenue 
1-8 EB Off  ram^ to Camino Del Rio North 

6 / Prime 1 69.900 

Mission Gorge Road 
Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue 
Twain Avenue to Vandever Avenue 
Friars Road to Zion Avenue 
West of Princess View Drive 

6 / Prime 

4 / Maior 

West of Jackson Drive 
Waring Road 

Notes: NB = North Bound, SB = South Bound, EB = East Bound, WB = West Bound, ADT = Average Daily Traffic, V/C = Volume/Capacity Ratio, LOS = Level of Service, Sig = Significant 

Source: Katz, Okitsu & Associates. 2004 

1 .I65 

4 /Major 
4 / Major 
6 / Prime 
5 / Prime 

Zion Avenue to Twain Avenue 
South of Twain Avenue 
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56,500 

59,500 

6 / Major 
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F 

37,200 
33,900 
52,400 
33,200 

4 / Major 
4 / Maior 

0.942 

1.488 

28,200 

9.108 

0.930 
0.848 
0.873 
0.664 

16,100 
18.000 

E 

F 

0.564 

79.008 

E 
D 
D 
C 

0.403 
0.450 

9,108 

28.695 

C 

1.317 

28,695 
28,695 
7,991 
7,991 

B 
B 

65,608 

88,195 

7,991 

F 

65,895 
62,595 
60,391 
41.191 

1,899 
1.899 

0.1 52 1 Yes 
1.093 

2.205 

36,191 

1.647 
1.565 
1.007 
0.824 

17,999 
19.899 

F 

F 

0.724 

F 
F 
F 
C 

0.450 
0.497 

0.152 

0.71 7 

C 

Yes 

Yes 

0.71 7 
0.71 7 
0.1 33 
0.1 60 

B 
B 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 

0.1 60 No 

0.047 
0.047 

No 
No 
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TABLE 8-4 
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Conditions with the Alternative Plan Project 

AM Peak Hour - - 

1. Friars & 1-1 5 SB Ramps 42.5 D 48.1 D 5.6 No 
2. Friars & 1-1 5 NB Ramps 8.3 A 8.7 A 0.4 No 
3. Friars & Rancho Mission Rd 25.1 C 30.6 C 5.5 No 
4. Friars & Mission Gorge Rd 17.6 B 29 -9 C 12.3 No 
5. Zion & Mission Gorge Rd 42.4 D 67.1 E 24.7 Yes 
6. Princess View & Mission Gorge Rd 22.9 C 33.4 C 10.5 No 
7. Jackson & Mission Gorge Rd 15.0 B 15.3 B 0.3 No 
10. Twain & Mission Gorge Rd 48.5 D 1 17.5 F 69 .O Yes 
11. Fairmont Ave & Mission Gorge Rd 18.6 B 93.0 F 74.4 Yes 
12. Cam. Del Rio/ 1-8 WB Off & Fairmount Ave 138.0 F 309.3 F 171.3 Yes 
13. Fairmont Ave & 1-8 WB On Ramp* 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 
14. 1-8 EB On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Ave 25.0 C 81.4 F 56.2 Yes 
25.  ion & Waring Rd 26.5 C 35.0 C 8.5 No 
26. Twain & Waring Rd 15.6 B 15.8 B 0.2 No 

?M Peak Hour 
1 .  Friars & 1-1 5 SB Ramps 67.2 E 1 1  1.9 F 44.7 Yes 
2. Friars & 1-1 5 NB Ramps 16.5 B 30.1 C 13.6 No 
3. Friars & Rancho Mission Rd 24.5 C 43.1 D 18.6 No 
4. Friars 8 Mission Gorge Rd 50.9 D 194.9 F 1 44.0 Yes 
5. Zion & Mission Gorge Rd 40.3 D 86.0 F 45.7 Yes 
6. Princess View & Mission Gorge Rd 24.1 C 17.8 B 3.0 No 
7. Jackson & Mission Gorae Rd 13.3 B 13.9 B 0.6 No 
10. Twain & Mission Gorge Rd 70.0 E 29 1 .O F 221 -0 Yes 
1 1. Fairmont Ave & Mission Gorge Rd 25.1 C 241.6 F 21 6.5 Yes 
12. Cam. Del Rio/ 1-8 WB Off & Fairmount Ave 222.1 F 509 .O F 286.9 Yes 
13. Fairmont Ave & 1-8 WB On Ramp* 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 
14. 1-8 EB On and Off Ramps & Fairmount Ave 19.8 B 93.7 F 73.9 Yes 
25. Zion & Waring Rd 26.6 C 31 .O C 4.4 No 
26. Twain & Waring Rd 13.3 B 14.2 B 0.9 No 

Notes: NB = North Bound, SB = South Bound, EB = East Bound, WB = West Bound, AD7 = Average Daily Traffic, V/C = Volume/Capacity Ratio, LOS = Level of Service, Sig = Significant 

Source: Katz, Okitsu 8 Associates, 2004 
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Ramp meter locations that would be significantly impacted by this alternative include: 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 North (AM Peak hour); 

Friars Road to 1-1 5 South [loop) (PM Peak Hour); and, 

Friars Road (HOV) to 1-15 North (PM Peak Hour). 

This alternative would impact the same intersections and ramp meter locations as compared to the 

proposed project; as well as additional impacts to the Zion and Mission Gorge Road intersection and the 1-8 

eastbound on- and off-ramps 8 Fairmount Avenue. 

8.3.7.3 Air Quality 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in generation of more mobile and stationary air pollutant 

emissions than the proposed project. This is based on the traffic generation estimates provided in Table 8-2, 

and i s  attributed to the increase in residential land uses. The trip generation estimates are considered 

conservative, and do not factor in the use of public transit systems. As with the proposed project, as 

commercial and industrial land uses redevelop, the beneficial air quality effects of redevelopment 

activities, including public infrastructure improvements and upgraded stationary air pollution control 

equipment will be implemented. Because residential mixed use would be located near the transit corridor, 

mass transit options, such as the Sun Diego Trolley could be utilized. Overall, the air quality impact would 

be greater than the proposed project. 

8.3.7.4 Noise 
Roadway noise levels would be greater than the proposed project because significantly more vehicles 

would be using the Project Area roadways due to the additional trips generated by residential land uses. 

Any new development within the Project Area will need to be constructed in compliance with the 

applicable building codes to ensure exterior and interior noise standards are met regardless of whether this 

alternative or the proposed project is implemented. Figure 8-5 depicts the roadway noise contours 

associated with implementation of this alternative. 

8.3.7.5 Cultural Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to cultural resources as the proposed 

project. This alternative assumes future redevelopment activities would occur in the same area as the 

proposed project; therefore, there would be a similar potential to impact sensitive cultural resources. 

8.3.7.6 Biological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to biological resources as the proposed 

project. Future redevelopment activities are assumed to occur within the same land area as the project; 

therefore, there would be a similar potential to impact sensitive biological resources within and adjacent to 

the Project Area. 
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8.3.7.7 Geology/Soils 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar geology/soils impact as the proposed project. 

Future development within the Project Area will need to conform to the applicable building codes and 

standards at the time development occurs. Under this alternative as with the proposed project, the 

beneficial effects of redevelopment activities, such as facilitating new development in the Project Area 

and replacing older substandard structures would be achieved. 

8.3.7.8 Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar hazards/hazardous materials impact as the 

proposed project. Future development within the Project Area will need to conform to the applicable 

building codes and standards at the time development occurs. Under this alternative, the beneficial 

effects of redevelopment activities, such as rehabilitating or remediating existing land uses that contain 

lead-based paints and/or structures with asbestos containing materials would occur. 

8.3.1.9 Paleontological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to paleontological resources as the 

proposed project. This alternative would result in development of the same land area, and therefore, have 

a similar chance of impacting sensitive paleontological resources. 

8.3.7.7 0 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, the visual character of the Project Area would be expected to improve as 

redevelopment activities occur. The beneficial effects of a redevelopment plan that address the 

aesthetics of the Project Area would be implemented under this alternative. These improvements include 

rehabilitating structures and improvements, providing incentives to property owners to participate in 

improving conditions in the Project Area, and adopting specific design guidelines for projects to ensure a 

consistent design theme that will guide future redevelopment activities. Landform alterations would be 

similar under this alternative as the Project Area is builtout and located on relatively flat terrain. Future 

development activities are not anticipated to significantly alter landform conditions. Overall, the 

aesthetics impact is  expected to be similar to the proposed project. 

8.3.1.7 7 Water Quality/Hydrology 
lmplementation of this alternative would likely result in a similar impact to water quality and hydrology. As 

with the proposed project, this alternative would redevelop properties that currently do not have structural 

controls to clean storm water runoff. This alternative would implement mixed uses near the San Diego River 

and Alvarado Canyon Creek instead of cbmmercia~ and industrial uses that are identified in the 

community plan. Under either scenario, all new development would be required to comply with the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. As with the proposed project, this alternative would 

provide a catalyst to improve substandard properties and bring them into compliance with current 

Regional Water Quality Control Board beneficial uses, implement improvements to the San Diego River 

under the San Diego River Watershed management Plan and the San Diego River Park Master Ptan, and 

provide an economic incentive to remediate existing hazardous materials sites and properties that 

contribute to degradation of water quality would not be achieved, 
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8.3.7.72 Population and Housing 
No impact to population/housing has been identified for the proposed project because the 

redevelopment plan is consistent with the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. Under 

this alternative, substantially more housing (approximately 3,010 dwelling units could be constructed) would 

occur, which would represent a substantial increase in population beyond the level currently 

contemplated in the Navajo Community Plan for the Project Area. This alternative would result in a greater 

impact to population/housing than the proposed project. 

8.3.7.73 Public Services and Utilities 
This alternative would result in a greater impact to public services and utilities than the proposed project as 

a result of the increase in housing and population that would occur in the Project Area. This increase would 

place a greater demand on public services, including police, fire, schools, and parkland. This alternative 

would generate approximately 976 additional students (as compared to 65 generated under the proposed 

project). Additionally, this alternative would place a demand on parkland that would not occur under the 

proposed project. Based on City General Plan recommended parks to population ratio (approximately 20 

acres/1,000 people), this alternative would generate a demand for approximately 22 acres of population- 

based parkland. 

8.3.7.74 Mineral Resources 
Implementation of this alternative would result in continued operation of the sand and gravel-processing 

facility located within the Project Area until the resources are exhausted or marginal economic return ends 

production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033. This alternative would result in a similar mineral 

resources impact as the proposed project. 

8.3.7.75 Conclusion - General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept 
This alternative is environmentally similar to the proposed project. Redevelopment that occurs under this 

alternative would result in greater environmental impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, 

population/housing, and public services. Impacts would be similar related to land use, cultural resources, 

biological resources, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous materials, paleontological resources, aesthetics, 

water quality, and mineral resources. This alternative would meet most of the basic objectives of the 

proposed project. 

8.4 Transit-Oriented Development Principals 
Alternative 

8.4.1 Description of Alternative 
This alternative considers the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment activities occurring 

over the 20 to 30 year redevelopment timeframe anticipating land uses that would be consistent with 

Transit Oriented Development principals. This alternative assumes that land use designations would allow 

multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling units per acre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley 

station that will be located in the southern portion of the Project Area. This area generally encompasses 
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the existing commercial and industrial areas located east of Fairmount Avenue, south of Twain Avenue, 

north of 1-8, and west of Waring Road. This area comprises approximately 100 acres of land. Under this 

alternative, it is assumed that existing non-residential uses would be replaced with residential uses and no 

additional non-residential development would occur within this area. A total of 2,500 multi-family 

residential dwelling units is assumed. 

8.4.7.7 Land Use 
No land use impact has been identified associated with the proposed project. However, the Project Area 

currently contains underutilized land and buildings, existing incompatible land uses, parcels of irregular form 

and shape, and insufficient parking and vehicle access. Under this alternative, the beneficial effects of 

redevelopment activities, such as creating more compatible land uses, and continuity of land use patterns 

and parcelization, would be achieved. Redevelopment would occur essentially in a similar fashion with the 

exception that more housing and less commercial and industrial development would occur. This 

alternative would also serve to meet regional goals of locating higher density residential uses in proximity to 

mass transit systems (i.e., the trolley station). Overall, the land use impact would be similar to the proposed 

project. 

8.4.7.2 TransportationlCirculation 
This alternative would generate approximately 7,200 average daily trips less than the proposed project. 

Additionally, residential uses would be located near the transit corridor and there would be viable mass 

transit options to area residents, including the San Diego Trolley. This would encourage alternative forms of 

transportation other than the automobile. The impact to transportation/circulation would be less than the 

project. 

8.4.7.3 Air Quality 
Implementation of this alternative would result in generation of less mobile and stationary air pollutant 

emissions because less traffic would be generated, and residential uses would be located near the transit 

corridor and mass transit options, such as the Sun Diego Trolley. The air quality impact would be less than 

the proposed project. 

8.4.7.4 Noise 
Roadway noise levels would be less than under the proposed project because fewer vehicles would be 

using the Project Area roadways. As with the proposed project, any new development within the Project 

Area will need to be constructed in compliance with the applicable building codes to ensure exterior and 

interior noise standards are met. 

8.4.7.5 Cultural Resources 
Implementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to cultural resources as the proposed 

project. This alternative assumes the same development footprint as the proposed project, with a similar 

potential impact to currently undiscovered cultural resources. 
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8.4.7.6 Biological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to biological resources as the proposed 

project. This alternative assumes the same development footprint as the proposed project; therefore, 

future redevelopment activities will develop the same land area and have a similar impact on sensitive 

biological resources. 

8.4.7.7 Geology/Soils 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar geology/soils impact as the proposed project. 

Future development within the Project Area, will need to conform to the applicable building codes and 

standards at the time development occurs. Under this alternative, the beneficial effects of redevelopment 

activities, such as facilitating new development in the Project Area and replacing older substandard 

structures would also be achieved. 

8.4.7.8 Hazards/Hazardous M aterials 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar hazards/hazardous materials impact as the 

proposed project. Future development within the Project Area, regardless of whether the project is 

implemented will need to conform to the applicable building codes and standards at the time 

development occurs. Under this alternative, the beneficial effects of redevelopment activities, such as 

rehabilitating or remediating existing land uses that contain lead-based paints and/or structures with 

asbestos containing materials would occur. 

8.4.7.9 Paleontological Resources 
lmplementation of this alternative would result in a similar impact to paleontological resources as the 

proposed project. This alternative assumes the same development footprint as the proposed project; 

therefore, future redevelopment activities will develop the same land area and will have a similar potential 

of impacting sensitive paleontological resources. 

8.4.7.70 A es th e tics 
Under this alternative, the visual appearance of the Project Area i s  anticipated to improve as 

redevelopment activities occur. The beneficial effects of a redevelopment plan that address the 

aesthetics of the Project Area would be implemented under this alternative. These improvements include 

rehabilitating structures and improvements, providing incentives to property owners to participate in 

improving conditions in the Project Area, and adopting specific design guidelines for projects to ensure a 

consistent design theme that will guide future redevelopment activities. Landform alterations would be 

similar under this alternative as the Project Area is located on level terrain, is built out, and future 

development activities will not significantly alter landform conditions. The aesthetics impact is expected to 

be similar to the proposed project. 

8.4.7.7 7 Water Quality/Hydrology 
lmplementation of this alternative would likely result in less of an impact to water quality and hydrology. As 

with the proposed project, this alternative would redevelop properties that currently do not have structural 

controls to clean storm water runoff but under this alternative, redevelopment intensity would be less and 
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associated pollutant emissions in stormwater runoff would be less. This alternative would provide a catalyst 

to improve substandard properties and bring them into compliance with current Regional Water Quality 

Control Board beneficial uses, implement improvements to the San Diego River under the San Diego River 

Watershed Management Plan and the San Diego River Park Master Plan, and provide an economic 

incentive to remediate existing hazardous materials sites and properties that contribute to degradation of 

water quality would not be achieved. 

8.4.7.72 Population and Housing 
No impact to population/housing has been identified for the proposed project because the 

redevelopment plan is  consistent with the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. Under 

this alternative, substantially more housing (approximately 2,500 dwelling units could be constructed) would 

occur, which would result in an increase in population beyond the level currently contemplated in the 

Navajo Community Plan for the Project Area. This alternative would result in a greater impact to 

population/housing than the proposed project. 

8.4.7.73 Public Services and Utilities 
This alternative would result in a greater impact to public services and utilities than the proposed project as 

a result of the increase in housing and population that would occur in the Project Area. This increase would 

place a greater demand on public services, including police, fire, schools, and parkland. This alternative 

would generate approximately 800 additional students (as compared to 65 generated under the proposed 

project). Additionally, this alternative would place a demand on parkland that would not occur under the 

proposed project. Based on City General Plan recommended parks to population ratio (approximately 20 

acres/1,000 people), this alternative would generate a demand for approximately 21 acres of population- 

based parkland. 

8.4.7.74 Mineral Resources 
Implementation of this alternative would result in continued operation of the sand and gravel-processing 

facility located within the Project Area until the resources are exhausted or marginal economic return ends 

production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033. Because the proposed project is consistent with the 

General Plan and transition of the sand and gravel-processing facility to a different use will eventually 

occur, this alternative would result in a similar mineral resources impact as the proposed project. 

8.4.7.75 Conclusion - Transit Oriented Development Principals Alternative 
This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. Redevelopment that occurs under this 

alternative would result in less environmental impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, and 

water quality/hydrology; similar impacts to land use, cultural resources, biological resources, geology/soils, 

hazards/hazardous materials, paleontological resources, and mineral resources; and greater impacts to 

population/housing and public services. This alternative would meet most of the basic objectives of the 

proposed project. 
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Chapter 10 - Glossary 
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10.0 
ACOE 

A DT 

AST 

AQlA 

BA CT 

CAAQS 

CALTRANS 

CARB 

C ESA 

CCRL 

CDFG 

CEAPER 

CEQA 

CNEL 

CO 

CUP 

dB 

dBA 

DDAs 

DEH 

ESA 
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FESA 

HHMD 

H MTS 

HU 

LEED 

LUST 

M BTA 

MHPA 

MMRP 

MSA 

MSCP 

NAAQS 

NO2 

NOP 

0 3  

OHWM 

OPAs 

Army Core of Engineers 

Average Daily Traffic 

A boveground Storage Tank 

Air Quality Impact Assessment 

Best Available Control Technology 

California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

California Department of Transportation 

California Air Resources Board 

California Endangered Species Act 

California Community Redevelopment Law 

California Department of Fish and Game 

College and Easter Area Planning and Economic Review 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Community Equivalent Noise Level 

Carbon Monoxide 

Conditional Use Permit 

decibel 

A-weighted sound level 

Disposition and Development Agreements 

Department of Environmental Health 

Environmental Site Assessment 

Environmental Sensitive Land Ordinance 

Fahrenheit 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

Hazardous Materials Management Division 

Hazardous Materials Technical Study 

Hydrologic Unit 

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 

Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Multiple Habitat Planning Area 

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Major Statistical Area 

Multiple Species Conservation Program 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Notice of Preparation 

Ozone 

Ordinary High Water Mark 

Owner Participation Agreements 
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Chapter 10 - Glossary 
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PID 

RAQS 

RCRA 

ROC 

RWQCB 

SANDAG 

SanGlS 

SDAB 

SDAPCD 

SDG&E 

SDRW 

SDRWQCB 

SIP 

SMA RA 

SMGB 

SO2 

SWL 

SWQCB 

USEPA 

USFWS 

Planned Industrial Development 

Regional Air Quality Strategies 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Reactive Organic Compunds 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

San Diego Association of Governments 

San Diego Geographic Information Source 

San Diego Air Basin 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

San Diego Gas and Electric 

San Diego River Watershed 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 

State Implementation Plan 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

State Mining and Geology Board 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Solid Waste Landfill 

State Water Quality Control Board 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

UST Underground Storaae Tank 

VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
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Chapter 1 1 - Individuals and Agencies Consulted 

LONSULTED 
The following persons and organizations were contacted in preparation of this Environmental Impact 

Report: 

Julie Sands, Recycling Specialist II, City of Sun Diego Environmental Services Department, Waste reduction 

and Enforcement Division, October 22, 2004. 

Robert Carroll, Police Officer, City of San Diego Police Department, Eastern Division, November 5, 2004. 

Roy MacPhail, Supervising Facilities Planner, San Diego City Schools, October 26, 2004. 

Sam Oates, Fire Marshal, City of San Diego Fire and Hazard Prevention, November 8, 2004. 

Tiffany Kirk, Customer Project Planner, San Diego Gas and Electric, October 14, 2004. 
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1 2.0 PREPARERS OF EIR 
This section contains a list of contributing city and consultant staff members, their titles and affiliations, 

City of San Dieao 

Tracy Reed, Economic Development Division, Community Economic Development. 

BRG Consultina, Inc. - EIR Pre~arer 

BRG Consulting, Inc. 

304 Ivy Street 

Sun Diego, CA 921 01 

(61 9) 298-71 27 

Tim Gnibus, AICP, Senior Project Manager 

Patrick 0' Neill, Project Manager 

Patrick Zabrocki, Environmental Planner 

Kathie Washington, Environmental Planner 

Mary Brady, Production Manager 

Mettja Kuna, GIs Analysis and Graphics 

Subconsultants 

Katz, Okitsu 8, Associates 

2251 Son Diego Avenue, Suite A-270 

Sun Diego, CA 921 10-2926 

(6 1 9) 683-2933 

Responsibility: Preparation of Traffic Impact Analysis (November 2004). 

BRG Consulting, Inc. 

304 Ivy Street 

San Diego, CA 921 01 

(6 1 9) 298-7 1 27 

Responsibility: Preparation of Air Quality Worksheets (November 2004), 

Wieland Associates 

233276 South Pointe Drive, Suite 1 14 

Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Responsibility: Preparation of Noise Modeling Worksheets (November 2004). 

ASM Affiliates 

543 Encinitas Blvd., Suite 1 14 

Encinitas, CA 92024 

(760) 632- 1 094 

Responsibility: Preparation of Cultural Resources Report (September 2004). 
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Chapter 12 - Preparers of EIR --. . .  -..I* .. . . .. . 

Rocks Biological Consulting 

3242 Falcon Street 

San Diego, CA 921 03 

(6  1 9) 843-6640 

Responsibility: Preparation of Biological Resources Report (October 2004). 

Ninyo & Moore 

571 0 Ruffin Road 

San Diego, CA 921 23 

(858) 576-1 000 

Responsibility: Preparation of Geology Reconnaissance Report (September 2004) and Hazardous Materials 

Technical Study (September 2004). 
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Foreword 

The Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR was circulated for public review for a period of 64 days 

extending from December 13, 2004 to February 14, 2005. The Draft EIR was distributed to a variety of public 

agencies and individuals. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the City of Sun Diego Redevelopment Agency has 

evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from those agencies/parties and has prepared 

written responses to each pertinent comment relating to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

contained in the Draft EIR. There has been good faith, reasoned analysis in response to comments, rather 

than conclusionary statements unsupported by factual information. 

The agencies, organizations, and interested persons listed on the Response to Comments Index submitted 

comment on the Draft EIR during the public review period. Each comment submitted in writing is included, 

along with a written response where determined necessary. The individual comments have been given 

reference numbers, which appear to the left of the corresponding comment. For example, the first letter, 

from the State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse has 

comment number OPR1, with additional comments to a letter, numbered consecutively. 

In response to comments received, certain revisions have been made in the EIR. These revisions to the EIR 

are generally minor text changes that do not constitute significant additional information that changes the 

outcome of the environmental analysis or require recirculation of the document (Guidelines Section 

15088.5). All such changes are noted in the responses to comments. 

The comment letters and responses are provided on the following pages. 
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State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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" " "  

Native American Heritage Commission 

Department of Transportation 

San Diego County Office of Education 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 

City of San Diego - Development Services Department (Ann 

January 27,2005 

January 12,2005 

French Gonsalves- Traffic) 

City of San Diego - Park Planning and Development, Park and 
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January 26,2005 
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February 14,2005 
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Daniel Dallenbach - Valley View Properties 
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Charles Little - Letter B 

Lynn Murray 
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Helen R. Hunter 

I Marilyn Reed 

January 19,2005 
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January 25,2005 

January 24,2005 
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February 8, 2006 
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February 14,2005 

I Lee Campbell 

DD1 -DD13 
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HSA1 - HSA32 
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Redevelopment Agency Hearing Transcript 
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S T A T E  OF C A L I F O R N I A  

Governor's Office o f  Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Jan Boel 

Acting Direcror 
Arnold 

Schwar~enegger 
Governor 

Januaig 27, 2005 

hlr. Traq. Reed 
Ciiy of Sail Dieyo RcJe\dopinent Ageucy 
600 B Srreet, Fourth Floor 
MS 90-1 
Sail Diego, CA 92 10 1 

Subject: Gra~~tville Redevelopment Project 
SCH#: 200407 1 122 

OPRI 

T11t Sure  Cie,irlnghouse submitted the above narned Drafr EIR to szlected stare agenclzs for revie\+. On the 
c.nclnsed Documenr Details Keporl please note t h a ~  the Cleaiingliouse has lisrzd the state agencies that 
I C \  ieiwd yuu~  document. I'lic review per~od ciosed on January 26, 2005, and the conunents from the 
~ q x m d i n g  itgcncy (la) is (are) eoclu%xi If this colnnlent package is not in order, please noti@ the State 
(.l<arin~lioiise immrdiCltzly. Please ~.efes to rhe project's ten-dig11 Stare Cleari~lghouse number in future 
s o ~ ~ e s p o ~ ~ d e n ~ e  so ilut we may r r s p o d  promptly. 

PIc,isz 11o1i. h : i t  Sdci~un 21 10-l(c) of 111s Cnl~fornia Public Resources Code staiej illat: 

,.A responsilk or o h x  public agzncy shall only make substantive conunents regarding those 
a c t i ~  i[ica ~ i i \  01, cd 111 a piojrct \vhlch are ~ i t h n l  an area of expertisr of the agency or which are 
requiied to be c a ~ i ~ c d  out or approved by the agency. Those c o ~ ~ n i z n t s  shall be suppolsrd by 

I  ti^ iIo~~umc.nr;lt~oi " 

Thzse conui l~i~ts  are l -o~wa~drd iir~ use in preparing your final enviro~mental document. Should you need 
inorr iiiibm~ation or clariticarioll of tht. enclosed conuuents, we reconlnlend that you contact the 
cilmi~icri~ing agency directly. 

This lerrer acknowledges [hat you have compl~ed wlth rhe Stair C'lz~i~i~giiouse review requiren~enrs for draft 
eili*irci~~i~cntal docunlcnts pul.suanr to the California En~~irontnental (lusli~y Acl. Please contact the Stnrz 
C.lc.11 i ~ y h u i ~ s ~  ~t 0,16j 115-0613 ~ t '  you have any questlolls rrgardmg the enviro~ul~enral review process. 

Terry ~ J b ~ ~ t s  
Il~rzcror, Sratc Clsa~inghouse 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE, SIGNED BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 

Response to Comment OPR1: 
This letter acknowledges that the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse public review requirements for the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR. 

The statutorily required Draft EIR public review period is 45 days. The original 45-day 
public review period for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR 
extended from December 13. 2004 to January 31, 2005. However, the City extended 
the public review period to February 14, 2005. The total public review period was 64 
days. 

1400 TENTH STREET P 0.  BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALLFORNLA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2004071 12.2 
Project Tjtle Grantvilie Redeveiopmerit Project 

Lead Agency San Diego, Clty of 
--- 

Type EIR DraHtlR 

Description Adoption of a redevelopment project area to promote land use, improve traff~c flow, parking, and 

services, and eiimmate physicai and economic blight. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Mr. Tracy Reed 

Agency City of San Dego Redevelopment Agency 
Phone 619-533-7519 
ernail 

Address bOO B Street, Fourth Floor 
MS 904 

City San Diego State CA Zip 92101 

Fax 

Project Locatkon 
County San D~eyo 

City San D~ego 
Regrotl 

Cross Streets Friars Ruad. Ulss~on Gorge Road 
Parcel No. Vanous 
Townshrp Range Section Base 

- - 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1-15, 1-8 

A i r p o m  None 
Railways None 

Waterways San Diego River 
Schools Five 

Land Use Cornrnerciai, office, ~ndustrial, parks, open space, community faciliiies, and mining. 

Project issues Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood PlainlFlooding; 
Geologic/Seisrnic; Minerals; Noise; PopulationlHousing Balance; Public Services; RecreationlParks: 

Schoois/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil ErosionlCompactioniGrading; Solid Waste; 
ToxiciHazardous; TrafficfCirculation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; WetiandlRiparian; 

Wildlife; Growth Inducing, Landuse; Cumulative Effects, AestheticiVisual 

Reviewing Resources Aytncy; Departrnenr of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; 
Agencfes bepartment of Water Resources; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; 

Cdllrans, District 11; Department of Housing and Community Development; Native American Heritage 

Commission; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 
9; integrated Waste Management Board 

Date Received 12/13/2004 Start of Review 12123/2004 End o f  Review 01/26/2005 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient informatron provided by lead agency 



D E P A R T M E N T  O f  C O N S E R V A T I O N  
S T A T E  O F  C A L I F O R N I A  

January 12,2005 

D I V I S I O N  O F  O I L ,  

G A S ,  L G E O T H E R M A L  

R E S O U R C E S  
Mr. Tracy Reed 

m u .  
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS904 

5 8 1 6 C 0 R P 0 R A T E A V E -  SanDiego,California92101 
S U I T E  Z O O  

C Y P R E S S  

C A ~ I F O R N I A  Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville 
S ~ i : ~  + 7 : ;  Redevelopmenl Project, SCH#20(~407.i 122 
P H O N E  

7 1 1 ~ ~ 1 6 - 6 8 4 7  Dear Mr. Reed: 
F A X  

7 1 4 1 8 1 6 - 6 8 5 3  The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced 
project. The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging 

I N T E R N E T  

c o n l s r v  c a . g o v  
and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California. 

. . . DOCl The proposed project is located beyond the administrative boundaries of 
A R ~ ~ ~ ~  any oil or gas field. There are no oil, gas, or injection wells within the 
S C H W A R Z E N E G G E R  

G O V E N O R  
boundaries of the project. However, if excavation or grading operations 
uncovers a previously unrecorded well, the Division district office in 
Cypress must be notified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may 
require remedial operations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. If you have questions on our comments, or require 
technical assistance or information, please call me at the Cypress district 
office: 5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 200, Cypress, CA 90630-4731; 
phone (714) 81 6-6847. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY PAUL FROST, DATED 
JANUARY 12,2005 

Response to Comment DOC 1 : 
Comment  noted.  The Draft Program EIR addresses the adopt ion of a redevelopment 
project area; n o  specific development is proposed a t  this tinle. Future redevelopment 
activities would  comply  with federal, state. a n d  local  agency  disclosure requirements 
in the event a previously urirecorded well is encountered during grading of any tuture 
redevelopment project. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Frost 
Associate Oil & Gas Engineer 



91!iCAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 
SACRAMENTO, CA 9501 4 
(916) 653-4082 

Januarv26.2005 . I RECEIVED ( 
Mr. Tracy Reed 
Crty of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
600 B St., Fourth Floor, MS 904 

- 
STATE CLEARlNG HOUSE 

San D~ego, CA 921 01 

Re: DEIR; Grantville Redevelopment Project 
SCH# B W X T H ~ ~  200407 L\ZL 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Thank you for the opportunrty to comment on the above-mentioned document. In order to enable 
the Commission to verify that your project will not impact a site recorded on the Native American Heritage 

NAHCI commission's Sacred Lands File, please provide us with the following information: 
J Please provide U.S.G.S. location information for the project site, including Quadrangle, Township, 

Section, and Range. 
Early consultation with tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated discoveries once 

a project is underway. Enclosed is a list of Native.Americans individualsiorganizations that may have 
knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. The Commssion'makes no recommendation of a 
single individual or group over another. Please contact all those listed; if they cannot supply you with 

NAHC2 specific information, they may be able to recommend others wlth specific knowledge. By contacting all 
those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to consult with the 
appropriate tribe or group. If you have not received a response w~thin two weeks' time, we recommend 
that you follow-up with a telephone call to make sure that the information was received. 

Lack of surface evidence of archeolog~cai resources does not preclude the existence of 
archeological resources. Lead a~encies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. when sianificant cultural resources could be affected by a proiect. Provisions should 
also be included for accidentally discovered archeological resources during construction per California 

NAHC3 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code $15064 5 (9. Health and Safety Code 
$7050.5; and Public Resources Code $5097.98 mandate the process to be followed in the event of an 
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be 
included In all enwonmental documents. If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653- 
6251. 

Sincerely, 

Program Gaubak Analys J 
Cc: State Clearinghouse 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, STATE OF CALjFORNIA, SIGNED BY CAROL GAUBATZ, DATED 
JANUARY 26,2005 

Response lo Comment NAHCI: 
Comment noted. The project area is located in Township 16S, Range 2W in an 
unsectioned part of the City of San Diego. It is located on the USGS 7.5' La Mesa 
quadrangle. A more detailed verbal description of the boundaries of the three sub- 
areas is provided in EIR sections Executive Summary and Project Description, as well as 
on page 1 of the cultural resources report provided in EIR Volume II Appendix E. 
Figures 13-1, and 3-2, and cultural resources report pages 1 and 2 provide location 
maps of the project area. 

The proposed project i s  the adoption of a redevelopment project area; no specific 
development is proposed at this time. Mitigation Measure CR1 (EIR, page 4.5-5), 
requires the implementation of measures that address thz potential presence of 
cultural resources, prior to subsequent redevelopment activity in the Project Area. 
Cultural res,ources reports prepared for future redevelopment activities would need to 
comply with City of San Diego Cultural Resource Guidelines. 

Response to Comment NAHC2: 
ASM Affiliates conducted Native American Consultation as described on page 22 of 
the cultural resources report (EIR Appendix E). A letter was sent to Ms. Gaubatz and 
she responded with a list of organizations and individuals to contact. ASM Affiliates 
then contacted each of the Native American contacts requesting information 
regarding traditional cultural properties in the project area. The letters were followed 
by a phone call. Appendix 8 of the cultural resources report {EIR Appendix E) provides 
copies of the Native American consultation letters. Native American consultation will 
be conducted as necessary as part of future cultural resource evaluations for specific 
redevelopment activities in the Project Area. 

Response to Comment NAHC3: 
The comment is acknowledged. As indicated by this comment, the EIR recognizes 
that lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude the 
existence of archaeological resources. The City of San Diego has developed a 
detailed protocol to be followed in the event of accidental discoveries during 
construction, which would be followed as part of any subsequent redevelopment 
activities in the Project Area. Mitigation Measure CR1 (EIR, page 4.5-5) requires, "Any 
proposed development which may disturb subsurface soils, including removal of 
existing buildings or construction activities located adjacent to the San Diego River, 
shall include archaeological monitoring." 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED DY CAROL GAUBATZ, DATED 
JANUARY 26, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment NAHC3 (cont'd.): 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure CR1 requires that avoidance be considered for 
significant sites. Mitigation Measure CR1 (EIR, page 4.5-5) requires, "Alternative options 
for significant sites under the City of San Diego and CEQA Guidelines can include: 1)  
avoidance, and preservation, or 2) mitigation of impacts from proposed development 
through completion of a data recovery program in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines." 

Project specific cultural resource recommendations are not made in the EIR as specific 
redevelopment activities and cultural resource impacts are not known. Detailed 
recommendations for mitigation would be made as appropriate depending on the 
type and extent of cultural resources potentially impacted. Subsequent 
redevelopment activities will be reviewed for potential impacts to cultural resources 
and will be required to comply with mitigation measures identified in the Program EIR 
as well as applicable measures based on site-specific cultural resources studies for 
subsequent redevelopment activities. 



Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
Rhoda Welch-Scalco, Chairperson 
1095 Barona Road Oieyueno 
takeside CA 92040 
(61 9) 443-661 2 

Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 
January 26,2005 

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
A l T N :  David Baron 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno 
Lakeside CA 92040 
(61 9) 443-661 2 

Jamul Indian Village 
Leon Acevedo, Chairperson 
P.O. Sox 61 2 DieguemiKumeyaay 
Jarnul CA 91935 
(61 9) 669-4785 
Fax; (61 9) 669-481 7 

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee 
Ron Christman 
56 Vlejas Grade Road DieguenoiKumeyaay 
Alpine CA 92001 
(61 9) 445-0385 

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande Kurneyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Steve Banegas, Cultural Resources Courdinalur Steve Banegas, Spokesperson 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno 1095 Barona Road Diey ueno/Kume yaay 
Lakeside , CA 92040 Lakeside CA 92040 
(61 9) 443-661 2 (61 9) 443-661 2 

(619) 443-0681 FAX 

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
ATTN: EPA Speaalist 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno 
Lakeside CA 92040 
(619) 443-661 2 

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson 
PO Box 365 Dieg ueno 
Valley Center . CA 92082 
(760) 749-3200 
(760) 749-3876 F ~ x  

Coastal Gabrieleno Diegueno Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians 
Jim Velasques Johnny Hernandez, Spokesman 
5776 42nd Street Gabrielino PO Box 130 Dieg ueno 
Rlverslde . CA 92509 Kumeyaay Santa Ysabel CA 92070 
(909) 784-6660 (760) 765-0845 

(760) 765-0320 Fa>c 

mi9 Ilst Is current only es of the dwe of thk dacurnwrt 

Wbrrlbmloo ot thla I M  does not rolkwe mny m n  01 stalut~ry ~poJ~lmllty IBY d u f l d  In M l o n  7'050.5 of me wem mna 
W e t y  M r .  SL%tlon 5097.94 01 t k  PUDIIC Hesources Code end Sectlon 5097.98 01 tne PUD~LC Aecauroes Cade. 
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Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 
January 26, 2005 

Sycuan Band of Mig618fl (Midfig 
Danny Tucker, Chai~@g&g~ 
5459 Dehesa Road DieguemKumeyaay 
El Cajon CA 92021 
61 9 445-2613 
619 445-1 927 F a  

Viejas Band of Mission Indians 
Anthony Pico, Chairperson 
PO Box 908 DieguenoKumeyaay 
Alpine CA 91903 
(61 9) 445-381 0 
(619) 445-5337 F a  

Tn16 Us116 current only a6 01 the date of thls document 

This U s  la only &ppllmble tor w~holdng l w a l  W v e  Amticen6 with regard to cunud rewurce a-msm lor the proposed 
OEIR; Grantvllte Redevdoprnent Prole& SCW -711% Sari Orego County. 



DEPARTMENT OF TKANSPOH'I A'I'lON 

January 25,2005 

Mr. 'l'racy Reed 
City of San Diego Developmerli Agency 
600 I3 Street, 4'" Floor, MS 904 
S i u  Dlego, CA 92 10 1 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

DEIR - Grantville Redevelopment Project - SCH 200407 1 122 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 11 has the following comments: 

Several of the State intersections analyzed are improperly coded (Technical Appendix B) and 
hence under report predicted LOS. For example: 

Intersection #I Interslate 15 (1-15) SB ramps at Friars Road: The SB approach is coded as 
two left turns and a dedicated right. In fact, the existing SB off ramp is only two lanes with a 
dedicated left and combinatio~r lefilnght turn lane. O d y  the last hundred feet or so widens to 
accommodate a fi-ee light turn l a w .  In addition, this intessz~lrm is currently being 
I-econsh-uctad. The future scenarios (assuliling 110 further improvernen~s are nlada) should 
code the SB off iranlp as two lzfi turn laws and two right turn lanes. Fuithennore, a WE3 left 
turn lane is being added lo accornnmiak SH 1-15 traffic and the EB right turn lane that is 
currently free moving will now be signal conlrolled. 

Intersection #12 lnterstate 8 (1-8) WB off at Canlino del h o  NorthIAlvarado Canyon Road: 
The SB left turn is cocicd as only one lane. In fact, there are two lefi turn lanes here. 
liowever, this should nol affect predicted I D S  much. 

Intersection #14 1-8 EB off at Fairmount: The EB right trml is coded as a free right turn. In 
fact, this move is signal controlled as it conflicts with the SB through movement. This 
results in a serious underreporting of LOS, particularly in the pm peak. 

The report does not address the signalized intersection of 1-8 EB ramps and Waring Road. 
This intersection has been reconstructed due to trolley impacts and signalized. Since it falls 
clearly within sub area A, and is most influenced by the proposed development of sub area C, 
it should probably be analyzed. 

Although identified improvements are contingent upon specific development, the document 
states as a project objective, to "inlprove the flow of traffic within the Redevelopment 
Project Area and otherwise enhance the quality of pedestrian and vehicular mobility" [3.4.1 
(3)]. The community plan proposes to add approximately 17,000 daily trips above the no- 
build altemative in the horizon year and the alternative plan project, 19,UUU daily Lrips above 
the no-build alternative on Fairmount Avenue in the vicinity of the 1-8 interchange (tables 6a 
and 6b respectrvely of appendix B). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY MARIO H. ORSO, 
DATED JANUARY 26,2005 

Response to Comment DOTI: 

lntersection # I .  A field review indicates that the southbound approach at Interstate 
15 (1-15) and Friars Road has a right turn lane approximately 300 feet in length, which 
provides ample storage capacity for right-turning vehicles to turn right without being 
blocked by the left-turning vehicles. The additional improvements to this intersection 
(future scenarios of the southbound ramp as two left turn lanes and two right turn 
lanes, as well as the addition of a westbound left turn lane) as identified by the 
commentor would improve traffic LOS at this location beyond the LOS that is assumed. 
As such, the traffic analysis is considered conservative (worst-case). 

lntersection $12. Comment noted. Because the existing Interstate 8 westbound 
offramp at Camino del Rio North/Alvarado Canyon Road actually contains two left 
turn lanes, whereas only one left turn lane is assumed in the traffic study, the anatysis is 
considered conservative [worst-case). As noted by the commentor, the existence of 
the second left turn lane at this location should not affected predicted LOS 
significantly. 

lntersection #14. The eastbound movement reference by the commentor is 
misrepresented in the figure depicting this intersection location configuration; 
however, the analysis is based on a signal that has three eastbound right-turn lanes, 
which corresponds to existing conditions. 

Response to Comment DOT2: 
lnterstate 8 eastbound ramps at Waring Road were under construction at the time of 
the preparation of the traffic analysis, and therefore were not included in the analysis. 
However, the improvements would improve LOS in the area, and are based on traffic 
improvement recommendations as analyzed in the Mission Valley East Corridor Project 
Final Environmental lmpact Statement (FTA, MTDB, June 1998). Project Area 
intersections analyzed in the FElS included Fairmount Avenue/Camino Del Rio North- 
Alvarado Canyon Road, Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge Road, Mission Gorge 
Road/Mission Gorge Place, Waring Road/Adobe Falls Road. As stated by the 
commentor, the 1-8 eastbound rampslwaring Road intersection is most influenced by 
Subarea C. Subarea C is currently developed with a commercial center, school and 
park. It is not likely that the school and park would be redeveloped: however, the 
commercial center may be revitalized. Pursuant to City of San Diego Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines, a traffic impact study would be required for any future 
redevelopment within Subarea C (as well as the entire Project Area) for any project 

"Coltrui~s lmproues mobtlity across California" 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SGHED BY MARIO H. ORSO, 
DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DOT2 (c0nt.d): 
that generates traffic greater than 1,000 total average daily trips, or 100 peak-hour 
trips if the project is consistent with the land use element of the community plan, or 500 
total average daily trips, or 50 peak-hour trips if the project is not in conformance with 
the land use element of the community plan. 

Response to Comment DOT3: 
As the comment acknowledges, identified traffic improvements are contingent upon 
specific development and a project-level traffic analysis as required by City of San 
Diego Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The EIR recognizes that existing and 
projected traffic conditions within and surrounding the Project Area currently, and will 
continue to exceed City LOS standards. However, no specific development is 
proposed. Appropriate mitigation at each impacted location will be analyzed on a 
project-by-project basis. Individual development will be required to evaluate 
environmental impacts and implement appropriate mitigation where necessary. 

The Agency acknowledges and concurs that the problems associated with the 
Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorgell-8 interchange are of regional significance and will 
not likely be addressed absent a concerted redevelopment effort in the area. A 
primary purpose of the Grantville Redevelopment Plan will be to correct traffic 
circulation problems that impact the area and surrounding neighborhoods, and the 
subject interchange was included in the Redevelopment Project Area for that reason. 
The study, design and construction of improvements to the 1-8 Interchange within the 
Project Area are included in the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan. Absent the 
adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, it is unlikely that these problems will be 
addressed in the foreseeable future and thus they will continue to cause a significant 
satety and economic burden to the surrounding community. 



DOT3 
(cont'd.) 

DOT4 

DOT5 

DOT6 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
January 25,2005 
Page 2 

In either case, the total volumes (approximatdy 80,000) will greatly exceed the capacity of 
the existing 4 lane major road and even if it is widened to 6 lanes. It is clear, that if the 
problems associated with the Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge 11-8 inrerchange are ever to 
be addressed, it should be through this redevelopment effort. The proposed redevelopment 
appcars LO be large enough to accommodate improvements of this type and should be 
recornmended as project mitigation. 

The report under section 4.2.3.5 "Horizon Year (Year 2030) Conditions" states that "No 
new CIP mprovements are planned for the study area under both the existing and horizon 
year scenarios". Is the City uot undertaking a relocation of Alvarado Canyon Road away 
from the 1-8 WB off ramp as rn~trgation for the extension of Alvarado Canyon Road to 
Waxing Road'! 

Caltrans supports "fail- share" contributions as mitigation from developers for improvement 
due to c~imulative traffic hpac t s  fro111 all proposed development projects. It is our 
recommentlation that a cool-dinated effcli I between all interested parties be achieved in order 
lo address ultimak iranspor~ation needs for future developnlent. 

The developer is responsible for quantifying the envircllunenlal i~llpacts of any improvements 
(project level analysis) and completing all appropriate mitigation measures for the iilipacls. 
The indirect effects uf my mitigation within Caltra~ls right of  way must also hc addressed. 
The developzr will also bc 1-espomible for procurillg any necessary permits or approvals for 
the regulatoiy and resource ageucies for the improvements. 

If you have any questions, please conlact Jim Buksa, Development Review Branch, at (6lY) 688- 
6968. d 

Sincerely, 

n 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY MARIO H. ORSO, 
DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment DOT4: 
Several improvements associated with the Graniville Trolley extension were under 
construction at the time of the preparation of the traffic analysis. The relocation of 
Alvarado Canyon Road and the 1-8 westbound off-ramp intersection does not change 
the HCM calculation of level of service and delay at any study intersection. However, 
there are no additional improvements identified in the City's CIP (Navajo's A-list, i.e., 
CIP) for the study area at this time. 

Response to Comment DOTS: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DOT& 
Comment noted. 

H. ORSO, Chief 

"Uaitrana Improues n~obility across Caifornlo' 
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DFGI 

DFG2 

DFG3 

b S F1.h a d  K'rldlrre Sznlcc CA Drpt o f F ~ s h  & Game 
Carlrba 1 Fish an3 Wdiil~fk Office Saurh Coast Reglonal Office 
6UIO H ddm Vntlev Road 49.19 V ~ c w d g e  Avenue 
C'arlshad, Cal~rom~a 92009 Sari D~ego, Calfomla 92123 
(760) 4 1-9440 [ R j S )  467-4201 
F.4S (760) 431-5902 t 9618 FAX (858) 467 4299 

11) Reply Kcfec To 
FWS SDG 4185 2 

hlr. Tracy Reed 
City of Sau Diego Rrdt:velopment Agency 
600 B Street. Founh Fll.>or, MS 904 
San Dicpo, Catifornia '-121 01 

Re: Draft Program Ikviroiun2ntal Impact Report for the Gramville Redevelopmen1 Pmject 
(SCH# ZOO407 I 112)  

Dear Mr. Reed: 

The U.S. Fish and Wllclife Service (Service) and the California Deparhneut of Fish and Game 
(Depamenl'), collectivdy the "Wildlife Agencies," have reviewed the above-referenced Drafr 
Program En~iro~mlzntal  hnpact Report (DEIR) for the Grantville Redevelopment Project in the 
C11y of Sw Diego (Cit)), County of San Uiego, California. The City distributed the DEIR to the 
WlUifc  Agencies in Ducember, 2004, a3 did Ulz State Clearinghouse to the Department. 
However, nelthzr the Scrvice nor h e  Depanmmt has record of receiving the D E R  until February 
3, 2005, and Januuy 3 1, 2005, rzspzcrively; aAzr BRG Consulting and the City sent us additional 
copies. We co~runenttcl on the Notice o f  Pieparation o f  the DEB in a joint letter dated August 
30, 2001. We opprmalk the City's extension of the comment period for the D E B  to February 
14. 2005. 

The San Diego Redeklopmznt Agency is pursuing a redsvalopment plan to promote a variety of 
land uses, improw traffic flow, parking, and services in, and eliminate physical and economic 
blight horn, thc project area over a period of 30 years. This project is the edoption o f  a 
1-zd~vzlopmcnt plan to ii~complish these goals. The area proposed for inclusion in the Grantville 
R z d e v ~ l o p n ~ r n ~  Projtci is located in the north eastern portion of the Ciry, primarily within the 
Navajo Conununiry Phil, but also includes portioras of h e  Tierresmta and the Collzge Area. 1 he 
Sari Dicgo Rivcr nins though most of the proposed redeveloptue~it area. 

The Wildlife A y i c i e s  concru with slacernents NI the: D E B  that the project could result in 
signifimu impacts to biological resources such as sensitive habitats and listed and otherwise 
sensitive species. We are especially concerned about poiential irnpacts on: ( 1 )  thz San Diego 
Rjver d+ll~i associated wl:tlarld a11d liparia) habitats; (2)  rhc federally and state-listed and 
O ~ ~ I Z I ~ Y L ~ C  sensitive s p 2 c . i ~ ~  L I U L  ULLUI t) ie~wn; (3) thc blul~tple Habi~ar Pliuuliag Area (PVIHPA) of 
the C'lty'r Multiple Spe :les L'onsewation Prog~am (MSCP); (4) wildlife camdors; aud (5) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED B Y  THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGHED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 

Response to Comment DFG1: 
Comment noted. 

Response ta Comment DFG2: 
Comment noted. 

Response ta Comment DFG3: 
Comment noted. The Grantville Program EIR has been prepared pursuant to Sections 
15168(a)(3) and 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Program EIR address the 
anticipated environmental impacts associated with the adoption of the proposed 
redevelopment plan, and continued implementation of land uses pursuant to the 
existing adopted community plan land uses of the project area. No specific 
development project is proposed, and the Program EIR analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts based on the development potential of land uses in the 
Project Area. Subsequent redevelopment activities will be assessed for compliance 
with CEQA, including potential biological impacts. 



DFG3 
(cont'd.) 

DFG4 

DFG5 

Mr. Rcrd (FWS-SDG-4185.2) 

nurow erldcmic specie,. The DEIR does not provid~ analyses of potential biological impacts 
from any specific redar alopment projecr h a t  may occur pursuant to the DEIR However, the 
D E R  indicairs that adrlitional mvirsnitienlal review will be conducted where specific actione 
would resuit i n  i ~ n p a c t ~  to sensitive habitats mcVor wildlife comdors or the MHPA. We offer 
many of the same cormaents that u.a provided In our NOP letter to ossist us in our review of 
subsequent environnler ~ u l  documentarion prcparrd for projects proposed as  part of the Grantvitle 
Redevelopment Projrcl, asslsk the City in compliance with pertinent Fcderal and s u e  regulations 
and loius, ensure consistency with thc MSCP, and ensure adquait :  protection in perpetuity of the 
biological resources aszociated with the San Diogo River. 

L .  I he Wildlife Agmc ies are concerned about direct m d  indirect effects on  the San Dieyo River 
and the sensitive habitats and species that ir supports. We are particularly concerned about 
bdogica l  effects h~rn co~~struclion and operational (i.e., long-term) dislurbmnces of seasitive 
habitats and disruptions ofwildlife rnzlverr~c~lt and behavior (e.g., breeding) by human 
encroachment, nois :, h&t, glare, and hydrological changes. The DElR states thai "the San 
Dieyo Rivcr riparior habital mid adjnccnt Ditgan coasul sage scrub are srill anas o f  
reliuivcly high species diversity and abundance and provide a regional wildlife corridor" 
between Mission Tiails Park and Mission Bay Park, and that "these habirarc and Linkages are 
cn~cial  for wildlife :;pcciru survival and reproductiou within the Rdevelopment Area and 
s u ~ o u n d i n g  region." T'ht DEN also explains that the much of the npariml habitat and 
adjacenl upland veg~talion cormnunities are within the MHPA, and that the MSCP identifies 
the San Diego Kivsi. corridor as a habitat linkage behueen core resource areas. We concur 
wit11 these statemenis tire them to ~wphasize that it is essential that every effort be made 
tu prulcc~ these biohgical resources from addiiional direct and indirect impacts. 

Regarding direct impacts on wildlife corridors, the DEIR concludes that consistency with the 
bLSOP and the City wetland regulations would generally avoid impacts to wildlife comdors 
(page 4.6-26). The OEM aiso states, "redevelopment actions thal are consistent with the 
City's MSCP woulcl provide for the long-temi viability of wildlife and sensitive babibtd' and 
co~icludes hat i ~ ~ r p l ~ n t ~ n t t i o  of the uinz mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would 
reduce the potential impacts to less rhan s i p ~ f i c a n t .  The following excerpts conlprise the 
pertinent Ltuguage rdated to wetland buffers in the Cily's Enviroiunentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations (ESL R.egu) and Biology Guidelil~es. 

a. The appticirrtr siioll rolicit inpzrtfrorn [he Resource Agencies ogi impact moldonce, 
mitiiml-atiorc, mitigation and  bufrer requiremet~ts, including the need fur upland 
rransit iotd hrlbital. Thd rlyplicatit shirll, to the maxinlum extent feasible, incorporate the 
Resource Agcvrcies ' rec~mmendatrons p n o r  lo the/irsf public hearing 
iSeclionIi13.tl14 l(a) of thz ESL regs]. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGHED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2045 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG4: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DFG5: 
As described in the EIR, a majority of the Project Area that contains sensitive habitats, 
including wetlands, is located within the MSCP Multiple Habitat Planning Area. All 
future redevelopment activities will be required to be in compliance with the City of 
San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and its implementing regulations (EIR page 4.6-29). In 
addition to MSCP cornptiance, further environmerital review will be required as 
specific development projects are p~oposed. As stated by the commentor, the City's 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations require that, "A wetland buffer shall be 
maintained around all wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and values of 
the wetlands." Additionally, all future development will be required to comply with the 
MSCP adjacency guidelines. Because the river is a component of the MHPA, it is 
anticipated that MHPA compliunce will ensure that a viable wildlife corridor and river 
resources are maintained. 

b. A wetland bryj5e:. shall be nrninmi,,ed around all  wetlands us uppropriare ro prorecr the 
fiirncaow aud wlues oj'rhe wetland [Sec~ion 143.0141(b) of the ESL regs; Section Il, 
(a)(i)(bi ot'thc Iiiology Guidelines]. 

RTC- 1 2 



11 will be relatively ,easy to determine whether the redevelopment projects comply with the 
City's specific reqmrements (e.g., mitigation ratios) intended to achieve consistency with the 
MSCP. Hourever, depending on the application of h e  preceding excerprs, consistency with 
such specific rcquirl:mznts niay or may not ensure adequate protection for the San Diego 
River turd associated sensitive habitats arid species. In h c  t, these regulations:guidelines 
provide no usurancc that adequate buffer5 will be provided. 

DFGJ 
(cont'd.) Riparian b u f k n  arc. cruiiel for the prosection of ripru-ian habitat in urban areas. They provide 

nwnerous functions. including providing additional foraging habltat for wildlife, and 
reducing edge efkc.lsl such as d f i c i a l  noise and light, and invasive species encroachment. 
Buffers are iul mtegral part of the complex ecosystems that provide food and habitat for the 
fish and wildlife in stream cormnunities. As a component of an integrated management 
system, ripmian buffers ca11 also protect streams by managing natural levels of nutrients and 
sediment (i.e., [hey should not bc burdened by anthropogenic pollutarlrs which o f k n  represent 
lzvzls beyond their ~iatural assimilative capacity). Therefore, we reconmend the following. 

a. .An adequate buyer, as measured from the outside edge of the riparian habitat, should be  
established to protect the wetland habitna from edge effects, which can penetrak up to 

DFG6 200 meteru fi-om the actual reserve boundary (CBI 2000). The Fish and Game 
Commission Policy on the Retention of Wetland Acreage and Habirat Values stares, 
"Buffers should be of sufficient width a i d  should be designed to eliminare potential 
disturbance o f  Esh and wildlife revources from noise, human activity, feral animal 
inirusion, and m y  other potential sources of disturbance. The size and character of 
buffers shall ultimately be determined by the requirements of the affected apecia most 
sensitive ro such disturbunces." Specific recommendations for the width of riparian 
buffers in publkhed journals rwge from 10 to 240 meters, or approximately 33 to 787 
feet, and the U.b. Army Corps of Engineers suggests that n m o w  strips of 100 feet may be 
adequate to proriide ~llany of the functions cited above (USACE 199 l), 

DFG7 b. additiou 10 dl,: width ofthe biological buffer. h e  following measures should be taken 
to ensure rhat the buffer provides ihe protection for which it ia inrended. Subsequent 

1 Edge effects are defmerl am undes~rabk anVropogenlc dlslurhances beyohd urban kundarms into potential 
f 6 S O W c  hab~tst (Kelly a17d Rotenberry 1993). Edge effecb, such as dlsturbanca by humans and non-naliva 
predators (pels), exotic snb. Lrampllng, noim, and lighting. and decree6e6 In avrsn pcodudblty (Andmn and 
Arlyeltitem 1906). are all uocurnented eUacts that have negative impacls on sensitive biolog~cal r8sources In 
soulhern Cnlltamla. Suimunding natural habltat could be permanently destroyed b y  human or domealic animal 
enuoachmenl. trampling, bushwhacking, and frequent fires; theratare, davobprnenl and open &paw 

nFGG 
c0nfiaurabns Bhould minimire adverre edge effects (Soul8 1993). 

-. - - 
Reprding arlifiual nlghr llghrlny, Illumination of riparian curriuora by night IbhUng b e  Vie potentlal to adversely 
affect blrds. Physiologi~;al, davelopmenlal, and bshavioral stfacts of light intensity, wavelength, and palaperlad 
on bird speclea are well.docurnanted. In h e  Aid. urban lighting ia aseocialed wih early dally in~UoUon of avian 
song activily (Bergen and Abs 1987). Avian species era k n o w  to plam their nesb eiQniticanUy farther from 
motorway lights Lhan tram unllyhled controls (de Molenar et al. 2000). Placement ol neela ewey horn lighted 
area6 Implles that pan c ~ f  the home range h rendered less suitable lw naribng by artlfldal Ilght. If potentlal naei 
sites are llmlted wlfhln t l ~ e  bird's homo range. raductbn 111 evallable sltes essacialsld wilh artirmd nlght IIghUng 
m f i y  cause the bird to u:,e e suboptimal nest site. that IS mar* vulnerable lo prededon, cowblrd pawsltism, ar 
extremes of weathar. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED B Y  THEREOE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG6: 
The comment is acknowledged. The Agency concurs that the size and character of 
buffers shall ultimately be determined by the requirements of the affected species 
most sensitive to such disturbances and that specific recommendations for the width 
of the riparian buffers range between 33 and 787 feet. Because no specific 
developments are proposed, there is no specific buffer width identified in the EIR. It is 
acknowledged that subsequent environmental review will be required for specific 
projects, and that the appropriate buffer width and configuration would be 
determined based on the potential impact and potentially-impacted species. 

Response to Comment DFG7: 
Comment noted. EIR Mitigation Measure BR 2 has been modified to incorporate the 
language recommended by the commentor so as to ensure that proposed buffers 
provide the protection as intended. Mitigation Measure BR 2 has been modified as 
follows: 

BR2 Further environmental review shall be conducted in accordance with 
appropriate CEQA documentation requirements where specific actions 
would result in impacts to sensitive habitats and/or wildlife corridor1MHPA 
preserve areas. These reviews shall be conducted at the earliest possible 
period of tiered project review to ensure the most flexibility in planning 
and project design, and resotve conflicts with significant biological 
resources. 

i. Trails should be kept out of the bioloaical buffer except in areas of 
lower bioloaical sensitivity. Trails within the buffer should be limited to 
trails that provide access to bioloaical and /or cultural intergretive 
areas alonq the River, and alianed rou~hly perpendicular to the lenath 
of the buffer li.e., sgur trails). These interpretive areas and spur trails 
should be carefullv chosen and should not be placed in biolosically 
sensitive areas or areas with strona potential for effective habitat 
restoration and enhancement of species diversity. 

ii. As required by the MSCP Subarea Plan, native veaetation should be 
restored as a condition of future development proposals alonq the 
Urban Habitat Areas of the San Dieao River corridor. 

RTC- 13 



DFG7 
(cont'd.) 

environmznlal t l . u c u l n c n t a ~ i o ~ ~  shouid provide adequate information (e.g., restoration 
plan) for public review about how each of these measures will be implemented. 

PAGE WS 

4 

i. Trails should be kept out of the biological buffer except in areas of lower biological 
sensitivity Trails within the buffer should be limited to trails that provide m e s s  to 
biological andor  cultural interpretive areas along the River, and dip4 roughly 
p e r p e ~ d i c ~ ~ l a r  LO the length of the buttkr (i.e., spur trails). These interpretive arcas 
and spur t~ ails should be carchlly chosen and should not be ptacrd in biologicdly 
sensitive areas or aceus with slrong pot~illial for eficctive habitat restoration uld 
crlharicrm3:nt of species diversity. 

i ~ .  As required by the MSCP Subarea Plan. native vegetation should be restored as a 
condition o f  future development propooals along the Urban Habitat Areas of the Sw 
Diego Kivr:r corridor. 

iii. Pennniienl fmcing and signage should be installed at h e  oulside edge of the buffa  
areas. Tilt: limits of spur t ~ a i l ~  within t lx  buffer should be effec~ivrly drmarca td  
andor  fenced to avoid human sncroachmmt into the adjacmt habitat. The fencing 
should be des ignd to prevent ancroarhruent by h u r u m s  and domat ic  animals into 
L I I ~  buffer was and riparian con-do?. The signage should inform people that 
sensitive habitat (and, if appropriate, mitigation land) lie beyond the fencinp and 
U t  entering the area is ilkgal. 

iv.  All post- ccmrruction structural b e s ~  management practices (BMPs) euch as grass 
s w a i z ~ ,  ill, cr strips, and energy diasipators, should be outside of the riparian buffer 
and the rip;uidu con-rdor (i.e., they should be within the developrnenl footprint). All 
filtration and attenuation of surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs should 
occur pno. to thc d i s c h g e  of the flows into the buffer areas. 

v. Brush mar a g m e n t  zones should be outside the riparian buffer. The C~ty ' s  
pl.oyoscd tm~sh manayemen1 regulatiom state "no brush manageman1 16 required in 
nrcas contming wetland vegeta~iou."' 

vi. No additional Lighung should be added within the vicinity of both upland and 
wetland sei~sitive habi~ars, and where possible, existing lighung within such area6 
should bc removed. 

2 Fhe following web bltes ,mvlde soma information on fenung lhat exclude cat3 or that may exclude CarO more 
effectively than oimplcr cnaln link hnclng: lne Wkllife Agencies do not andorhe the producls/ldws on any of 
mesa web sitea, but we suggest Ulel they be consdered lo meel Ihe project-relaled fencing neads: 
r i L t ~ . / l w . p u r r f o c ~ e r ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ) r n / :  ht tp: / /wv hcluder ca nz/xkii.hlm (hi, webute Is for a rnanutacturer ln New 
Zaaland ... we rh not knuw whdher h a y  have dlslrlhutors in Cailfornia), httphww.wtf~n(;~~n.u)rrJ; 
htlp:lhuww.caUence.~~n~Jwn~dc~.hlrn: h~p:lhwuw.wr~reltlwIdt)a.~~m/kllpsllndex h h ;  
t~Mp;/iwww omsgafence cord; hnpllwww.coyolsroller.w~rd (ale webslre Is lore pmducl that Is put on top of a 
chain I~rlk fence). 

3 The Wlldllfe Agencies rc!cornmentled In a lolnt comment letter (July 8. 2004) on lhe dreR EIR for the pmpored 
brush management revlilons, lhat VIIS requimmerlt apply 10 boih Zone6 1 snd 2, not only In Zone 2 as 
pruposed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SlGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG7 (c0nt.d): 

iii. Permanent fencina and signage should be installed at the outside 
edge of the buffer areas. The limits of spur trails within the buffer should 
be effectively demarcated and/or fenced to avoid human 
encroachment into the adiacent habitat. The fencina should be 
desisned to prevent encroachment bv humans and domestic animals 
into the buffer areas and ri~arian corridor. The sianage should inform 
people that sensitive habitat (and, if appropriate, mitiqation land) lie 
bevond the fencing and that entering the area is illeaal. 

iv. Alt post-construction structural best mana~ement practices [BMPsl 
such as grass swales, filter strips, and enersy dissipaters, should be 
outside of the riparian buffer and the riparian corridor li.e., they should 
be within the development footprintl. All filtration and attenuation of 
surface flows provided by the ~roposed BMPs should occur prior to the 
discharae of the flows into the buffer areas. 

v. Brush manasement zones should be outside the riparian buffer. The 
City's proposed brush manaqement regulations state "no brush 
management is rewired in areas containins wetland veqetation." 

vi. No additional liahtin~, should be added within the vicinitv of both 
udand and wetland sensitive habitats, and where possible, existing 
li~htinq within such areas should be removed. 

vii. As to noise, methods should be emdoved to attenuate rsroiect-related 
construction and o~erational noise levels in excess of ambient levels 
at the edse of sensitive habitats to avoid or minimize further 
dearadation by  noise of conditions for wildlife, rsarticularlv, avian 
species. Where oossible, existing sources of noise audible within the 
buffer should be removed. 

viii.All areas within bioloaical buffers should be added to the MHPA, if not 
already within it, and should be accordinslv manaaed in per~etuity to 
maintain the biological functions and values the buffers are intended 
to protect. 

RTC- 1 4 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FlSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FlSH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG7 (c0nt.d): 
The Agency also agrees that the proposed project presents an opportunity to improve 
the protection of the San Diego River, which is, basis in part, as to the inclusion of these 
open space areas of the river as part of the redevelopment project area. The 
redevelopment plan recognizes the San Oiego River as a significant resource, and 
includes the following goals related to the river: 

Address urban runoff and industrial pollution issues to minimize negative impacts 
on sensitive environmental resources and to optimize the environmental assets 
of the Project Area such as the Sun Diego River and Mission Trails Regional Park 
(Goal # I  1 )  

Support habitat conservation and restoration along the Sun Diego River in 
coordination with developed plans for the area and in concert with other 
related municipal and private entity activities (Goal # 13) 

RTC- 1 5 
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vii. A s  to noise, rneihods should bt enlploycd to attenuate project-related construction 
and operallolial noise levels iu excess of anlbiw~ levels at the edge of sensitive 
habitats to avoid or minimize further degradation by noise of conditions for wildlife, 
particularly, a v m  species. Where possible, existing sources of noise audible 
within the buffer should be removed. 

viii. All ucas with it^ biological buffers should be added to thc: MHPA, if not tllredy 
within it, cuid should be accordingly managed in perpetuity to maintain the 

D F G ~  biolo~ical functions and values thz buffers are intended to protect. 

(cont'd.) 
We recopize that i lme is extant developrnent that will remain aod present consrraints in 
some areas in p r o v i h g  uniformly adequate buffers for the riparian corridor. Nevertheless. 
we believe that the :iedzveloprnent project provides nniple opportunity to improve he 
protection ut'rhc: San Diego River and h e  biological resources it suppork. We hope that, for 
all redevelopment pr~jects adjacent or proximate to the San Diego River, the City (i.e., 
applicant) will =licit input from the Wildlife Agencia regarding the appropriate buffer 
width and requir~n~;nts early in the design pharc: for each project, and will incorporate our 
recommendations irito the project deeign so t h a ~  the draft CEQA documents reflect the 
adeyuate buffers mi measures to protect them in perpetuity. 

2. Though the D E N  ic:enrifies some potential d g c  ctkcts (La., indirect impacts, page 4.2-28), 
subsequcr,t t;nvirorunenral documentarion should provide a Lhorough discussion of potential 
project-idated edge effects and specific measures t ha  would be irnplerneuted to avoid or 
nlinilnizc h e  effect:,. AlthougJl one of h e  principles of the City's Draft River Park Master 

DFG8 Plau is lo reorient d:velopment toward the Sm Diego River, we are concerned that situating 
development in  sucii a manner will result in otherwise avoidable indirect imputs to the San 
Diego River and thc associa~rd biological resources and adjacent uplands, If this principle is 
pursuzd for h e  redevelopment projects subject to t h i ~  DEIR, the subsequent environmental 
docunentation s h o ~ l d  tho~oughly describe how the projects are dzsigmd to avoid or 
rninimizc edge effects. 

3 .  Citing the draft Sw Diego River Master Pla11 ilr the sourcz of infomalion, the DELR 
describes SIX areas ins potcntlal sites tbr mitigarloli for project-related impacts (pages 4.6-30 
through 4.4-32). Wz siippon restoratiut~ of all these areas and more, provided ih(rt: a) they 

DFG9 we acljilcent to areas of sei~sluvz habitat tha t  1s lnteilded to be preserved in perpetuity; b) 
adequate bul'ferr; astablishcd; c) the niirigation maas and adjacent habitat are within the 
MHPA already or .rill bc added LO the MHPA; and, dl the mitigation areas and adjacent 
habitat will be irdeqlratcly managed in perpetuity. 

4 The DEIR ~nc lud~ ,  ,tatcmcnts about the MSCP \ch~ch warrant elaboratiori. We discuss these 
below md request that h e  final ELR retlect t h  following comments. 

DFGlO a. Papc 4.6-19 o i u e  DEIR states, the City "has take authority over many of the areas' Statc- 
l~stcd specles tlu ough Ihz MSCP." Whllz this 15 uuz, 11 should be c l an f id  thtrt the 
authonly for tak.: IS corrtingent on the City's ~mplenuzntation of the MSCP, find m this 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED B Y  THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response lo Comment DFGB: 
It is anticipated that future redevelopment activities would need to be consistent with 
the City's River Park Master Plan, when adopted. The River Park Master Plan is currently 
a draft document, and adoption by the City will require environmental 
documentation pursuant to CEQA. It is anticipated that the concerns of the 
commentor regarding potential indirect effects associated with implementation of the 
River Park Master Plan would be evaluated by the City as part of the future adoption 
of the Master Plan. It is acknowledged that subsequent redevelopment activities will 
be required to be evaluated pursuant to CEQA, potential biological impacts, and 
consistency with other adopted plans and regulations. 

Response to Comment DFG9: 
The EIR analysis identifies potential biological mitigation opportunities, and 
demonstrates that there are feasible mitigation opportunities in the Project Area. The 
comment is acknowledged that potential mitigation sites, as identified in the EIR and 
the Draft River Park Master Plan, will be required to meet the criteria identified by the 
commentor. 

Response to Comment DFGl 0: 
EIR page 4.6-19 has been modified as follows: 

The Federal government also regulates impacts on rare plant and animal 
species through the Endangered Species Act. Federally listed species with 
potential to occur in the Project Area are listed in Tables 4.6-2 through 4.6-4. 
Note; however, that the City of San Diego has take authority over many of the 
areas' federally-listed species through the MSCP, continsent on the City's 
implementation of the MSCP, includinq the s~ecies-specific measures identified 
in Amendix A li.e., Table 3-51 of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. Impacts to 
MSCP-covered listed species outside the MHPA muv also be -allowed 
through permits issued by the City of Sun Diego; however, in certain cases take 
may not be authorized, or conditions for coveraae may require that im~acts be 
avoided, even outside of tile MHPA. S~ecies-specific conditions reauired for 
coveraqe are included in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Plan, Ap~endix A of the City's 
Subarea Plan, and the Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit for 
Endansered/Threatened Species PRT-830421. Take of MSCP covered species 
within the MHPA is not allowed. Any impacts to non-covered listed species 
would require a Section 7 or 10 consultation before a permit may be issued by 
the U.S. Fish and W~ldlife Service (USFWS). 
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case, particulnrl,! the species-spec.ific niea5ures identified in Appendix A (comn~only 
known as Tablc 3-5) ot'the City's MSCP Subarda Plan. 

Page 4.6-19 of Ihe D E R  states, "impacts to MSCP-covered specks outside the MHPA 
iue allowed thrc~ugh pem~irs issued by ths City." This slaternat is not entirely correct. 
Allhough a spei.iss xisy be covered under the City's Subarea Plan, take authorizauon may 
not bz authorincd, or conditions for coverage may require that impacts be avoided, even 
outside of the IvIHPA. Species-specific conditions rcquirsd for coverage are lucludd in 
Table 3-5 of the MSCP Pla11, Appendix A of the City's Subtvca Plan, and the Federal 
Fish and Wlldll l'e Pernlii for EndanyeredtThrratened Species PRT-83042 1. For example, 
incidental take of covered species due to monality or habitat loss within U S .  A m y  Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) jurisdicnonal wetlands andor vernal pools is not authorized by the 
MSCP. hc~dental take authoflzahon for projects that affect federally listed s p ~ i e s  ( I )  
hat occur in Corps jurisdichonal wetlands, (2) that are not covered under the MSCP (e.g., 
Quino checlicrs~~ot butterfly (Euphydryu edirha quino, Quino), m u o r  (3) for which the 
City does not have take authorization (e.g., species that occur in vernal pools) will have to 
be obtained h u g h  consubation witb the Service through section 7, provided there is a 
federal nexus, or section 10 of the federal Endangered Spccies Act (ESA). If, under any 
of Lhcse circumstances, the affected species islare also a slate-listed species, the City may 
(depending on whether the effects constitute lake under the California ESA [CESA]) also 
need take authoiization under either section 2081 or 2080.1 oPCESA. I t  should be noted 
that because Sulmea 2 of the project footprint is partially within the Service's Year 2002 
Recommended Quino Survey Area, a qualified biologist should conduct a habitat 
asvcssrnent for (&in0 and, if appropriate, surveys for Quino, when a specific project is 
proposed for thf.t area. Regarding the federally and slate listed least Bell's vireo (Vireo 
belhi ptrsillus), ;I wetland dependent species likely to occur wid~irl the project's area of 
potential effect, it should be noted that the MSCP requires thot loss of occupied habitat be 
avoided bolh in:iide and outside rhe bfHPA duri~ig the breeding season. 

Page 4.6-20 of the I'IEIR srates, "for projects that would not impz l  any of rhe City of San 
Diego Tier I-M llabitats or wctlands (including wetland buffers), no biological remurce 
impacts would be alricipated." Disturbed and agricultural areas (i.e., Tier IV areas) can 
suppon habitat for some listed and otherwise scrisitive speciea. For exan~ple, the m y o  
southwestem toad (.8u(o rnicroscaphus culi(ornicrcE) can use agricultural lands adjacent or 
proximate to occupied streams. In nddi~ion, trees within Tier IV area3 can provide avian 
nesting habitat, particularly i f  the trees are near habitats that provide foraging opportunities 
for birds. Furthennore, distuhed and agricultural areas can serve to buffer sms~tive habiuls 
from edge effects arid hunian and pet encroachment associated with development. While 
arroyo loads do rlot occupy the reach of the San Diego River within the proposcd 
rrdevelop~ncnt area, the statement in  the DEM ahould be modified to reflect h e  potenrial for 
some biological resl rurces to occur in Tier IV mew. While the redevelopn~ent projects that 
occur in Tier N are.E would not be 1cquire.d to mitigate for loss of habitat, sits-speciiic 
asszssnlznL should occu~ to detennlne whether hem is potential for active aviw nests on site. 
ff there is potential, measures to avoid impacts on tllc rlt-sts should be implemented. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED B Y  THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFGl1: 
Please refer to response to comment DFG10. It is acknowledged that a portion of the 
Project Area is partially located within the Service's Year 2002 Recommended Quino 
Survey Area. A habitat assessment, and possibly surveys would be required as part of 
the subsequent evaluation of a specific redevelopment activity. 

It is also acknowledged that any future potential loss of least Bell's vireo occupied 
habitat be avoided both inside and outside of the MHPA during the breeding season. 

Response fo Comment DFG12: 
EIR page 4.6-20 has been modified as follows: 

For projects that would not impact any City of Sun Diego Tier I-l++w habitats or 
wetlands (including wetland buffers), no biological resource impacts would be 
anticipated. For areas that -contain Tier I, Tier I / ,  Tier Ill and Tier IV 
habitats that would be impacted-, a site-specific analysis of 
biological resources should be conducted using the data included herein as a 
basis. Althouah Tier IV habituts are not considered sensitive, disturbed and 
aaricultural areas could support sensitive s~ecies. 
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6. T h c  DElX discussei, and depicts on figures he locatior~s of, ucas that support sensitive 
habitals ( p a p  4.6-12 through 4.6-28, ligures 4.6-1 through 4.6-4). The final EM should DFG13 clarih/ whehcr lhis i s  a1 exbsiative list of h e  rcnsirive habitats within the rededoynlma 
tll-ea or whelher more may be revealed during projeer-specific analyses. 

7. Page 4 6 - 2 3  of the IIEIR discusses the redevelopn~erlt area near Alvaredo Canyon and Adobe 
Falls Road. The fir.al EtR should clarify whether h i s  a~ cncornpasses any locations where 
Supplen~et~tal Envi~ onnlental Projects approved by the San Diego Regional Water Quality DFG14 
Conti-01 Board (e.g,, Adobe Falls, San Diego River Llvasive Exotic Weed Eradication 
Prowam) have occurred or arc expected to occur. 

8. The DEIR slates, "the redevdopment ofthe curi-cntly disturbed mining areas would not result 
in significant impart un biological resourceo" @age 4.6-25). and "he river conidor lhrough 
the mine site is infested wilh exotic plant species" @age 4.1 1-8). Any subsequent 
environmental analyses conducted for development in this area should examine the impacts 
of the redevelopment on specizs diversity and abundance, and wildlife movement through the 

DFGl5 area. It rnay be that rerlevelopn~aut of thc mining areas would have significanr impocts on 
biological resources, as birds can occupy areas infested by weeds, and some wildlife species 
may use the area as a movemznt corridor. While the mining operations cause significant 
indirect impacfs thac diminish the biological potential of the adjacent and proximate reaches 
of tile San Liirgo River and associated habitats. future land uses could result in a continuation 
of significant negative biulogical impacts. 

9. The City's CEQA srp~ficance determination guidelines establish the following significance 
Lhresholds below wilich mitigation would not be required: a) loss of less than 0.10 pcrc of 
Tier 1 through Tier ill; b) ioss of less than 1.0 acre non-native grassland complctzty 
surrounded by zxistmy urban developn~ent, t~ld not associated with or mapped in close 
proximity to other habitats; md c )  loss of less t l w  0.01 a r c  of wetlands, axcepl vernal 
poois. One of the r~EIk's proposed n~itigation measures is the miugauon of the loss of Tier 

DFG16 I-W habitats pcr the  blSCP rzyuir-ementa. P m g m  Ems provide an occasion for a more 
exhaustive considemtion of eftects and altemar~ves than would be practical in an EIR on an 
individual action, arid eeusure corlsidaation of curnularive impacts, that might be slighred in a 
case-bycase analysis (Section 15168[b][1&2] of the CEQA Guidelines). Accordingly, the 
City should use the estimated cunluletive losses thal will result born all the projects 
conducted under tht: final EIR in determining whether project-related habitat lossed exceed 
the City's CEQA si,glificiurct: detennillotion tllrpsholds and require mitigation. If, as the 
projects are implemented, the estimated acreages change, the mitigation requirerneurs would 
change accordingly. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED PY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG13: 
A detailed biological survey of the Project Area was conducted in summer 2004 and 
the habitats and resources observed are depicted in the EIR and biology technical 
report figures. However, no focused surveys were conducted, as focused surveys are 
appropriately conducted at the time specific developments are proposed. It is not 
anticipated that more habitat communities would be revealed based on subsequent 
biology surveys; however it should be noted that the EIR evaluates potential impacts 
associated with continued implementation of the adopted community plan over a 30- 
year period. It is recognized that biological conditions are likely to change over the 
course of this period. 

Response to Comment DFG14: 
Arrondo was observed throughout the Alvarado Canyon area. It is not known what 
phase or stages any programs are in; however, future redevelopment projects would 
need to take into consideration these restoration activities. 

Response to Comment DFGlS: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DFG16: 
The comment is noted. Because no specific projects are proposed, it is not possible to 
provide a quantification of the potential cumulative loss of habitat within the Project 
Area at the Program EIR level of analysis. Pursuant to CEQA, any future 
redevelopment activities would be required to consider the potential cumulative 
effects and mandatory findings of significance. 

Response to Comment DFG17: 
The Project Area comprises approximately 970 acres. The biology report has been 
moditied to reconcile the acreage discrepancies. 

10. T ~ K  NOP for the project indlcalrd that tile project area encompasses 83 1 acres. Table 4.6-1 
indicates that the pn~jcxt area encompasses 970 acres, and the biological resources rapoit 

DFG17 (Rocks Biological C:onsulting, October 2004) indicates the project area encompasses 
1,400 a c r m  (payc 1:i, though the acreages idaitificd fur the habitat typrs add up ro 
npprc~xirnslcrly 977 racra. Plwsz recuncde these apparent d~screpancics. 



1 I .  I n  addition to the 11~:1,1s alrzady d~scussed in t h ~ s  lener, subsequent envitonmental 
docunitmtatio~i, as  rkeedcd for each redevdopment project, should provide the following 
informaiion. 
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a. A compiete de~.:ription of the proposed project. 

b. A range of pracricable alrernativcs that have bcen considmed to rducc projcct impacts to 
biological rc;~uurccu, including the MHPA. 

c. A thorough justification for any proposed &vet cross~ngs. Proposed River crossings, if 
my, should be p p o s d  for areas of lesser b~ological value, avoid direct impacts to the 

San Dicgo River and tiparim habilats, retain the viability of the riparian habitat aad 
adjacent uplands as a wildlife movement corridor, and preclude (be need Tor ongoing 
mtlintenimce (i.t:., disturbance OF the native habitat) 

d. Verification thai all requirements and conditions of h e  MSCP Subarea Plan and 
hpfementing A.greemmt are met. 

e. A discussion of the biological iasues that a n  not addressed in, or covered by, rhe Subarea 
Plan nnd Irnpler,~enting Agreement, such as specific impacts to and mitigation 
requirements for wethuds or sensitive species that occur therein. 

DFG18 
f. If the project is In h e  100-yzu flwdplau~ oTthc San Diego fiver,  a diaussion of how the 

project will corriply with the ESL regulations for developmenr within the floodplain.' 

g. For the purpose of determining consistency among efforts to protect, restore, and/or 
enhance biological resources supported by the San Diego River within the redevelopment 
project area, a d~scussion of the orgnnizations, agencies, jurisdictions, and other entities 
which are condi~cting such efforts. Thts discussion should ioclude the follow~ng 
information. 

4 In psrlicular, seclron 14 1.0145(e)(B) states. "Development shell not 6I~niflcanYy edvemaly a k t  exisling 
sensltiue biological re6curcss on-site or off-sib.' and secuon 143.0145(0 tncludea several pmvislons intended 10 
protect blobgical resouices, such 8s: (1) Wilhin the flwd fringe of a Specla1 Flood Hazard h e .  permanent 
strudures and /ill for pemanent structures, made. and olhor dovolapmont are allowed only Lf the bllowlng 
wridlllons am mat: (A) 'The development or fill will not significantly adversely affect adsUng SenslUb'e bldoQlcal 
resourns on-site or off-slte; (8) The development is capable of wtlhstand~ng ~ o o d h g  end does not require or 
cause the canslrudion 11f off-sire n o d  protective wo&6 including afiflcial b o d  channels, revemenls, and 
levees nor wlll II cause iidvecse lmpects related lo flooding of propenis bcated upstream or downetream, nor 
will il incresee or expand a (FIRM) Zone A; (C) Gradlng and flhlng are limited Lo the minimum amount necessary 
to accommodsle the pnbposed dovolapmarrt, harm to h e  envlronmentd valuea of h e  floodplain is rmn~mlzed 
including peak fluw storage cepacity, and waUclnds hydrology Is mplnhlned: (D) The develo~fnant noithar 
~i~nif icantly Increases nar canWihutw to downrlream bank emslon and sedlmentatian nor Causer an incresse h 
/loud flaw velociliea or volume; and (E) Thore will be no elgnificant adversa water quality lmpscta lo downslraam 
wetlands, lagoons or other sensitive biolpgicelromurcos. and the cbvelapment is In compliance wilh the 
requirements and reguli~llons of Lhe National Pollution Discharge Elimmation Syetem. e8 Implemented by the 
City of San Diego. ( F )  The deslgn of the deve~opmenl incarporales lhe Andlngs and rewmmendallons af bolh a 
sile r p c ~ f i c  and coseral walershad hydraiog~c aludy. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FlSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE OIROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FlSH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (con1.d) 

Response to Comment DFGlB: 
Comment noted. 
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{cont'd.) 

i. A iisl of the organizations ie.g., San Diego River Park Foundation, Sau Diego River 
Coalitiort, Lakeside Conservancy), agencies (e.g.. San Diago River Conservu~cy), 
and jurisdlcrlunr (z.g., the Ciry). The City should circulate h e  DEIR to all the 
entities identified. 

i i .  A description of each of the entity's goal, objectives, and effons lo date and 
proposed ~:fFoits. focusing on the reach olthe river that is within the proposed 
redevelop uent zonc. 

... 
111. A discussion about how the proposed pi.oject conforms wilh the goals and 

object~ves of Lhc idmtified entities, and avoids impacts to the nlrcady preserved 
habitats. J'or example, discuss how the proposed project c o n f o m  with the City's 
San Diego River Natural Resources Management Plan m)' (City and Merkel 
& .4ssociatcs 2003) and the San Dirgo River Master Plan. 

h. A biological technical report that includes survey methods (including aurvey personnel. 
dates, times, and climate conditions), survey results, impact analysis, and proposed 
mitigation. Thc repon should describe the biological resourcs associated with each 
habitat type. These descriptions should indude both qualitative and quantitative 
assessments of I he  resowces present on che proposed subject property and alternaCive 
sites, and include con~plete s p e c k  lists for all biological r e s o w s  on site. At a 
nlinimurn, the fi~llowing should be included. 

i. A list of it Jerily proposed listed or candidhie speciss, state listed and candidate 
species, and locally sensitive species that occur on, or in habitat contiguous with, 
the subjecf propefly including, but not limited to, narrow endemic fpecies that we 
on or rizar the suhject propelty. A detailed discussion of these species, including 
information pertnining to their local status and distribution, should also be included. 

ii. A compretiensive discussion about the existing biological resomces within and 
adjacent to areas potentially af l i ted by h e  redevelopment project. Include specific 
acreage and description of the types of riparikn, wetland, non-wetland waters of Lhe 
U.S., coaslal sage scrub, and other seusitive habitats that may bc affected by the 
pr.opuscd project or project alternatives, resuits of early and late spring plant surveys 
lor sensitilre spring bloutning annuals (including a section which discuses the 
~.ntionale fbr why specics will1 a high potential for occurrence may not have been 
detected). Maps arid tables should be included to summarize such intomation. 

. . 
lu. A rnnp iphcwing ptential wildtife comdors through andtor adjacent to the subject 

property. 

5 Tlilb dlscusslon should I dka mto aLLounl the comments the Clt, r b c - l d d  on the dmft NHMP (e Q comments 
from Ihe Departn1.1~1 v ~ t  a me~l. end a letter tram Ihe U S F~sh drvJ W~ldllfe S e ~ l c e  dated Mey 17. 2004). and 
Lha C~ty 's  responses to h o w  cornnianls 



DFG18 
(cont'd.) 

1). F~gu i r ;~  th31 dep~ct both the developn~ent footpnnt, updared biological data, and the 
reletionsh p of the subject property to the MHPA borh on and off site 

v. A cornprei~wsive dis~ussio~i about the posiiive and negative biological impacu char 
~nlght residt frorrl iirure redeveloprncnr in the vicinity of, or adjacent to, the San 
Diego K k  :r. 

vi.  An asscsslnznt of direct, indirect, and cu~l~ulativs projecl impacts to fish and 
wildlife s~lecies and associated habitats. All facets of the project (e.g., construction, 
~illpl~menlatio~i, operation) should bz included in his  assess~ncnt. We arc 
particuli~rl~~ interested in any porential impacrr; lo the MHPA, the San D q o  River, 
wildlife cclmdors, and narrow endemic species. This asscssmrnt should also 
include rht: following. 

a. A complete hpirological analysis for chis project to evaluate potential changes 
to hy&ology, and how those changes may affect the San Diego River, wellands, 
riparian ueas, aid the MHPA. 

b. Methods (e.g., BMPs) that will be employed to prevent soil erosion and siltation 
of habitats on and off site. 

C. Methods (e.g., BMPs) that will be employed to prevent dkharge and disposal 
of toxil: &dlor caustic subsrances, including oil mud gasoline, horn the proposed 
development. 

d. A thorl~ugl~ tulalysis of notse and light impacts on wildlife, including avian 
specie!,, and tneasurrs to be taken to mitigate any adverse impacb resulting fiom 
increaxd noise and bght levels. 

e. An andysis of  how project-induced impacts may induce hapentalion o f  open 
space, isolate wildlife and native vegetation communities, and affect wildlife 
movement a1 a local and regional scale. 

vii. Specific mitigalion and restoration plans to hlly offset project related impacts, 
including j)roposals for mitigating the curnulative impacts of direct and indirect 
habitat loss, degradation, or modification. 

a. Projecl impacts should be mitigated through the preservation, creation, 
restoration, d / o r  enhancement of affected habitat typa coaistent with MSCP 
guidelines. 

b. Mitigalion and restoration plans, if proposed, should be prepared by persons 
with specific exye~tluc 011 southenl California ccosystcms and nasive plant 
revege:ation techniques. Each plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the 
location of the nlirigation sire; (b) the plant species to be used; (c) a schemetic 
layout depichg the mirigauon area; (d) time OF year that planting will occur; ic) 



DFGl8 
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a desciipiion of the irrigalion merhodology to be employed; (f) measures to 
control exotic vegetation on site; (g)  a delfliled monitoring program which 
includ!:~ promions for replanting areas where planled materials have not 
surviv-d; and (h) success criteria and identification of the ageucy that will 
guarar tee succemhl creation of the mitigation habitnt rind provide for the 
corlservation of the restoration eite in prrperuicy. 

s. Memures to be taken to perpetually pmtwl habita~ values of preserved and/or 
nut~ga~ion areas. Issues that should be addressed include: rcxsb-iction~ on vehicle 
and qucsnian access; proposed land dedications; monitoring and inanagement 
progums; control of illegal dumping; restrictions on lighting near mitigation 
areas; :md consistency with the MHPA Imid use adjacency guidelines, etc. 

d. hlitigation fbr impacls on wildlife nnlovernent should include consideration of 
the inscallation of bridges of adequate span to allow for wildlife movement 
beneath than, di~zctional fencing long enough to prevent end runs, constmction 
of adcrpately sizcd ncw culverts wherz rvxd is indicated for wildlife movement 
and bndges are infeasible, installation of structures (e.g., bcnnu. sound walls) to 
attenuate uoisc und light (e.g., car and strcer lights). 

e. Measures to be take11 to avoid or minimize biological impacts from brush 
managzment that might be associated with redevelopment. These measures 
should include alternatives to bnrsh management within sensitive habit& inside 
md outside the MHPA. Such alternatives include strategic placement of 
buildir.gs, and the use of tire walls and building designs that preclude or reduce 
the need for fuel management Zone 2. The discussion should also identify rhc 
bcneftr s of accomplishing fire protection by one-time building design and 
p l ace~~en t  rather than on-going brush mtumgament in often inadequatzly 
~naintained brush management areas. 

f. A description of haw the proposed project will reduce existirig negative 
biological inlpacts and avo~d introducing uzw negative impacts to the San Diego 
River corridor. The N W  encompasses most o f  the reach of the River within 
the proposed rzdevelopmcmt area (Figure 2 in the NRMP). As the NRMP states, 
and as identified in the City's MSCP Subara Plan, "mnjor issues facing urban 
habitat areas, such as the NRMP area, include intense land uses adjacent to 
sensiti.:~ habitat, litter and vandalism, itmerant living quarters, infrastructure 
maintenance activities, invasivc plants and animals, rind degrackd water quality 
resultirtg from urban runoff." All redevelopment activities within h e  arca of 
putcntial rtTect" on ~wsi t ive  biological rlrsources nssociared with the San Diego 
River ; nd adjacent upland habitaw should bc designed and conducted to avoid 
addilio:~al ~ ~ e g d i v e  irnpacis on h e  recourcer. Furthermore, the existing negative 
in~pwts should be reduced by enhiuicurg anlt'or res~oring sensitive biological 
resources. 

6 The ares of potanlial ailucl includes Mbuiams lo lhe San Omgo River (e.g., Alvarado Cenyon) 



The Wildlife ~ ~ c n c l e $  appreciate rho opportuniry to comment on I h l ~  D m .  Please contact 
DFGIg Cnrolyn L ~ c h ~ n a n  of th~: S m l c c  at (740) 431-9440, or Libby Lum of the k p a r t m m ~  at (858) 

467-4130 if yuu have my q w u o n s  or commw concerning this letter. 

Anu~suml Field Supcr\lisr>r 
U.S. Fi& and Wildlifc Sawice 

&neld Chadwick 
Habitat C o n m a t i o n  Ranning Superfieor 
California Dspamnent of Fish and Oame 

cc: Califomla Regional ' ~ N a w  Quality Control Board, Sao Diego Region (Staccy Baczkoweki) 
San Dicgo River &mstrvancy (Deborah 3ayna) 
United States Army Corprr of Bngineers (Terry Dean) 
State Clewnghouae 
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Andrcn, lL and P. An,gtlstm. 1988 Elevnted predation mtes as an edge effect in habit~t 
islands: experim~td evidence. kology 64: 1037-1068. 

%pn,  P. and M. AM. 1997. Bho-ecological study of the singing activity of the Mua tit ( P m  
c d e u s ) ,  peat Ejt (Parus mnjar) w d  chaffinch (Fringilla coelebe). Joumal fw Omithologc 
138(4):451467 j 

Coneexvation ~ i a l o d  hatitub. 2000. PuhIic Review Draft MHCP Plan Volume 1. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SLGNED B Y  THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT 
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DFG19: 
Comment noted. 



Mr. Reed (FWS-SD(;-scItj5.1) 

United Stales Army Coips of Engineers (USACE). 1991. Hydrnuhc design of flood cur~tral 
charm~ls I!SAC'E i.ieadquanrrs, EMI I 102-0- 1601, Washingron D.C. 



SAN DlEtO COUNN OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
6401 LINDA VISTA ROAD, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 921 11-7399 (858) 292-3500 

hprr~nrendenr of Schools 
Rudy M Comu~ro Ed D 

February 2, 2005 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
Project Manager 
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
600 B Street, Suite 400 
San Diego, CA 92101-4506 

RE: Response to Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

The San Diego County Office of Education (COE) is in recelpt of the Notice of Preparation for a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (ELR) for the Grantville Redevelopment Plan. This letter 
constitutes our response to the notice. 

The COE provides a variety of school and educational services to County residents. Unlike 
local school districts, the COE provides its services throughout the County, making it the 
equivalent of a countywide school district. As a result, the COE is affected by new development 
wherever it occurs in the County. 

COEl Some COE programs provide direct services to students, including children (infants, pre-school, 
and students in grades K-12) as well as adults. Other COE services are provided through 
public schools, including all fu~ty-three school districts and all five community college districts in 
the County These services include staff development for teachers and current and prospective 
administrators as well as numerous management support services. The following COE 
programs may be affected by the Grantv~lle Redevelopment Plan: 

Regional Occupation Program 
Hope Infant Handicapped Program 
M~grant Education Program 
Outdoor Education Program 
Teacher Training and Development 
Administration Training and Development 
COE Administration 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT lETTER FROM $AN DIEGO COUNTY OFFICE OF 
EDUCATION, SIGNED BY BOB NICHOLSON, DATED FEBRUARY 2,2005 

Response to Comment COE1: 
The EIR provides a quantification of potential buildout of the Project Area according to 
adopted Community Plan land use designations [EIR, Table 3-2, page 3-9). The Project 
Area does not contain existing residential uses, although two portions of the Project 
Area are designated in the Navajo Community for residential uses. The subject areas 
currently contain non-residential uses including parkland, hotel, school, and 
commercial uses. Because of their existing uses, they are not likely to redevelop to a 
residential use. However, assuming these parcels are redeveloped according to the 
adopted community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling units, and 86 
multi-family residential dwelling units could be constructed. 

According to City of San Diego School Generation Factors, a total of 65 students 
would be generated by the redevelopment of these parcels according to the 
adopted residential land use designations. This increase would not represent a 
significant impact to school tacitities. 

Additionally, Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated 
formula for paylllg a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing ent~ties 
(which includes the San Diego County Office of Education). These new funds are 
avaitable to be used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area. 

Board of Education 
Nick Aguilar Ernest 1 Dronenburg. Jr Susan Harrley Roberr J Workms John WIR 

SERVICE AND LEADERSHIP 



COEl 
(cont'd.) 

COE2 

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
February 2, 2005 
Page 2 of 2 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY OFFICE OF 

EDUCATION, SIGNED BY BOB NICHOLSON, DATED FEBRUARY 2,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment COE2: 
Comment noted. 

In order to provide an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from this project to the 
COE the DRAFT EIR should: 

Quantify the scope and build out of anticipated commercial and residential development 
(at all densities). 
Quantify the projects direct and indirect effects on population, on student generation and 
on the costs of facilities to accommodate these new students. 
Include a discussion of the possibility for the use of joint use facilities by schools and 
public and private agencies, e.g. different city departments such as recreation or public 
works 

We encourage and support cities and counties in the use of the redevelopment process and tax 
increment revenues for the elimination of blight and to improve the economic v~ability of areas. 
However, school districts and the COE will be impacted due to increases in population bringing 
new students. 

We look forward to working with the Agency to reduce or fully mit~gate these impacts in creative 
and mutually beneficial ways when possible. If you have any questions regarding this 
correspondence, please feel free to contact me at (858) 292-3680. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Nicholson 
Senior Director, Facility Planning Services 

Cc: Bryan Ehrn, Facility Planning Coordmator, SDCOE 
Donna Knott, Program Business Specialist, SDCOE 
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February 17, 2005 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
City o f  San Diego Kedeveloprnent Agency 
600 8 Streer, Fourth Floor 
M5 904 
j d r l  Diego, CA 92101-4506 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Thank you for  l h e  opportunny t o  review rhe  draf t  Environmenlal Impacr 
Report ( E I R )  f o r  the  Grantv~l le Redevelopment Project. SANDAG offers the 
fo l low ing  commems. 

1 .  Please depicf the Mission Valley East l ighr rail line o n  Figures 4.1-1 and 
4 2-5 through 4-2-9. Mission Valley East constructron i s  nearly complete 
and operations wi l l  begin w i th in  the  nexx several months. 

2 The t r a f f i c  analysis should ahsume a 5 %  tr ip reduclion in automobile 
traut l  [rips for  the  portiuns of the  study area wlrhin easy access t o  the 
l igh t  rail starlon, since t h e  r a i l  l ine is completing construction and wi l l  b e  

operarional du l ing  t h e  redevelopmenr, area's 30-year t ime p c r ~ o d  

3 .  The EIR should conjider rhe  purential for mare intense land uses to 
develop w i th in  'h 10 1/3 mi le of rhe new Grantville l ighr rail sration 
Deveioprnent of housing and  mixed uses would create an opporcunny 
f o r  a greater rr arlsil modd share split, accomn~odation of t h e  Cify'z need 

to r  dddirio!ral housing ~ p p o r ~ u n i t i e ~ ,  and a chance t o  take advantage o f  

! t he  public's it~vestrnenT In t h e  l ight  rail line. 
! 

I Please feel free ro contact me if you have any quertions about SANDAG'z 
comments 

I TONl SATES 
D i v w o n  Direcror of Transil Planning 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO ASSOCIATION OF 
GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TONl BATES, DATED FEBRUARY 17, 
2005 

Response to Comment SNDG1: 
EIR Figure 4.1-1 Existing Land Uses provides an aerial photograph (2004) of the Project 
Area and depicts adopted Community Plan Land Use designations. The recently 
constructed trolley line is visible in this aerial photograph; however, Figure 4.1-1 has 
been modified to clearly depict the newly constructed trolley line. Additionally, 
Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-9 have also been modified to depict the trolley line. 

Response to Comment SNDG2: 
The Tronsportation/Circulurion section of the EIR acknowledges the future operation of 
the Grantville trolley station within the Project Area. As discussed in the EIR, (EIR, page 
4.2-9), "This new trolley stop will bring alternative transit opportunities to the project 
area. This transit opportunity will decrease the amount of vehicle trips generated by 
the redevelopment. However, the traffic analysis does not assume the five percent 
reduction for any of the study area. Therefore, the traffic analysis is a conservative 
estimate of traffic generated by the project." 

Response to Comment SHDG3: 
The EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, including 
two alternatives that consider mixed-use land use opportunities in the vicinity of the 
trolley station. These alternatives include the "General Plan Opportunities Areas Map" 
and the "TOD Principals Alternative." 

Response to Comment SHDG4: 
Comment noted. 



City of San Diego 
M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: February 14, 2005 

TO: Tracy Reed, Project Manager, Redevelopment Agency 

FROM: Ann French Gonsalves, Senior Traffic Engineer, Development Services Dept. 

SUB JBCT: Grantville Redevelopment Area - Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above document dated Decemkr 13,2004. We 
have the following comments: 

1. Page ES-4, Executive Summary: The "Significant, Unavoidable Impacts" section states that 
the unmitigable impacts are "not a result of implementation of the Redevelopment Project in and 
of itself, rather they are a lwult of forecasted growth in the region". This assertion is not 

AG1 suppor-ted by the traffic study since ~t does not contain a near term analysis or any other analysis 
of the project separate from the rest of the forecasted growth. Therefore, we suggest this 
sentence be changed to "These impacts are a result of implementation of the Redevelopment 
Project combined with forecastd growth in the region". 

2. Page ES-6, Table S-1, Summary of Sirnificant Impacts and Mitigatiorl Measures: Under 
"Recommended Mitigation Measures", additional potential mitigation should be considered such 
as the projects listed on page 4.2-1 1 (extension of Santo Road, extensions of Princess View 

AG2 Drive and Jackson Drive from thc Navajo community into the Tierrasanta community), the 
extension of State Route 52 from State Route 125 to State Route 67 and improvements to the 
Interstate 8IMission Gorge Roaflairmount Avenue interchange. 

3. Page 5-3, Section S. Long Term Cumulative Impacts, Transportation/CircuIation: The 
last sentence of Section S.1.2, states that the "cumulative impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable". This asserrion has not been demonstrated in the document, except perhaps for 

AG3 segments of M~ssion Gorge Road. We suggest wording be changed to "cumulative impact 
would remain sig~iiticant and unmitigated". 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED 
FEBRUARY 14,2005 

Response to Comment AG1: 
The EIR statement that the impacts are a result of forecasted growth in the region is 
intended to indicate that the impact is largely cumulative, and includes both the 
project (existing community plan land uses) as well as regional growth. The EIR has 
been revised to clarify this conclusion as follows: 

Page ES-4: 

"Based on the data and conclusions of this Program EIR, the Redevelopment 
Agency finds that the project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
to the following resources areas: 

Transportation/Circulation 
Air Quality (Long-term Mobile Emissions) 

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential 
impact to these resources to the extent feasible; however, the impact will 
remain significant and unavoidable. These impacts are 

n f  i h m  r*+hmr t 
-a , , n u  - ,  , ,-, , -a 

result of imdementation of the Redevelo~ment Proiect combined with 
forecasted growth in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the 
Project Area. If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a "Statement of Overriding 
Considerations" pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15126(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Response to Comment AG2: 
The traffic analysis is considered conservative in that it only assumes improvements 
that are identified in the existing Navajo Community Plan. No other funded 
improvements have been identified in the project study area. As discussed in the EtR 
(EIR page 4.2-1 I ) ,  the extensions of Santo Road, Princess View Drive and Jackson Drive 
into the Tierrasanta Community are identified in the Tierrasanta Community Plan, 
however there is currently no funding identified for these improvements. The extension 
of SR52 from SR125 to SR67 is a priority project identified in the recently approved 
Transnet extension. While potentially feasible, extension of these roadways are not 
funded, nor currently planned to be funded, and are therefore not considered as 
feasible at this time. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED 
FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment AG2 (c0nt.d): 
Please refer to response to comment DOT3 regarding improvements to the Interstate 
8/Mission Gorge Road/Fairmount Avenue Interchange. 

It is recognized that these improvements may be feasible and would likely improve 
circulation in the study area. The EIR does not preclude the implementation of these 
improvements if considered by the City in the future. 

Response to Comment AG3: 
No mitigation measure has been identified in the context of this traffic analysis that 
would reduce the cumulative impact to a level less than significant. The EIR concludes 
that the impact would be significant and unavoidable, which is consistent with the 
significant and unmitigable terminology suggested by the commentor. However, no 
additional changes to the EIR text is proposed. 



4. Page 8-3, Section 8.1 No Proiect/No Redevelopment Alternative, 
Transportation/Circulation: Section 8.1.1.2 should be modified to clearly state that the reason 
the No Project Alternative Transportation Impact would be expected to be greater than the AG4 proposed projeci mpact is that the No Project Alternative assumes that no transportation 
infrastructure would be built. 

5. Page 8-10. Section 8.3 General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Alternative, 
Traosportation/Circulation: 

A. The project trip generation for this alternative should be rechecked to utilize the 
appropriate transi~ reductions from the City's Traflc bnpact Study Murlual (July 
1998). For example, for development within 1500 feet walking distance from a 
transit station, daily reductions of 5% for residential, 5% for industrial and 3% for 
office development can be applied. 

B. Figure 8-1, General Plan Opportunities Area Map Alternative Land Uses, should 
be revised to show the exisling and planned trolley route and station locations. 

6. Appendix B, Traffic Impact Analysis: Somt: uf the base assumptions in the analysis should 
be rechecked, as they could affect the conclusions. For example: 

A. Segments of Mission Gorge Road which are four lanes existing but have no raised 
median and numerous driveways should be given a capacity of 30,000 averagc 
daily trips (ADl') (riot 40,000 ADT). 

B. Existing queues must be considered in evaluating existing intersection level of 
service during peak periods. 

Ann French Gonsalves, P.E. 
Senior Traffic Engineer 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED 
FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment AG4: 
Page 8-3 of the EIR has been revised as follows: 

In the horizon year, traffic operations at study area segments and intersections 
are anticipated to be unacceptable, and the proposed project would 
incrementally add to these conditions - which would also occur under this 
alternative. Overall, the transportation/circulation impact is expected to be 
greater than the proposed project, as this alternafive assumes buildouf of fhe 
Project Area according to adopted land uses, but assumes that no additional 
transportation infrasfructure would be constructed. 

Response to Comment AG5: 

ltem A. The trip generation utilized in the traffic analysis does not account for any 
potential reductions or credits for land uses in proximity to public transit. The EIR 
recognizes that the Grantville Trolley Station is under construction and will be in service 
to the Project Area soon (e.g., see EIR page 4.2-9). The traffic analysis is considered a 
conservative estimate of trip generation because it does not assume any trip 
generation reductions. 

ltem 8. Several EIR figures, including Figure 8-1 as referenced by the commentor, have 
been revised to depict the trolley line and tocation of the trolley station within the 
Project Area. 

Response fo Comment AG6: 

ltem A. The traffic analysis assumes that Mission Gorge Road from Interstate 8 north to 
Friars Road has a functional capacity of a 4-Lane Major (LOS E capacity of 40,000). 
This roadway has a two-way left-turn lane for its entire length. While there are 
numerous driveways, it functions more like a 4-Lane Major, which has two dedicated 
lanes in each direction that are free from turning vehicles (especially left-turning 
vehicles) than a 4-Lane Collector, whose inner lanes are often blocked by left turning 
vehicles. 

ltem I. The HCM methodology is the required method for determining level of service 
in the City of San Diego at intersections. This methodology does not take into account 
the resulting delay caused by queues; however. the calculation worksheets contained 
in the appendix of the traffic study show the resulting queues at intersections. 



CITY OF SAN DlEGO 
M E M O R A N D U M  

I 
DATE: January 26,2004 

TO Tracy Reed, Project Manager Community and Economic Developn~ent 
Department 

FROM: Barry Kelleher, Park Designer, Park Plann~ng and Development 
Park and Recreation Department 

SUBJECT: Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area - Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (DEN) 

Park and Recreation Department staff has reviewed h e  DEIR and offers the following 

I commenis.regarding park and recreaiion rquirerncnts associated with the affected 
conununi~ies. 

I PARK PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DlVLSlON 

General Comments 
The DElR stxes in several locations that any new development will conform to the 
dcvelopme~~t requirements in Lhc applicable Community Plan and the Ctty's "Progess 

PRO2 Guide and General Plan." The typical service area radius for a 5 to 10 acre neighborhood 
park is 1/2 mile. The redevelopment plan needs to plan locations for neighborhood parks 
within the % mile service ~ d i u s  tram potential residential development sites in order to 
meet the recreation goals of ihe General Plan. 

I 
Specific ('ornments 
1)  Page 2-5 
'Tile seciion numbering is not correct. It appears thal there needs to be a 2.3 "Comnlu~iity 
Plans" ritle. Also in this section, although i l  rs 111 a draft form, the San Diego River Park 
Master Plan should be rzferenced. 

2) Page 3-9 
Pleas  note that the City has several classitications of park land. The Table 3.1 lists 
68.92 acres of parks. This numbdl weds to be broken dowii into resource-bascd parks, 
opcn space park area, and population-based park dclcdge. Population-based park acreage 

PRO4 ib generally suitabli: fur x n v e  recrrirtion (e.g multi-purpose fields, mini-parks erc.) 
Because they a w  il~teilded to selve the city and rzyiun as d whole, open space and 
resource-based parks arc no1 iricludcd in the population-bdsed park acreage calculations 

I required io merl the goals of the City's Pmgiess Guide and General Plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 

Response to Comment PRD1: 
Please refer to responses to comments PRD2 through PRD23. 

Response +o Comment PRD2: 
Comment noted. The redevelopment plan is consistent with the adopted Community 
Plan land uses for the Project Area. As indicated on Figure 4.1-2 (EIR, page 4.1-13), 
parkland within the Project Area is currently developed with park uses. Pursuant to the 
City of San Diego Municipal Code, parks could also be constructed within several of 
the zones that are located within the Project Area, or any portion of the Project Area 
subject to approval of a community plan amendment and rezone. In zones 11-2-1 and 
11-3-1, active recreation space is permitted. Active recreation space is a public park 
facility that requires major land development for installation, requires a high level of 
maintenance, and can accommodate large assemblages of people. In zones CC-1- 
3, CC-4-2, CO-1-2, and CV-1-1, open space facilities are not permitted. In zones AR-1- 
1 ,  AR-1-2, and RM-3-7, all open space facilities are permitted except park 
maintenance facilities. As stated in Section 3.0 Project Description of the EIR, one 
objective of the Redevelopment Plan is to provide additional parkland (e.g. river park) 
that may not otherwise occur without redevelopment financing. Additional goals 
related to the provision of parkland und open space are provided in the Draft 
Redevelopment Plan (see Goals # 1 1, # 12, and # 13). 

Response to Comment PRD3: 
EIR text page 2-5 has been modified to include a heading for Community Plans as 
follows: 

2.3.3.1 Communitv Plans 

Additionally, the following text has been added to EIR page 2-7: 

2.4 Draft San Dieqo River Park Master Plan 

The City of San Dieqo has prepared the Draft Sun Dieso River Park Master Plan. 
Th~s document is in draft, and has not been forrnallv adopted by the Citv of San 
Diego. The Master Plan is a comgrehensive glannins document and outlines 
goals and obiectives for the development of the San Dieso River Park. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRD4: 
Table 3-1 (EIR page 3-9) and Table 4.1-1 (EIR page 4.1-4) depict general categories of 
land uses in the Project Area, including parkland. The 68.92 acres of parkland in the 
Project Area consists of approximately 23.7 acres of population-based parks, and 
approximately 45.22 acres of resource-based and open space park area. Tables 3-1 
and 4.1-1 have been amended to include a footnote that indicates the acreage 
amounts of population-based parks and resource-based parkland in the Project Area, 
as follows: 

1 The 68.92 acres of parkland in the Proiect Area consists of 23.7 acres of 
powlation-based parks (Lewis middle school and ballfields), and 45.22 acres 
of resource-based and oDen swce  park area. 



1)hlK C;rantvrlle Kedevelopri~s~ir 
Jd~iu~cy 26, 2005 
Page 2 

3) Page 3-10 
Section 3.4.1 - Please add lauguage addressing the creation of livable communities 
including active recreation areas and park lands sufficient to provide a variety of active 
aud passive recreation opponunities for the existing and future residents. 

3) Page 5-14 
Section 3.6.1.4 - The Drafr San Diego River Park Master Plan is its own document and 
nor a part ofthe Navajo Conununity Plan. Please piuvide a section for its discussion. 

5) Page 4.1-3 
The document does not adequately address existing actrve recreation park acreage deficiencies 
for residenis in these communities. For example, the Navajo Community Planning Area 
currently has an "active recreation" park acreage deficit of nearly 21 acres, projected to reach 
almost 27 acres by [he year 2030. This redevelopment plan is an opportunity to increase the total 
acreage dedicated for p&iic recreation, and reduce thkdeficit.  he d~scussion of the 
redevelopment needs to consider public recreation areas as catalysts for revitalization of a 
communi~y, and public parks as an essential element of sustainable, livable communities. 

6) Page 4.1 -4 
Table 4.1- 1 - Please refer to comment #2. 

7) Page 4.1-9 
Secrions 4.1 .15 - Some of the major goals of the San Diego River Park are to widen the river 
col-ridor to help address water quality issues, habitat prrserva~ion and provide for a viable 
wildlife corridor. This sl~ould bc mcurioned in this section. Also, the San Diego Rivc~ Park 
Mastel. Plan is proposing surfacing Alvarado Creek drai~iage and creating a strong open space 
link berween Alvarado Canyon and the San Diego River. The second sentence in h e  second 
paragraph does not make that clear. 

8) Page 4.1-16 
Sccrion 4.1.3 6- To say har "Atl of the areas included in thz MSCP are designated as park.. ." is 
not accurate. PL)pulation-based pub (developed park used for active recreation) would not be 
included in the MSCP. 

9) Page 4.6-2 
Giant Reed - plcase doublr check the "approximate 1.6 acres of giant reed". This seems to fall 
wcll short of what is existing wlthin tlrc Grantville Redevelopment Disuict. 

10) Page 4.6-18 
The lasr paragraph of this section states that the SD River is an imporrant wildfire 
corridor. That is correct. However, the con-idor is highly consdcted in sorne ucas due 
lu m p d s  from exisring bald use, (ie Superior Mines). Please evaluale if addirional 
resrorariordc~~l~a~~~eiiiei~r upportuniries are available within Subareas A and B. Include 
auy additional sitcs wit hi^^ Secrion 4.6.5.2 and on Figure 4 6-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRDS: 
The EIR identifies the overall objectives of the proposed project. These project 
objectives have been further refined by the Grantville Redevelopment Area 
Committee and are provided within the Draft Redevelopment Plan. The objectives 
address various aspects of the creation of livable communities including improving 
public infrastructure, creating additional walkways and paths for proper pedestrian, 
bicycle and/or vehicular circulation (Goal #3], creation of an attractive and pleasant 
environment through streetscape enhancements [Goal #5), explore opportunities for 
development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly transit-oriented 
development to take advantage of the nearby multi-modal transit system (Goal #8), 
and expand co~rimunity serving recreational opportunities through rehabilitation and 
expansion of existing park and recreational facilities as well as addition park and 
recreation facilities {Goal # 12). 

Response to Comment PRD6: 
EIR page 3-14 lists applicable goals of the Navajo Community Plan, which includes 
reference to the River Park. 

Response to Comment PRD7: 
The Redevelopment Agency recognizes that parkland deficiencies exist within the 
Navajo Community. There is no specific parkland deficit within the Project Area as 
there are no residential uses. The existing land use description provided on EIR page 
4.1-3 is a description of existing land uses within the Project Area, not the Navajo 
Community as a whole. However, EIR page 4.1-8 has been modified to describe the 
current deficiency of parkland within the Navajo Community. The modified text reads 
as follows: 

The Citv of San Dieao Parks and Recreation Department indicates that the 
Navaio Community Plannina Area currently has an "active recreation" park 
acreaqe deficit of nearly 21 acres, which is ~roiected to reach almost 27 acres 
bv the year 2030. 

Please also refer to response to comment PRD5. 

Response to Comment PRDB: 
Please refer to response to comment PRD4. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRD9: 
Several of the goals of the Draft Redevelopment Plan, as summarized in response to 
comment PRDS, are consistent with the goals of the Draft San Diego River Park Master 
Plan. 

The text on EIR page 4.1 -9 has been modified to read: 

Planning recommendations were created as part of the Draft Master Plan. 
Recommendations relevant to the Redevelopment Area include coordinating 
with the proposed Grantville Redevelopment to preserve additional open 
space along the river and at the confluence with Alvarado Creek, surfacinq the 
Alvarado Creek drainage, and creating a stronn open mace link between 
Alvarado Canvon and the San Dieao River; engage Navy planners and 
collaborate with redevelopment of the Superior Mine to create a continuous 
multi-use trail near river; and, collaborate with redevelopment of Superior Mine 
to create a historic interpretation zone within development. 

Response to Comment PRD10: 
The EIR text on page 4.1-1 6 has been modified to read: 

With the exception of one  arce el lAPN 456-01 1-101, Agll of the areas included in 
the MSCP are designated as park (i.e., resource-based park1 or open space 
land uses in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans. The exception parcel 
is a portion of citv-owned desiqnated open space that is included in the MSCP, 
but is desianated as sinqle-familv residential in the Navaio Community Plan. 

Please also refer to comment PRD20 (see City Parks Department comment letter - 
comment PRD20), which also provides further clarification regarding this parcel. 

Response to Comment PRD11: 
The acreage amount of giant reed shown for the redevelopment Project Area is 
based on the amount of giant reed observed and recorded in the Project Area during 
biological surveys of the Project Area as part of the preparation of the EIR. As 
recognized in the EIR, giant reed is a California Department of Fish and Game listed 
noxious weed and is listed by the California lnvasive Plant Council as a List A-1 "Most 
lnvasive Wildland Pest Plant." A majority of this species is located within the privately- 
owned unimproved portion of Alvarado Creek within the Project Area as shown on 
Figure 4.6-1. Any flood control improvements within this area would likely have a 
beneficial effect as this noxious plant would be removed, decreasing the potential for 
further spreading downstream and into the San Diego River. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER fROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (contd) 

Response to Comment PRD12: 
Comment noted. It is  recognized that the historical development around the San 
Diego River has restricted this wildlife corridor. While the EIR identifies potential 
mitigation opportunities, it is not the intent of the EIR to exhaustively identify all 
potential mitigation opportunities in the area. Additionally, it i s  recognized that the 
San Diego River Park Master Plan also identifies potential areas for restoration of 
habitats and ways to enhance the existing corridor. EIR page 4.6-30 states, "There 
appears to be many opportunities to mitigate redevelopment impacts within the 
Project Area that would be consistent with the goals of the San Diego River Park." 
While potential mitigation opportunities are identified, mitigation opportunities are not 
limited to only those areas depicted in the EIR. 



DEIR Grantville Redavrlup~nent 
January 26,2005 
Page 2 

1 I) Page 4.6-26 
Wildlife Corridor hpac t s  -Please refer to #lo .  Revise mitigation lwdsure BRI to 

PRDI 3 incorporate the City's regulations regarding: ( I )  requirenwic w avoid impacts to wetlands 

1 first, and (2) requirements associated with wetland butfars. 

12) Page 4.1 2-4 
Section 4.12.3.2 - It is stated that the redevelopment plan does not currently anticipate 
additional housing units beyond those which are cited in the current Navajo Community 
Plan. However, approximately 134 additional residential units are planned within the 
redevelopment area. 

13) Page 4.13-1Public Services and Utilities 
Population-based parks are considered a public service. It is not clear as to why it was not 
discussed in this section 

The City of San Diego's "Progress Guide and General Plan" population-based park goals 
recommend 2.8 acres of active rcclcation area per 1,000 population. The required park acrcage 
For new residential development will be calculated using the proposed number of units and the 
SANDAG figures on population per household (PPH) in h e  Community Planning Area (CPA). 

PRD1 The ~ c u 1 a t i o n ,  using the most recent SANDAG population projections of 2.57 PPH in the year 
2030, results in a requirement of al~nost 1.0 acre of new parkland suitable for active recreation to 
serve the future residents. In some cases, the City may accept fees in-lieu of land dedications in 
order to expand and-improve existing hcil~ties within ihe community where existing parks can 
servz the proposed development. 

Although the redevelopment plan can not predict how demands will change and how market 
forces will affccr the fuluie, in the currmt market it would be appropriate to anticipate an 
increase of rcsldential development within the Grantville neighborhood. For example, currently 
there is a plelirninary development proposal for this area, involving a rezone, proposing a mixed- 
use developlnent including approximately 700 additional residential units. This iiavelopment 
alone would generate the need for about 5 acres of active parkland to meer Ger~eral Plan 
recreation goals. The redevelopment plau weds to consider potential locations for these 
facilities within the community 

14) Page 5-7 
5.1.13 - Please refer to comment #5 

15) Page 7-1 

p ~ D l 6  Sccli011 7 2 -Yes, that is correct. However, please understu~d that natural parks and open space 
are not used to salzula[e population based park rwds  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRD13: 
The City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (ESL) and Biology Guidelines 
require that: 

The applicant shall solicit input from the Resource Agencies on impact 
avoidance, minimization, mitigation and buffer requirements, including the 
need for upland transitional habitat, The applicant shall, to the maximum extent 
feasible, incorporate the Resource Agencies' recommendations prior to the first 
public hearing. (Section 143.01 41 (a) of the ESL regulations). 

A wetland buffer shall be maintained around all wetlands as appropriate to 
protect the functions and values of the wetland (Section 143.0141(b) of the ESL 
regulations, Section 11, (a)( l ) (b) of the Biology Guidelines). 

All future redevelopment activities would be required to comply with these existing 
City regulations, and therefore, no additional mitigation language is proposed. 

Please also refer to response to comment DFG5. 

Response to Comment PRD14: 
As stated in response to comment COE1, the Project Area does not contain existing 
residential uses, although two portions of the Project Area are designated in the 
Navajo Community Plan as residential land uses. The residentially designated land 
within the Project Area is currently developed with parkland, hotel, school, and 
commerciat uses, and is not considered likely to redevelop to residential uses. 
However, assuming these parcels are redeveloped according to the adopted 
community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling units, and 86 multi-family 
residential dwelling units could be constructed. EAR page 7-1 has been modified to 
clarify this as follows: 

7.2 Parks and Recreation 

There are two parks located within the Redevelopment Project Area, the 
Allied Garden Community Park and Mission Trails Park. As part of the 
Redevelopment Project, these will remain park and recreation facilities. 
Furthermore, the Redevelopment Project will be consistent with the Sun 
Diego River Park Master Plan to develop a park along the San Diego River, 
in which portions of this park will be development within the Grantville 
Redevelopment Area. The development of this new park will increase the 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE c l r r  OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRD14 (cant-d): 

park and recreation uses within the Redevelopment Project Area. The 
Proiect Area does not contain existins residential uses, althouqh two small 
portions of the Proiect Area are desiqnated in the Navaio Community as 
residential uses. These uses are not likely to convert to residential, as the 
subiect areas currently contain  arkl land, hotel, school, and commercial 
uses. However, assuminq these parcels are redevetoped accordina to 
the adopted community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwellinq 
units, and 86 multi-familv residential dwellinq units could be constructed. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
facilities, rather it will act as an improvement to existing conditions. 

Furthermore, as acknowledged in prior responses to comments (see responses 
to comments PRD2, PRDS, and PRD6) goals of the Redevelopment Plan include 
increasing the amount of recreational opportunities within the Project Area. 

Response to Comment PRD15: 
Please refer to response to comment PRD14. 

Response to Comment PRD16: 
Please refer to response to comment PRD14. 



PRDI 7 

PRDI a 
I 
I 

PRO1 9 

PRD20 

PRD21 

PRD22 

PRD23 

16) Page 8-9 
Section 8.3.1 -The second paragraph discusses increases and decreases of iand uses. Please 
refer to previous comments about population-based park needs for residential developn~ents. Per 
this al~ernative, utilizing SANDAG numbers, per comment #13, there would be a need of 
approximately 22 acres of developed park to satisfy the increase of residents. 

16)Page 8-11 
The General Plan Opportun~l~cs Area Map Alternative Land Uses does not appear to address the 
goals of the San hzgu  River Park Master Plan. Examples include the percentage of parcel 
development along the Sdll Diepo River south of F r im Road bridge and the exclusion of any 
open space for the Alvwado Creek connection. 

OPEN SPACE DMSION 

1) Page ES-2 
Executive Summary Project Location Subarea B 
Please note that Subarea B includes a portion of MTRP and city-owned designated open 
space. Be advised that parcel 373-040-18 JIB Land Company is drawn incorrectly on 
SanGIS and should not extend onto MTRP. This error puts the project boundaries w~thin 
MTRP dedicated open space. Please contact the City of San Diego Real Estate Assers 
Department for clarification on this parcel. 

3) Page 4.1-16 
Multiple Species Conservation Program 
Report says 'All the areas included in the MSCP are designated as park or open space 
land uses in the Navajo and Tiemasanla Community Plans.' Howzve~, there is a portion 
of city-owned designated open space that& included in the MSCP but is designated as 
Single-Family Residential in the Navajo Community Plan. See APN 456-01 1-10. 

4) Page 4.6-25 
Figure 4.6-3-C8 
Please include that C8 is within city-owned open space. 

5) Page 1.6-25 
Figure 4.6-3-C8 and 4.1-16 Multiple Species Conservation Program 
Report says 'All the areas included in the MSCP are designated as park or open space 
land uses in the Navajo and Tielrasanta Community Plans.' Report also says '(There) is a 
large slope with Diegdn Coastal Sage ScrubIChaparral within the MHPA hat is 
designated as Singk Family Residential housing in the Community Plan Land Use.' 
These lines u e  conflicting and should be revised. 

6) Page 4.6-31 B. Subarea B Paragraph 5 
Please include that 0 5  is within city-owned open space and therefore any removal or 
plantings would need to be reviewed by Open Space Division staff. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment PRD17: 
The EIR recognizes that the implementation of this alternative would result in the 
generation of residential units that generate a population-based parkland demand of 
22 acres. Please refer to EIR page 8-22, Section 8.3.1.13 Public Services and Utilities, 
which states, "Additionally, this alternative would place a demand on parkland that 
would not occur under the proposed project. Based on City General Plan 
recommended parks to population ratio (approximately 20 acres/] ,000 people}, this 
alternative would generate a demand for approximately 22 acres of population- 
based parkland." 

Response to Commenl PRDII: 
As noted on EIR page 8-9, the General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept 
anticipates land uses that would generally implement the conceptual land use 
patterns identified in the City of Sun Diego General Plan (City of Villages) Opportunity 
Areas Map for the Project Area. It is recognized that any future planning efforts within 
the Project Area will need to comply with the applicable land use plans as adopted 
by the City. In the event the River Park Master Plan Concept is adopted by the City, 
future development projects would need to be evaluated for consistency with the 
adopted plans, including any applicable standards adopted as part of the Master 
Plan such as the allowed percentage of parcel development along the San Diego 
River south of Friars Road and the incorporation of the Alvarado Creek connection as 
open space. 

Response to Comment PRD19: 
EIR figures have been modified to depict the correct boundary of Parcel # 373-040-18 
and so as not to extend onto MTRPICity open space. 

Response to Comment PRD20: 
Please refer to response to comment PRDIO. 

Response to Comment PRD21: 
EIR page 4.6-25 text has been modified as follows: 

Within the area labeled 'C8', near the boundary with Mission Trails 
Regional Park, is a large slope with Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral 
within the MHPA that is designated as Single Family Residential housing in 
the Community Plan Land Use. Althoush desianated as Sinqle Family 
Residential in the Navaio Community Plan, this parcel is a   or ti on of city- 
owned desianated open space. 



I cc: Ann flix.  Deputy Director. Open Space Division 
Deborah Sharpe, PO 11, Park Planr~ir~p and Development Division, 
Jeff Harkness, Park Designer, Paik Planning and Development Division, 

I Paul Kilburg, Senior Planner, Open Space Division 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIGNED BY PARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26,2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment PRD22: 
Please refer to responses to comments PRDlO and PRD21 

Response to Comment PRD23: 
The EIR identifies potential mitigation sites; however, it is acknowledged that in some 
instances, certain sites identified may be constrained by other regulatory aspects. EIR 
text page 4.6-31 has been modified as follows: 

Another 'Key Site' identified in the San Diego River Park Master Plan that 
can be incorporated into mitigation for redevelopment impacts are the 
Disturbed Habitats in, and adjacent to, Superior Mine ('OS')(Figure 4.6-3). 
Opportunities include acquiring habitat for enhancement and/or 
protection or removal of non-native, invasive species within native 
habitats. Site 05  is located within city-owned open space and therefore 
any removal or plantinqs would need to be reviewed by Open S ~ a c e  
Division staff. These areas are within the MHPA. 



Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Vol. 1 

Provided by the Tierrasanta Community Council 
14 February 2005 

I Topic: Environmental Setting, Areas of the Project within Tierrasanta 

I 5 2.3.3.2 @g 2-6): The DEIR states the portion of the Tierrasanta Community within the Project 
Area is the sand and gravel quarry. 

Comment: This is not the only part that lios within Tierrasanta and the Final EIR should reflect the 
other areas as well. As shown in Figure 3-3 @age 3-5) and elsewhere, there are two other sections of 
the Project Area that lie within Tierrasanta: 

TCC 1 . A small triangular section in the heart of Admiral Baker located at the NW edge of Subarea B and 

I lying about 3 15. from the center of Subarea C 

A small parallelogram section in Admiral Baker just north of Friars Rd at the NW edge of Subarea I A and due west from the center of Subarea C. 

I 5 4.12.1.1 @g 4.12-2): This error is repeated in subpara C, "Community Plan Areas". 

Topic: Project Description, Size of the Project Area within Tierrasanta 

5 3.1 g 3 1 )  The Project k e a  is listed as being 970 acres in size. 

5 3.2 (pg 3-4): The Project Area is described as being 18% within in the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan area. This suggests 175 acres of the Project Area are within 
Tierrasanta. 

5 3.6.2 @g 3-14): About 130 acres of the sand and gravel quarry site are said to fall within the 
jurisdiction of Tierrasanta, and it is clear that all quarry land in Tierrasanta was 
included in the Project Area. 

Fig 4.1-1 @g 4.1-5): The figure shows the vast majority of the northern end of Subarea B in the 
Tierrasanta area to be quarry related, but there are two other areas near the 
terminus of Tierrasanta Blvd shown as: parks (open space) and undeveloped 
(vacant), both of which include sections of the San Diego River. 

Comment: The discrepancy between 130 acres and 175 acres does not seem to be explained by these 
two small parcels where the river flows. Request these figues be verified for the Final ElR. 

Topic: Project Description, Tierrasanta Community Plan 

5 3.6.2.1 @g 3-14): The two bulleted items are inexact quotos t1o11i the Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

Comment: The wording of these bullets should be identical to that of the referenced Community Plan. 
Thz first bullet is close but not quite a complete repreamtation of paragraph 9 on page 56 of the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan. The second bullet is missing the second sentence of paragraph 3 on page 
55 of the Tierrasanta Community Plan, which reads: "Clusterzd development should then be used to 
avoid development impacts on the designated open space." 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TlERClASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 

Response fo Comment TCC1: 
The commentor is correct. The Project Area includes four separate areas that are part 
of the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The EIR figures correctly depict the boundary of 
the Project Area in the context of the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The total 
Tierrasanta Community Plan portion of the Project Area is approximately 98 acres. EIR 
text on pages 2-6,3-4, 3-1 4 and 4.1 2-2 of the EIR have been modified as follows: 

EIR page 2-6: 

The majority of the Redevelopment Project Area, approximately 
percent, is located within the Navajo Community Plan Area. 

Approximately L-percent of the Redevelopment Project Area is 
located within the Tierrasanta Community Plan Area. The main portion of 
the Tierrasanta Community within the Project Area is designated as sand 
and gravel Lap~roximately 82.80 acres) and open space lap~roximately 
6.43 acres). There are two other smaller ~ortions of the Proiect Area 
located within the Tierrasanta Community. These consist of a small 
triangular section (approximately 2.68 acres1 located within Admiral Baker 
within Subarea B and a linear strip lapproximatelv 6.02 acres) located 
within Admiral Baker within Subarea A. These two pieces are both 
desianated as commercial recreation. 

EIR page 3-4: 
The proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project lies within the boundaries 
of three such community plans; the Navajo Community (@@%), the 
Tierrasanta Communjty (uM%), and the College Area Community Plans 
(less than 1 %). 

EIR page 3-1 4: 

Please refer to response to comment TCC5. 

EIR page 4.1 2-2: 

The Project Area includes the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community 
Plan areas. Only a very small portion of the Project Area lies within the College 
Area Community Plan areas and the portions of the Project Area located within 
Tierrasanta k m e s i g n a t e d  as sand and gravel,and open space. 

. .- 

Enclosure (1) Tierrasanta Community Council Page I of 5 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE XIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCC2: 
Please refer to response to comment TCCl. 

Response to Comment TCC3: 
EIR page 3-14 has been modified to reflect the exact language as provided in the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan as follows: 

Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area 
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails park &provided. 
Any other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an 
amendment to #e-thkplan. (~arrle 561 

Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City 
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for 
development purposes. Clustered development should then be used to 
avoid development impacts on the desiqnated open space. (pacie 551 



Topic: Project Description, Development Potential (Industrial Deuelopment) 

Q; 3.3.3 (pg 3-8): "It is estimated that ... industrial development would be increased by 6,145,342 
squarc feet" 

43.4.1 @g-3-10): Stated objective: "encouraging the development of manufacturing enterprises." 

Comment: Per Table 3-1 @g 3-9), this is a quadrupling of industrial development from what exists 
today. Such development clearly would result in significant, unavoidable impacts in Transportation & 
Circulation and Air Quality ( long-~~LAII) ,  as is predicted in the DEIR, but contrary to the DEIR there is 
no predicted signiticant and unavoidabk long-term impact to Noise. 

It seems extremely Likely there also will be significant and unavoidable Noise impact to the community 
of Tierrasanta. This probably IS not predicted in the DBIR because nowhere in the document is there 
mention of the atmospheric anomaly that typically occurs in the morning hours when the air is cool 
and still: a form of sound ducting commonly exists that carries noises fiom the south side of Admiral 
Baker all the way to Tierrasanta (example: backing bells on cement mixers). The mitigarions proposed 
in $4.4.5 @g 4.4-15) will need to address this phenomenon as the added 6 million square feet of light 
industry adds to what exists today. 

Topic: Land Use, Stated Goals of the Tierrasanta Community Plan (1982) 

4 4.1.1.3 @g 4.1-8): Subpara B says "Goals applicable to the proposed project are described in 
Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this ER."  

Comment: Not all goals applicable to the proposed project are described in the referenced sections. 
The Tierrasanta Community Plan is full of goals and recommendations on the future development of 
Tierrasanta, but Section 3.6 of the DEIR only includes two such goals and Section 2.3 of the IEIR 
~~lcludes none (but $4.14.1.2, Subpara C on pg 4.14-4 quotes three goals related to the mine operation). 
Appearing below are a few more of the goals that pertain are (listed references are to the Tierrasanta 
Con~munity Plan document): 

Paragraph 1 on page 48: "With the exception of sand and gravel extraction, only park related uses 
should be allowed within the adopted regional park boundaries." 

Paragraph 2 on page 48: "Future urban land use for all areas that abut the park should be sensitive 
to ~ t ,  as proposed within the Urban Design Element of this plan." (Mentioned in 44.10.1.1 and 
54.10.5.) 

Goal on page 54: "Establish an upen space system which protects the natural resources, provides 
for the managed production of resources, provides outdoor recreation and enhances the identity and 
character of the community." 

0 Paragraph 6 on page 55: "Landscaped transition areas should be established between the developed 
urban areas and the open space system, along traffic corridors, and at canyon overloukb, where 
considered appropriate." 

Goal on page 61: "To create a finctional, affordable, efficient and diverse suburban environment 
which is esthetically pleasing and sensitive to the natural environment." 

Gual on page 62: "To protect the assets of Mission Trails Regional Park fiom degradation by 
surrounding development." (Mentioned in 54.10.1.1 on pg 4.10-3). 

0 t3ullzted objective on page 90: "To minimize disruption to the conlrnunity and its neighborhoods 
by through trattic." 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (con1.d) 

Response to Comment TCC4: 
Comment noted. The EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential noise 
impacts, including potential stationary noise associated with industrial-related uses 
(see EIR pages 4.4-7 through 4.4-1 1, and 4.4-1 4). Mitigation Measure N2 is proposed so 
that the noise compatibility of redevelopment activities will be addressed on a case- 
by-case basis as specific redevelopment activities are proposed. Additionally, all 
redevelopment activities are required to comply with City of San Diego sound level 
limits as identified in Table 4.4-1 of the EIR. Compliance with Mitigation Measure N2 
and City sound level limits would ensure no significant noise impact as a result of future 
redevelopment activities. 

Response to Comment TCCS: 
EIR page 3-14 has been modified to reflect the additional goals suggested by the 
commentor as follows: 

3.6.2 The Tierrasanta Community Plan 

&tlhe Tierrasanta Community Plan+,+K& was adopted in 1982. There are 
three non-conticruous areas located within the Project Area that are part of the 
Tierrasanta Communitv Plan. These include the sand and sravel processing 
area, and two smaller pieces that are  art of the Admiral Baker Golf Course and 
are desiclnated as open space. The sand and gravel processing area is isolated 
from the Tierrasanta community at its southeastern corner and has been 
designated as O ~ e n  Space with a sub-desisnation of sand and aravel e p m  
-by the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The followins identifies aoals and 
recommendations related to future development in Tierrasanta: 

3.6.2.1 Open Space 
Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area 
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails be provided. Any 
other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an 
amendment to the plan. 

Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City 
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for 
development purposes. 

With the exception of sand and sravel extraction, only park related uses 
should be allowed within the adopted regional   ark boundaries. 

Future urban land use for all areas that abut the  ark should be sensitive to 
it, as proposed within the Urban Desian Element of this plan. -- - - -- -- 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCC5 (c0nt.d): 

Establish an open space system which protects the natural resources, 
provides for the manaued production of resources, provides outdoor 
recreation and enhances the identity and character of the community. 

Landscaped transition areas should be  established between the 
developed urban areas and the open space system, alonq traffic corridors, 
and at canyon overlooks, where considered amro~riate. 

To create a functional, affordable, efficient and diverse suburban 
environmental which is esthetically pleasinn and sensitive to the natural 
environment. 

To protect the assets of Mission Trails Reaional Park from desradation b y  

surroundinu develo~ment. 

To minimize disruption to the community and its neishborhoods by throuuh 
traffic. 



Topic: TransportationlCirculation, Traffic Measurements 8 Predictions at Mission Gorge Road 

Fig 4.2-2 @g 4.2-5): 

Fig 4.2-3 @g 4.2-6): 

Fig 4.2-4 @g 4.2- 10): 

Comments: 

1. 'I'he orientation of the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circle at Jackson and Mission Gorge is coi~ectly 
oriented in Fig 4.2-4, but appears to be 90" off in Fig 4.2-2 and Fig 4.2-3 (these need to be rotated 
clockwise a quarter turn). This presumes Mission Gorge is deemed East-West and Jackson is 
deemed North-South. 

2. Given the above correction, what is the explanation in Fig 4.2-2 for 39 cars turning left from 
Mission Gorge eastbound? This seems unlikely since zero cars originate from Jackson heading 
southbound, an assessment derived from the fact there is no road segment heading southbound 
from Mission Trails Regional Park at Mission Gorge and Jackson. 

3. Given the above correction, the same reasoning applies to Fig 4.2-3. What is the explanation for 
the following described traffic patterns given there is no road segment of Jackson north of Mission 
Gorge: 

32 cars turning left from Mission Gorge eastbound, 

2 cars turning right from Mission Gorge westbound, 

2 cars continuing straight through (northbound) from Jackson, or 

4 cars heading south on Jackson (2 straight through, one turning left and one turning right)? 

4. Figure 4.2-4 appears to correctly show meaningful data at the intersection of Mission Gorge and 
Jackson: that zero cars will travel northbound from Mission Gorge at this intersection, and none 
will emerge heading southbound from the north at this intersection, because there is no road 
segment to tum into or emerge from. 

Similar concerns apply to Fig 8-3 (pg 8-17) and Fig 8-4 @g 8-18). 

[ Topic: TransportationlCirculation, Traffic Measurements & Predictions at Mission Gorge Road 

Fig 4.2-2 (pg 4.2-5): Comment: Though orientations are correct (and identical) in the figures listed 

Fig 4,2-3 (pg 4,2-6): to the leR, the data in the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circles at Princess View 
& Mission Gorge is questioned. The northward extension of this intersection 

Fig 4.2-4 (pg 4.2-10): appears to e n w  into a quarry operation, so it is assumed this traffic is most 
likely trucks related to the mining operations. Why then do Figures 2 and 3 
show traffic 1101th of the intersection but Figure 4 shows no such traffic'? 

Fig 4.2-6 @g 4.2-16): Comments: 

Fig 4.2-7 (pg 4.2-17): 1 .  The orientations of the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circles at Jackson and 

Fig 4.2-8 ipg 4.2- 8 ) :  
Miss~on Gorge are uncertain in light of the discussion above. 

Fig 4,2-9 (pg 4.2-19): 2 What is the explanation for traffic turningheading northbound from 
Mission Gorge at Jackson, and what is the explanation for traffic heading 
southbound here? (continued) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCCI: 

# l .  The orientation of the existing turning movement figures (Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-3) is 
incorrect; however the analysis is correct. 

EIR Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-3 have been revised to depict the correct orientation. 

Y2. Existing traffic counts at this location were conducted manually for the traffic 
analysis. The left turns at this location could either be left-turns into a small parking 
lot for Mission Trails park, or, more likely, U-turns. 

$3. The north leg of this intersection is a popular parking spot for people using Mission 
Trails Regional Park. It is not surprising that the turning movement counts show 
vehicles entering and exiting this location. 

The "Peak Hour Trip Assignment" graphics correctly display the project vehicles 
moving east and west along Mission Gorge Road. There are no trips entering or 
exiting the north leg of the intersection because there is no redevelopment on the 
north leg of the intersection; however, there is a small segment of road that dead- 
ends where people park to access Mission Trails Regional Park. 

#4 .  Comment noted and responded to in Items #I-3. The northbound and 
southbound turning movements in the AM peak hour General Plan Opportunities 
Area were also switched in the graphic. However, the analysis is  correct. 

Response to Comment TCC7: 

#l. As stated in response to comment TCC6, the orientation of the volumes at 
Jackson Drive and Mission Gorge Road should be rotated 90 degrees clockwise. 

# 2 .  As stated in response to comment TCC6, the orientation of the volumes at 
Jackson Drive and Mission Gorge Road should be rotated 90 degrees clockwise. 
The northbound traffic at this location is heading in an easterly direction on 
Mission Gorge Road. 

#3. While the daily trips entering and exiting a project typically match (using trip 
generation tables), the AM and PM peak hour entering and existing volumes do 
not necessarily equal one another. 

-- 
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TCC7 
(cont'd.) 

TCC8 

TCC9 

TCCIO 

3. Why du the number of vehicles entering the quarry operation at Princess 
V~ew in each of these figures not equal the number of vehicles exiting this 
quarry operation? 

I Topic: Map Depictions, Connection of Tierrasanta Roads to Mission Gorge Road and 
Jackson Drive 

5 4.2.3.5 (pg 4.2-1 1): Comment: The DEIR, 5 4.2.3.5, accurately reflects Tienasanta's intention 

Fig 4,4- 4.4-6): not to connect existing roads across the San Diego River or into Mission 
Trails Regional Park (final paragraph in "Planned Improvements"), and it 

Fig 4.4-2 @g 4-4-81: correctly states that such connecdons are not included in the analysis. 

~i~ 4,4-3 (pg 4,4-12); Unfortunately, the several figures listed to the left all show some of the 
proscribed road connections. l'hese drawings should be corrected to more 

Fig 4.8-1 @g 4.8-3): accurately reflect the DEIR's statement made in 8 4.2.3.5. 

Fig 4.11-2 (pg 4.11-4): 

Fig 8-1 @g 8-1 1): 
I 

Topic: Air Quality, Aluminum as an additional Quarry-Related Air Pollutant 

Table 4.3-3 (pg 4.3-7): Aluminum is not listed as an air pollutant although this is known to exist 
around the quarry. 

Curnulent: The Final EIR should include airborne Aluminum dust as a relevant health concern 
resulting from quarry operations. 

Topic: Air Quality, Mitigation Measures for construction-related impacts to Air Quality 

Table 4.3-5 (pg 4 3- 11): Projected long-term air poilutant emissions, where levels of CO (carbon 
monoxide), KOG (reactive organic gases), NOx (nitrogen dioxide) and PMla 
(fine particulate matter) are projected to exceed the existing "significance 
threshold" values for these pollutants. 

4.3.5 @g 43-14): List of mitigation measures to control short-term impact on air quality. 

Comment: Table 4.3-5 predicts levels of CO will exceed the listed significance threshold by 800%, 
and it predicls levels of PMlo will exceed the significance threshold by 1,100%. Thresholds of other 
pollutants are predicted to only exceeded their significance thresholds by 200% to 300%. The DEIR 
lists in 94.3.5 a variety of mitigation measures, including: applying watel to control dust, properly 
mau~iaining diesel-powered vehicles, washtng off trucks leaving construction sites, replacing gruund 
cover, speed limits on dirt roads, and the like. These are good, but the adjoining resident must Liow 
how to voice a co~icerh when it appears the mitigations are being ignored (who to complain to when 
lhese measures are taken with undue reluctance). The F~rial EIR should providt: guidance on how the 
publlc can compel the required actions by developers sl~ould the promised mitigations fail to be 
followed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response fo Comment TCCB: 
Comment noted. The maps utilized in the EIR are provided by SANGIS. As indicated 
by the commentor, the EIR does not assume that roadways would connect (e.g., 
Princess View) to cross the river into the Tierrasanta Community. Specifically, none of 
the figures in the traffic analysis show road connections at TierrasantaIPrincess View, 
Santo Road, or Jackson Drive. Furthermore, the traffic analysis does not assume any of 
these roadway connections. 

EIR figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.8-1, 4.1 1-2, and 8-1 have been modified in response to 
this comment to delete the appearance of these roadway connections. 

Response to Comment TCC9: 
EIR page 4.3-2 has been modified as follows: 

Aluminum emissions 

According to the Sun Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), the existing 
sand and gravel operation located within the Project Area generates aluminum 
emissions. An emissions inventory (calculation) is completed for each facility 
once every four years. According to the APCD, Superior Ready Mix (Canyon 
Rock] emitted 1,557 pounds of aluminum in 2001 [the last year that emissions 
were calculated for this facility). Emissions from this facility will be calculated 
again at the end of 2005. The emissions are calculated by identifying the 
tonnage of concrete (or gravel, etc.) produced the previous year and then 
calculating the emissions based on an emissions factor (from EPA, ARB, etc.). No 
actual monitoring is conducted because it would not be accurate for the site as 
it would include surrounding emissions (diesel, etc.). The toxics inventory has no 
limiting mechanism unless there is a significant health risk associated with it. 
OEHHA does not have a limiting mechanism for aluminum. So, regardless of the 
amount of aluminum emitted by this facility per year, APCD would not consider 
it to be significant. According to APCD, aluminum emissions, in and of itself, is 
not a considered the significant health risk for this facility; however, other 
emissions (dust, diesel) are considered a hazard from this facility. 

Response to Comment TCCIO: 
Table 4.3-5 depicts long-term air pollutant emissions associated with the generation of 
traffic and non-point sources for the generation of energy. Short-term air quality 
emissions as a result of construction activities will be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis as specific redevelopment activities are proposed. EIR Mitigation Measure AQ1 

- -- - - -- - - - 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCC 10 (c0nt.d): 
requires the implementation of measures to control dust during construction 
operations. Mitigation Measure AQ1 will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted by the City. The MMRP will ensure compliance 
with the proposed mitigation measures, and is also available to the public for review. 
Also, an MMRP will be require for all future redevelopment activities requiring short- 
term air quality mitigation. 



TCCI I 

Topic: Hazards 8 Hazardous Materials, Use of acronyms 

Pg hb-13: Uses the terms "UST" and " D E H  without explanation 

$ 4.8.1.3 (pg 4.8-1): Spells out both terms. 

Glossary, $ 10: Spells out DEH but not UST. 

I Comment: The acronyms UST and DEH are used in the Executive Summary but these are not 
explained. The Glossary is not uniformly complete. One must read $4.8 to learn the meaning of UST. 

Topic: Aesthetics, Light and Glare produced by Industrial Development 

g 4.10.1.2 (pg 4.10-3): "substantial light and glare is produced by . . . vacant land and open spacem(?) 

4.10.3.2 (pg 4.10-4): "The impact associated with an increase in light and glare is considered less 
than significant." 

Comment: The earlier mention of an additional 6 million square feet of industrial development 
suggests the DEIR's conclusion (above) is flawed. The development of "vacant land and open space" 
into industrial development should be revisited in the Final ELR in terms of the impact of light and 
g l a~e  to the neighboring communities of southern Tierrasanta (and northern Allied Gardens). 

Topic: Miscellaneous (leftovers from the Scoping Comments) 

The following were provided as scoping comments that do not appear to have been addressed. The 
Final EIR should provide the missing answers: 

Land Use: The DEIR should explain the relationship between this Grantville "Program D E W  and a 
subsequent project-specific DELR that encompasses part of the Grantville project area? Will a project- 
specific DELR be standalone, or will it be beholden to what's contained in the Grantville Program 
DEIR? If they in fact are interrelated, then which will have seniority? 

Land U E ~ :  The DEIR should exphi11 the height restrictions that apply to property within the 
redevelopment area and thus to building construction that may occur on this land. 

Cultural Resources: The DEIR will require a confidential appendix (not released to the public) to 
address certain historic cultural resources that lie within the Grantville arza and aloug the S.D. River. 

Biological Resources: The DEIR should explain how existing bodies of water will (or will not) be 
protected by h i s  project once they are included within the Grantvillz area boundary. Specifically, the 
two "settling  pod^" along the San Dlzgo River and wuth of Admiral Baker, created as a part of the 
Rock Quarry and resultmg from gravel/sand/rock excavation, most likely support certain biologic 
needs for native species. It ib not clear whether the DEIR will serve eithzr to maintain these ponds or to 
ensure such ponds even will exist into the future. 

Aesthetics: The DEIR should explain how and whether residents of Tierrasanta (particularly rhusr to 
lhe south, with a view of the Grantville area) will be able to have input to project-specific develop- 
ments that are wholly within the Navajo planning arza. As above in "Noise," development in Navajo 
along the southern boundary of Tierrasanta, will have direct impact to Tierrasantans with a clear view 
uf the Grantville project. 

- - - - 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRMANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (con1.d) 

Response to Comment TCCl 1: 
The term "UST" refers to Underground Storage Tank and the term "DEH" refers to 
Department of Environmental Health. EIR pages ES-13, 4.8-13 and 10-2 have been 
modified to define these acronyms as follows; 

EIR page ES-13 and page 4.8-13 (Mitigation Measures HM2 and HM3): 

HM2 Any undersround storaae tanks [USTsl that are removed during 
redevelopment activities shalt be removed under permit by the 
Department of Environmental Health [DEHI. The soil and groundwater 
within the vicinity of the USTs shall be adequately characterized and 
remediated, if necessary, to a standard that would be protective of water 
quality and human health, based on the future site use. 

HM3 In the event that not previously identified underaround storase tanks 
1USTsl or undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during 
redevelopment activities, work shall be discontinued until appropriate 
health and safety procedures are implemented. A contingency plan shall 
be prepared to address contractor procedures for such an event, to 
minimize potential for costty construction delays. In addition, either 
Department of Environmental Health [DEHl or the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB], depending on the nature of the contamination, 
shall be notified regarding the contamination. Each agency and 
program within the respective agency has its own mechanism for initiating 
an investigation. The appropriate program shall be selected based on 
the nature of the contamination identified. The contamination 
remediation and removal activities shall be conducted in accordance 
with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory guidelines, under the 
oversight of the appropriate regulatory agency. 

ElR page 10-2 (Glossary): 

UST Underaround Storaae Tank 

Response fo Cornmenl K C  12: 
EIR page 4.10-3 recognizes that there are existing sources of nighttime light and glare 
in the Project Area which is produced by existing development. Any new 
development would need to comply with City of Sun Diego Ordinance 0-86-5 and 
Municipal Code Sections 142.0730 and 142.0740 regulating light and glare. 
Additionally, as noted in response to comment DFG7, development adjacent to the 
Sun Diego River would need to incorporate measures to minimize edge effects to the 
San Diego River corridor, including lighting. Any new development, including industrial 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TLERAASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCC12 (c0nt.d): 
development would be evaluated by the City for potential light and glare impacts as 
part of development and environmental review. Additionally, future development 
projects would be evaluated for consistency with River Park Master Plan, when 
adopted by the City. 

Response to Comment TCC13: 

Land Use. EIR page 1-2 describes the CEQA Guideline requirements for preparation of 
a Program EIR for the adoption of a redevelopment project area. EIR page 3-15 - 
Section 3.7 Intended Uses of the EIR, describes the various actions that may be 
covered by the Program EIR, subject to review under criteria as described in CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 151 62 and 151 63. 

As stated on EIR page 1-2: 

This document has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with Section 
15 1681~) (3) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Preparation of a Program EIR for this 
project is appropriate in light of Section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines related to 
Redevelopment Projects. Section 151 80 of the CEQA Guidelines states; 

(a) All public and private activities or undertakings pursuant to or in furtherance 
of a redevelopment plan constitute a single project, which shall be deemed 
approved at the time of adoption of the redevelopment plan by the 
legislative body. The EIR in connection with the redevelopment plan shall be 
submitted in accordance with Section 33352 of the Health and Safety Code. 

(b] An EIR on a redevelopment plan shall be treated as a program EIR with no 
subsequent ElRs required for individual components of the redevelopment 
plan unless a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR would be required by 
Section 1 51 62 or '1 51 63. 

The Program EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
adopted of the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. Similar to Program 
EIR's that are prepared for the adoption of Community Plans, the Grantville Program 
EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts associated with 
redevelopment of the Project Area; however, no specific redevelopment project is 
proposed. All future redevelopment activities will need to be evaluated for 
compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Depending on the size, nature, and scope of redevelopment activities, future CEQA 
documentation may consist of an exemption, a Negative Declaration or Mitigated 

RTC -48 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCC 13 (cont-d): 
Negative Declaration, a Secondary Study (pursuant to the Procedures for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act and State CEQA 
Guidelines, July 1990), an Addendum, Subsequent or Supplemental EIR. A Subsequent 
or Supplement to an EIR would be required under Section 151 62 or 151 63. 

Land Use. The current height restrictions according to existing zoning in the Project 
Area are as follows: 

Cultural Resources. A confidential appendix to the cultural resources report has been 
prepared and i s  on file with the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency. The 
confidential appendix is not provided to the public in order to protect cultural 
resources, as locations of sensitive cultural resource sites within one mile of the Project 
Area are depicted. 

Zone 

11-2- 1 
I L-3- 1 

Biological Resourcer. The EIR identifies mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures 
BR 1 through BR 8) that places certain protections on biological resources within the 
Project Area. Both ponds referenced by the commentor are located within areas 
designated as Open Space according to the existing Navajo Community Plan 
designation. No additional development was assumed for these areas as part of the 
development assumptions analyzed in the EIR, which is consistent with the intent of the 
Open Space designation of the Navajo Community Plan. 

Maximum Structure 
Height 
None 
None 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.6 Biological Resources, the settling ponds are 
mapped as Open Water and are surrounded by sensitive wetland habitats of riparian 
forest and southern willow scrub. These ponds, and land immediately surrounding, are 
located within the City of San Diego MSCP MHPA, and are subject to City of San Diego 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment TCCl3 (c0nt.d): 
MSCP regulations, and potentially U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish 
and Game and Regional Water Quality Control Board regulation depending on the 
type of activity proposed. 

Aesthetics. Any future discretionary actions within the Project Area are subject to the 
public notification requirements pursuant to Section 112.0501-1 12.0509 of the San 
Diego Municipal Code. Additionally, future subsequent redevelopment activities wilt 
be evaluated by the appropriate community planning group where public input and 
comment is invited. 
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FOUR D PROPERTIES, INC. 
6136 MISSION GORGE RD., #230 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92120 
Telephone (619) 283-0588 

Fax (61 9) 283-0023 

DANIEL J. DALLENBACH 61 jo  M b s i o n  Gorge Rd., #730 
Bruker San Dirgu. C.4 97- 110 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19,2005 

Response to Comment DDI: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD2 through DD13. 



Executive Summary 

txecutive hmmary 

Project Description 
The proposed project is the odoption and subsequent impierneritolion of the Grantv~lle Redevelopment 

Project, located in portions of the Navajo, Tierrosonlo. and College Area Community Planning Areas of the 

City of 5011 Diego. The primory discretionary oclion associated with the proposed project is the odoption of 

the Grar rtville Redevelopment Project Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Son Diego. The 

Redevelopment Agency proposes the esiablishment of the Grontville Redevelopment Project Areo os a 

cotolyst to reverse the physical and economic bhght in the Project Areo. A variety of redevelopment 

ocfivities will b e  irnplemerited subsequent to the adoption of the Redeveluprner~t Project Areo in order to 

uchieve the objectives of Ihe prolect. These activities will include, bui 1101 be lirniied to. the acquisition of 

lond or bumng sites. irnprovernenf of lond ond building sites, rehobiiitotion of siructures, improv~ng public 

focrliliei oiid rrihuslruclule. exponding employment opportunities, exponding recreolionol opportunities in 

the Project Areu, and providing other public improvemenis ond londscoping. 

The Gruntville Redeveiopmeiil Project will be  impiemeiilzd in occordonce with the Cc~lifornio Community 

Redi?velopr~~w~I iclw (CCRL]. Health and Safely Cude Section 33000 et. seq Appru,icrl of ihe project will 

i m p c r i ~ e ~ ~ l  a plon. with subsequent ~edevelopment, and privute and publ~c rnlproverne17ts within ttle 

Kcdevelopri ~uirt Projed Areo encompassirly upproximutely 970 uues of lond. 

Redeveluprrrant is defined pursuant to Section 33020 of the CCRL 0 s  "the planriing. development. 

replunnir~y. redesiyr~. L Ieoroilce, reconstruction. or rehabilrtolro~l 01 m y  combinotiun of these, of oil or pati 

of a survey oreo. and the provision of those residential. commercial. industrial. public, or other slructures or 

spuces os may be oppropiiote or necessary i i i  the interest of the genarol wellare. including recreational 

a d  olher focilliles i n c p n t d  oppuiienoni to them." Redevelopment olso includes the activities 
,--- 

descr~bed in Secliop 33021 of 11 12 LCKL which comprlse the following: 
. 

Allerotlori, improvement. rnoderrii~alion, recoristruction or rehobilitolion. or any combinolion 

of these, of ~ i s l i n y  struclures in o Plojeci Area; 

Provi3iori of ope11 q m i e  u ~ l d  public or privute recreotioo oreai; and, 

Krplur~riir ~g or redesign or developr~ ~crit of undeveiopzd oreos in whictr erlher of the following 

cor rdtions exist: 

ltir ureos ore stoynui~t or in7properly uliliied become o f  defechve or inaclequote street 

tayoul. foully lot lujuul in raiutlorl 10 sue. shape. accessibility or usefuiriess, or for other 

cou5es; or 

general we l for~  btcousc or wiclely scattered ownership tax del~nwancy or other reasons - 
,/ /,- p, ' , , ,, ; /, , ' -H,:r 5 , ----(+ 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response fo Comment DD2: 
This section of the EIR quotes language directly from CCRL. The law in other places 
addresses public improvements including roadways and infrastructure. Specifically, 
Section 33030C defines blight as including:' 

"A blighting area also may be one that contains the conditions described in 
subdivision (b) and is, in addition, characterized by the existence of inadequate 
public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities." 

Further provisions under Section 33445 allow the agency to construct public 
infrastructure improvements, subject to certain findings: 

"(a]  Notwithstanding Section 33440, an agency may, with the consent of the 
legislative body, pay all or a part of the value of the land for and the cost of the 
installation and construction of any building, facility, structure, or other 
improvement which is pubiicly owned either within or without the project area, 
... 

Flooding, in and of itself, is not a criteria for blight. However, flooding issues may 
indirectly lead to blight conditions. Flooding and inadequate infrastructure decreases 
incentives for investment in properties, which in turn, contribute to overaH blighting 
conditions. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD3: 
Please refer to EIR page 4.2-21 which provides a description of the improvements 
identified in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans. Proposed mitigation would 
include both widening Mission Gorge Road as well as improving existing 6-lane 
segments of Mission Gorge Road so that the facility operates as a 6-lane major 
roadway. 

As stated on EIR page 4.2-2, the segment ot Mission Gorge Road between Friars Road 
and Mission Gorge Road is classified as a 6-lane primary a1.terk.d transitioning to a 6- 
lane major roadway. This includes the segment between Fairrrmrit Avenue and Zion 
Road. No further improvement is recommended for this specific seyrnent as it current 
is improved to a &lane primary arterial. 



lmpact(s) 1 Recommended Mitigation Measure(s) 

c . . -,'=;r " - ,- ~ection'4.9 f - Paleontolog~cal Resources (canf'd:) 

4 F~nol Results Repor' 
o Pilo. Ic the releose of the grodmg Bone two copies of the Frnol Results Reporl 

lever 11 negotlve) wh~ch describes the results anolysls. and concluslons of the 
ooove Paieontolog~col MonltorlnC Progrow (with opproprlote grophlcs) sholl be 
s~om~tteo to MMC lor opprovo by the ADD of LDR 

b MMC shall notlfy the RE or 01, os opproprlate. o f  receipt of the Fmol Results 
Repoii 

2 ,/ I 
' 2 .  

, c> " > .$? <-, * * -,-A. lecfion 4.10 - Aesthetics - . + .  1 . , a F L! y;&;,$..~- b: .<,"3.: { , , -p :i , + I  " 

dlurs reoevelopmen~ oc l~v~i~es w~thln the Project Areo moy I A1 A<  redeveiopment oc t~v~ t~es  proceed w ~ t h ~ n  the Project Areo eoch ~ndlvldual 

esuii ~n s~gn~hconi oesthetlc ~mpocts 1 development proposol sholl be rev~ewed by the Agency ond Clty to comply wrth 
1 the deveiopmen' stondords of the City of Son Diego Lond Development Code and 

/ the odopiec des~gn guidel~nes of the Community Pions Spectflc redevelopment 

1 prc~ects sholl Incorporate opproprlale deslgn detoils ono prlnclpols conslslent wlth 

1 the havolo ond T~errosonto CommunLty Plans lncludmg 
The reor elevotlons of bulld~ngs which foce the Son Dlego River or ore visible 
from the street should be os well-detoileo ond visuolly ~nterest~ng as the front 
elevattons: 
Bulldlngs developed odpcent to the river should be se! bock from the river to 
ovo~o glore ond shodmg rnpocts to the hobitot: 
Improve the oppeoronct of the existing strip cornmerciol development on 
Misslon Gorge Rood berween lnlerstote 8 anc Zlon Avenue by reducmg signs. 
lmprovlng londscoping and orchitecturol deslgn, providing consisten. ouild~ng 
setbocks ond providing odequote off-slreet uark~ng: 
Site design should provide adequote visuo buffers surrounding user, such as 
w~th the use of londscoping or grode seporotlon; 
Develop commerciol oreos which hove aeslrobiy distinciive qualities in the~r 
design, oppeoronce and operation: 
Ensure thot lndustriol oppeoronce and effects of industrial uses are compatible 
with the chorocter of the surrounding residential ond commercrol oreas and the 
sensitwe resources of the Son Diego R~ver; 
Development olong Mission Gorge Rood sholl comply with the regulations 
included in the Community Plon lmplementotion Overloy Zone (CPIOZ): and. 
Future developmenl of areas within the Tierrasonto Community thot abut the 
Mission Triols Regionol Pork shoulc be sensitive to i f .  os proposed within the 

I Urbor. Des~gn Element of the T~errosonro Community Plan 
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~ g i c a l  resources sensitiv~ty. The Friurs Formation has o high resources sensitivity and the Sontiugo 

onics, within the Project Areo, has o marginal resource sensitivity. 

2.2. I u Aesthetics 
Portions of Project Areo have public views to the relotiiely natural landscape of the Son Oiego River and 

Mission Troils Regional Park to the north and northeast. However, a mujority of the Prolect Area i s  urban 

and c h o r o c l e ~ i ~ ~ d  by older development and  blighted conditions. 

2.2.1 1 Water Quality/Hydrology 
lhe Son Diego River is  the prirnary hydrologic feature within the Project Area. The Son Diego River bisects 

ttie northwestern portion of Subarea B and generally foilins the western boundary of the Project Areo as it 

flows from the southwest through the Navajo Conirnuniiy into Mission Volley. The Son Diego River oriyinales 

in the mountains norihwesi of Ihe historic lr,wn of Julion a n d  runs souttrwestwurd through a n  

unincorporot&d, largely uninhabited ore0 of Son Diego County before entering E l  Cupiton Reservoir. 

Lhw~is i ream of El C.uprlun Reservoir, the ilvcr flows weilwurd l t ~ ~ o u y h  the Cities ot Santee and  Son Diego 

a i d  post Fomoscl Slough to tlla Son Oieyo Rive1 tstuoiy IIie liver disctioryes into the Poclfic Ocean just 

south of iihe jellied enlronce or hllhs~on Boy 111 lilt! cor-nnrunity of Ocean Beach The majority of lhe runoff 

fro111 Ihe Project Areo flows info the Son Oieyo River. Alvurcldo Cunyon Lieak traverses the southern 

portion of ihe Projecl Area, and is a tributary to the Son Diego River. 

2.2.'12 Poputation/Housiny 
There ure no residential units located within tile Project Area. although the l i i lvajo and llerroiunta 

Comrnu~lity Plan oreus are cornpi~,ed pir i~ur i ly  of residential lund uses. [he redevelopnient urea 

erlioln ipmses p r ~ n i ~ r ~ l y  non-residential uses. 

2.2.1 3 Public Services 
- Much of i l ie infroslruclure in ltle Redevclopmenl Pio~ect Area is deficlerit u n d  ill ineed of improvement. 

' 2.2.14 Mineral Res0urc.e~ 
A i O O  uc,ra poillcrir of u sol-~d oi id yruval processliry fus~llly 1s l o c . ~ i l ~ d  with111 Si~L,oieo 0 in  the noilhern 

pr,iiorl of  the Pioject Areo. Ihe iaclllly operoles on bolt] sides of lt ie Son Diego River and corriprises a tolol 

01 250 acres. 

2.3 Planning Context 
As a basis tor t h ~  icdevelopment of  the project, Ihe projecl will b e  consisient wrth the C ~ t y  of Son Diego !!4 
Progress Guide and General Plon. commurr~ty plons, ond ihe Land Development Code (Zoning Ordrnonce] 

IJI I l ~ e  Cily of Sun Dlego. u urner~dsd trum lime to lime, and d l  oliier oppllcable slate and  locol cod<, 

or id yuiciei~ries. b 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD5: 
EIK page 2-4 states that there are existing public service deficiencies in the Project 
Area including, most notably transportation and flood control infrastructure. These 
deficiencies are discussed in further detail in Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation 
and 4.1 1 Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR. Mitigation Measure HD 1 addresses the 
flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an appropriate drainage 
control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to City 
engineering standards for the specific project. 

The Draft Redevelopment Plan and Five-Year Implementation Plan also recognize the 
floodmg issues in the Project Area and improvements to infrastructure, including 
flooding facilities, are incorporated into the redevelopment plan goals as well as the 
Five-Year Irnplementation Plan. Redevelopment plan goals addressing this issue 
include, "Improve public infrastructure and undertake other public irnprovemenls in. 
and of benefit to, the Project Area including: preparation of a comprehensive PuGllc 
Facilities Financing Plan to address short and lor~y term infrastructure improvements; 
storm drain improvernerrts (particularly to properties affected by the Alvarado Creek 
and Sar-i Diego R~ver) .. . (Objective #3) .  

G~uo~l\iic Redeveloprricril Pion 2 4 December 13. 2004 
Oruit Prvgrarn EIR 



. Indubtrial pollution; ond. 

. Low lease rates. 

DD6 
Code Section 33000 et. seq.) by: 

. Eliminating physical and economic blighting conditions; 

Replacement of obsolete and deferioroted public improvements and facilities: 

Rehobilifotion of industriol and commercial structures; 

5 
Planning, redesign, and developmerlt of oieos which are undewiilized; 

. Part~c~pation of owners and tenants in the revitolirotian of their properiies: 

Providing oifardable iiousing; 

Restarotion of wateiwoys ond reduction of urban runoff along ihe Son Diego River; and, 

Rev~lolizotion oi comrnerc~ol and industriol c/isiricts 

3.3.7 Redevelopment Project Actions 
The G~onlvilie Redevelopn~bnt Project will involve o number a i  subsequent actions over a 30-yeor time 

pa~iud to implement t l ~ a  Kadevelopment Project. Redevelopment actions underloken by privote 

dauelupinent interests and p u b k  agencies within the Hedeveiopn~enl Project Areu may include: 

o. Reiiabililating. allering. remodeling. improving, modernizing, clearing or reconstrucling buildings, 

structures and improvements: 

b. Rehabililotlng, preserving, developing, or construc111 ~d offordoble housing in conipl~once wilh Stale 

Low: 

c Prov~d~ng the opportunrly for owners and tenants presently locoted i r~  ihe Redevelop~nenl Project 

A ~ G J  lo po i t~c~pute  111 rade,elupr~lent projecls and programs, ond exlend~ng preferences to 

occuponfs to remoin 01 relocote wittr~n Ihe Redevelopment Project A~eo; 

d. Pruviding relocation ussistance to &placed residential and no~~reiidenliill occupo~lls. if necessary, 

e. Focihtut~~~y the development or redeveioprrlenf o f  land tor purposes ond uses cclris~slent with the 

Radweiopme~-~t Plon, 

f Prnvlcling iric eint~ves for property owners. ter~anfs. bumerses. and residents lo part~c~pote in 

~r~ipruvr~ry c o ~ ~ d ~ t ~ o n s  lt~roughout the Redeveiupi~~errt Piulect Area, 

g. Acqui~lng recil pupt.ity by purchase. leoie, glff. requk>t, dewse. or ony other laiitul means, after the 

condud of oppropr~ute heor~rigs. 

RESPONSE TO C0.MMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment DD6: 
No. Health and Safety Code Section 33030(c) provides that a blighted area may also 
include inadequate public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities. Health and 
Safety Codes Section 33445 allows the Agency to pay all or a portion of the costs 
associated with public infrastructure improvements that will benefit the Project Area 
and eliminate blighting conditions. However, improving safety in the Project Area is 
included as an objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan (see Objective #2). 



i lestment~, piuviding incentives for private investments, a n d  assembling properties suitoble for new 

,~veloplnellt at current stondards. To fund the improvements needed fo revitaiize, rehabilitote, and  

"tfruci private development to the Grantviile Redevelopmenl Project Areo. the Agency will utilize tax 

increment financing. 

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives 
Specrf i~ objectives for the Grontville Redtveloprner it Project rnclude. 

1. Eliminate a n d  prevent the +read of blight a n d  deterioration, and  redevelop ihe proposed 

redevelop~rleni Project Areo in accordonce wiih the City of Son Diego Progress Guide and General 

Pbn, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plan, ond  locol codes a n d  

ordirronces; 

2. Enhonce economic growih within the Redevelopment Project Areo b y  continuing ongoirry efforts l o  

revilalize lndustriol and commerciol areas: 

3. improve the flow of traffic w~ ih in  the Redevelopment Project Area and otherwise enhance the 

quality of pedestrion and vehiculoi niob~lity, ond improve troiisportolion facilities, which support the 

vitollty. sofefy. and viability of the Redevelopment Project Areo; 

4. Alleviate the shoitoge of parking v ~ t i ~ l e  ovoiding negative imyucis on residei?tial neighborhoods 

resull i~~y from the oversupply o f  parking b y  in?plen?eniiirg a coordinoied and compreilensive plon for 

lhe proportiorioi distirbuiion and proper configuration of pork~ng spaces and focilities; 

5 Expand employment opporiunil~es w ~ l t i ~ r i  tlia Kedevelopinent Projecf Areo by encouluglr~g the 

development of muiwfa,lur~ng enierb~i>rs and ~mproving occess~b~l~iy of employment centers w~thll l  

DD7 a11d outs~de the K e d e ~ ~ l d p ~ i ~ w t  Project Areo. 

b Improve p u b k  ~nfrasiiuclure and UI IL~ ,  !toke u l l re~  publrc ~rnpruvei~~enls m, ond of  b e r - i ~ r ~ l  to t l ~ a  

,~dbT' Redrvefopmeni Project Area, such us u r ~ d e r g r o u n i l i ~ i ~  e l r r l ~ ~ ~ u l  d ~ s i ~ ~ b u i ~ u r i  hnei and lc l ruhone 

~ J ~ ~ I I '  r e 5  uloriy iniujui ,l~eets w ~ d e n ~ n g  ieducmy or u l l l e f i v ~ ) ~  i i ~ i i i i ~ l y ~ ~  ~g =~1>11,ly I U Y ~ W U ~ S  01 creullng 

@,& , ~ L l d ~ l ~ o n o I  streets for piupei pedestran and/or vetricular c ~ ~ c u i o t ~ u r .  
b-7 

- / Erpond ~ecieoiionol opporiuri~iies \vilhn Ihe Project Aieu. 

8. Creule an ot l ioct~ve ond uleosoni ~ I I V I I O I I I I ~ C I ~ ~  w~lhrn the Redevtluprnenl Areo 

3.4.2 Projects and Programs 

3 1 2. I Ec onomic Development Pfogrurns 
t ~ u ~ i c l ~ r r l ~  d e v e l o p ~ r i ~ n t  programs cxi. needed l o  Improve the Redeveloprnent Projacl Area's econolnlc 

h \ e  These proyrorns would focllltate the r a u ~ i a l ~ ~ o t r o ~ ~  of L i~yt i ted properl~es by uslng redevelopnient 

tools Ayericy sluff wlll pursue reuse redevalupment. ond r e v ~ t a l ~ ~ u l ~ u i r  ur r ~ u ~ i ~ o r ~ f ~ i m l n g .  vocont Or 

underoi i l l~td properl~es throuyt~ ~ m ~ r k z t l n g  of  fhe area oiid encouroyenient of prrvaie sector ~nvesll l leni 

Potrr 111ul projei-I> JI ~ ~ l u d e ,  but or, I ,ot l im~ted lo 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD7: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD2 and DD5. EIR page 3-10 identifies 
objectives of the proposed project. As a component of the Redevelopment Plan 
adoption process, the Grantviile Redevelopment Advisory Committee (GRAC), has 
reviewed and refined these objectives (see Section 170, Project Objectives 2 and 3 of 
the Redevelopment Plan). The objectives specifically address improving traffic flow, 
and public infrastructure including storm drain improvements (particularly to properties 
atfected by the Alvarado Creek and San Diego River). 

Redevelopment Project Objective 6 identified in the EIR, "Improve public infrastructure 

..." would address flooding deficiencies Ir i  the Project Area as well. The 
Redevelopment Agency recognizes the flooding deficiencies in the Project Area as a 
major public facility deficiency of the Project Area. Correcting the Alvarado Creek 
flood control deficiencies are among the priorities identified in the Draft 
Redevelopment Plan and have been included in the Five-Year Iniplementution Plan 
(see response to comment DF2). 



4.2 Transportation/Circulation 
The following summarizes the findings of the Grantville Redevelopment Traffic Impact Analysis (Katz, c 

& Associates. November, 2004). The traffic study technical report is provided in Volume II Appendix B 01 

ElR. 

4.2.1 Existing Conditions 

4.2.1.1 Methodologies 
The traffic analysis examines existing (Yeor 2004) and Horiior~ Year (Year 2030) timefromes. Street system 

operot~ng conditions ore typically described in terms of "level of service." tevel of service is o report-cord 

scale used to indicoie the quolily of traif~c flow oi l  roodwoy segrne~lts and of intersections. The Level of 

service (LOS) ronges froni LOS A [free flow. little congesiion) to LOS F (forced flow. extreme congestion). A 

more detoiled description of LOS 1s provided in the troff~c technical study (see Volume II, Appendix B of this 

tlR). 

Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis. The City of Son Diego hos published doily traffic volume stondords 

tor roodwoys within its jurisdiction. To determine existing service levels on siudy ore0 roodwoy segments. a 

comporison was mode among fhe oppropriote overage doily traffic thresholds for level of service, the doily 

c a p ~ ~ ~ i l y  ut the study oreo roadwoy segments, ond the existing ond future volumes in the study oreo. 

Intersection Capacity Analysis. The o~,olysis ot peak hour intersection performonce was conducted us~ng 

the Troifix onolysis software program, whch uses the "opeiofionol onolysis" procedure for signalized 

intersections as defined in ihe Highway Copoc~ty Monuol (2000 HCM). This technique uses 1.900 possenyer 

cors per hour of gieen per lone [pcphgpl) os the maximuin salurotion flow of o single lone ot on 

inteisection Th~s soiuroiion flow roie is adjusted to account for lull? width. on-street po~kir~y. conflicting 

pedestriori flow, traffic composition ( i e .  perceni of trucks) and shored lone mobemenis {e.g.. lhrough and 

riglit-lurn movements from the same io11e). Level of seivice lor signalized interseciions is bosed on the 

overage trme (seconds) thol vehicles entering on intersection are stopped or delayed. 

The Highway Cupuc~ty Manuol analysis method for evaluoling unsiynolized. mlnor street stop interseclions 

is bosed on the overage fotol delay for c o i h  impeded movement. As used here. total delay is defined os 

the tolol elopsed time from when a vehicle slops of the end of a queue until the vehicle deports from the 

slc~p lirle. This time includes the time required for the vehicle to lrovel f io~ i i  the losf-in-queue to the firsf-tn- 

queue poiition. The overoge totol deloy for ony particular minor movement is a funclran of the service roie 

or copucity of the oppiooch ond the degree of solu~otion. 

4.2.1.2 Exi5ling Circululion Network 
Streets and h~ghwoy, 11 I Ihe study area that could tie mpocted by the proposed project include Folrmounl 

Avenue, Fr~ois Kuod M~ss~oi~  Go:ge Road ond Warrng Road 

DO8 > b $ K / ! k f l  ;#Ad 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD8: 
The actual functional capacity of a roadway segment is based on the ability of arterial 
intersections to accommodate peak hour volumes. Efficient designs of intersections to 
achieve acceptable levels of service could result in higher capacities. 

The key signalized intersections of Twain within the project study area were analyzed. 
These include the intersection of Mission Gorge Road/Twain Avenue (Intersection 10) 
and Waring Road/Twain Avenue (Intersection 2 6 ) .  



4.2.3 Impact 
The proposed actiorr IS to redevelop areas within the Navojo Community Plonrilrig Area. -Future 

rzdevelooment octivities will b e  in occordonce with the ooolicable development reaulaiions at the time - .  . - --- - - -- - -- 
DD9 s p e c ~ f ~ c  redevelopment actlvlt~es are proposed [e  g , zon~ng__<i"_o~ce! The ~ iherer i t  nature of - - f l  - iedebelaph&l tends to ;;adlust the lntenslly of land use in t i e  study oreo Therefore, exlstlng land use 

intensifies were summari~ed and then compared to the proposed land use intensifies ta estimate the 

7 honge caused by the redevelopment. This net chalige was used to colculcts the increase, or decrease, 

of traffic in the project oreo. Any change in current land intensity results in a change of traffic on the 

surrounding roadwoy network. 

4.2.3.1 Project Trip Generation 
Vehicular traffic generation characteristics for projects are estimated based on rates in the City of Son 

Dieyo's Trip Generation Manual {da ted  September 1998). This manual provides standards and  

recornmer~dcltions for the probable traffic generatio~i of various land uses based upon local, regional and 

nation-wide studies of existing developmenlh in comparable settings. Appendix C of the traffic technical 

study (see Vdlurne II, Apperrdix 8) contalns excerpts from the trip generation manual used in this analysis. 

Table 4.2-4 summarizes oniicipoied hip generation based or1 existlng cornmun~ty plan land use designofion. 

As shoviii In Table 4 2-4, redevelopment activities according to the existing Comrnuniiy Plan would odd  

31.006 daily trips to the crrculotron network with 3,280 tr~ps occu~r ing in the morning peok hour and  4,346 

trips occurring duiiiig oilernoon peok Iluur. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 "Horlzon Yeur" 

scenario. 

4.2.3.2 Project A c c e s s  

The broad nulure of a n d  diversity of lond use throughout Itie redevelopment area necessitates ihat 

yc -ne ic l l i~~d  access points will dictalz access throughout the redevelopment area. Project redeveloprnent 

in the G ~ u ~ ~ l v i l l e  Redeval~pinent Area will tohe access on h e  primary. adjacent streets ~ncluding Filuis 

Road, Mihsion Gorge Road, Waring Road, Princes5 View Road. Twain Avenue. Jackson D~ive, and Fairmount 

Avenue. 

4.2.3 3 Parking 
A d e ~ ( p l i ~ l e  parkir~y >tiuuid b e  assured by the developel, per the Son D ~ e g o  M u m ~ l p a l  Code w h ~ c h  

esfobllshes parktny ~equoernent ior developnienl wilhln the City ot Son Diego 

4.2.3.4 Ploject Trip Lhtiibufion 
Trip distribution 15 tile prucesb of i d e n t ~ l y ~ i ~ y  the plobnble desliriul~ons, directions, or iroffic routes ihat 

project reloted t r a f t ~ ~  WIII llkeiy affect. lrlp ilistributior~ ~ i ~ l o r i r ~ c l l ~ u n  c o n  b e  a~tirnuted from observed l~af f ic  

p a l t t i ~ ~ i .  t ~ p e l l t l i i l a  or l i ~ r ~ ~ g h  use of appiopriote travel deil iand models. Trip distributions for thi5 unalysis 

ore derived from both obiewed polterns and a SANOAG Series 10 Select Zone Analysis. For pulposes of lhis 

analysis, the Select Zone Analysis wus used in conjunciion with observed potterns ond then split into 18 

groups defined by geographic area. A dis l~~bur iur~ was assumed for each area relulwe to location. 

Appendix D of the traffic technical stc~iy (see Volume 11. Appendix €51 shows both the location of the land 

use groups ond the dislributio~ 15 u w d  lu~ tsuct?. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD?: 
As stated in S e c t i o n  3.0 of the EIR, the redevelopment plan h o r i z o n  is approximately 20- 
30 y e a r s .  T h e  EIR s t a t e s  that f u t u r e  r e d e v e l o p m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  will be in accordance with 
the applicable d e v e l o p m e n t  regulations at the time specific redevelopment activities 
are p r o p o s e d  (e.g., z o n i n g  ordinance) ( s e e  EIR page 4.2-8).  This would apply to any 
land use amendments as well, if p r o p o s e d  in the future. 



chupter 4 Er~v~lonrnentol lrnpocl Anatysis 4 12 - Population und Hausics 

8. City of So11 Diego 

Accord~ng to U.S. Census Bureau doto, in 2000 the totol number of housing units within the City of Son 

Diego was 450,691. In 1990, the estimated ~ruinber of housing units wos 406,096. During the ten year 

period, 44,595 housing u~iiis were odded to the City's housing stock. This represents an increose of 

opproximotely 1 1  percent in the totol number of housing units According to SANDAG. the current (2004) 

e$tinmte of housing units is 469.153, wi ~ich represents o lour percent increose between 2000 and 2004. 

C. Community Plan Areas 

The Project Areo includes both the Novojo and llerrosonto Community Plon oreos. Only o very small 

portion of the Project Areo lies wifhin the College Comnx~rlily Plon oreo. In 2000. i9.914 housing units were 

locoted in the Novojo Community Plan urea and 10.635 housing units were locoted in the lierrosonto 

Community Plan Area. According to SANDAG. the 2004 estimate lor the number of housing units in the 

Novojo Cornrnunify Plon ore0 is 20.128 ond the 2004 estimate for the number of housing umts in the 

Tierrosonto Community Plon Areo is 10.985 This represents o two percent increose between 2000 ond 2004 

in the Novojo Communily Plan oreo ond o 4 percent increose between 2000 and 2004 in the l ~e~~oson to  

Community Plon oreo. 

D. Redevelopment Project Area 

There ore no housing units locoled within the Project Areo. However, housing unit5 ure locoted in the 

surrounding ore0 of Ihe Novojo a i d  Tierrosonto Cornmunily Plon oreos. 

4.1 2.2 Impact Threshold 
For the purposes of lt~is EIR. o significcri~t irnpoct to population ond housing will occur if the proposed 

redevelopnlenf project wili. 

Induce subslanfiol growth or concenlrafion of popululion; 

Dispioce large nurr~b?rr, of persoris. or 

Creofe subslonl~al demand ior odditionol housing. 

4.12.3 lmpact 

4.12.3.1 Population 
The Redevelopmenl Plon does not propose to chonge (my lond use desjgnation-with~n the Project Areo. 

-->--T--.-.. ---/ --- *-c- 

Theiefore. the project would not generote-on inze_o?e i r~  ~opulot ion h e y o n d l h ~ o t  could occur 
- 

i f  the parcels designoied for multi-fomily residential uses were redeveloped from their existing pork and 

lioiel uses lo residenliul ( o  lotol of 48 iiiiyle-farnrly ond 86-multi-fomily units could be constructed under this 

scenoiio) The project would not result in the displocemer~t of o lurye nur i~ba~ of pzisons. Therefore, the 

projecl would not result in o srgnificant impact related to population wllhrn the County. City, Community 

Pion Areos. or Project Areo ond no miiigotion meosure is required. 

i;ru~tl~.illi R~d~vElO~C~iri~t Projecl 4.12-3 December 13. 2004 
O i d  Prayiom EIR 



Clrovlrc 4 - E~~vbo~rii~ei~lol Irirbuct Arraly~is 4.12 -,Populalior~ a i d  Housing - .  - - 

4.12.3.2 H o u s i n g  

The Rede~elopmeoj Plan does not p rop- - rd  housing in the P&ct Areo. Redevelopment 

consislent with the Novojo Community Plan would ollow for opproximotely 48 single-famlly and 86 multi- 

family residential units. This would only occur if i he  exisiing uses of these porcels [park, hotel) ore 

redeveloped wilh residenliol uses. Development of ihese planned housing un~ts within the Project Area 

would b e  less thon one percent of the exisiing number of housing units within fhe Novojo Community Pion 

Area. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plon would not induce substantial - 

housing growth or concentrolion of population. 

As provided by CKL Seclion 33334.2/0), n o  less thun 20 percent of  all tax incremenl revenue ollocoted to 

the Agency will b e  used tor the purpose of increosing. improving. or preserving the 

co~nmunily/neighborhood's supply of low and moderate income houwry outside of !he Redevelopment 

Areo. This provides the comrnunity/neighborhood resources to mointoin the low and moderate housir~g 

stock a n d  assists residents wrih homeowneiship. Therefore. implemenlotion of Ihe proposed 

Kedeveloprnenl Plon would not requite Ihe displacernenl of population or housing. 

The City recognizes lhat some residentiol lurid ~pecuiators moy view opprovol of Ihe Kedeveloprnenl Plon 

u i  cln oppoitunity lo develop residsntiol lond uses wiihin the Project Area, especially during fovorobie 

economic cor~ditions. Should residenliol projecls be proposed on lond that is  not currenily plonned or 

zoned for resldentiol devalopmeni, a n  ornendment to the Novajo Community Plon ond opp~ova l  of o zone 

change would b e  requrred. Therefore, because the project does not lrivolve any redeQsigiion of land 

uses. in- ip l~ i~~eniol ion of the proposed ~ e d e v e l o p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ? d , ~ ~ ~ b s t o n l i o l  housing growth _ _ _ - -  - 
or coiicenlrotion o i  population. 

4 1 2 4 Significance of I r  I )pact 
No ~ n i p o c l  u s h ~  luled wllh voyulol~on u n J  h o u ~ ~ y  15 un l~c~poted .  

4.12.5 Mitigatioi) Measures 
Nu n i~ l~yu l ion  meowre 1s proposed LIS no slgn~ficont populut~on ond houslng rrnv_rcict has been ~denlliled 

4.12.6 Conclusion 
No qp i f i con i  populoiion ond housing irnpoct is ontlcipoled 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 1 9, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD10: 
The EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the existing, adopted 
community plan land use designations. The EIR also provides an analysis of 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  to the proposed p r o j e c t  ( s e e  S e c t i o n  8.0 P r o j e c t  A l t e r n a t i v e s )  which 
includes an a n a l y s i s  of a T r a n s i t - O r i e n t e d  Development P r i n c i p l e s  atternative. A s  

identified in the EIR ( s e e  page 8-25), the population/housing impact of the TOD 
a l t e r n a t i v e  would be greater than the proposed project as it would i n t r o d u c e  housing 
and population into the P r o j e c t  Area that is currently not contemplated I n  the e x i s t m g  

adopted N a v a j o  Community P l a n .  

GJL:I ,11111~: F:u&\ ~iiiprndril PI ulscl 4.12-4 
Droll P:c~ivrn EIR 

December 13. 2004 





a.3.1.12 Population u~rd Housing 
No impact to populotion/housing has been idenlified for the proposed project because the 

redevelopment pion is consislenl with lhe Navajo. Tierrasonto, and College Area Community Plans. Under 

this alternative, substanlioily rriare housing (opproximotely 3.010 dwelling units could be constructedl would 

occur, which would represent o substan!ial increase in populalion beyond the level currently 

contemploled in the Navoja Conimunily Plan for Ihe Project Area. This ollernative would result in a greater 

impoct lo populotion/housing than Ihe proposed project. 

8.3.1.13 Public Services and Ufiliiies 
This olter~>otive would result in a greotar impact to public services and utilities than the proposed project os 

o result of the increase in housing ond population that would occur in the Projecl Area. This increase would 

ploce a greater deiiiond on public services. including police. tire, schools, and parkland. This olfernative 

would generate approximately 976 additional siudenls (0s compored to 65 generated under Ihe proposed 

project). Additionally, this allernolive would ploce a demond on parkiand lhot would not occur under the 

proposed project. Bosed on Cily General Plori recommended parks lo population ralio (opproximolely 20 

ocres/1,000 people). this alternofive would generate a demand for opproximotely 22 ocres of populotion- 

based poiklond. 

8.3. l .  14 Mineral Resources 
Implen~enlatior~ ut iIi15 ulie~r idlive would result in conlinued operation o i  lhe sand and grovel-processing 

tuc~l~ty iocoted within the Prolect Areu until Ihe resources ore exhausled or marginal economic return ends 

production. i i ~ e  condilionol use permit expires in 2033. This olternat~ve would result in o similor mineral 

resources ~mpuci os the pl'oposed project. 

8.3.1.15 Conclusion - General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept 
This alternolive is environmenlally similor lo  lhe proposed project. Redevelopn~arit tho1 occurs under Ihis 

o l t ~ ~ ~ i a t i v e  would resull in greater environmenlal impocls to lronsporlation/circuldon. uir quality. noise. 

popi~lul~o~~/i~ousiny, und public services. impocfs would be similor related lo lor id use, culfurol resources, 

bioloc~~ciil iesources, geologylioils, hazards/hozoroous milleriols, poleonloloyici~l resources, oesllielrcs. 

wuter qclu i i ly ,  arid mineral resources. This alternative would meel most of Ihe basic objecfives of the 

proposed project. 

8.4 _ Transit-Oriented -__ ---- _. _ Development Principals 
< ~l ter~dt iv@, /&&'Y &N~P/PJ~NPJ& 12 W/i' 

- - - .  - 
This allernolive considers Ihe environinentol impacts ussociaif d with redevelopmenl octivilies occurring 

over ltie 20 to 30 year redevelopment timeframe anticipating larid uses that would be  consistent with 

Tronsit Oriented Development principals. This olternal~vc assumes that land use designations would allow 

mulli-fomily residential uses ot 25 dwelling un~t, per acre. w~lhin opproximaiely 2.000 feel o i  the trolley 

slol~on that wrli be tocoled in Ihe soulhern portion of Ihe Pioject Areo. This area generally encompasses 

G r u ~ ~ l >  111, Rade\elopmenl Prop?cl 8 22 
D r d  P~ayrorn EIR 

December 13.2004 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DD12: 
Comment noted. The objectives of the proposed project are listed on pages 3-9 
through 3-10 of the EIR as well as Section 110 of the Draft Redevelopment Plan. Draft 
Redevelopment Plan project objectives include, "Explore opportunities in the Project 
Area for development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly transit- 
oriented residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modal transit 
system." Implementation of TOD land uses would require a community plan 
amendment. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J .  DALLENBACH, DATED 
JANUARY 19, 2005 (contd) 

Response to Comment DD13: 
Please refer to reLponse to comment DD 12. 



CALIFORNIA NEON PRODUCTS 

January 3 1, 2005 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
City Kedevelopment Agency 
600 B Street, 4'h Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

California Neon Products owns approximateIy 4.5 acres in Subarea A of the proposed 
redevelopnlent projxl.  As owners we would like to believe the proposed redevelopment 
program will generally improve tht: area by mitigating traffic, improving drainage and 

RM1 providing a better mix of  uses that are more compatible with a changing neighborhood. 
Unfortiinately, this Program Environmental Impact Report does not adequately address 
the universe of changes being planned around us. 

The Grantville Redevelopment Plan is being taken forward without a corresponding 
Comn~unity Plan Amendment. Under normal circumstances, Redevelopment Plans are 

RM2 a d o p ~ d  lo r~nplernent a corrun~rnity plan or the City's General Plan. The Navajo 
Conu-uun~ty Plan was adopted in 1982 and is out of date. The EIR addresses the impacts 
associated with buildout of that plan. Proposed improvements to Mission Gorge Road 
correspond to 1982 Navajo Plan and have little relevancy to today's traffic problems. As 
1s n o t d  111 the following section of the EIR, if the detailed improvements were 
implemented, they would not improve service levels above Level F. This is totally 
unacczptdble. The City needs to look for real mitigallon before adopting this plan. 

As shown in Table 4.2-4, tedevelopment activities according to the existing 
Community Plan would add 31,606 daily trips to the circulation network with 
3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 trips occurring during 
afternoon peak hour. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 "Horizon 
Yeaf scenario. 

The Navajo Community Plan also states that Mission Gorge Road be improved 
to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8. This 
improvement has not yet been completed and the roadway is classified as a 4- 
lane major street. Table 4 2-7 shows that the impact that widening this 
segment to &-lanes would have on the Level of Service for the Community 
Plan scenario. The level of service on this segment would remaln an LOS F 
with this improvement under Ihe Commun~ty Plan; and therefore, the impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

We are particularly concerned about figurc 8-1, General Plan Opportunities Area Map 
Allernative Land I l ~ c s .  11 shows our property with a differeiil land use designation than 

RM4 the one in the I982 Naraju Plan Docs this mean thaL all the properties in my 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTEU, DATED 
JANUARY 31,2005 

Response lo Comment RMI: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments RM2 through RM6. 

Response to Comment RM2: 
Comment noted. Pursuant to California Community Redevelopment Law, the 
redevelopment plan must be consistent with the General Plan (i.e., Community Plans). 
As noted on EIR page ES-2, it is proposed that uses be permitted in compliance with 
the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, Navajo, Tierrasanta and 
College Area Community Plans. Implementation of the proposed redevelopment 
project would not preclude future amendments or updates to the Navajo Community 
plan. In the event the Navajo Community pjan is updated in the future, the 
redevelopment plan would be amended to maintain consistency as required by law. 

Response to Comment RM3: 
The ElR concludes that the traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable 
based on buildout according to currently adopted Community Plan land use 
designations, and roadway improvements as identified in the Community Plan. Future 
land use changes may occur in the Project Area, and the traffic and circulation 
impacts would need to be evaluated as a part of the approval process for future land 
uses. Furthermore, while the EIR traffic analysis is conservative (i.e., worst-case), in that 
it assumes circulation improvements only to the level consistent with adopted 
Community Plans, additional improvements and opportunities may be identified that 
would improve circulation. 

An objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan is to, "Improve public infrastructure and 
undertake other public improvements in, und of benefit to, the Project Area including: 
preparation of a comprehensive Public Facilities Financing Plan to address short and 
long term infrastructure improvements; ... widening, reducing or otherwise modifying 
existing roadways or creating additional streets, ... for proper ... vehicular circulation 
... (Objective #3). 

Please also refer to response to comment DOT3. 

Response to Comment RM4: 
The E1R evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential to 
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposd 
project. Although the Generul Plan Opportunities Map is evaluated as an alternative 
to the proposed project, further implementation of this alternative would require a 
Community Plan Amendment or Update, and u rezone of the affected properties. No 
such change is proposed at this time. 

4530 Missloir Gorge Place, 5an D~ego. CA 92 I20 - (619) 283 2191 Fax (619) 283-9503 



RM4 
i~cighborhood will be rezoned to allow for Multi-Family Residential and Comn~ercial? 
The Program EIR does not adequately address the impacl of such a rezoning. The land 

(cont'd.) use impacts are not "similar to the proposed project", (P. 8.9, Sec. 8.3.1.2). 

Similarly, under the Transit Oriented Developmenl Principals Ahernative, our property 

R~~ could be considered For TOD housing al 75 dwelling units per acre. Does including this 
alternative in some way allow for a future rezoning without community input? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Program EIR. We look forward 
to your response in the final document. 

Rizhard McCarter 
Vice President 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTER, DATED 
JANUARY 31, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment RM4 (c0nt.d): 
It is expected that similar to redevelopment of the Project Area according to existing 
adopted land uses, redevelopment of existing land uses according to the General 
Plan Opportunities Map alternative wovld also reduce the occurrence of existing land 
use incompatibilities within the Project Area. 

Response to Comment RM5: 
The evaluation of the TOD Alternative in the EIR does not allow for future rezoning of 
the property. Any future rezoning would be subject to a discretionary review process 
by the City, including fvrther opportunities for pvblic review and comment. 

Response to Comment RM6: 
Comment noted. 



Memo 
k: Terry Reed, C~ty of San Diego, treed@sandiego.gov 

From: Brian R. Caster 

Date: 29/05 

Re: Grantville Redevelopment EIR Comments 

Dear Tracy, 

I wanted to get this to you before the meeting with the city council, and I would like to talk to you about it 
if 1 could. Below are my comments and questions. 

Questions. 

BCI  
2. 

BC2 
BC3 3. 

BC4 4. 

BC5 5. 

BC6 6. 

BC7 7. 
BC8 8. 

In the EIR 5.1 . I 2  can you say, "The redevelop agency will encourage high density housing 
around U le transportation hub of the trolley and bus station?" 
If we were to get the property rezoned around the trolley station from industrial to residential, 
would we be required to build 20% low income housing? 
Where in the EIR did it talk about the redevelopment agency working on the flood control 
problem on Mission Gorge Place? 
Page 3.13 in the EIR Transportation. I did not know that we were planning to use the 
redevelopment funds to pay for any of the trolley? 
Caster would like to see the figure in the EIR 8-1 show theu property to be designated as an 
alterative use as High Density Residential. Can you do that? 
Page 4.1-15 Goals-can you say that one of the goals is to increase density wherever it is 
appropriate? 
Page 4.1-1 5 there are two paragrahs that repeat not sure Ifthis is a typo? 
In the EIR 3.4.2.1 Project Objectives. I would like to see housing put in here too. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9 ,  
2005 

Response to Comment BC1: 
The Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the adopted community plan, which 
currently shows industrial and commercial land uses in this area. 

Response to Comment BC2: 
Redevelopment Law requires that 20% of the tax increment generated in the Project 
Area must be used to improve or expand low and moderate-income housing. These 
funds may be spent either within or outside of the Project Area. Redevelopment Law 
also requires that 15% of new dwelling units constructed in the Project Area must be 
restricted for use by very low, low and moderate income households. This requirement 
must be met for the Project Area as a whole, not by each new housing project that is 
constructed. Redevelopment Law also makes provision for meeting this requirement 
outside of the Project Area boundaries. 

Response to Comment DC3: 
Description of existing flooding problems and potential flooding impacts are provided 
in various sections of the EIR; however, Section 4.1 1- Water Quality/Hydrology, provides 
a detailed discussion related to this issue. Figure 4.1 1-2 depicts the extent of the 100- 
year and 500-year floodplains within the Project Area based on SANGIS data (Flood 
Rate Insurance Map). This information depicts that large portions of the Project Area 
are subject to, and/or at risk for flooding. Mitigation Measure HD 1 is proposed to 
addresses the flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an 
appropriate drainage control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner 
acceptable to City engineering standards for the specific project. Furthermore, 
flooding is addressed in specific objectives of the Draft Redevelopment Plan and the 
Five-Year Implementation Plan, as discussed in responses to comments DRS6, DD2, 
DD5, and DD7. 

Response to Comment BC4: 
EIR page 3-13 provides a discussion of the project's relation to existing community 
plans, and lists applicable goals and objectives of the Navajo Community Plan. As 
referenced by the commentor, Subsection 3.6.1.1 Transportation states, "Complete 
the extension of the Mission Valley Light Rail Transit Lane to serve the College Area 
community." This is  an objective of the adopted Navajo Community Plan, and is not a 
stated goal of the redevelopment project. 

4607 Mission Gorge Place 
San Dieyo, CA 921 20 
619-287-8873 Ext. 117 

Fax 619-287 2193 
brcaster@castergrp.com 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT FETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment BCS: 
The EIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential to 
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project. Regardless of whether the subject property as referenced by the commentor 
is shown as an alternative use, a Community Plan Amendment, rezone, and 
subsequent environmental review would be required in order to implement residential 
uses at this location. 

Response to Comment BC6: 
The goals listed on EIR page 4.1-15 are contained in the City of San Diego Progress 
Guide and General Plan. As it related to the goals, guidelines and standards for 
redevelopment and reinvestment, the General Plan does not identify the specific goal 
to "increase density wherever it is appropriate." However, Objective #8 of the Draft 
Redevelopment Plan states, "Explore opportunities in the Project Area for 
development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly transit-oriented 
residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modal transit system." 

Response to Comment BC7: 
The two paragraphs, white duplicative, address two specific goals of the City of San 
Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Response to Comment BC8: 
Please refer to response to comment BC6. 



EL DDRADO PROPERTIES 
61 36 Mission Gorae Road. Suite 230 
San Diego, CA 95120 ' 

Phone. (619) 283-5557 
F a :  (619) 283-0023 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 
2005 

Response to Comment DRSI: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments DS2 through DS29. 

January 25,2005 
Response to Comment DRS2: 
Comment noted. 

Mr. Tracy Keed 
Project Manager 
City of San Dizgo 
Comniu~~~ty  & Economic L)cvzlopment 
Redevelopnicnt Agency 
600 "B" Street, Fourth Floo~ (MS-904) 
San Diego, CA 92 10 1-4506 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Attached are pages from the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Draft, for the Grantviile 
DRSl Redevelopment Project Volume I. I have marked my comments on the attached pages for your 

review or comment. 

111 general, i am quite pleased with the content of the report. However, I do tkel it is necessary to 
DRS2 be candid wilh my past, present, and future visions for the Grantviile Redevelopment Prqect. 

The report throughout refers to the existing problem with flooding, and the need for traffic 

DRS3 mitigation at Fairn~ount Avenue, and Mission Gorge Road. It also points to the need for 
planning and re-planning. 

In the Executive Summary, on Page ES-1: The redevelopnlent also includes the activities 
DRS4 dcsclibed in Section 33021, of the CCRL; which comprises of [he following: C) (C) 2): Re- 

Planning. 

Figure ES-1: The Alvarado Creek drainage and the trolley station channel should be shown on 
'''5 .is figure. 

The hcill~li and safety of our neighbors and us is qt issue here. The same area referred to above is 

DRS6 a flood zone. This is an even bigger health and safety concern that has increased in magnitude 
over the years 

Response to Comment DRS3: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DRS4: 
Comment noted. 

Response fo Comment DRS5: 
EIR Figure ES-1 has been modified to depict the Alvarado Creek drainage and trolley 
station channel. 

Response to Comment DRS6: 
Comment noted. The EIR identifies flooding as an issue within the Project Area. As 
stated on EIR page 4.1 1-3, "Portions of the Project Area are subject to flooding as 
identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency fFEMA) maps during rain 
events. This is attributable to the fact that portions of the Project Area are located 
within the floodplain, the growth within the San Diego River Watershed (SDRW) that 
has increased, and inadequate drainagelflooding infrastructure. As depicted on 
Figure 4.1 1-2, the southeastern portion of Subarea A is located within the 100-year 
floodplain of Alvarado Canyon Creek." 

Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRS6, DD2, DD5, and DD7. 

Response to Comment DRS7: 
Please refer to response to comment RM2. 

On Page kS-2. The Draft refers to the possible amend men^ to the City of San Diego Progress 

DRS7 Guide, ('iLy of San Ihego Genela1 Plan, the Ndvajo Area ('ornrnunity Plans, and the Land 
~ ) ~ V L I C I ~ I I ~ C I ~ ~  Codes, in order to achieve the objectwes of the Gldlllville Kedevelopment ~ O J C L ~ .  



Question I:  Section 3.3.3: h r . 5  this say that the current FAR of two (2) in some areas may be 
DRS8 icduced to 34- 40? The d~cd  needs hlgher density, not less. 

Section 3.1.1: Redevelopment Object~ve, 3 .  6: To inlptuve the flow of traffic, the roadway needs 
DRSg to be the priority project. I he flooding issue also needs to be corrected. 

Question 2: Section 3.4.2.1: Economic Development Program: Precisely, how will the 
DRSlO ~yc l l cy  pay for ~ t x l f a s  it assists the Grantville Projzct Area? 

Question 3: Section 3.4.2.2: Low and Moderate lacon~e Housing Program: Does student 
)RSI 1 housing qualify as low and moderate-income housing? 

DRS12 Section 3.7.2, Page 3.15: Suggests that a rezoning map is necessary. 

DRSI 3 Question 1: Section 3.7.2: What zoning designation should a transit area have? 

This Rgure 4.1-1: Should show an area wih  land use: Mixed Use and Transit Oriented 
1)evelopment next to the trolley station, 

Section 4.2.6: The envirormental impacts present in the area will not be completely mitigated by 
the Gruiville Redevelopment Projecl. Some miligation can be achieved if the roadways 

DRS15 between Highway Eight and Fair~uount Avenue, the extensio~l lo Alvarado Canyon Road and 
Mission Gorge Road North 500' are improved. See attached Exhibit 8. 

Section 4.6-1: The Giant Reed (arundo donax), a very obnoxious plant, needs to be eradicated as 

D R S I ~  a way to protect the native vegetation and those species of vegetation introduced by the planning 
process. 

Section 6.0: Growth Inducement: The upgrading of the area roadway system is the most 

DRSl7 important inducement to bring development into the area. This infrastructure upgrading is 
necessary, and should receive the first dollars acquired by the Agency. 

Question 4: 1s the tlood channel, also known gs Alvarado Canyon Creek an infrastructure 
'"18 project? 

Question 5: What land use changes by amendnj~nt to the Navajo Plan, or City General Plan 

)RS19 need to be made so that the project area would be consistent with Transit-Oriented 
Development? 

)RS20 Figure 8-1 and 8.1: Mixed-Use, Transit-Oriented Development should be shown next to the 
trolley station. 

Section 8.4: The presence of the trolley station makes the area more suitable for Transit- 
DRS21 Onenled Devcloprnent. 

DRS22 Section 8.4.1: This section refers to a possible 2,500 multiple family units being built, whereas, 
S d i o n  3.3.3, references a total of 48 reside~ltial units, and 86 multi-family dwelling units. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,  
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DRS8: 
As stated on EIR page 3-8, "It should be noted that existing land use regulations in the 
Project Area allow an FAR up to 2.0;  however, the application of the .34 to -40 range is 
considered a more realistic estimate of future growth based on land use and 
infrastructure (e.g.. roadway) capacities in the Project Area." Neither the EIR, nor the 
Redevelopment Plan propose to reduce the currently allowed FAR'S within the Project 
Area. 

Response to Comment DRS9: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRS6, 0 0 2 ,  DD5, 
and DD7. 

Response to Comment DRSIO: 
In compliance with Redevelopment Law, the Agency will adopt an Implementation 
Plan every five years that outlines the projects and programs to be implemented and 
how they will be funded. This wit1 include necessary administrative costs. Additionally, 
each year the Agency will adopt an annual budget that outlines the specific costs 
and revenue sources that will be used to pay those costs, including administrative 
costs. 

Response to Comment DRS11: 
The determination of a "low and moderate-income" housing unit is made based upon 
annual household income, adjusted for family size, and the housing cost paid for that 
unit. A student may qualify if the legally mandated criteria are met. 

Response to Comment DRS12: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DRS13: 
Transit areas, and transit-related uses, as well as land uses that may complement 
transit areas are allowed in various zones throughout the City. The City of San Diego 
Municipal Code also identifies transit overlay zones, would include special provisions 
for land uses within proximity to public transit systems (e.g., see Chapter 13, Article 2,  
Division 1 0) .  

Response to Comment DRS14: 
EIR Figure 4.1-1 depicts existing land uses in the Project Area based on land use surveys 
conducted as part of preparation of the EIR and accurately reflects existing land uses 
within the Project Area. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DllS15: 
The segment of Fairmont Avenue between Interstate 8 and Mission Gorge Road i s  
planned as a six-lane major street. The improvement recommended by the 
commentor would also improve traffic flow in this area. Future redevelopment would 
consider improvements such as suggested by the commentor and shown in the 
commentor's exhibit A. However, subsequent detailed engineering analysis would be 
required prior to implementation of the type of improvement suggested by the 
commentor. Establishment of a redevelopment project area would allow more 
opportunity for this to be addressed. Please also refer to response to comment DOT3. 

Response to Comment DRS16: 
Comment noted. See also response to comment PRDI 1. 

Response to Comment DRS1 7: 
Comment noted. Public infrastructure improvement priorities will be established in the 
5-year implementation plan. The EIR analysis assumes implementation of only those 
traffic improvements as identified in the Navajo Community Plan. Please also refer to 
response to comment DD5 (public facilities financing plan) and DF4 (growth-inducing 
impacts). 

Response to Comment DRSI 8: 
The future improvement to the Alvarado Creek flood channel is identified as a public 
infrastructure project in the Five-Year Implementation Plan. 

Response to Comment DRS19: 
As discussed in EIR Section 8.4 Transit-Oriented Development Principles Alternative, 
land use designations would need to allow multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling 
units per o'cre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station. There are a variety 
of land use and zoning designations in the City's General Plan and Municipal Code 
that would allow residential and mixed-use developments, consistent with TOD 
principles. The subject areas are currently primarily designated for industrial and 
commercial uses. 

Response to Comment DRS20: 
Comment noted. EIR Figure 8-1 does depict mixed-uses in proximity to the trolley 
station. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LEllER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DRS21: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DRS13, DRS19, LM4, 
SNDG3, DDIO, and DD12. 

Response to Comment DRS22: 
Section 8.4.1, as referenced by the commentor, evaluates a iand use alternative to 
the existing adopted Navajo Community Plan. Section 3.3.3 refers to the development 
potential according to the existing Navajo Community Plan land uses. 



DRS23 Question 6: Section 8.41: What is correct? 

DRS24 Section 11.4.1.1: Encourages higher density residential use in proximity to the trolley station. 

DRS25 Question 6: What FAR would be acceptable in the Transit-Oriented Area? 

DRS.26 Question 718: Section 8.4.1: Does an FAR of two (2) equate to 25 units per acre? What section 
1s more obtainable? 

Section 8.4.1.15: Transit Oriented Development Principal Alternative: This is what the 
DRS27 project is ail dbwt I-ious~ng at the transit cenrer prornotzs local retail buuness wrthout the 

aspects of autonrob~le traffic. 

A pocket park as open space and entryway into Grantville, and a roadway system change is 
DRS28 important to obtain. See proposed area map attached as Exhibit A. 

Thank you for your responses. Should you have any questions ill reference to any of the above, 
please feel free to contact me a1 (619) 283-5557. 

Dairicl K Smith 
Member 
Ciriuitvillt Kzdevzlopmen~ Project Advisory Committee 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 
2005 [cont-d) 

Response to Comment DRS23: 
Please refer to response to comment DS22. 

Response to Commenf DRS24: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DRS25: 
The acceptable FAR would be dependent on the specific type of mixed-use project 
proposed and land use configuration. 

Response to Comment DRS26: 
An FAR of 2.0 does not necessarily equate to 25 units per acre. However, FAR [floor 
area ratio) does apply to both non-residential (e.g., commercial and industrial uses) 
and residential square footage. It is the allowed amount of building square footage 
based on the lot size. For example, on a one-acre parcel (43,000 square feet) with an 
FAR of 2.0, a maximum development of 86,000 square foot of building space would be 
allowed (not including any further restrictions related to parking requirements, 
landscaping and setbacks, etc.). Residential density is  expressed in dwelling units per 
acre as well as FAR. A residential density of 25 units per acre would allow a maximum 
of 25 dwelling units on a one-acre parcel (not including any further restrictions related 
to parking requirements, landscaping and setbacks, etc.). 

Response to Comment DRS27: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DRS28: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment DRS29: 
Comment noted. 
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Executive Summary 

Project Description 
[he proposed project is the adoption and subsequent implemenlolion of the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project, located in partions of the Novojo, liarraronto, ond College Areo Conimunity Plonning Areas of the 

City of  5uii Oiego The piinlory discretionary uction associated wilh the propohed project is the adoption of 

the t i ru~tv i i lz  Redevelopment Project Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the City o f  Son Diego. The 

Redevelopment Agency proposes Ilia e>lobIishnient of ihe Grontville Redevelopment Project Areo os o 

caloiyst lo reverse the physical orid t .~morn ic  bhght in ihe Project Areo. A vcr~~ety of redevelopment - . . 

activities will be  impleinenfed >ubrer4ucrit lo Ihe odopt~on of the Redevelopment Project in a t 0  ' -- --- - .  
achieve ihe objectives of the pioject. lhese u~i iv i i ies will include, but not b e  limiled to, the acquisition of -- 
lond or buildiny sites, i iopruver~~ent of land and building sites. rehobilhtotion of sl~ur.tures, improvina ~ u b t i c  

iocllities und ir'liroslructure, expanding employmenf opportuiiities, exporidirly iecreotionol opportunities in - -----__ 
the Projecl Areo. and providing other publ~c iinprovenienis and loi ~Acoplng.  

The G~onlvrile Hedevelopr~ieni Projecl will be  implemented in accordonce with the California Cornmunrty 

KaJc : ,e Iop~~ le~~ i  LOW (CCRL}. Heollh u r ~ d  Sofety Code Section 33000 et. seq. Approval of the project will 

implement o plon, w ~ l t ~  ht~bsaclue~-ll redevelopmeril, und pi.ivate ond  public improvements w i t h ~ ~ i  tile 

Redevelopment Project A ~ r u  ancornpoising u~~p~ox imo le ly  970 a ~ r e s  of lond. 

Kedeveloplnenl is defined p u r ~ w n t  to Sectioil 33020 of the CCHL as "the plorrr~ing. developmeni. 

repluiliilriy. redesiyn, cleirronce, re~or~s l ru~ t iu r~ .  or rehob~l~tolior>. or oriy cu~nbinoi~or i  of these. of 011 ar poi1 

of u survey area, a n d  the provislw u i  It lose residential, commercial. i n d u ~ l i ~ ~ l i ,  p u t ~ l ~ c ,  or other structures or 

,paces o s  III~,, La  oppiopr~ute or ilecessary in the ir-lielest of the yarierol welfoie, i ~ ~ d u d ~ n g  recreotionol 

a ~ r d  oi t~er rclcilit~es incidental or oppurtenonl to Ihein." Kedevetop~nznt olio includes the oclivilies 

descr~becl In S tc l~on  33021 of li CCRL which comprrse the following - -. , -.. ~. 

o) Alteration, improvenient, moderni~uiior~, ~econslruction ur rehubiiitoiion, or any combination 

of these. of exrsting struciures in 0 Project Areo: 

b) Provi3io11 of open space u ~ ~ d  public or privole recreation oreos; ond, 

c) keplonn~ng or redes~y i~  ur dw&q.menl of undeveloped aieu, III wl-~lch ellher of the following -- 
' cond~tions enisl. 

1 )  t i le areas ore stagnant or improperly utilized becouse of defective or inadequate street 

loyout. fouiiy lot layout In relolion fo size, shape, occes~ibilily or usefulners. or for other 

2) the orelr requlles replanning and lond ossembly for developmeni in the interest of the 
c-, 

general weliure becouie of widely s c o l t e r ~ d  ownersh~p. tux dei lnqi~t l lcy or other reosons. 

G~unlv~lk Kedr;veloprnent Projeil 
Droll Proyroirr tiR 

December 13. 2004 

- 
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Execulive Surnriiury (ATTACH .) 

As o bosis for the redevelopment of the Project Areo under considerotion. it is proposed lhot uses be 

permilled in compliance with the Cily of Son Diego Progress Guide and Generol Plan, Navojo, Tierrosanta 

ond College Areo Community Plons, and the Land Development Code (Zoning Ordinance] of the City of 

Son Diego, as ornended from time lo time, and oll other applicable state and Iocol codes and guidelines. 
G-.' . ' - 

Project Location 
The proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project Areo is located in Son Diego County. in fhe eoslern 

portion of Ihe Cily of Son Diego north of Interstate 8 and east of lnterstaie 15. A majority of the Project 

Areo i~ localed wilhin the Navojo Community Planning Areo, ond generally includes the existing industrial 

ond commercial areas olong Friors Road, Mission Gorge Rood. Foirmount Avenue and Waring Rood. The 

approximofely 970-ocre Project Area consists of three non-conliguous suboreos, referred to in this EtR as 

Suburea A ,  Subareo B ond Suboreo C. Figure ES-ldepicts the locaiion of each subarea. The three suboreos 

ore described os follows: 

Subareu A - Subureu A is ~ .o i~~p i ised of coniinerciol, office, indusfriol public facility. pork and open 
- -  ' 

/space use, l ~ i i i i i e d l ~ l ~ y  f iu~lh of i-8 u~nd l o ~ o l e d  olor~y bolh sldt?> of Fair~novnl Avenue, friars Rood 

/ and Mission Gorge Rood north lo Zion Avenue [and including sererul parcels north af Zion Avenue). 

l h t  i ~ ~ u l i ~ e o s t  porlion 01 buboiea A olio includes ihe f~ot revell parcels on the soulharn iide of 

Adobe Falls Rood islorling ai  Woiing Rood). Subo~au n comprises oppioximolely 100 acres. 

- Subarea B - Suboreo B consists of Ihe commerciof, office. indusfriol, sand and grovel, orid open 

spoce uses locofed along Mlssiorl Gorge Rood from Zion Avenue, norlheosi to Morgerum Avenue. 

Wilhin lhis suboreo. so11d oind grovel processing operofions toke ploce on both sides of the Son 

Diego R~ver The western boundary is defined by Ihe residenllol neighborhood olong Colino Dorodo 

Owe. Suboreo B comprises opproximolely 505 ucres. 

- Subarea C - Suboreo C inclucles o shopping cenler, reloil uses ond con-iiiiunity focilrtjes, 01 and 

adjacent lo, the inferseclio~i ol  f ~ o n  Avenue ond Waring Rood. The Allied Gardens Cornnnunily Pork, 

ond olher community services sucli os lhe Edwin A. Benjomin Library. Lewis Middle School, ond two 

churches ure included os the coniniunily focililies in this suboreo. Suborea C cornprises 

oppiqximotely 65 oires. 

Envirorlrnental Impacts 
The Redevelopnieni Agency delermined !hot o Proyrom EIR is required pursuant to Ihe California 

Environmenlol Quolily Aci [CtQA).  The environmenlol issue oreos identified by the Agency ond as a result 

of input received on the NOI~CE 01 Preparation (NOP) and publrc scoping nleeting for the project include 

the following: lond use, lrorisportulion/circulotion. oir qui~l~ty. noise, cuiiural resources, biological resources 

geology/soils. hozards ond hozordous matei~ais. poleontologicol resources, aesthetics, woter 

quulity/hydrotogy. populol~o~~ihousing. public services, rn~rnerol resources. curnulotive impocis, growlh- 

induciiiy impocls. ond sign~ficont irreversible envlronmentul chonges. Toble ES-1 presents a summary of Ihe 

errvirar~ri~criiut irnpocts ol the proposed project, mitigolion mEu\uies io reduce potentiol significant 

irnpocls for the proposed project, and the level of signif~cunce of eoch impoct oiler ~mplementotiori af 

PI oposad miligotion rileuwres. I 

Giuld\ dlc: Rsdeu6lupmenl Plojecl ES.2 December 13. 2004 
Droll Pruyrurn ElR 
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Significant, Mitigable impacts 
Irnplerneniotion of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in significanl impacts as a result of future 

I 

redavelopmeni activities that will occur within the Project Area. Significant impocts hove been identified 

to the foltowing environmental issue areas: 

Air Quolity (Short-ierm Conslrucfion] 

Noise 

Culturol Resouices 

Biological Resources 

Hazoids and Hozordous Moterials 

Poleontologicol Resources 

Implementotio~~ of~proposed Mitigotion Measures iddntilied in lhis Progrom EIR will reduce the impact i o  

these resource oreas to o level less than significant. 

Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 
Cmseci on the dota and conclusions of this Progrom EIR, the Redevelopment Agency finds that the project 

w~ll result in significanl unavoldoble impocts to the following resources oreos: 

- Alr Quolily (Long-ie11 r l  Mobile Emissions] 

* fhL.LYukh 
lrnplementotion of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the poteniial impocl to these resources to the 

extent feasible: however. the impuct wdl ~ e ~ ~ i a i n  significant ond unovoiduble These impacts ore not a 

resull of ir~q~lemenlotion of ihe Redevelopment Project in and of itself, rother they are a result of iorecosted 

growlh in the region. which will occur both inhide ond outside of the Project Area. If the ~ e d e ~ e a n ;  

=chooses lo approve the Grantviile Redevelopment Project, i f  must adopt o "Statement of 
.. - - .- - - . - 

Overriding Considerations" pursuant lo Sections ISOW ond 15126(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

-- 
Gionlwlle Redaveloprnenl Piojed 
Droll Progrom EIR 

ES-4 December l3.2W.3 



TABLE S - i  
Summary of Significan' Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

'~ectian.'4.2'- ~ra&portat lo;1/~icu1dtion 7 .!5.'-'..*e"~x'*' 
Proposed redevelopment octrvltles based on extstrna 
community plan land uses are anticipated to add 31.606 
doily trlps lo the circulofion network with 3.280 trips 
occurring In the morning peak hour ond 4.346 tlips 
occurr in~ dur~ng oflernoor, peak hour. The fallowing 
roodway segmenls would be significontiy ~mpocted: . Friars Road from 1-15 Narth Bound Ramps to Roncho 

Missian Rood (LO5 F): 
Fr~ars Road from Roncho Mission Roac to Santo Rood 
(LOS F): 
Famount Avenue from 1-8 East Bound 011 Ramp to 
Comino Del Rio Nodh /LO5 F): 
Mission Gorge Rood from Mission Gorge Ploce to Twain 
Avenue (LO5 F): 
Mission Gorge Rood from Twain Avenue to Vandever 
Avenue (LOS F): ond. 
M~ssron Garge Rood from Friars Road to Zion Avenue 
(10.5 €1. 

The foilaw~ng intersect~ons would be s~gnif~cantly impocted 
by the proposed redevelopment: - Fr~ars 8 1-1 5 South Bound Ramps [PM Peok hour): 

Frrars t. Miss~an Garge Road (PM Peak hour): 
Twoiri 6. MISS~O~ Gorge Rood JAM and PM Peak hours]; 
Foirmounl Avenue 8. Missior Sorge Road (AM and PM 
Peak hours): 
Comrno Del Rio 8. 1-8 West Bound Off Romp 8. 
Foirrnount Avenue (AM and PM Peok hours): and. - 1-8 East Bound On and Off Romps 8. Fairmauni Avenue 
[AM Peok hour). 

Ramp meter analysis wos also conducted for the proposed 
project. This analysis indicates irnpocts would occur to the 
following ramp meter locations' Friars Rd. to 1-15 North (AM 
Peok Hour): Friars Rd. to 1-15 South (loop) (PM Peok Hour]: 
and. Friars Rd. [HOV] to 1-1 5 North (PM Peok hour) 

Recommended Mitigation Measure(s) 

T I  Improvements identified within the Navajo and Tierrasonto Community Plans shall 
be ~rnp!emented as suffrcienl f~noncial resources become ovoiloble throughxk' 

'- 
estobl~shment of the proposed redevelopment project oreo. These rmprovernents 
include: 

Widen Mission Gorge Road to c six-lane facility north of Zion Avenue with no 
left-turn lones except at signol~zeo ~ntersections. 
W~den Mission Gorge Rood to a s i x - I o ~ ~ m o j o r  street between Forrmount 
Avenue and Inierstote 8. 
lmprave Masior Gorge Road to o six-lone major street between Foirmount 
Avenue and Inierstote 6. 

Significance of 

Impoct(s) After 

Signiiicont and 
Unovoidobie 

Granivillc Redevelopment Project ES-6 
Droll Program EIR 

December 13.2034 

- . - - - . -  
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Chapter 3 - Project Descriplion (ATTACH.) 

investmenis, providing incentives for private investments, and assembling properties suitable for new 

development at current stondords. To fund the improvements needed to revitalize. rehabilitate, ond 

attract private development to the Gronlville Redevelopment Project Area the Agency will uiitize tax 

increment financing. 

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives 
Specific objectives for the Gronlville Redevelopment Project include: 

Eliminate and prevent the spreod of blight and deterioration, und redevelop the proposed 

redevelopment Project Areo in accordance with the City of Son Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plon, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plon. and local codes and 

ordinances; 

Enhance economic growfh wilhin the Redevelopment Project Areo by conlinuing ongoing efforls to 

revitalize industrial ond commercial areas; 

Improve the flow of froffic within Ihe Redevelopment Project Areo ond otheiwise enhance the 

quality of pedejl~ion and vehicular mobility, and improve tronsporloiion facilities, which support Ihe 

viialiiy, safety. ond viob~lity of Ihe Redevelopment Projecl A~eo; 

Allcviote Ihe shortage of porking while avoiding negative impocfs on residential neighborhoods 

resultir~y hoin the oversupply of palking by implementing a coordinated and comprehensive plan for 

I t  ie proportion01 dislribuiion and proper contigurotion of parking spaces and focii~iies; 

Expand employn-ient opporlunities viiihin the Redevelopment Project Area by encouraging the 

clevelopn-lent of rnunufocturing enterprises ond improving occessibit~ty of employment centers wlhin 

UI 1;1 oulside ihe Redeveiopment Project Areo; 

lniprove public infraslruciure and undwtoke other public improvements in. and of benefil lo, the 

Redevelop~nent Projecl Areo, such as underground~ilg electrrcul distribution lines and lelephone 

lilies along major sireels, widening, reducing or otherwise modifying existing roadways or creol~ng 

otld~tionol streets for proper pedeslrion ond/Or vehicular circulaiion; 

Expand recreolionol opporlunities within Ihe Projecl Areo; 

Create on alhCtive and pleosonl environment w~thin the Redeveiopment Area. 

* , 5 7 / 0 d & ~ ~  P ~ o d / f -  
3.4.2 Projects and Programs 

3.4.2.1 Economic Development Programs 
Economic development progroms ore needed la  improve ihe Redevelopment Projecl Area's economic 

bose. These progroms would facilitate the revitalization of blighted properties by using redevelopment 

tools. Agency sloff will pursue reuse, redevelopment. and revildlizotion of nonconforming, vocani, or 

or ~derutilized properties through niciikltiny of Ihe area and encouragement of private sector inveslment. 

Potential projects include, but ore no1 limited to: 

G~onlville Redbvelopmenl Projecl 
Program Dioil EIR 

December 13. 2004 

- 



. Assist v~itti rehobil~tut~on of irldustrial und commercial buildings throughout the Redevelopment 

Project Areo; 

. Assi~t j r i  tllc: developrr~ent of commercial nodes along Mission Gorge Rood includrng mixed-use . - . . - . 
vrojects; 

. Assist in ihe development of addition01 barking opportunitjes throughout the Redevelopment Project 

Area: 

Assist in the development ot light industrial ond rnanufocturing parks; and 

- Assist in assembling land for new deveiopmec~t. 

Economic development inilialives include implementofion of an induslriol and commercial rehob~l~tation 

program. This ployram would provide assisfonce in the form o i  grants and/or low interest loons to eligible 

Kadevelopme~~l Project Areo businesses to encouroge oild assist in mode~nizing and ii-nproving induslriol 

and ccr~rwnerciol structures. The reinvestment in the business community \vould iriclude f a ~ o d e  

I~I-~provernents, rzhabilitotioii of deteriorated bu~ldings, hozordous moterials disposal and signage 

~ ( ~ y i o d e s .  

Furtilermore. the Agericy proposes o proociive business exporision and letention progroln thot would 

encourage new businesses lo locole wilhin Ihe boundaries of the Redevelopment Project Areo, and ossist 

i1-i the releniion of exiiling businesses. Th~s inveslnient in the business communily may include expanded 

niorkeiing of the oreo, improvemenis lo business focilities to meet modern niorkel demonds. and other 

oclrons to deter sales fox leakoge. 
.,- , / 

,/ / ' 

3 4 2 2 Low And Modelate lncome Housing Programs 
As provide by CRL Section 33334.2(0], no less Ihun 20 percent of cdl tax increment revenue ollocoted to the 

Agericy slmli be  used for Ihe purpose of increasing, impraving. or preserving the community's supply of low 

and moderate Income housing. Taken together, these factors present o substontiol challenge for the 

Agency, yet also provide on opportunity lo influence the commu~i~ty by providing resources lo moinfain 

the low and moderole housing stock and to ossist residents with homeownership. In order lo meet these 

object~ves, the Agency may develop new programs for properly owners such as: 

First-Time Home Buyer Program - Develop o troining progiom for first time homebuyers to educate 

lhem about saving for. finonciny dnd coring for o home. Another focet of the program could offer 

"silent second" mortgages to homebuyers thot ore very low or low income according to HUD 

guidelines. Both the realty and bocking communities would be key porlicipanls in this program. 

Rehob Loon Program for Single-Fomily Owner-Occupanls - This progrom would be offered to existing 

homeowners ond provide grants, low-inleresl role loons for property improvement or oddilions. This 

would ossure residents live in sofe ond sonitary housing and alleviole overcrowded conditions by 

constructing oddilionol bedroams as needed. 

Multi-Fumily Rehabilitation Program - Offer low interest rate loons to rehob units occupied 

predominantly by very low, low and moderate income residents. This would ossure that owners are 

G~unlville Rzdevslup~r~enl Project 3-11 December 13. 2W4 
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Chapter 3 - Project Oescriplion (ATTACH.) 

3.6.1.4 Sun Diego River Revitalization 

Continue the ongoirrg process to complete the Son Diego River Mosler Plon. 

E n w e  that future development a long the Son Diego River is designed to minimize impacts l o  this 

___I, sensitive esource. 

. n.b ,o- & Cf-+..k 
3.6.1.5 Economic Resfructuring and Reinvestment Goals 

To enhance Grontville's commercial corridors as neighborhood ond community oriented shopping 

a n d  employment centers. 

50 improve occessibitity of employment centers within and outside the community. 

3.6.1.6 Utilities 

- Undeigrounding of elecliicol distribution lines a n d  telephone lines along mojor streets i s  loinfly 

f inanced b y  the Cily and  Son Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E). Priorities for undergrounding are 

bosed upon ihe ornount o f  traffic, congestion of wires, ond mojor scenic routes. The plan -- -. 
recommends contrnuot~on of the undergroundlng of overheod Imes, a n d  recommends iha i  _ _  _ __ -_  - - - -  
:lu~dei~nes b e  estobllshed for the t~meiy removol o f  utlhiy poles once underground fac~lltles ore In 

place. 

3.6.1.7 Parking 

.t\s u result of historicul development patleins. changed deniogrophics and current porking needs. 

the Grantville community faces problems wifh the quantity, locotion ond sofety of it's existing porking 

:-t~pply. Mony of the older, predominotely cornmerciol ond industrial oreos were developed with 

porking stondords that were appropriate for the eoily iweniieth-century, but d o  not meet current 

demands. Furthermore, the existing porking supply of mony projecis is found to have inadequate 

confrguralion for its location and  is  unsuited fo the needs of current businesses. 

3.6.2 The Tierrasantu Community Plan 
Apprrihl~flately 130 acres of sand a n d  gravel operations fall under the jurisdiction of the Tierrosanto 

Community Plan, w h ~ c h  wos adopted in 1982. The sand and gravel processing area is isolated from the 

T ie r~cr io~~ta  community u l  its soulheostern corner o n d  hos been designoled as open space by Ihe 

T~a~iosorita Coil muniiy Plan. 

3.6.2.1 Open Space 

- Upon terminoiion of the sand a n d  grovel operations. Ihe excovoled oreo should be rehobililioied 

and a pathway to Mission Trails b e  provided. Any other use of the property beyond open spoce uses 

will require o n  omendment l o  the plan. 

Designated open space areos which ore not 10 be  acquired by lhe C~ty should b e  ollawed to opply 

the adjocent residentiol density for development purposes. 

Giurilvillr Rcdeveloprnenl Piojecl 2-14 December l3 .2W4 
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Tracy Reed - Grantville Draft EIR 

From: "Charles Little" <lchuck@ sprynet.com> 
To: <treed @ sandiego.gov> 
Date: 1/24/2005 4:01:09 PM 
Subject: Grantville Draft EIR 

Mr. Tracy Reed 

Re: Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report 

As I read the EIR I see no way the redevelopment plan as envisioned would meet 
CLAl the stated goals for Grantville. 

As outlined in the Draft Grantville Redevelopment plan. 

Improve Public Infrastructure and undertake other public Improvements. 
CLA2 Seems as though those are the responsibility of government to take care of from i 

tax dollars we pay on a yearly basis. 

# 4 lmprove the flow of traffic , relieve congestion. 
The EIR as I read it indicates that the redevelopment will NOT accomplish this. 
As I look at the stated time it takes to go thru the traffic light at the intersection at 

:M3 Fairmount and Mission Gorge road. 
I find those numbers unrealistic and they would not improve with the so called 
redevelopment. 

# 6 Establishing a Business lmprovement District and/or Maintenance Assessmer 
c ~ 4  District. 

Does the above mean we get no services from our tax money??? 

ELAS We need a updated Grantville plan so the existing owners can meet the demands 
the community. 

So far the additions to the Grantville area has increased traffic with no help to 
CLA6 improve the traffic flow. 

I speak of the Honda facility Sav-on and Home Depot. 

1 am not against upgrading our area, but we should do it without creating more of 
CM7 traffic nightmare. 

Eminent should not be a tool of this plan. 
CLA8 As you all know Eminent Domain was not to be used to take property owners 

property for the use of some third party. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
2005 

Response to Commenl CLAI : 
Comment noted. The EIR provides a conservative analysis with respect to traffic 
impacts, as only those improvements currently shown in the adopted Navajo 
Community plan are evaluated. This does not preclude the ability of the agency to 
implement currently undefined improvements within the Project Area in order to meet 
the goals of the redevelopment plan. Additional, specific traffic improvements will be 
identified as specific redevelopment projects are proposed and evaluated. See also 
responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17. 

Response to Comment CLA2: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment CLA3: 
Appropriate mitigation at each ~mpacted location will be looked at on a project-by- 
project basis (see responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17). Individual development 
will be required to evaluate environmental impacts and implement appropriate 
mitigation where necessary. Fairmont Avenue (Mission Gorge Road) is planned as a 
six-lane major street. 

In accordance with City of Sun Diego intersection capacity methodology, the delay 
reported for signalized intersections i s  average delay for all vehicles entering the 
intersection. 

Response to Comment CCA4: 
The Business lmprovement District (BID) has been removed from the proposed 
Grantville Draft Redevelopment Plan. 

Response to Comment CLAS: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment CCA6: 
Recent developments, such as those referenced by the commentor and including the 
Honda facility, Sav-on and Home Depot are currently allowed by right within the 
Project Area. The adoption of a redevelopment project area would provide the ability 
to implement additional traffic improvements through tax increment. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment CLA7: 
Comment noted. It should be noted that the EIR evaluates future growth of the 
Project Area according to existing community plan land use designations. 

Response to Comment CLA8: 
The Grantville redevelopment plan as currently drafted proposes the inclusion of 
eminent domain authority (see Section 410 of the Redevelopment plan). Eminent 
domain continues to be the subject of public review and review by the GRAC. The 
GRAC has modified the language to require specific findings that would need to be 
made to use eminent domain in the Project Area. The City of San Diego will ultimately 
be the authority as to whether eminent domain authority will be included in the 
redevelopment project area. 



Page 2 of 2 

CLA9 And to increase the tax base of the area. 

Charles Little 
P.O. Box 6001 90 01 90 
San Diego, CA 921 60-01 90 
Ichuck@ sprynet.com 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LEl lER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment CLA9: 
See response to comment CL-A8. 



Mr. Tracy Reed 
Redevelopment Agency 
600 l3 Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904 
Sm Diego, CA 92101-4506 

PAGE 01 -- .-. - .- -- -- ..- 

February 1,2005 

SLEIJECT: Personal Comments 
Program Environmental Impact Report Drafi 
Grantville Redevelopment Project, Volume I, Dec. 13,2004 
San Diego, CA 

CLBI 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Below we have itemized our concerns regarding the following items. 

A. Executive Summary - Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 

"Based upon the data and conclusions of this Program EIR, the 
Redevelopment Agency finds that the project will result in significant 
unavoidable impacts to the following resources area: 

1 .  Transportation/Cuculation 
2. Air Quality (Long-term Mobile Emissions)" 

Please refer to Page 4.2-9, Table 4.2-4, regarding TRIP GENERATION for 
the proposed project. The proposed Redevelopment Project projects an 
increase of 3 1,606 Daily Trips. Please refa  to Page 4.2-20 for Significance 
of Impact There are six roadway sements, aod there are six intersections 
that will be adversely impacted. 

The above data certainly shows how this development will add to a exisbng 
very serious traffic problem in the Navajo Community Plan area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
PO05 

Response to Comment CLB1: 
The commentor restates data and analysis as provided in the EIR. It should be noted 
that the trip generation estimate of, 31,066 trips is estimated for the life of the project, 
which may occur over an approximate 25-30 year period. The EIR identifies that 
significant traffic conditions and deficiencies exist in the Project Area and are not likely 
to improve, even with the implementation of traffic improvements as currently 
identified in the adopted Navajo Community Plan. It is evident that additional 
improvements will be required in order to improve traffic in the area. Please also refer 
to responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17. 

Response to Commenl CLB2: 
Please refer to response to comment CL-01. The commentor identifies other traffic 
deficiencies within the Project Area that could be addressed through redevelopment 
activities. For example, as referenced by the commentor, the traffic problem on 
Fairmount at the traffic light at Mission Gorge Road is exacerbated by loading and 
unloading of car transporters. Also, the design of the intersection does not meet the 
needs of current traffic. Circulation improvements, as those suggested by the 
commentor can be incorporated into redevelopment activities and should continue 
to be suggested to the Agency and City who will make decisions and prioritize 
improvements within the Project Area. Specific circulation improvements are 
identified in the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan including Mission Gorge 
Road traffic improvements and Interstate 8 interchange at Alvarado Canyon Road. 

The mitigation measures on Table S- 1. Page ES-6, not only come up short in 
the vlew of those of us who travel these roads h l y ,  the measures will only 

CLB2 
add to the existlng travel gridlock along Mission Gorge Road and Famount 
Avenue Please also note that there is no mentron of mitagation measures 
for Fa~nnount Avenue. Problems exist today on Fairmount at the Traffic 
hght at Mission Gorge Road. This traffic problem is exacerbated by 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

the unloading and loadmg from Car Transporters The des~gn o f th~s  
lntersectmn does not meet the needs of current traffic. 

CLB2 The following is the amount of time ~t took the unders~gned to travel 
(cont'd.) southbound on Fairmount Ave., on to Mission Gorge Road, at 11:d5am, 

February 4, 2005. Weather clear. 

From a dead stop, waiting for 10 cars, and an undetermined number of 
light cycles, it took us three minutes and 3 1 seconds to arrive at the white 
line at the entry of the intersection. Additionally, it took us another one 
minute and 30 seconds stopped at the red light, before we could turn right 

CLB3 and go south onto Mission Gorge Road through the green light. No right 
h v n s  are permitted on a red light. The total elapsed time to make a right turn 
on to Mission Gorge Road was five minutes. The important thing to note 
that the above time trial was done at Off Peak T h e .  

Please refer to Page 4.2-3, Table 4.2-2, of the Program Environmental 
Impact Report, that states "Exrsting Peak Hour Intersection Conditions" 
Item No. 1 1 (Fa~rmount Ave & Mission Gorge Road) only indicates a 

CLB4 
Average Intersection Delay at AM PEAK HOUR of 15,8 seconds. A 
Average Intersection Delay of 19.2 seconds is for PM PEAK HOUR. 

We question the validity of the above times listed under "Existing Peak 
Hour Intersection Conditions" 

Regarding Air Quality (Long Term Mobile Emissions), we ask you to refer 
to Page 4.3-1 1, Table 4.3-5. Four out five of listed pollutants exceeds 
s~~nificance Threshholds. 

CLBS 
Page 4.3-1 2, Table 4.3-6 
Four out of five listed pollutants exceeds significance Threshholds. 

Page 4.3- 13, Table 4.3-7; Poorly Operating Intersections. 
Five out of the listed six intersections show a "Level of Service" of "F". 
One intersection is listed as "En. 

CLB6 
Quoting from 4.3.3.4, CO Hotspots 
'-Vehicles idling at these intersections could create CO hot spots which may 
impact sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the intersections." 

Response to Comment CLB3: 
Comment noted. This information confirms what is  already sfated in the E/R, that traffic 
and circulation impacts are, and will continue to remain significant even with the 
implementation of improvements as currently identified in the adopted Navajo 
Community Plan. Please also refer to response to comment CLA3. 

Response to Comment CC14: 
Please refer to response to comment CLA4. 

Response to Comment CC95: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment CLU: 
Comment noted. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Our final concern regardmg the approval of this project is summarized on 
Page ES-4: 
"If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the Gmtville 

CLB7 Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a STATEMENT OF OVERIDING 
CONSTDERATJONS pursuant to Secbions 15093 and 15 l26(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines." 

Because of aforementioned concerns, we feel that the proposed project 
should not go forward. 

Response to Comment CCB7: 
Comment noted. Pursuant to Sections 15093 and 151 26(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
"CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against 
its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve a project." 
In so doing, the City must adopt a statement of overriding considerations for the 
proposed redevelopment project as significant unavoidable impacts to 
traffic/circulation and air quality have been identified. 

Response to Comment CLB8: 
Comment noted. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CLBB 

Charles 1,ittle 
PO Box 60001 90 
San Diego, CA 92 160-0 190 
(lchuck@sprynet . corn) 

Alfred Venton 
6371 Murray Park Court 
San Diego, CA 92 1 19-2930 
(email venton@cox.net) 

( I  ) addressee by fim 
( 1  ) CounciIman Jim Madaffer 



February 8,2006 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT L E l l E R  FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 
9005 

Tracy Reed 
Redevelopment Agency 
600 B Street, Suite 400 
San Diego, CA 92 1 0 1 

RE: Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR 

Mr. Reed, 

The following are some of my comments and/or concerns regarding the Draft EIR 
pertaining to the Proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

TRAFFIC 
Traffic is the major concern of the G M C ,  business owners in the proposed area and 
residents in the surrounding area. The EIR indicates that traffic will increase, mitigation 
measures will be taken and the impact after traffic mitigation will still be significant and 
unavoidable. If the EIR projections on traffic increases are correct, and many believe the 
numbers will be worse because ultimately the City will use this project to increase 
residential density, this proposed redevelopment area creates a even bigger traffic 

LM1 problem than the area has currently. All you have to do is take a look at the traffic 
problems in Mission Valley where major development (both commercial and residential) 
has been permitted to see what will happen to Grantville. Why would the City Council 
go forward with a project that does not solve (or at least improve) the major problem in 
the area? If the project does go forward what assurances do those inside the project area 
and those surrounding it have that traffc mitigation measures will be the first project 
undertaken? 

I would also like to see a more detailed plan on how increased transportation/circdation 
within the project area will impact the areas outside of the project area. If the problems 
with the I8 interchange at the Fairmount/Mission Gorge area are not resolved, many cars 

LM2 will be looking for alternative routes through residential areas. You stated in a recent 
GRAC meeting that the anticipated cost of work at I8 would be extremely costly. When 
will it be known if this work will be done? 

CHAPTER 8 - ALTERNATIVES 
Section 8.3 describes the "General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept" that basically 
says the alternative would implement the conczptual land use patterns identified in the 
City of San Diego General Plan (City of Villages). The plan would increase commercial, 
industrial, single and multi-family residential units and reduce institutional, religious, LM3 hospital development and commercial recreation areas. The conclusion is that this is 
environmentally similar to and would meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed 
project. About two years ago the Allied Gardens Community made it very clear to our 
elected representative that they dd not want the "City of Villages" concept in their 
neighborhood. Why would this now be included as an alternative? 

Response to Comment LM1: 
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DRSl7, and CLB2. 

Response to Comment LM2: 
The traffic analysis does include an analysis of roadway segments and intersections 
outside of the project area, and in same cases intersections were included in the 
Project Area so as to allow the City more ability to correct existing deficiencies. A 
specific example is the inclusion of the I-8/Fairmount/Mission Gorge interchange in the 
redevelopment project area. It is currently not known when interchange 
improvements wid be initiated for this interchange; however, it is a well recognized, 
and documented traffic deficiency. The EIR traffic analysis further documents this 
existing deficiency and anticipates the deficiency will continue to exceed acceptable 
LOS standards in the future. No specific improvements were assumed in the traffic 
analysis as the currently adopted Navajo Community Ptan does not identify 
improvements to this area, and any future improvements will require Caltrans 
involvement and further analysis and documentation pursuant to CEQA and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Please also refer to responses to comments DOT3 
and DRS17. 

Response to Comment LM3: 
The EtR does not conclude that the General Plan Opportunity Areas Alternative is 
similar to the proposed project. In fact, the EIR states that the General Plan 
Opportunity Areas Alternative is NOT environmentally superior to the proposed project 
and identifies greater impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, 
population/housing, and public services that would result with this alternative than 
would occur under the proposed project (existing community plan land uses). 

This alternative was originally included in the EIR analysis as one of several alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR that would have the potential to reduce one, or any combination 
of several environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. However, 
further evaluation of the alternative as part of the EIR process found the contrary. 
Additionally, this alternative was including in the alternatives evaluation as it generally 
represents recently adopted City policy as conceptualized in the General Plan 
Opportunity Areas Map, which is an adopted component of the City's General Plan. 
Any further consideration of this conceptual land use pattern by the City would require 
a community plan update and would undergo its own environmental review process 
in accordance with CEQA. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Section 8.4 describes the "Transit-Oriented Development Principals Alternative" that is 
considered environmentally superior to the proposed project and meets most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project. This alternative would add 2500 dwelling units in the 
proposed area. We keep being told that the proposed redevelopment is not an attempt to 

LM4 put in more housing yet this alternative is specifically for that purpose. Agah, it seems to 
be the "City of Villages" concept that the community has indicated they do not want. 
Were these alternatives chosen by the outside consultants who prepared this report or 
were they based on input horn City staff? 

APPENDIX A 
Letter submitted by Jeryl W. Cordell, CDR USN (Ret.) includes a 1999 letter pertaining 
to development at ~drriral Baker Field. While this area is not in the current pkposed - 
redevelopment area, it cites various problems that relate to the whole Mission Gorge 
Valley. Flooding, hazardous material, noise, traffic, air quality and the resulting 
cumulative effects were some of the issues listed. These issues were cited as having 
sipficant  impact; with recommended mitigation being that individd development 

LM5 projects submit appropriate studies and reports that shall be reviewed by the Agency and 
the City. Significance of Impact after mitigation was considered less than significant. 
I don't understand how issues as serious as some of these appear can be evaluated and 
considered less than significant when you do not even know at this point what "projects" 
will be proposed for the area. How can you evaluate cumulative effects if each project 
will be reviewed on an individual basis? 

An additional letter from the United State Marine Corps expressed concerns that the 

L M ~  project area will be affected by military operation of aircraft fiom Miamar. How would 
potential occupants of this area be notified of this situation? 

LM7 
LYM Murray 
6549 Carthage Street 
San Diego, CA 92 120 

Response to Comment LM4: 
The primary objective in evaluating alternatives in the EIR is to find alternatives to the 
proposed project (in the case the existing adopted community plan) that have the 
potential to reduce the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project. Because transportation/circulation and air quality impacts were found to be 
significant an unavoidable, the TOD alternative was evaluated. TOD concepts are 
widely recognized and accepted by planning agencies, including the City of San 
Diego, SANDAG [refer to responses to comments SNDG1-4), and the San Diego Air 
Pollution Control District, as well as numerous national planning organizations as a 
mechanism to improve quality of life, livable communities, reduce local and regional 
traffic and benefit air quality as they encourage livable, walkable, community 
concepts, and emphasize the use of public transit systems, such as the Grantville 
trolley station located in the Project Area. 

Response to Comment LM5: 
The Program EIR, in fact, provides an evaluation of cumulative impacts as it analyzes 
the whole of the project based on the development potential according to existing 
adopted community plan designations. The Program EIR includes, among other 
environmental topics, a comprehensive evaluation of potential traffic and air quality 
impacts in the Project Area, in which case no feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified at this time that would reduce the impacts to a level less than significant 
(i.e., below significance thresholds). With respect to the remaining issues identified by 
the commentor, specific mitigation measures have been identified in the EIR that will 
ensure that the impacts to these environmental issue areas would be reduced to a 
level less than significant. 

Additionally, individual projects will also need to be evaluated pursuant to the 
provisions of CEQA, which includes the consideration of cumulative effects. By 
disclosing these cumulative impacts at this level of analysis, the Agency understands 
that traffic improvements are needed to be conducted on a comprehensive basis, 
and can begin to prioritize improvements within the Project Area based on this 
information. 

Response to Comment LM6: 
With the exception of two areas, the majority of the Project Area does not allow 
residential uses. Any future development proposal within the Project Area that 
includes residential uses would require a community plan amendment, and 
notification disclosure as required by law. 

Response to Comment LM7: 
Comment noted. 



February 2,2005 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY 
2,2005 

JNI 

JN2 
JN3 

JN4 
JN5 
JNB 
JN7 

JN8 

JN9 
JNI 0 
JNI 1 
JN12 
JNI 3 

JN14 

Tracy Reed 
Redevelopn~ent Agency 
600 B Street, Suite 400, MS904 
San Dlego, CA 92101 

Re: Grantville Redevelopment 

Dear Mr. Reed, 

The following are some of the concerns I have regarding the proposed redevelopment for the 
GrantvilleiAllied Gardens area. I understand my concems will be incorporated and answered in 
your proposal process. If this is not correct, please let me know and advise me on the proper 
channels to have my issues addressed. 

1. Our beautiful City is in a mess (i.e. pension fund, zoning enforcements, traffic lights not 
timed co~~ec t ly ,  pot holes, etc., etc.,); shouldn't we hold off taking on more of a financial 
burden until some of our current issues are resolved? 

2. What assurance do we have that City employees can handle this job competently'? 
3. According to Donna Frye, the infonuation regarding police and fire protection may be 

inacc~~rate in the proposal. Who is verifying the data? 
4. Who is behind the push for this project? Fenton'? 
5 .  Will the air quality be impacted by the proposal'? To what specific degree'? 
6. How much, specifically, will traffic be increased'? 
7. How will increased traffic impact crime in this area'? 
8. Have the owners of the small businesses in the impacted area been notified in writing? I 

understand perhaps the owners of the property may have been notified but the renters 
who own the businesses have not. This is there livelihood! 

9. Why are property owners, i.e. Alberison's Shopping Center, not being held responsible 
for the upkeep of the property rather than the City'? 

10. Has this area been neglected so that it will becollie "blight"? 
1 1. Why haven't zoning laws been enforced in this area'? 
12. 1 understand if this proposal is approved, fitnds will be diverted from schools. Is this 

correct? 
13. I live on Carthage Street, what is the specific inlpact to my home? 

As well as including my questions in the proposal I would appreciate a reply to my letter. 

Thank you. 

- / j enn~fe r  Nickles 
6591 Carthage Street 
San D~ego ,  CA 92 120 

Response to Comment .I N1: 
The implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area would increase 
revenues that could be expended on improvements within, and benefiting the Project 
Area. 

Response to Comment JN2: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment JN3: 
Please refer to response to comment DFI. 

Response to Comment JN4: 
The City of Planning Commission initiated the Grantville Redevelopment Adoption 
process by adoption of Resolution No. 3550-PC on August 5, 2004. 

Response fo Comment JN5: 
Please refer to Section 4.3 Air Quality of the Program EIR for a detailed discussion of 
potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Response to Comment JN6: 
Please refer to Section 4.2 Transportation/Circulation for a detailed discussion of 
potential traffic/circulation impacts associated with the proposed project. 
Development of the Project Area, according to the existing adopted community plan 
designations, is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 31,606 
vehicular trips over the implementation of the project (an approximately 25-30 year 
timeframe). 

Response to Comment JN7: 
The increase in traffic does not necessarily correspond to increases in crime. The 
Project Area currently experiences higher crime rate percentages than occur in other 
podions of the community. 

The Project Area generaliy has 37% higher crime rates per one thousand 
population than San Diego County. 

The Project Area generally has 16% higher crime rates per one thousand 
population than City of San Diego. 

There is a significant homeless population in the Project Area. 162 people were 
arrested along the San Diego River during a 4-week sweep period in the summer 
of 2004. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY 
2, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment JN8: 
In addition to the CEQA and Redevelopment Plan adoption process noticing 
requirements, the Grantville Redevelopment newsletter was mailed to over 1,500 
property and business owners and interested members of the public in August 2004. 
The Grantville internet website has been active since January 2004 and has had a 
minimum of 100 visitors per month since it has been available. 

Response to Comment JN9: 
Neighborhood Comptiance addresses code violations. Please refer to response to 
comment JN11. 

Response to Comment JN10: 
Blighting conditions are caused by a variety of factors, including lack of incentive by 
property and business owners to invest in improvements and enhancements to the 
physical conditions of the properties. 

Response to Comment JN11: 
Many of the properties within the Project Area are considered non-conforming uses 
and/or were constructed prior to current zoning controls and development standards 
were in place. Because there is little investment incentive in the Project Area at this 
time, these properties can not legally be brought into conforming with current zoning 
standards until that time the property is sold and/or converted to another use. 

Response to Comment JN12: 
Please refer to response to comment HS18. 

Response to Comment JN13: 
Existing residential uses are not included within the Redevelopment Project Area. 

Response to Comment JN14: 
Comment noted. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SCMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14,2005 

Holly Simonette 
4838 E l s a  R o a d  

San Diego, CA 92120421 1 
(619) 501-7414 

February 14 ,  2005 

Mr, l ' r s cy  Reed 
Pro)ect Manager 
Grantvitle Redevelopment Project 
Economic Deveiopment Division 
600 13 Screet.  Fourth Floor (MS-904) 
Sail Diego, CA 92101-4506 

RE: Comments  regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 
Grantville Redevelopn~ent  Project 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

'ollowmg a r e  my comments  regarding the Draft Program Environmental impact Report 
for the Granrv~l le  Redevrloprnenr Project. I have zlso included a written copy of my 

HSAl ianirnents a t  the Noriced Public Hearins of the Redeveluprnent Agency. Community a i d  
Economic Development on January 25, 2005. 

Section 2 . 2 . 1 2  - Population/Housing: While it is  true that the proposed Redevelopment 
Project Area encompasses  primarily non-residential uses. recent  s ta tements  by Tony 
Fulton, Executive Director of Development for San Diego S ta t e  University suggest  that 
h e  has  already been involved in conversations with developers  regarding putring 
studenc housing in the Grantville area .  A recent article by %eve h u b ,  President o i  the 
College Area Community Council, also suggests  that high-density residential uses  are  
proposed in the  Projecr Area: 

T h e  Clty Redevelopment Agency is starting the  process  of a Grantville 
HSA2 redevelopment project. Good news for them, but maybe becrer news for 

u s  because  Granrville h a s  the positive distinct~on of heing one trolley stop 
away f rom [ h e  hea r t  of SDSU. The large number of s tudents  driving to 
and from SDSU causes  a lut of congestion on our arterials .... Grantville 
redevelopment offers the opportunity f o r  much more housing virtually on 
the doors tep of SDSU. An affordable housing conlponenl next  to the 
trolley cheere is ic l  would allow s tudents  to roll out  of bed and onto a train 
that drops  them o f f  in the hear t  of Aztecland. Our Mayor and Council al-L. 
advocates  of smart  growth along major transit corridors.  

Response to Comment HSA1: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments HS-A2 through HS-A32. 

Response to Comment HSA2: 
Comment noted. The individual quoted in the newspaper is affiliated with San Diego 
State University and is not affiliated with the City of Sun Diego. No specific 
development proposal has been proposed, or has been applied for in the Project 
Area as referenced by the commentor. Should such project be considered in the 
future, a community plan amendment, rezone and other actions would be required, 
and would be subject to review in accordance with CEQA. 



Mr. Tracy Reed 
February 14. 2005 
Page 2 

Re: Conments regarding the Drafr Progran-I 
Environmental Impact Report for rhe 
Grantville Redevelopment Projeir 

T h e s t !  statements are reminiscent of the Ciry of Villages concept that the Grantviile 
cammunlty successfully fought several years ago. Additionally, the 12-acre properr! ac 
che corner of Mission Gorge and Twain is being proposed a s  a mixed-use residenrial- 

HA63 commercial area wirh more than 500 units. Please address specific projects that are 
currently in the planning stages, o r  outstanding permit requests. within for the 
Grantville area within the proposed Redevelopment Project Area. Please incorporate all 
of these projects into the findings for the Program Draft Em. 

Section 2.2.13 - Public S e r v ~ ~ e s :  Please address the needs for police and fire 
protection in the Grantville Redevelopment Project area with the additional traffic, 
residences. commercial, and industrial uses in the area. Please address how local 
public safety officials will be able to serve the area with the increased traffic as 
identified in Section 4.2. 

Seitiorl 3 4.2.1 - Economic Development Programs- It would seem that eminent domain 
proceedings against land owners and small businesses would be necessary  In order for 
the Redevelopment Agency to "assist in assembling land for new development." Please 
address how eminent domain proceedings (as allowed under CCRL (Health and Safety 
Code Section 33000 e t  seq.) would be used by the Agency to successfuUy implement its 
plans. Additionally, please address alternatives to eminent domain proceedings that 
may be used in the area. Please explain why these alternatives cauld not be used to 
immediately address the conditions along the Mission Gorse corridor without declaring 
Grantville a Redevelopment Project Area. 

Secrion 3.6 - Relation to Exis~inp Community Plans: Please address why many, if not 
all, of the proposals noted in the Draft ED? cannot be completed under the existing 

HA66 comnunity plans, through programs such a s  declaring Grantville a Business 
Improvement District. 

Section 3.6.2.1 - T h e  Tierrasanta Community Plan notes that upon trrmination of the 
sand and gravel operations on Mission Gorge, the area should be rehabilitated. 
Keclamarian in the southern region of the quarry is already taking place. Additionally. 
Councilmember Jim Madaffer noted in his January 21. 2005 Mission Times C o ~ r i e r  
column, "Straight From Jim," chat "the long-term transformacinn is to change whac is a 
rock qcarry and I~phl  industrial area into a bio-rech and high-tech producrion area. 

HAB7 Please investigate and address any and all permit applications, plans submitted to the 
City's Development Services agency for even numbered addresses from 7188 to 7500 
Mission Gorge Road. Please incorporate these proposals into the Draft ElR for the 
Grantville Redevelopment A-oject. Please investigate and address the PID that Superior 
Ready Mix submitted, and subsequently put on hold. for its quany  property. Please 
investigate and address Councilmember Madaffer's conunents regarding the area and 
incorporate these long-term plans, including the impact on the region (including nearby 
residential areas) into the Draft Em. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSA3: 
Currently, no formal application has been submitted to the Agency or City of San 
Diego therefore the specific characteristics of any such project, if in fact proposed in 
the future, are not known at this time and could not be evaluated. Projects of the 
nature as referenced by the commentor would necessitate a community plan 
amendment. Because the Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the 
community plan, the project was evaluated in the context of the currently adopted 
community plan land uses within the Project Area. 

Response to Comment HSA4: 
Please refer to response to comment DF1. 

Rerponre to Comment HSAS: 
The Agency has no current plans for acquiring any property in the Project Area; 
however, the Redevelopment Plan gives the Agency the authority to acquire 
property, including the use of eminent domain if certain criteria area met. The 
Agency will adopt Owner Participation Rules (currently under review by the Grantville 
Redevelopment Advisory Committee) that provide preferences to existing property 
owners and businesses to participate in the redevelopment implementation process. 
The private marketplace has and wilt continue to have the option of consolidating 
properties for new development without participation by the Agency. Such private 
market activity is preferred and will be encouraged. However, private enterprise has 
not been successful in the past in redeveloping the entire Project Area and it is for this 
reason that the tools of redevelopment are being sought. 

Response to Comment HSAI: 
Specifically, existing business owners in the Project Area have not shown an interest in 
forming a Business Improvement District (BID). The formation of a BID involves a "self- 
tax" on participating businesses, the funds of which would be used for improvement 
programs. Reference to the BID has been specifically removed from the Draft 
Redevelopment Plan; however, adoption of the redevelopment plan would also not 
preclude the formation of a BID by businesses in the Project Area in the future. 

CDBG funds can be used to set-up the formation and analysis of a BID [ i f  the area 
qualifies for CDBG funds); however, given the nature of certain regional improvements 
needed for the Project Area, the cost is  likely excessive in terms of creating a 
successful BID that would significantly improve the Project Area. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LEll'ER F R O M  H O L L Y  SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Cornmenf HSA7: 
Please refer to response to comment HSA3. The land use activities referenced by the 
commentor would require a community plan amendment, rezone and other related 
actions, including subsequent environmental review pursuant to CEQA. No 
application has been submitted regarding these projects and the details and 
characteristics are not known, therefore detailed environmental evaluation is not 
possible at this time. 
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Mr. Tracy Keed 
Feht uary 1 4 ,  2005 
I'dge 3 

Re: Comments regarding [he Drair Program 
Environmental Impact K e p o r ~  tor the 
Granrville Redevelop~nenc Projecr 

. j~ciior~ 3.7.1 - Kedeveiopment Ager~cy  o f  the City of Sari Diego: Recent news scorles 
i ~ ~ c t i c a t e  that che C k y  is unable (or unwilling) to issue bonds for redeveiopinerrt projects 
in other areas, most notabIy the NTC projecc. Please address how the Agency would 

HA88 undertake the 'sale of tax increment bonds" for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 
Additionally, please address how the Agency would acquire and dispose of property, 
and why  it would be necessary to consvuct or rehab replacement housing (when no 
residential units are currently included in the Redevelopment Project area), 

Section 4.1.1.1.B - Land Use - Existing Conditions - Surrounding Land Uses - Please 
address how the projects proposed in the Redevelopment Project area, specifically 

HA89 increases in traffic congestion, air quality, and noise, would affect the surrounding land 
uses (i.e., residential communities next to or in-between Subareas A, B, and C. 

Sect~on 4.1.3.1 - Development potential: This section notes that the primary goals oi 
the  Redevelopmenr Project include: improve the quality of life, eliminate physical and 
economic blighting cond~~ions .  and improve traffic flows. Please specifically address 

HABAD how h i s  will be accomplished. Please address how it will b e  accomplished without "an 
amendment to the community plan land use designations," and how the Agency will 
accomplish these goals while being "consistent with the provisions of the community 
plan in which the activity is located." 

Sectiol?s 4.1.4,  4.1.5, and 4.1.6 -Mitigation Measures and Conclusion: 1 don ' t  
unders~and how the Draft EIR can noce that: 

"No significant land use impact is anticipated. 
"No mitigation measure is proposed, as  no significant land use impact has been 
identified. 

HSAA1 "Implementation of rhe proposed project will not resulr in a signdicant land use 
impacr." 

These statements seem inconsistent with other areas of the Draft EIR and public 
statements made by Councilmember Madaffer, Tony Futon, and Steve Laub. Please 
clarify and rectify. 

Section 4.2 - ?'ransportation/Circulation; SANDAG forecasts chat in the year 2030. 
even without [he proposed Redevelopment Project, these roads and lnrersectlans will 
conrlrrue to operace at an unacceptable Level of Service. The Redevelopment Projecc 

HSA12 
mould add more than 31.000 cars along M~ssiun Gorge and Friars Roads and ocher areas 
of the project. The draft EIR states that the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans 
would help reduce rhe curnulat~ve traffic impact when implernen~ed. However, she 
"tirnlng of chese improvements IS unknown, and the cumdacive /inpact would ren~al~l 
sikwhcanr and [ma voidable. " 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comrnenl HSAI: 
The Agency may undertake the sale of bonds secured by tax increment at any time 
during the next 20 years. The sale will depend on the Agency's willingness to issue, 
and finding a willing underwriter for the bonds. The Agency would acquire property 
only after following the adopted procedures for seeking owner participation. Any 
property purchased by the Agency would be disposed of in accordance with law that 
may include negotiated sale subject to a public hearing. Replacement housing 
would only be required if, at some point in time, the Agency caused units of housing 
for low and moderate income persons to be destroyed. This is unlikely because there 
are no known housing units in the Project Area. However, given the 30-year life of the 
Redevelopment Plan, it is important to have this provision included in the Plan. 

Response to Comment HSA9: 
The EIR provides a detailed analysis of traffic, air quality, and noise, which includes 
areas both within the Project Area, and surrounding the Project Area. Please refer to 
Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation, 4.3 Air Quality, and 4.4 Noise of the EIR. 

Response to Comment HSA10: 
The Agency will adopt a Five Year Implementation Plan as part of the Redevelopment 
Plan adoption activities. This Implementation Plan identifies potential projects and 
programs to be undertaken. The draft of the Implementation Plan recognizes the 
potential for an amendment to the pertinent community plans. Land use within the 
Project Area will be controlled by the appropriate community plans as they exist or are 
amended in the future, therefore, the Agency's activities will be consistent with the 
provisions of the community plan in which the activity is located. 

Response to Comment HSAl1: 
The conclusion with respect to land use that no significant land use impact 
anticipated is based on the fact that there are a variety of land use incompatibilities, 
conflicting land uses, and incompatible uses within the Project Area that do not 
comply with current City Municipal Code regulations. Any new development that 
occurs within the Project Area would be required to conform with current land use 
and zoning regulations including parking, setbacks, building heights, etc. Therefore no 
land use compatibility impact is anticipated. 

Response to Comment HSA12: 
Comment noted. 

I t  appears from the Draft EIR that the widening of Mission Gorge Road to 6 lanes nortn 
of Zion Avenue and between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8 would create more of a 

H S A ? ~  borlleneck in rhuse currently (and highly) congested areas. Additionally, ~ h e s e  
improvements are already part of the current Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans, 
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Mr. Tracy Reed 
February 11, 2005 
Page 4 

Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report for the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project 

nnd rhereforc: it is not necessary to declare Grantville a Redevelopment Prolecr area 
Please address why these improvements could not be made by working with Caltrans 

HSA13 ,nd City Traffic Engineers a t  tkis time, and prior to the area being declared a GrantvilIe 
(cont'd.) Redevelopment Project area. Also. please address ?he costs associated with this 

,:.ealignment, with or  without the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

Additional1 y , please investigate and incorporate into the Draft EIR the current conditions 
along the East/West arteries between Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, most notably 
Zion and Twain, and the North/South major artery of Crawford Street. These roads are 

HSAq4 already heavily impacted by vehicular traffic trying to avoid congestion along Missior. 
Gorge, Waring. and Friars Roads. Please investigate and incorporate the impact of rhis 
additional traffic on these same roads in the event that redevelopment in the area is 
pursued. 

Section 4 .3  - Air Quality: "Development forecasted for the region will generate 
increased emission levels from transportation and stationary sources." The analysis of 
long-term effects on the air quality concludes that "combined emissions from the 
Redevelopmen[ Project Area and other developed areas in the Basin are expected lo 
concinue LO exczed stare and federal standards in rhe near term and emissions 
asso~.iared wirh these developments ~vdl exceed (hreshuld levels." 

i S A l 5  The Draft EIK notes that project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared tor 
future redevelopmerlrs to determine the emissions associated with construction 
activities and identify measures to reduce air emissions. It would seem chat [his 
pi-olezr--specific analysis would open Lhe door for poorer air quality in the Basin. For 
example, if  5 projecrs along Mission Gorge each added 150 vehicles and industrial- 
related eniissions, the c~~mulat ive impact would be. far  greater ( i f  analyzed 
comprehensively) than one groject that added only 150. Please address the reason for 
project-specific analysis rather than comprehensive project analysis (as  in other areas 
of the DEW for air quality. 

Section 4.10: Aesthetics notes that recommended mitigation includes "improve Ling] the 
appearance of  the existing strip commercial development on Mission Gorge Road 
herween InterslaLe 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving landscaping and 
architectural design, providing consistenr building setbacks and providing adequate off-  
streec parking," While I do not disagree that this scrip of commercial deveiopment could 

HsA16 use a face-lift, 1 am appalled a[ the idea of declaring the area a redevelop men^ Project 
zone. when rhese same improvements could be made rhrough inspletnenration of a 
Businass Improvement District or other programs for these business owners. Please 
address why this corridor has not been declared a Business Improvement Districr or 
received other programmatic assistance prior to the proposed declaration of i t  as a 
Redevelopment Project area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONElTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSA13: 
The widening of Mission Gorge Road to 6 lanes north of Zion Avenue and between 
Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8 are improvements identified in the currently 
adopted community plan. Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DD5 and 
DRS 1 7. 

The costs associated with these improvements are not known and would depending 
on numerous factors including engineering, environmental, and land use constraints. 

Response to Comment HSA14: 
Please refer to response to comment DD8. 

The Program EIR evaluates community plan and general plan circulation element 
roadways, including intersections that serve the roadway segments identified by the 
commentor. As specific developments are proposed, each will be required to be 
analyzed for their potential localized traffic impact, including, residential streets. 

Response to Comment HSA15: 
The cumulative impact as a result of the development potential of the entire Project 
Area is quantified and disclosed. As stated on EIR page 4.3-13 that, "A project that is 
consistent with the applicable General Plan of the jurisdiction in which it is located has 
been anticipated within the regional air quality planning process (i.e., the RAQS Plan). 
Consistency with the RAQS Plan will ensure that the project does not have an adverse 
impact on regional air quality." Because the redevelopment plan must be consistent 
with the General Plan, the project is consistent with the RAQS. However, the ElR also 
analyzes the project as a whole based on project-specific significance thresholds 
(refer to EIR Table 4.3-4). As shown, the cumulative impact of development of the 
entire Project Area would exceed significance thresholds, and i s  considered 
significant. Therefore the impact of multiple projects are not slighted, and are in fact 
evaluated comprehensively. In recognizing this condition, Mitigation Measures AQ 1 
and AQ 2 are proposed to ensure that each individual project is evaluated for 
compliance with appropriate air quality thresholds and measure are implemented to 
address air quality impacts. As specific developments are proposed, specific 
mitigation measures can be applied to each individual project based on the nature, 
size, and characteristics of the project. In accordance with CEQA, cumulative effects 
would need to be considered as part of the CEQA evaluation of each project. 

Section 4.12.3.1 - The first sentence of this section seems inconsistent with the plans noted 
HSAlT earlier in this letter, as well as other areas of the Draft EIR: T h e  Redevelopment Plan docs no1 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSA15 (c0nt.d): 
Additionally, CEQA does not allow the piece-mealing of project analysis. Mitigation 
Measures have been identified in the EIR to ensure that, although a significant 
unavoidable impact has been identified, measures will be incorporated into future 
projects to ensure conformity to applicable air quality regulations. 

Response to Comment HSA14: 
Please refer to response to comment HS-A6. 

Response to Comment HSA17: 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment RM2. 

RTC- 1 02 
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H S A I I  
(cont'd.) 

HSA 

I S A ,  

Mr. Tracy Reed 
February 14, 2005 
Page 5 

Re: Comments reeardins the Draft Program 
Environmental 11npact Report ior the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project 

;repose ro change any Iand use designation with the Project Area." However, in order to 
accomplish many of the long-terms goals of the Redevelopment Project, including but not 
limited to the proposed high-techlbio-tech industrial development at what is now the quarry, 11 

would seem that significant changes would need to be made in the Community Plans. Public 
statements made at the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committee meeting on January 3 1, 
2005 indicate that thnc is exactly what is planned - adopting the Ei~vironmentd lmpact Report 
and Grantville Redevelopment Project - then changing the Community Plans to be consistent 
with this new development. 1 hereby request that the Redevelopment Agency address these 
inconsistencies, and immediately stop any and all planning necessary to designate the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project area. 

Stction 4.13.1 - Schools: Please addr.ess in the DEIR how the allocation of the tax 
increment to the Grantville Redevelopment Project area would affect local schools in the 
community and outside the Grantville community - i.e., with fewer tax dollars available cu 
the Ssln Diego Unified School District and Sah Diego Con~rnunity College District taxing 
agencies. 

Section 4.13.4 - Sewer Facilities: The City cannot finance its current obligations to improve the 
wastewater and sewer pipes throughout the region. Please address how 60-year-old sewer 
pipes in the Grantville region will be able to handle an increase of approximately 26,160 
gaflons of sewer flows per day without any mitigation measures being proposed. 

Scction 4.13.5 - Police Services: As Councilmember Donna Frye noted during the 
Redevelopment Agency meeting on January 25, 2005, the existing conditions sratemenr in thts 
section is incorrect. I hereby request that ALL existing conditious statements throughout 
the entire Draft EIR be reviewed, investigated, corroborated, and, if necessary, changed for 
accuracy. Additionally, 1 request that any changes to the existing conditions that may 
result in changes to tbe Draft EIR be publicly noticed and additional time be given to 
review and make comments on these changes. 

Section 4.13.5.4 - Please address any and all potential impacts on Police Services related to 
response times in and around the Crantville Redevelopment Project area. These impacts 
should include analysis related to increased traffic congestion, increased popularion, and 
increaszd business entities in the area. 

Section 4.13.6.6 - Fire Protection: Please address any and all potential impacts on Fire 
Protection and Emergency Medical Services related to response times i s  and around the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project araa. These impacts should include analysis related to 
increased uaffrc congestion, incresed population, and increased business entities in the area, 
including but not limited to transport of patients to Kaiser Haspital Emergency Department and 
other facilities. 

Additionally, Police & Fire Protection Services are paid for out of the City's General Fund. 
It i s  m y  uuderotanding that the Grantville Rodevelopmeat Project, as with other 
Redevelopment Projects throughout the City of San Diego, would divert property tax 
increment funds from the City's General Fund into infrastructure projects in the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSAIB: 
Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for 
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. In the case 
of school districts (K-14),  a portion of the tax increment paid to the district is not 
deemed "property taxes" for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law, 
and therefore, it i s  funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive 
had there been no redevelopment project area. These new funds are available to be 
used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area. 

Response to Comment HSA10: 
The City requires upgrading sewer facilities and infrastructure commensurate with 
development. The improvement of sewer facilities can also be identified in the 5-year 
implementation plan for the Project Area. 

Response to Comment HSA20: 
Existing conditions and impact analysis information was researched and verified by the 
public service providers serving the Project Area. Please refer to DFI. The additional 
response provided in response to this issue and as responded to in DF1 does not meet 
the criteria for recirculation of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to Commenl HSA21: 
Please refer to response to comment DFI. Under the currently adopted Navajo 
Community Plan, no residential/population increase is anticipated within the Project 
Area (see response to comment PRD14). 

Response to Comment HSA22: 
Please refer to DF1. 

Response to Comment HSA23: 
Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for 
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. The City's 
General Fund will receive its portion of the first tier of these payments. It is probable 
that with redevelopment activities enhancing the area, the growth in assessed value 
will exceed what would have occurred absent the Redevelopment Plan so even 
though the City will receive only a portion of the tax increment, it could exceed what 
it would have received without adoption of the Redevelopment Plan. Additionally, 
new development caused by redevelopment activities will be planned to be 
"defensible space" built to current fire and safety codes that will improve the fire and 
public safety of buildings in the Project Area. 

RTC- 1 03 
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HSA27 

HSA28 

HSA29 

Mr. Tracy Rrrd 
February  14, 2005 
Page 6 

Re: ( h n m e n t s  regarding the Draft Program 
Ei~vironmental Impar t  Report for the 
Giancville Redeveloprnen~ Project 

Grantville area. Please explain how Police and Fire Protection Servicea would be paid for  
9ncz this diversiurl of General Funds ic accomplished. 

Section 4.13.7.6 - Solid Waste: Please address any and all potential impacts on Solid Wasre 
:enerared in the Project area. This should include anticipated closure of West Miramar 
,andfill in or iu-oud the year 201 1. 

Section 4.14.1.2.B - Mincxal Resources/Navajo Conununity Plan: 1 understand that owners of 
7 185 through 7500 Mission Gorge (which includes Superior Ready Mix), submitted (then 
withdrew) an application to the City's Development Services for a master planned indusrrial 
d~velopment (PLD) permit. This submission seems consistent with Councilmernber Madaffer's 
written sratemerits regarding the bio-techhigh-tech industrial area in what is not tht: quamy. 
Please address the proposed PlID for this area and what it includes. Please incorporate 
these proposals into the Draft ELR and address how the resulting impacts would be 
mitigated. 

Section 6.0 - Growth hducement: Piease provide me with appropriate documentation from 
the City's General Plan and Program Guide that includes the definition of "urbanization." 
It is my understanding that mining activities do no1 constitute urbanized aclivities. 

Section 8.1.1 - No Project/No Redevelopment PldDescription of Alternative: It is noted rhat, 
even withour the Project, "the Project Area would be developed pursuant to the existing 
conlnlunity plan land use designations and zoning. The amount af development would be 
sinlilar to the level estimated for the propo~ed project; however, the overall rate of 
development would be slower than under the Redevelopment Plan-" Given that proposals 
within the Projcct Area would occur without designating the Grantville Redevelopnlent P r u j d  
area, it would seem that the Agency has not met the conditions required for physical and 
economic blight, and is merely attempting to increase its portion of the property tax increment. I 
hereby request thal the planning for and implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment 
Project be stopped immediately. 

Szctiot~ 8.2.1.15 - Conclusion - No Additional Development Alternative: As noted, "[tlhis 
altzrnative is environmentally superior to b e  proposed project. This alternative would reduce. or 
avoid, the project's impact to transportation/circulation, air quality, cultural resources, biological 
resources, and paleon~ological resources." The section also news, "this alternative would not 
rnezt most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. I t  seems that, with the negative 
environmental impacts associated with chic project, the No Additional Development 
Alternative would be preferable to the full implementation of the Redevelopment Project 
Area plan. Please address this recommendation. 

Section 8.3 - General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept - This plan would "generally 
iinplement the conceptual land use patiem identified in the City of San Diego General Plan 
(City of Villages) Opportuuity Arcas Map fo r  the Project Area." It appears that this 
alternative would generare a net increase of 50,359 daily trips, as opposod to 3 1,GOG daily 111ps 
nored earlier in the Project Draft EIR. This alternative in  unacceptable. The community has 
11ready kept thd City from implementing the City of Villages in the Granlville area. P lea~e  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSA24: 
The ElR provides an analysis of potential solid waste impacts (see pages 4.13-13 
through 4.13-1 5). As discussed, the City of Son Diego Environmental Services 
Department policy is to ensure that all requirements of a waste management plan are 
satisfied at the time of discretionary review, demolition, grading, or any other 
construction permit. Landfill capacities are discussed on pages 4.1 3-1 4 and 4.1 3-1 5 of 
the EIR. 

Response to Comment HSA25: 
An application for a Planned Industrial Development Permit for the subject property 
was submitted to the City approximately 5-6 years ago. There has been no action 
taken on the permit. The Grantville Redevelopment Plan E1R analyzes the potential 
impacts associated with implementation of land uses according to the existing 
adopted community plans. Sand and gravel and open space uses are assumed for 
the area referenced by the commentor in the proposed project scenario. Because no 
specific development is proposed for this urea, it is not possible to evaluate the 
specific impacts and mitigation measures associated with any such project. Any 
future redevelopment of this area with an alternative use would require discretionary 
approvals including a community plan amendment and environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA. 

Response to Comment HSA26: 
The City of Son Diego's General Plan and Progress Guide define "urbanized" areas 
within the City. The Redevelopment Project area, as well as surrounding areas are 
located within the City's designated urbanized area. The EIR assumes redevelopment 
of the Project Area according to existing adopted community plan designations. The 
sand and gravel area, although designated as Open Space with a sand and gravel 
subcategory, is within the urbanized area as set forth in the City's General Plan. 
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15387 defines an urbanized area as, "... a 
central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more, 
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at 
least 1,000 persons per square mile." 

Response to Comment HSA27: 
The Agency must adopt findings that show that the Project Area meets the criteria for 
blight as set forth in Section 33030 of California Community Redevelopment Law. 

RTC- 1 04 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETfE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSA2I: 
The comment is noted. The Redevelopment Agency will consider the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR and will make findings regarding the adoption of the project and 
rejection of alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 1509 1. 

Response to Comment HSA20: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments RM4 and HSA28. 

RTC- I 05 
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Mr. Tracy Rctd 
February 1 4 .  2005 
Page 7 

Re Uominents regarding the Draft Proprarn 
Enviror~mzntal Impact Report for the 
Grantville Hedevelopment Project 

HSA29 rddresr why it  is considered an alwrnative. Additionally, I request that this alternative be 
(co"'d.) removed from the Draft EIR and not be considered as an alternative. 

Sec~ioo 8 4 - Transil-Oriented Development Principals Alternatives -This alternative - 'assun~es 
thal land use designations would allow multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling units per 
acre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station.. . , The area comprises spproxima~ely 
100 acres of land. Under this alternative, it is assumed that exisring non-residential uses would 
bc replaced with residential uses and no additional non-residential development would occur 
with this area." 11 seems ridiculous to assume that this configuration would result in 7,201) fewer  

HSA3O daily trips Qan L e  proposed project, as most rtxident~ in San Diego County do not use public 
transportation. Please address bow tbis assumption was made and the datahformatiou that 
was used to generate this result. As tbis alternative would result in substantially more 
housing, which would result in additional strain on public safety, utilities, sewer, traffic, 
and other services. I hereby request that this alternative not be considered and that the 
zoning not be changed to accommodate this alternative, nor any proposed residential 
development in this area. 

Additionally, please provide me the services and fees billed, paid, a n d o r  budgeted for the 
production of the Graniville Redevelopment Project Draft Environmeotal Impact Report, 

HSASA I h f t  Preliminary Report, Draft Project Plan. Please include tbe salaries and benefits costs 
or  City/Redevelopment Agency ~ t a f f  working on the Granhrille Redevelopment Project. 

'hmk you for accepling these written comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 

HSA32 Lep01-1 for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 1 look forward to your written response 
ddressing each o f  my concerns and comments. 

Sincerely, 

&* Ho Simonette 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONEITE, DATED FEBRUARY 
14, 2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment HSA30: 
The conclusion that the Transit-Oriented Development Alternative would generate less 
average daily trips than the existing community plan land uses i s  based on applying 
the trip generation factors as identified in the City's Trip Generation Manual associated 
with each land use. A net decrease of average daily trips is expected because 
although there would be an increase in residential uses, there would be a decrease 
(i.e.. these uses would be replaced), of industrial and commercial uses. 

Please also refer to response to comments HSA28 and HSA29. 

Response to Comment HSA31: 
The information requested by the commentor is public information and is available at 
the City Clerk's office. 

Response to Comment HSA32: 
Comment noted. 

Grantville Resident 

cc. All Members of the San Dicgo City Council 
Micllael Aguirre, City Attorney 
P. Larnont Ewell, City Manager 



Public Comment 

My name is Holly S imonette, and I'm 

Homeowner at 4838 Elsa Road, San Diego, 92120,.(be~eenEl~ubareas A and C) . 
> . _ (  

- "  * - -.," 

Honorable Mayor Murphy and Council Members: 

Thank you for allowing me to speak today about my concerns related to the 

Grantville Redevelopment Project and the Draft Em. Council Members Frye and 
HSB' Atkins, my comments also relate to the ongoing lack of government transparency 

and the community's right to know. 

The entire community of Grantville and Allied Gardens has Bg been kept in the 

dark about what the City's Redevelopment Agency and private developers are 

HSB2 tryrng to do in our neighborhoods. Those of us who live near the project area have 

not received updates or notices, and have had to find out information on our own 

or by word of mouth. Talk about secrecy at City Hall. 

1 am here today with petitions in opposition to the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project. They are signed by my neighbors and local business owners who live and 
HS83 

work near the Subareas. My neighbors and I are continuing to gather signatures. 

We respectfully request that you stop the project immediately. 

I am also here today to address concerns about the Draft EIR. The project 

description on page 3-6 s a ~ t h a t  the Project will serve as a catalyst to reverse the 

HSB4 physical and economic blight in the area. What blight? How can you say there's 

blight when housing prices in our neighborhood have gone up 23.5 percent in the 

last year and the median price is over $530,000? 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1ElTER FROM HOLLY SMONElTE, DATED JANUARY 
25,2005 

Response to Comment HSB1: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment HSB2: 
The Agency has complied with all public noticing requirements with respect to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and the California Community Redevelopment 
Law. In addition, the Agency has formed the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory 
Committee (GRAC). The formation of the GRAC is not a requirement for the formation 
of a redevelopment project area when no residential uses are involved. The GRAC 
was formed as an additional mechanism to encourage public involvement, and 
includes representation from portions of the community located,outside of the Project 
Area. In addition to all noticing and meetings, all documentation related to this 
project has been posted on the Redevelopment Agency's website. 

Response to Comment HSB3: 
Comment noted. The referenced petition is included as an attachment to this 
responses to comments document. 

Response to Comment HSB4: 
Please refer to response to comment HSA27. The commentor also references housing 
prices. However, there is no residential use located within the Project Area. 



We all know traffic in the area is bad - it's the thng people complain about the 

most. In fact, people already dnve on Twain and Crawford near my house to avoid 

thc traffic mess on Mission Gorge. Your own hghly paid experts say the 

Redevelopment Project would add more than 3 1,000 cars along Mission Gorge and 

Friars Roads and other areas of the project. But they note that even with some road 

HSBS improvements, "the cumulative impact would remain significant and 

unavoidable. " T h s  means even more cars will be dnving through my 

neighborhood to avoid the increased traffic congestion on Mission Gorge. That 

puts more kids at risk for being h t  by a car, more accidents, and more car exhaust 

around our schools. In short, there's going to be more traffic in my 

neighborhood because traffic on Mission Gorge is going to stay screwed up. 

Your experts' analysis of the long-term effects on the air quality concludes that 

"combined emissions from the Redevelopment Project Area and other developed 

areas in the Basin are expected to continue to exceed state and federal standards in 
HSB6 

the near term and emissions associated with these developments will exceed 

threshold levels." In short, more vehicles and industry in the Redevelopment 

Project Area will keep the air quality unhealthy in our neighborhoods. 

Honorable Mayor Murphy, Council Members, please do not ignore the findings of 

your own experts and put a rubber stamp of approval on t h s  Draft EIR or the 

HSB7 Grantville Redevelopment Project. There's no reason to screw up traffic and air 

quality even more for a project that has no justification in the first place, because 

there is no blight. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LEl lER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED JANUARY 
25, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HS05: 
Please refer to responses to comment DOT3 and DRSl7. 

Response to Comment HS06: 
Please refer to response to comment HSA15, LM5, and CL07. 

Response to Comment HSB7: 
Comment noted. 

Thank you. 
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JUST SAY "NO" TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
Handdehvered January 2005 

Dear Neighbor: 

Did you know the Citv of San Diego is u1,lanning to declare the area around our homes a 'Midted area," 
create more traflic on Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, develop low-income housing in our area, 
awav Drove* from local business owners. And they want to do all of this in violation of State law? 
It's time to tell the City Council &NO'' - tbe resident. of Granhille do NOT want the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project. 

Make sure your voice is heard. The City Courlcil will only pay attention if enough of us show up 
and make our voices heard Sign the petition and attend the City Council meeting on January 25, 
2005 at 10 a.m. (CoumiI Chambers, I.? Floor, City Administration Building 202 C Street, downtown). 

The Grantville Redevelopment Project would: 

Make Traffic Congestion Worse: The Drafl Environmental h p a c t  Report (EIR) predicts 
significant traffic increases in the area from the Project Activities, but does not propose anything to 
alleviate. the traEc. No improvements are proposed for the bottle-neck on Mission Gorge Road 
between 1-8 and Friars Road. This means even more &c through OUT neighborhoods. 

Declare Area Around Our Homes uBlighted": The City says this won't affect our property values, 
but we have no assumnce ofthis. They say that values typically increase, but this is for areas that 
buly are blighted-ours is NOT! 
Violate State Law: The proposal of this Project Area VIOLATES state law: Our area is 
blighted by definition of California state law! How much more illegal activity should we tolerate 
tiom this city government? 

Take Away Property: Redevelopment will give the City extraordinary powers to take property 
away from business owners in order to make way for pet projects from developers like Fenton 
Development, who has an employee sitbng as Chair of the planning committee! Don't let the City 
put your neighbors out of business just for their own convenience. 

Build Low-Income Housing: This places additional sbain on social services in the area while taking 
money away fhm the very agencim that provide the services. This will result in reduced services and 
worse conditions for low-income residents. 

Take Money Away from Schools: This project will take money away from other governmental 
agencies, s chds ,  and community colleges-all of which provide valuable services to our 
commumty. They're doing this simply because they can't manage their own finances! 

HSLM7 pry th ing  h t  the City proposes to do to improve our area are things they should already be doing-like 
improving landscaping and enforcing code violations. 

Redevelopment simply becomes a vehicle to do things that the community has repeatedly said 'Wo!" to, 
HSLMa lLke high-density housing, new development in open spaces, and more congestion! If they aren't doing 

their jobs now, why would they when they get more power by forming a Redevelopment Area? 

City documents about the Grantville Redevelopment Project are on the Internet: 
h~://www.sandieao.pov/redevelopment--. Read them! Get informed! 

o Drafl Redevelopnlent Plan 
o Draft Enviromiental h p a c t  Report 
o Rules Governing Participahon by Property Owners 
o Address Ranges for Properties within the Proposed Redevelopment Project Area 

Plzase contact us if you have any questions 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONEfTE/LYNN MURRAY, 
DATED JANUARY 2005 

Response to Comment HSLMI: 
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, AGI, RM3 and DRSl7. 

Response to Comment HSLM2: 
Research indicates that between 2002-03 and 2003-04 the assessed value of properties 
in the Project Area increased 4.97% and between 2003-04 and 2004-05 increased 
7.59%. This compares with 10.01% and 10.38% in the City of Sun Diego, and 9.92% and 
11.15% in the County of San Diego. This is an indicator that property within the Project 
Area suffers from blighting conditions that are not present elsewhere. 

Response to Comment HSLM3: 
The Preliminary Report for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area documents the 
existence of blighting conditions in the Project Area. Not all properties in the Project 
Area are blighted by blighting conditions do exist and private enterprise acting alone 
has not addressed these conditions. Please also refer to responses to comments 002, 
DD6, JN10, and HSA27. 

Response to Comment HSLM4: 
The Redevelopment Plan allows the Agency to acquire property in the Project Area 
only after extending Owner Participation preferences to existing owners and 
businesses, and only after paying just compensation based upon an appraisal of the 
property at its highest and best use. 

Response to Comment HSLMS: 
Affordable housing is a documented need throughout the City of Sun Diego and the 
region. The claim that such housing places additional strain on social services while 
taking money away from the very agencies that provides the services is not 
substantiated. 

Response to Comment HSLM6: 
Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for 
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. In the case 
of school districts (K-14), a portion of the tax increment paid to the district is not 
deemed "property taxes" for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law, 
and therefore, it is funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive 
had there been no redevelopment project area. This new source of school funding is 
available to be used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area. With regard 
to other taxing entities, it is probable that with redevelopment activities enhancing the 

Holly Simonette 
Homeowners on Elsa Road 
(619) 501-7414 

Lynn Murray 
Homeowner on Carthage Street 
(619) 582-1024 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE/LYNN MURRAY, 
DATED JANUARY 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment HSLMb (c0nt.d): 
area, the growth in assessed value will exceed what would have occurred absent the 
Redevelopment Plan so even though these entities will receive only a portion of the 
tax increment, it could exceed what they would have received absent adoption of 
the Redevelopment Plan. 

Response ta Comment HSLM7: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment HSLMB: 
Comment noted. 



HSLM 
(ATTACH.) 

Executive Summary 

Significant, Mitigable Impacts 
Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in significant impacts as a result of future 

redevelopment activities that will occur within the Project Area. Significant impacts have been identified 

to the following environmental issue areas: 

- Air Quality {Short-term Construction) 

* Noise 

- Cultural Resources 

Biological Resources 

GeologyfSoils 

Hazords and Hazardous Materials 

- Paleontological Resources 

- Aesthetics 

* Water Quality/Hydrology 

- Public Services 

lmplementotion of proposed Mitigation Measures identified in th~s Program EIR will reduce the impact to 

these resource areas to a level less thon slgnificont. 

Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 
Based on the data and condusions of this Progrom EIR, the Redevelopment Agency finds thot the project- 

will result in significant unavoidoble impacts to the following resources oreas: 

- Air Quality (Long-term Mobile Emissions) 

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential impact to these resources to the 

extent feasible; however, the impact will remain significant ond unavoidable. These impacts ore not a 

result of implementation of the Redevelopment Project in and of itself, rother they are a result of forecasted 

growth in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the Project Areo. If the Redevelopment 

Agency chooses to approve the Grantville Redevelopment Project, it must adopt o "Statement of 

Overriding Considerotions" pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15 126(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Gionlville Redevelopment Project ES 4 December 13.2004 
Dron Program EIR 



HSLM 
(ATTACH.) 

ATTACHMENT 3 

DATE OF NOTICE: January 5,2005 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, COMMVNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

DATE OF ~ A L U N G :  January 25,2005 
TIME OF HEARING: 10:OO AM 
LOCATION OF HEARWG: Council Chambers, 12th Floor, City Administration 

Building, 202 C Street, San Diego, California 92101 
PROJECT: Granhille Redevelopment Project Area (Proposed) 
PURPOSE OF HEARING: Receive public testimony and comments regarding a 

draft programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
COMMUNITY PLAh AREA: Navajo, Tiemsanta, nnd College Area 
COUNCIL DISTRLCT: Ui~trict 7 

The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing the Grantviile Redevelopment Project which would 
eliminate physical and economic blighting conditions and promote a variety of Land uses, expand 
employment opportunities, improve public infrastructure, parking, and services. California Community 
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq.) controls redevelopment activity 
and the Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report (ELR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The Redevelopment Agency has scheduled a meeting on Tuesday, January 25,2005 at 1O:OO a.m. to 
take public testimony and comments on the draft programmatic EIR. A final EIR incorporating public 
input will be prepared for consideration by the Redevelopment Agency for a noticed public meeting in 
the future. 

The draft programmatic EIR can be reviewed at www.sandiego.gov/redevelopment-agency/grantville 
and at the following locations: City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, 600 B Street, 4Ih Floor; C~ ty  
of San Diego Central Library (Science & Industry Section), 820 E Street; Mission Valley Branch 
Library, 2123 Fenton Parkway; Tierrasanta Library, 4985 La Cuenta Drive; Benjamin Branch Library, 
5188 Zion Avenue, San Carlos Branch Library, 7265 Jackson Drive; and the Navajo Community 
Service Ceiiter, 7381 Jackson Drive. 

For additional information, contact Tracy Reed, Project Manager, at the Redevelopment Agency at 
(61 9) 533-75 19 or treed0,sandieqo.eov. 

R E D E V E L O P ~ I E ~ ~ T A G E ~ C Y  
600 B Snezt, Suite 400 r San Diego, CA 92101-4506 

Tel(6 19) 5334233 Fax (6 19) 533-5250 
Conmun~ty and Economic Development 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DON STILLWELL, DATED JANUARY 31, 
2005 

Response to Comment DSA1: 
The specific impacts of bus rerouting were not evaluated as part of the traffic analysis 
for the proposed project; however, vehicular trip generation was analyzed. The 
specific traffic impacts associated with the trolley were evaluated by MTDB (MTS) as 
part of the EIR prepared for the Grantville Trolley station, which is referenced by the 
commentor. According to MTS, there will be a maximum of six bus trips (three buses in, 
and three buses out) per hour at the trolley site. This number of bus trips would not 
significantly impact intersections in the vicinity of the station. The recent extension of 
Alvarado Canyon Road (the bridge connection) has also helped reduced traffic 
along Mjssion Gorge Road and Fairmount Avenue. 

Additionally, the provision of trolley service in the Project Area may reduce the traffic 
generation by 5% for residential uses, 5% for office uses and 3% for commercial uses 
within 1500 feet of the trolley station {City of Son Diego Trip Generation Manual). This 
potential trip reduction has not been taken into account in the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project Program EIR traffic analysis; therefore, the study is 
conservative. 



RESPONSE TO C O M M E N T  LEl lER FROM DON STILLWELL, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 

Response to Comment DSD1: 
Please refer to response to comment DSAl . 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HELEN R. HUNTER, DATED FEBRUARY 
14,2005 

Response to Comment HH1: 
Please refer to responses to comments HH2 through HH6. 

Response to Comment HH2: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment HH3: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17. 

Response to Commeni HH4: 
Comment noted. These conditions, in that existing streets and intersections within the 
project study area do not meet current conditions City LOS standards, are 
documented in the EIR. Please also refer to responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17. 

Response to Comment HH5: 
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DRSl7, CLA1, CLA6, CLB1. 

Response to Comment HH6: 
Comment noted. Please also see responses to comments JN 10 and HSLM3. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MARILYN REED, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 

February 13,2005 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
Project Manager 
600 B Skeet 
Fourth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 92 101 

RE: Response to the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Reed; 

After reviewing the Draft EIR, 1 have the following concerns: 

1. The increase of vehicular traffic on already crowded streets has been shown to be a 
considerable problem and will increase as more development occurs. In section 4.2.6 
(Conclusion) roadways are listed, which are to be significantly impacted by the redevelopment 
project. Wanng Road is omitted from this list. 1 do not feel adequate research was given to this 

MR.1 roadway, especially during peak AM or PM hours. Waring Road is a major roadway through a 
residential area that has been documented with high speeds and traffic volume. It is the main 
access to subarea C of the Grantville Redevelopment Project and will become significantly more 
impacted, should any changes take places in that area. 

2. The speed of cars on all the surface streets of the Project area IS at this time a treme~idous 

MR2 problem. Yet little is mentioned regarding that impact or how to mitigate 11. Emphasis is given 
to volume of traffic. 

3.  There appears to be little discussion on height limitations for buildings in tht: 
Redevelopment Area. Visual impact on the neighboring community could be significant. Height 

MR3 limits need to be considered and implemented to help retain the character of the community and 
to prevent uncontrolled densification that would adversely impact road, utility and protective 
services (police and tire). 

4. Section 4.1 3.1.1 discusses impacts to schools. I strongly disagree with table 4.13.1, 
which refers to future enrollment at Foster and Marvin as "falling". It is not realistic to assume 
that the tenants of new multifamily projects will all be, as several developers have suggested, 

MR4 only "young executives". Even if that were so, there is a strong probability that some of these 
"young executives" will be parents needing affordable housing close to schools. The homes in 
the Allied Gardens/Grantville area may also be more affordable for young families then in San 
Carlos and Del Cemo. Enrollments may increase, not decrease. Projected impacts to area 
schools are inadequately researched in the EIR. 

Response to Comment MR1: 
Please refer to response to comment DOT2 and DD8. 

Response to Comment MR2: 
The traffic impact analysis conducted for the EIR was based on the City of San Diego 
traffic impact manual. Impacts are based on volume to capacity ratios and increases 
in intersection delay. In areas where enforcement of speed limits is at issue, more 
specific, detailed analysis is required to ascertain speed conditions, and potential 
street calming measures that may be implemented to address the issue. 

Response to Comment MR3: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to response to comment TCC13. 

Response to Comment MR4: 
The existing school data and projections provided in the EIR were obtained directly 
from the San Diego Unified School District (2004). 

Response to Comment MR5: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments PRD2, PRD4, PRD5, PRD7, 
PRD14, and PRD17. 

5 .  Open space is extremely important when an area is being considerccl for redevelopment. 
MR5 Densification with little regard for parks, running trails, etc. will put the character of the 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LElTER FROM MARILYN REED, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

community at a disadvantage. The closest park to the Grantville Redevelopment subarea A is 
along Crawford Street and Vandever. Whether in Subareas A or B, any children wanting to use YR5 a part must cross busy streets to get there. Although the San Diego River Project intends 

(cont'd.) to develop running or bike paths along the river, that does not leave areas for playing sports such 
as soccer. The need for large landscaped grass areas should be further explored. 

6 .  Air quality is also uf concern and should not be simply deemed "significant and 
unavoidable". The health and well being of residents in and immediately adjacent to the 
redevelopment area shuuld always be of foremost concern to the City Redevelopment Agency MR6 when projects are accepted for consideration. I did not find in the EIR a discussion of locations 
that are presently considered California Hot Toxics Spots. 

7 Adequate police and fire protection need to be maintained. With densification comes a 

MR7 gmter need for protection and safety in a community. How will that be accomplished 
efficiently over time? 

Finally, and perhaps out of the scope of the draft BIR, is the ability of the communities of 
Grantville and Allied Gardens to participate m the review and recommendation process of any 
proposed redevelopment project. A PAC was not established because there were no residences 
in the Project area. However, the GRAC will disband in May and that will leave the community 
lacking the ability to efTcctive participate in the recommendation process. The Navajo 

MR8 Community Planners, Inc. will be the group to review projects and submit recommendations. 
The current makeup of the board has Grantville and Allied Gardens at a disadvantage due to its 
current election and representation procedures. There also are no guidelines, as required by 600- 
24, in NCPI Bylaws to direct the review of redevelopment projects by subcommittees, for the 
cornmunity directly impacted. 

1 appreciate your consideration of these concerns. 

Marilyn Reed 

Response to Comment MRb: 
According to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, there is no real definition of a 
"hot spot." As of now, facilities are prioritized based on their health hazard. If the total 
score for carcinogenic compounds is above 100 and for non-carcinogenic 
compounds is above 10, then a health risk assessment is required for the facility. A 
health risk assessment (HRA) is a study of the possible public health risks that may be 
posed by emissions of toxic compounds. If the cancer risk per million is  greater than 10 
and the cronic and acute THl's are greater than 1, then the following steps are 
required: a public notification (for those living in the surrounding areas) and risk 
reduction (a plan to reduce risk to below a level of significance]. 

Flame Spray, lnc. (4674 Alvarado Canyon Rd, 92120) and Superior Ready Mix (7500 
Mission Gorge Rd, 92120) are the only two facilities in the Project Area that were 
required to do an HRA. Flame Spray, Inc. performed a Public Notification in 2000, held 
a Public Meeting and successfully implemented a risk reduction program. The facility 
has reduced the potential health risk below the notification thresholds and therefore, 
public notifications are no longer required. Superior Ready Mix had a 5.6 per million 
cancer risk and chronic and acute THl's below 1. Therefore, Superior Ready Mix was 
not required to do public notice and risk reduction. 

The Air Resources Board (ARB) is in the process of changing the emissions standards to 
incorporate diesel emissions. ARB has determined that diesel emissions, especially 
those from internal-combustion engines, are a major airborne pollutant. This is the 
upcoming concentration of the APCD. As of now, the available data for specific 
facilities does not include diesel emissions, so this data may change in the next few 
years. 

Please also refer to responses to comments TCC 10, CLB7, LM3, LM4, LMS, and HSAIS. 

Response to Comment MR7: 
Please refer to DFl . 

Response to Comment MR8: 
The Draft Redevelopment Plan was amended to include Section 480 Participation of 
Area Planning Committees and Other Appropriate Community Organizations to 
encourage additional community input during the planning and review of Agency 
plans, policies, procedures, agreements and proposed projects and programs. 

Response to Comment MR4: 
Comment noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 

Grantv~llc E M  Corn~lizi~ts 
S u b m ~ t t d  by: 
Lee Campbell lee@,campbellot.com; 858-560-1213 

General Commcl~ts 
1. It is nor clear what plan or plans are being referenced whzli referring to "plan area". I am 

told it refers to community plan area. Dues this refer to the Navajo Plan only? The 
Ticrrasanta Plau or the s n d l  portion of eastern Tierrasanta that is in the Development 
Plan? Action: ?'he document should be specific, for example vol I ,para. 8.4.1.15 states 
that the transit onented alternative would result in less environmental impact to 
transportation/circu1atiun, air qualtty, noise etc. 

2. The word "project" is used throughout the EIK. Action: Please refer to the various 

LC2 projscts as Comrr~unity Plan Project, Redevelopment Plan Project, TOD plan Project, etc. 
This would help the reader. 

3. Action: Instead of using the word "alternative" when referring to a plan altemat~ve 
LC3 identity the plan, such as, the TOD Plan Alternative. 

4. The impact to Tierrasanta, which borders the eastern side of the basin including the San 
Diego River, Admiral Baker Field, Miss~on Gorge Road and the Grantville and Allied 
Gardens communities appears to be significantly impacted in particular with air quality 
(Ref vol 1, para 4.3.6.2.) due to the increase in traffic that the redevelopment plan and the 
TOD plan will generate. 
Action: Address this specifically related to Tierrasanta Cornn~unity Plan area and not just 
to the Project area included in the Tienasanta plan. Please address the entire Tierrasanta 
Community Plan area for all alternatives when addressing pollution. 

5. Traffic average on all Project Plan arterials increases with: 
a. Project Plan = 153% over existing 2004 
b. Transit Oriented Alternative Plan = L65% over existing 2004 
Reference vo1.2 appendix D. 

Volume 1 has summarized this data in charts that using the A through F levels of impact. 
So the F impact level designation can be 1% higher than the existing conditions or 65% 
or 1nfinite.Action: Install the vol. 2 appendix D tables in appropriate consecutive pages in 
vol. 1 so all can see the scope of the impacts for comparison. 

6 .  Volume 1 refers to areas in community plans that are not in the development area. It is 
suggested that when improvements are implemented in these areas the traffic impact 
would be improved, but these are in some instances are not specifficallyidentified. In 
addition there is no analysis documented in vols. 1 or 2 to show that these traffic 
improvements would in the long run benefit the Tierrasanta, Navajo, or Collzge area 
cunlmunities or cause "significant impacts" to these communities. For example, vol. 1, 
page 5.3, para. 5.1.3 states," Traffic improvements are identified with the Navajo, and 
Tierrasanta Community Plans, . . . that when implemented would help to reduce the 

Response to Comment LC1 : 
Reference to "plan area" in the EIR is used when referencing the applicable 
community plan area, or portion thereof. If "plan area" is not preceded by a 
community name, it is located under a specific community plan heading. In response 
to this comment, a word search was conducted and areas of the EIR that make 
reference to "plan area" were reviewed to confirm this condition. Additionally, the EIR 
clearly states that the alternatives to the proposed project are evaluated against the 
potential impacts of the proposed project. No additional modification to the EIR has 
been made. 

Response to Comment LC2: 
The term "project" refers to the proposed redevelopment plan project, and/or 
subsequent activities that may occur under the redevelopment plan. The term does 
not refer to community plans or alternatives as evaluated in Section 8.0. 

Response to Comment LC3 
Each alternative i s  evaluated within its own section and under its own heading. No 
further modifications to Section 8.0 of the EIR are proposed in response to this 
comment. 

Response to Comment LC4: 
The environmental impact analysis provided in the EIR is not necessarily limited to the 
proposed Project Area. In fact, regionally significant conditions are evoluated 
including air quality issues as stated by the commentor. 

Response to Comment LC5: 
Volume I1 Appendix D, as referenced by the commentor, depicts the project trip 
distribution. This information is also provided in EIR Volume I Figure 4.2-4. Also, as noted 
by the commentor, even a relatively small contribution of traffic to a significantly 
impacted intersection, is considered significant in some instances according to City of 
Sun Diego Traffic Significance Thresholds (see EIR Table 4.2-3). 

Response to CornmenC LC6: 
The traffic improvements identified and evaluated on EIR pages 4.2-20 through 4.2-21 
are contained in the existing adopted Navajo Community Plan. Although identified in 
the existing adopted Tierrasanta Community plan, several roadway extensions were 
not assumed (please refer to response to comment AG2). The traffic impact 
associated with these extensions were evaluated in conjunction with the preparation 
and adopted of the Tierrasanta Community Plan (reference Figures 23 and 24 of the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan). The extension of these roadways would need to be 



LC6 
(cont'd.) 

ctunulative traffic impact. However, . . . thz cumulative impact would remain signiiicant 
and unavoidable." Would not this transfer significant impacts to surrounding 
communltles due to the diversion of trafik? 
Actior~: Remove these references or provide proof by analysis including traffic studies 
for the Caltrans impacts to 1. Mission Gorge Road at route 52; 2. Jackson Drive at route 
52; 3.  Tierrasanta Blvd. at 1-15; 4. Navajo Rd at 1-8; 5.Santo Rd. at Friars Rd and Santo 
Road at tt 52. Also because these "improvement" are mentioned so often it clear that 
these improvements are intended to be implemented "shall" be trnplernented when the 
h d s  are available' even though the are not covered by analysis. 

7. Mission Gorge Road section horn Old Cliffs Road to Katlyn Court and on to Princess 
View should be included in the traffic analysis and in the Redevelopment Plan. 

8. The Transit Oriented Alternative Plan proposes 2500 housing units within 2000 feet of 
the trolley statwn. Does this include the current in work projects of 100+ units at Waring 
Road and 1-8, and the units that are projected to be on the hillside above the Nazarene 
church; neither of which are feasibly within the transit oriented zone of 2000 feet? In any 
case 2500 units could probably bring 2500 to 5000 automobiles to the area within 2000 
feet of the trolley. This figure could be increased if (and it is likely) the units are 
populated by college students. Is this included in the analysis? It appears that the traffic 
between 1-8 and Twain Ave will increase to an average of 208% of current values if the 
project plan is selected and to 254% if the alternate TraMic Oriented plan is selected. 
Both are unacceptable. This traffic will be divertcd onto local res~dznt~al streets. 
Action: Please address in the EIR the probability of traffic increases due to student 
residents in the TOD alternative plan and mitigation suggestions. 

9. There are archeological resources along the river at the tenninus of Tierrasanta blvd that 
appear to not be referenced in the EIR. Action: Please identify and include in the 
document, or identify a city report that addresses these resources and modify the EIR to 
identify the impact at this portion of the redevelopment area. 

10. Bicycle routes and pedestrlan walkways are not covered in detail. They are not shown as 
existing or proposed. Action: How will pedestrian walkways and bicycle routes be 
accommodated? With the traffic increases on the major roadways and intersections it is 
probable that if they exist at all they will be routed to side streets or as independent paths. 
How much improvement in traffic can be expected by utilizmg these paths/walkways? 
Please address 111 detail in the ELK 

1 I .  Along with Trdllbportation and Circulation, area flooding is d major c o n w n  of residents 
and bus~ilzsses in the Project slca. Action: How is the Alvarado Creek flood potential to 
be addressed with the Transit Unented plan? Will the 2500 units be on stilts, fill etc.; the 
cost of development within the 2000 k e t  of the trolley seems to be prohibitive; Is it? 
Please address this in the E R .  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
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Response to Comment LC6 (c0nt.d): 
evaluated as to their environmental impacts and potential for redistribution of traffic 
should they be considered in the future. The City agrees that additional analysis of the 
extension of these roadways would be required, and there is currently no funding 
identified for these improvements. 

Response to Comment LC7: 
The roadway segment referenced by the commentor was included in the traffic 
analysis. Additionally, this segment would not be excluded from consideration as part 
of the redevelopment plan improvements. 

Response to Comment LC8: 
The TOO does not propose any use or development at this time, it is included in the EIR 
as a potential alternative to reduce the potentially significant traffic and air quality 
impacts associated with the proposed project (see responses to comments SNDG3, 
DD10, DD12, RM5, DRS19, and LM4). Compliance with City of Sun Diego Municipal 
Code parking regulations would be required for any future development within the 
Project Area. 

Response to Comment LC9: 
Please refer to response to comment BW 1. 

Response to Comment LC1 0: 
The adopted Community Ptans depict the planned circulation network for the 
community planning area. Any proposed traffic improvements would need to include 
trail systems as designated in the Community Plan and/or roadway classification. The 
EIR does not specifically account for a deduction in vehicular trip generated based on 
the availability of existing or planned trails systems; although it is widely recognized 
that such systems are beneficial to overall circulation and are encouraged as part of 
the redevelopment plan (see Draft Redevelopment Plan Objectives #2 and #3). 

Response to Comment LC1 1: 
The potential flooding of Alvarado Creek is identified in the EIR (see Section 4.1 1 Water 
Quality/Hydrology). Regardless of what type of development is  proposed within the 
Project Area, flooding issues will need to be addressed. Mitigation Measure HD1 is 
proposed to ensure that a detailed hydrology study is prepared for each specific 
development and that drainage and flooding is addressed as part of redevelopment 
activities. 



12. Action: With the TOL) alkmate plan, increased density in the Miss1011 Gurgz Area has 
LC12 the impact to the interstates been considered? H o w  will Caltrans accommodate this'? 

Pleasz address this in the E1R ; provide or reference Caltrans data. 

13. Per vol 2 appendix 0, the average daily traffic at the interstalc 8 underpass to Mission 
Gorge will be between 76,600 and 88,195 average daily trips. (Highway 52 currently has 

LC1 3 an average daily tip coum of 80,000). Action: Will Mission Gorge b a d  qualify to be 
upgraded lu a freeway status (z.g., 125 south)'! 

14. When mitigation measures are addressed, there is no cost identified. Mitigation for 
vegetation, biolugical, Lust case enviroilmental, groundwater, paleontological, etc. 
impacts could be very high. Action: Picase include a relative cost such as with the traffic 
impacts; i.e., significant,. . .msigniticant for all mitigation measwes and relate to overall 
cost of the project. 

15. There are a significant number of open LUST cases in the area A Mission Gorge corridor. 
Action: Please identify how long these cases have been open. Who will pay fur the 
cleanup? Will cleanup be funded by redevelopment return? 

16. The Flooding coverage is totally inadequate. Traffic and flooding in the project area are 
among the top three major goah of the Redevelopment Area. Trafic has been addressed 
in great detail and analysis (in Vol. 2). Action: The issue of flooding  nus st be addressed 
in its own section as is section 4.2- Transportation. In addition, there must include an 
analysis appendix for flooding which should include A. current volumes of water that can 
be accommodated, B. the Horizon year volumes that must be in place to prevent flooding, 
C. how the Fairmont Avenue under interstate 8 will be prevented fiom flooding which 
when flooded stops all traffic. D. Mitigation such as motorized water barriers and pumps 
that could be implemented in time of floodmg, how the 2500 residential units of the 
alternate plan could be designed (on stilts or provided with pumps for ground level 
parking garages). In add~iiun, include a map of current drainage facilities. Finally, 
flooding in the area is a concern of shop owners and res~dents in the area and should not 
be addressed on a development project by development project as mitigation HDl, page 
4.1 1-18, suggests. Flooding is an immediate and global concern in the project area. 

17. When discussing the alternatives there is a global practice within the EIR to make 
statements like in para. 8.1.1.1, "Overall, the land use impact would be greater than under 
the proposed project, as land use goals identified within applicable community plans 
would not be achieved." When these statements are not backed up with references to the 
"applicable community plan" goals or paragraphs within the ElR defining these goals, the 
argument looses credibility. Action: Please enhancc all such paragraphs throughout the 
EIR with commuuty plan paragraph references or list the goals with para. references. 

18. Table 2 is missing from vol. 2, appendix D. It is assumed that this table should be the 
LC18 summary of the CNEL analysis for the 2030 horizon year with no community plan 

project. Action: Please include this table in the document. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
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Response to Comment LC 12: 
CEQA does not require an evaluation of alternatives at the same level of detail as is 
conducted for the proposed project. Potential impacts to the circulation system are 
evaluated for the proposed project and the General Plan Opportunities Areas Map 
Concept. Although less traffic is estimated to be generated under the TOO 
alternative, it is  anticipated that improvements would be required to the I-8/Mission 
Gorge Area, regardless of the future land uses in this area. As identified in the EIR, 
improvements are needed for this area in the existing condition. Please also refer to 
responses to comment DOT3 and DRS17. 

Response to Comment LC13: 
There are no plans to improve Mission Gorge Road to a freeway; however, Mission 
Gorge Road from Fairmount Avenue to Interstate 8 is planned as a six-lane major. 

Response to Comment LC14: 
CEQA does not require specific costs to be identified for recommended mitigation 
measures. According to CEQA Guideline Section 15364, "'Feasible' means capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors." As 
such, only those improvements identified in the adopted Navajo Community Plan are 
assumed and have been analyzed in the EIR. The cost associated with future 
improvements would depend on engineering, environmental, land use, and right-of- 
way constraints. 

Response to Comment LC15 
EIR Table 4.8-1 identifies the open LUST cases and provides historical data retated to 
each facility. The responsible entity for site remediation will be depending on property 
transfer agreements and/or the entity proposing improvements to the property. The 
Agency may contribute to site remediation. 

Response to Comment LC 16: 
Flooding is addressed comprehensively in EIR Section 4.1 f Water Quality/Hydrology. 
Overflow of the Alvarado drainage is identified as an existing drainage deficiency in 
the EIR (see EIR pages 4.1 1-15 and 4.1 1-16, and Figure 4.1 1-2). As identified in the Draft 
Redevelopment Plan, an objective of the plan is to make storm drain improvements 
particularly to properties affected by the Alvarado Creek and San Diego River 
(Objectives #3). Mitigation Measure HD1 is proposed to ensure that a detailed 
hydrology study is prepared for each specific development and that drainage and 
flooding is addressed as part of redevelopment activities. Specific mitigation 
measures would be developed for individual projects to ensure that flooding and 
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Response to Comment LC1 6 (c0nt.d): 
drainage improvements are made to accommodate new development, and/or 
repair existing drainage infrastructure. Please also refer to responses to comments 
DD5,DD7, BC3, DRS6, and LC1 1 .  

Response to Comment LC1 7: 
The applicable goals of the community plan are defined in Section 2.3 Planning 
Context of the EIR. Because these alternatives would require community plan land use 
amendments for implementation, the applicable goals, as described in Section 2.3 
would need to be reevaluated by the appropriate planning group to determine 
whether they apply to the new land uses. As an example, the existing Tierrasanta 
Community plan land use for the sand and gravel area is Open Space with a Sand 
and Gravel subcategory. The General Plan Opportunities Area Map shows this area as 
50% Open Space and 50% Industrial. Development of 50% this area with industrial uses 
would not likely meet the community plan's goals of: 

Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area 
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails park provided. Any 
other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an amendment 
to this plan. 

Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City should 
be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for development purposes. 
Clustered development should then be used to avoid development impacts on 
the designated open space. 

Response to Comment LC1 8: 
Table 2, Appendix D, was not reproduced due to an apparent printing error. 
However, as indicated on Table 4.4-7, Future Noise Levels (CNEL), the project 
contribution to the future with project scenario ranges between 0 and 3.5 dB(A) 
increase on area roadways. 
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2005 (c0nt.d) 

19. Table 3, vol. 2, appendix D is labeled "Alternative". Action: Please label to identify 

LC19 which alternative. It is assumed that it is the alternative to the community Plan; which is 
the Redevelopment Plan. 

20. Throughout the ElR there has been a tendency to justify an alternative by statements or 
phases such as identifying the date that a colnmumty plan was adopted (ref. Para 3.6.2). 
These kinds of statements appear to be insel tzd to "sell" redevelopment sincz, bur 
example, the community plan is so old. In other cases when "selling" is trying to show 
that redevelopment is what the people want, a statement like "and this is consistent with 
the community plan" is used. Action: Remove these pluases "and is cunsistent with the 
community plan" and similar ones since the curnrnuity plans iuz being set aside and 
later rewritten to comply with whatevrr redevelopment 'plan' is selected. If left in 
identify specifically the community plan and the appropr~ate paragraph. 

21. No concluding paragraphs include a technical summary of the data provided in the 

LC21 
section paragraphs; instead there are statements using words or phrases like "similar", 
"would nut meet most of the basic object~ves", "superior". Action: Add summary data 
that defines what these words are describing. 

Action: Please provide a timzline chart or graphs showing the Caltrans improvements 
needed at 1-8 (and other Caltrans roads) related to the proposed development activity (all 
alternatives), the peak traffic and infrastructure impact in the development area during the 
transition, the tax incrzn~rnt funds expected to support the traffic arid infrastructure. It is 
expected that this wuuld show a lagging curve with devzlupmznt Arst, funding lagging, 
and city and caltrans traffic and infrastructure improvements lagging funding. It is 
expected that the lag from bcpilming of developmmt in [he area to be 8 to 10 years. Will 
the city issue bonds to close the gap? Please addrrss this in the EIK (and the Draft 
Development Plan). 

Specific Comments Volume I 
I. page 2-2; para. 2.2.1. Land uses also include restaurants which because they are leased in 

small retail shupping strips are a blight to the area due to parking demand of restaurants 
on the assuciatzd undersized parking lots. 
Action: Add "restaurants" to the first sentence. 

2. page 2-2; para. 2.2.3 Second paragraph- Comment: Mission Gorge is a basin of polution. 
This is an area that is on a smaller scale much like the city of El Cajon and pollution due 
to traffic and industrial activity is boxed in at periods during the day and night. This 
pollution is blown into Tierrasanta by the afternoon and evening winds. An increase in 
traffic of up to 163% times 2004 traffic (TOD plan) can cause severe vs. signiticant 
pollution in the Tierrasanta comnluniry. Action: Please address and provide analysis for 
the entire Tierrasanta Community Plan area for all drvelopment options when addressing 
pollution. 

Response to Comment LC 19: 
EIR Volume II, Appendix D, Table 3 depicts the noise levels associated with the General 
Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept. While the technical data is provided in the 
appendix, the information is also provided graphically on BR Figure 8-5. 

Response to Comment LC20: 
CEQA requires the evaluation of adopted plans and the Redevelopment Plan is 
required to be consistent with the General Plan. The Agency is not aware that existing 
Community Plans are being set aside and all development in the City is reviewed for 
consistency with the applicable adopted community plan. 

Response to Comment LC21: 
CEQA only requires the analysis of alternatives on a qualitative level; although where 
possible, additional technical data has been provided. EIR Table 8-1 provides a 
summary comparison of project alternative impacts to proposed project impacts. 
Additionally, in certifying the EIR the Agency will adopt CEQA Findings, which will 
describe the specific basis for the rejection of each alternative. Please also refer to 
response to comment HSA28. 

Response to Comment LC22: 
None of the information requested by the commentor is available at this time. Please 
also refer to response to comment DOT3. The adoption of the redevelopment project 
would allow the Agency to issue bonds in order to facilitate transportation 
improvements in the Project Area. 

Response to Comment LC23: 
Commercial uses include, but are not limited to, restaurants. 

Response to Comment LC24 
Sections 2-2 and 4-3 describe existing air quality conditions, which include regional air 
quality and neighboring communities. Please refer to response to comment LC4. 
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page 2-5, para 2.3.1 --Action: Add " retail and restaurant" to the last sentence. 

page3-1, para. 3.1. The statement " The primary purpose of establishing this 
redevelopment project area is to create a strong economic base within, and for, portions 
of the Navajo and Tierrasanta Communities" It is not likely that there will be any 
economic base created "within and for" Tierrasanta except through taxes returned due to 
redevelopment and shared by the two communities. The redevelopment plan is clearly 
"for" the benefit of the Navajo community. 

Action. Remove the reference to the Tierrasanta community from this paragraph 

page3-I, para. 3.1, first para.,- The sentence starting with "After adoption.. . improving 
the area's" should begin with ''transportation/ circulation alleviate flooding." 

page 3-10, para. 3.4.1 item 6. - Action: Insert as item 4. "alleviate flooding . . ." 

page 3-14, para 3.6.2.1 - Action: 1. Please add as third bullet as a goal, from the 
Tierrasanta community plan related to the sand and grave extraction operations 
conditional use permit (CUP)"An access easement from Tierrasanta Boulevard to 
Mission Trailes Park will also be required ." (ref Tierrasanta Corlununity Plan, page 54, 
second para.) . 2. Please reference Tierrasanta Community Plan paragraphs for the two 
bullets. 

page 4.1-8, paras. A. and B. - states" goals applicable to the proposed project are 
described in Section 2.3 ... of the EIR. This is not the case para 2.3 references in general 
the "San Diego Progress Guide, the General Plan and the community plans and the Land 
Development Code". There are no specific references to community plan goals. 

10. page 4.1-8, paras. A. and B. - These paragraphs should refer to "land use" Action: 
Remove statements identifying when the community plans of Navajo and Tierrasanta 
were adopted. Such references are made earlier in the document and continued reference 
to the age of the community plans sends a message to the reader that 'since the plans are 
old there should be redevelopment'. 

11. page 4.1-6, paragraph 4.1.3.5 - states , "some of the existing development within the 
project area is not currently consistent with the land use designations identified in the 
. . .Tierrasanla . . . culn~nul~ity plans. Action: Please identi6 specifically the developments 
in question for the Tierrasanta (and other community plans). 

12. page 4.1 - 13 - Figure shows parcel 4550202500 as sand and gravel. Action: Plelise re- 
designate correctly as designated open space. 

13. page 4.1-16, para 4.1.3.5, second para - states, "The Draft Redevelopn~ent Plan (DRP) 
identifies these improvements"(related to public improvements identified in the 
community plans). Action: Since the DRP does not "identify" any specific 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment LC25 
Section 2.3.1 discusses existing land uses designations. There is no specific retail and 
restaurant land use within the Project Area. These uses are allowed in the commercial 
zones. 

Response to Comment LC26: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment LC27: 
No change to the EIR is  proposed. This EIR text is a component of the project 
description as defined by the Agency. 

Response to Comment LC28: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD2, DD5, DD7, BC3, DRS6, 

Response to Comment LC29: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD2, DD5, DD7, BC3, DRS6, 

Response to Comment LC30: 

LC1 1, and LCl6. 

LC1 1, and LC16. 

The text referenced by the commentor is provided on page 54 of the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan, but is not a specific goal. EIR page 3-1 4 lists applicable goals. 

EIR page 3-14 has been modified to reflect the exact language as provided in the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan as follows (see response to comment TCC3): - Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area 

should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails park provided. Any 
other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an 
amendment to this plan. I ~ a a e  561 

Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City 
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for development 
purposes. Clustered development should then be used to avoid 
development impacts on the designated open space. Ipaae 55L 

Response to Comment LC31 : 
EIR page 4.1-8 states goals applicable to the proposed project are described in 
Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this EIR. Section 3.6 lists the applicable goals of the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan. No change to the EIR is proposed. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT CEITER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment LC32: 
Comment noted. However, the EIR simply states the date of adoption of the 
applicable community plans. 

Response to Comment LC33: 
EIR page 4.1 -1 6 has been modified as follows: 

The project is required to comply with the adopted Community Plans in order to 
guide the orderly growth of the community. Some of the existing development 
within the Project Area is not currently consistent with the land use designations 
identified in the Navajo, ?is::- Community Plans; 

Response to Comment LC34: 
EIR Figure 4.1-2 has been modified to depict the referenced parcel as Open Space. 

Response to Comment LC35: 
The Community Plans identify public improvements (e.g., roadway classifications, bike 
facilities, parks, etc.). The Draft Redevelopment Plan does not identify specific 
improvements; however, these improvements will be identified in the 5-Year 
implementation plan. Please also refer to response to comments DD5 and RM3. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (con1.d) 

improvemenu, please mod~fy para. 4.1.3.5 to identify the specific improvements that will 
be mple~ne r~~cd  when h d a  become available. 

14. page 4.2-2, para 1.2.1.2 - states, "However, the segment of Old Cliffs road to Katelyn 
Court is a 4-lane roadway and the segment of Katelyn Court to Princess View Drive is a 
5-lane roadway." Action: Although not specifically stating that this area is a bottleneck 
it is logical to conclude that this section of Miss~on Gorge Road will be a bottleneck. If as 
alluded, the extensions of the Navajo, Santo, Tierrasanta, and Jackson roads are part of 
the 2030 redevelopment goals then impacts to the circulation in the Mission Gorge 
segments between Katelyn and Princess View are inevitable. Please add these sections of 
Mission Gorge Rd. to the analysis (and table 4.2-1 identifying existing LOS) . 

IS. page 4.2-3, table 4.2-1 - shows 1-8 east bound to Carnino del Rio North as 4 lane. 
Action: It is a 2 lane off ramp from the 8 to Fairmount, which is 4 lanes then Camino del 

LC37 
Rio North is 4 lanes. EB from Camino Del Rio to 8 east is a one lane on-ramp. Please 
review and recalculate the LOS etc. 

16. page 4.2-3, table 4.2-1 - shows 1-15 NB Ramps to Rancho Mission Road as 6 lanes. 

LC38 Action: The Ramp is currently 1 lane and may be 2 lanes with re-striping Please review 
and recalculate LOS. 

17. page 4.2-3, table 4.2-2 - shows the peak hour delay. Action: Please modify the table to 

LC39 traffic that causes the delays. Please address the peak time of day related to pollution 
also. 

18. page 4.2-9 - Table 4.2-4 is identified as "Trip Generation for the Proposed Project" but 
in vol2 page 14 the same table is labeled "Trip Generation for the Additional Land Use 
in the Community Plan". Action: Please change Table 4.2-4 title to be more descriptive 
and correct to "Trip Generation Added by the Redevelopment Project for the Additional 
Land Use in the Community Plan". Als 

19. page 4.2-9 first paragraph states, "Figure 4.2-4 shows the increase in trips that the project 
would add to the circulation network using thz distributions shown in appendix D of the 
traffic technical study. The same table in vol2, page 13 is introduced by, "As shown in 
Table 4, the community Plan Scenario would add 3 1,606 daily trips to the circulation 
network . . ." Action: Please modify the table 4.2-4 to show that Daily Trips are actually 
"Daily Increase in Trips". 

20. page 4.2-11, para. 4.2.3.5 - Comment: There is reference to road extensions in the 
Navajo and Tierrasanta community plans. Action: Councilman Madaffer, recognizing the 
trafiic, environmental, and blighting impacts to the respective communities of completing 
these extensions, has requested that these extensions be removed from the community 
plans (see attached). For example, the diversion of traffic from 1-15 (at Tierrasanta Blvd) 
and route 52(at Santo Road) through Tierrasanta and merging with a possible 41000 
vehicles per day on Mission Gorge Road at Princess View would devastate both 
communitizs. Please provide the analysis necessary for these intersections since it is 

Response to Comment LC36: 
The segment of Mission Gorge Road between Zion Avenue and Princess View Drive k 
analyzed as one segment. In the future, the average daily traffic (ADT) for this 
segment is 33,200, 39,500, and 41,200 without any redevelopment, with the 
Community Plan redevelopment, and with the Alternative redevelopment, 
respectively. The Navajo Community Plan shows that Mission Gorge Road will be 
improved to a six-lane facility in the future. Therefore, the segment of Mission Gorge 
Road between Zion Avenue and Princess View Drive will operate at LOS C without the 
project as well as under the Community Plan redevelopment, and LOS D under the 
Alternative Plan. 

Response to Cornmeni LC37: 
The segment that Table 4.2-1 is  referring to is Fairmount Avenue from 1-8 eastbound 
ramps to Camino Del Rio North, which is four lanes. 

Response to Comment LC38: 
The segment that Table 4.2-1 is referring to is Friars Road from 1-1 5 northbound ramps to 
Rancho Mission Road, which is six lanes. 

Response to Comment LC39: 
Please refer to response to comment CLA3. 

Response to Comment LC40: 
The proposed project is the trip generation associated with buildout of the community 
plan land uses. No change to the EIR is proposed. 

Response to Comment LC41 : 
EIR Table 4.2-4 depicts the Trip Generation for the Proposed Project, which is the 
increase in trips. EIR page 4.2-8 text explains that, "As shown in Table 4.2-4, 
redevelopment activities according to the existing Community Plan would add 3 1,606 
daily trips ... " No change to the EIR is proposed. 

Response to Commenf LC42: 
The EIR traffic analysis does not assume the extension of roadways as referenced by 
the commentor. Please refer to responses to comments AG2 and LC6. 



stated elsewhere in the EIR (see para 4.2.5) that "when money is available" these 
'improvements' will be accomplished. 

21. page 4.2-14, para. 4.2.3.5 "Peak hour intersection performance" Table 4.2-6 should be 

LC43 labeled "Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Performance with and without the 
Redevelopment Project." 

LCU 22. page 4.2-18, figure 4.2-8 -The bubble for the Princes ViewiMission Gorge should have 
0 (zero) on the right turn arrow pointing toward Tierrasanta. 

23. page 4.2-20, para 4.2.4 - states,"Proposed redevelopment activities based on existing 
community plan land uses are anticipated to add 3 1,606 hips per day to the circulation 
network with 3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 hips occurring LC45 during the afternoon peak h u u .  Action: It appears it is rtating that the p e l  trips are the 
added peak trips; what will be the total peak trips'? (3280160 = 55 tripdminute = approx 
I/sec. --- cars are traveling at 60 mph) 

24. page 4.2-20, para 4.2.5 - states, "Improvements within the Navajo and Tierrasanta 
Community Plans shall be implemented as sufficient financial resources become 
available through the establishment of the proposed redevelopment project area." Action: 
These 'improvements' are identified and alluded to throughout the EIR. It is clear from 
the para 4.2.5 statement that there is a "plan" to extend the Jackson Drive, Santo Road, 
Tierrasanta Blvd. and Navajo Roads as pan of the 30 year redevelopment effort. This is 
the first place that specifically states these 'improvements' "shall" be completed. The city 
b o w s  the opposition the respective communities have to extending these roads and it 
continues to inch away at every opportunity trying to weasel these community and 
environmentally devastating roads into a city that has a policy of 'development first and 
freeways will accommodate later'. Please remove every reference to these 
'improvements' or conduct and publish the analysis that shows acceptability based on 
todays peak and average traffic and that of the horizon year 2030. What other 
improvements would the EIR framers be considering if not those stated above? 

25. page 4.3-15, para 4.3.6.2 States: "The long term impact is considered significant and 
w~avoidable, as there are nu technologies available to reduce the future vehicular related 
air pollutant emissions to a level less than significant. However, the project is consistent 
with the General Plan ( Navajo, Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plans) and no 
conflict with implementation of the KAQS is anticipated." Action: Please explain how 
this is consistent with the community plan of Tierrasanta. Significant impacts due Lo 
pollution will affect Tierrasanta as a whole and the community plan does not endorse 
more pollution. If this paragraph pertains only to the lhree segments in the Tierrasanla 
Community Plan that are also in the Kedzvelopmznt Plan then it still is not consistent. 
Please remove the second sentence and replace with: "Becausr. the Grantvilk / M~ssion 
Gorge area lies in a basin signiticant air pollution will disperse into the whole of the 
commu~~rtics of Navajo, Tierrasal~ki and the College Area." Also from the Tierrasanta 
community Plan - page 5 ,  "Tierrasanta has become known as a high quality planned 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment LC43: 
Table 4.2-6 has been relabeled, "Year 2030 Peak Hour lntersecfion Conditions with 
without the Community Plan Project." 

Response to Comment LC44: 
Please refer to responses to comments TCC6 and TCC7 

Response to Comment LC45 
The total trips for the redevelopment area under the Community Plan are: 172,567 
daily, 14,621 AM peak hour and 21,427 PM peak hour trips. 

Response to Comment LC46: 
Please refer to response to comment LC42. 

Response to Comment LC47: 
Because no land use amendment is proposed for the Tierrasanta Community plan as 
part of the redevelopment plan adoption process, the project would be consistent 
with the RAQS as is described on EIR pages 4.3-6 and 4.3-13. No additional change to 
the EIR text is proposed. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (contd) 

community". Will it remain high quality by allowing an increase in pollution caused by 
traBic. 

LC48 26. page 4-4-7, para 4.44.8 -Paragraph miss-numbered (and out of place in my book). 

27. page 4.4-13 Table 4.4-6 This construction noise will lasl for a period of 30 years. How 
LC49 will people be encouraged to live in a long-term conatructlon zone? 

LC50 28. page 4.5-3, para 4.5.1.2 W h y  is the flume south of the gravel operations on the 
Tierrasanta portion of the development plan not identified? 

~ ( ' 5 1  29. page 4.6-25, second paragraph, second sentence - add "Tierrasanta" before "Community 
Plan" 

LC52 30. page 4.6-29, sub para labled "BRl" - Please summarize the "redevelopment project 
polices" or reference in the EIR. 

LC53 3 1. page 4.6-3 1, para B. Subarea B, first sentence - add "Navajo" before "Community Plan" 

LC54 32, page 4.9-2, last para. -change "is" to "are". \ 

33. page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures - change third bullet second sentence to 
LC55 read "Road between interstate 8 to 500 feet north of . .  ." 

34. page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures -add new bullet - "The height of the 
structures adjacent to the river shall not be higher than three stories from just North of 

LC56 Princess View and shall be designed to be an esthetically suitable for the river park area 
as defined in the San Diego k v e r  Park Master Plan. \ 

35. page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures - last bullet xhange "should be sensitive 
to it, as" to "shall be sensitive to the Mission Trails Regional Park, the Goals proposed by LC57 
the San Diego River Master Plan, and as" 

LC58 36. page 4.1 1-3 para 4.11.1.2 - the issue of flooding has been avoided! ! ! ! 

37. page 5-3 last paragraph - states, "Traffic improvements are identified with the Navajo 
and Tiemanta Community Plans, and also as discussed in section 4.2, that when 
implemented, would help to reduce the cumutative traffic impact. However, the . . . 
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable." Action: Were there 

LC59 traffic studies done? Is there some analysis to show that therc 'would be a reduction in 
the cumulative impact' (It is not in vol2 with the other detailed traffic analysis'! Is there 
data to show that portions of Navajo and Tierrasanta that are outside of the development 
area wodd not be significantly impacted? Logically if the development area remains 
significantly impactzcl then any benefit gained by diverting traffic outside of the 
development area would result in shifting significant impacts to non-plan areas of 

Response to Comment LC48: 
EIR page 4.4-7 has been placed in the correct location. 

Response to Comment lC49: 
Construction projects will occur at various locations throughout the Project Area. 
These noise levels will not be constant over a 30-year period. The length of any 
particular construction project would vary significantly depending on the size and type 
of project. All construction projects would need to comply with City of San Diego 
Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404. 

Response to Comment LC50: 
Please refer to response to comment BW I .  

Response to Comment LC51: 
EIR page 4.6-25 has been modified as follows: 

Within the area labeled 'C6' (Figure 4.6-3), there is a vacant, undeveloped lot 
that is designated as Industrial and Sand and Gravel use in the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan. 

Response to Comment LC52: 
EIR Mitigation Measure BR1 simply requires that redevelopment activities use of project 
designs, engineering, and construction practices that minimize impacts to sensitive 
habitats and wildlife corridor/MHPA preserve areas. This is in addition to other 
biological mitigation measures as identified in Section 4.6, Bioiogical Resources. 

Response to Comment lC53: 
EIR page 4.6-31 has been modified as follows: 

Specifically, portions of the area labeled '03' in Subarea B (Figure 4.6-3) in the 
Navaio Community Plan Lond Use are currently being used for lndustrial purposes, 
but are designated as Open Space. 

Response to Comment LC54: 
EIR page 4.9-2 has been modified as follows: 

The specific location and nature of future redevelopment projects &=currently 
unknown. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment CC55: 
The guidelines referenced in Mitigation Measure A1 are from the existing community 
plan language and no change is proposed. 

Response to Comment LC5b: 
Limitation of building heights is not proposed as a mitigation measure at this level of 
environmental analysis. Please refer to response to comment TCC13. 

Response to Comment LC57: 
Please refer to response to comment LC55. 

Response to Comment LC58: 
Please refer to response to comment LC1 6. 

Response to Comment LC59: 
Traffic for traffic improvements identified within the adopted community plans were 
conducted in conjunction with the preparation and adoption of the community plan. 
Additionally, improvements identified in Section 4.2 of the EIR were studied as part of 
the traffic analysis. The EIR does not state that these improvements would reduce 
cumulative traffic. The EIR states that these improvements would hetp to reduce the 
cumulative traffic impact. Any future implementation of these improvements as 
identified within the adopted community plan would require additional traffic analysis 
based on current and projected traffic patterns. Please also refer to responses to 
comments DOT3, AG2, and DRS17. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Navajo and Tierrasanta. Is this no& true? Please delete the last two acntences from Para 
5.1.2. 

38. page 6-1, para 4, next to last sentence, Please explain what "extension of new 
LC60 infiastructurc" means and be specific. 

39. page 7-1, para 7.2 - Since traffic is going to be substantially increased in the project a i rd  
will there be adequate pedestrian and handicap access across Mission Gorge Road to get 

LC6' to the R~ver Park? 

40. para 8.0 - Please add a para that covers "Effects Found Not to Be Significant" - The 
Alternate plan has the highest traffic impact with 65,895 average daiiy traffic between 
Mission Gorge place and Twain Ave vs 26,268 currently. Currently it is difficult to cross 
the streets due to traffic and with 2500 housing units in the area a large volume of 
pedestrians and bicyclists would expect safe access to the River Park in add~tion to the 
shops in the area. Action: Please add this issue as a sub-paragraph when addressing the 
alternatives of section 8. 

41. page 8.2, table 8-1 - l 'he  transit oriented development alternative transportation 
circulation item is listed as less impact than the proposed plan. Action: Refer to the 

LC63 attached tables 1,3 and 4 (from vol2) showing significant increase in transportation 
impact over the project plan and existing plan. Please re-visit this and explain or correct. 

42. page 8.2, table 8-1 - The no-project alternative is shown as having a greater 
transportatiodcirculation impact. The attached tables 1,3 and 4 (from vol2) show 
sjgnificant increases in transportation impact over the project plan. Action: Please re-visit 
this and explain or correct. 

43. page 8-3 para 8.1.1.3 - states, "Overall, thc air quality impact would be greater than the 
proposed project." With the traffic increase in the project area of near 50% higher than 
the no project alternative (see attached tables 1, 3, and 4 from vol 2) this appears to not be 
true. Action: Please review and ampiiG the discussion to clarify while considering this 
traffic increase. Refer to section 4.3.5 and define the "upgrading or replacing stationary 
air pollution control equipment" in 8.1.1.3 and 4.3.5. 

44. page 8-6, para 8.1.15 -states, "..this alternative would not meet most of the basic 

LC66 objectives of the proposed project." Action: Please summarize these objectives and 
discus in para. 8.1.15 (referring to volume 2 would be good) so that the reader is not 
required to depend on faith. 

45. page 8-8, para 8.2.1.15 - states, "..This alternative would not meet most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project." Action: This statement is not appropriate in an 
engineering document. After stating that the No-additional development alternative "is 
envirormentally superior to the proposed project" the paragraph goes on lo state" thls 
alternative will have greater impacts with huardous materials, aesthztics and water 
quality/hydrology." There is a balance here that should be addressed and the statement," 

Response to Comment LCIO: 
Reference to extension of infrastructure includes public facilities such as sewer and 
water pipelines, and roadways. 

Response to Comment LC61: 
Please refer to response to comment LC 10. 

Response to Comment LC62: 
The comment is noted; however, the change suggested by the commentor is nor 
required by CEQA. CEQA requires a comparative evaluation of alternatives to the 
proposed project that may potentially reduce or avoid the significant impacts 
associated with the proposed project. 

Response to Comment LCU3: 
The data referenced by the commentor is for the General Plan Opportunities Area 
Map Alternative not the Transit Oriented Development Alternative. Please also refer to 
response to comment LC1 2. 

Response fo Comment LC64: 
The No Project Alternative is compared to the proposed project; it is not compared to 
the General Plan Opportunities Area Map Alternative. The proposed project assumes 
development of the Project Area according to existing adopted community plan land 
uses. The No Project also assumes that the Project Area would be developed 
according to existing adopted community plan land uses. The conciusion that the No 
Project Alternative would result in a greater impact is based on the assumption that 
the overall development levels would be the same (although would occur at a slower 
pace); however, there would not be a mechanism to initiate private property access 
improvements and financing for public infrastructure improvements. 

Response to Comment LC6S: 
The conclusion of a significant and unavoidable air quality impact is a result of the 
projected Project Area and regional vehicular traffic. EIR page 8-3 has been modified 
as follows: 

However, the beneficial air quality effects of implementing a redevelopment 
plan, including provisions of public infrastructure improvements w&+gmhg 
sr re- ax p d k j h ~  cc-may not be 
implemented. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment LC16: 
Because no Redevelopment Plan would be implemented, the No Project alternative 
would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project (adoption of a 
redevelopment project area) as identified on EIR page 3-10. 

Response to Comment LC67: 
Because no Redevelopmenl Plan would be implemented and revitalization activities 
would not occur, the No Development alternative would not meet most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project [adoption of a redevelopment project area) as 
identified on EIR page 3-10. Please also refer to response to comment HSA28. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

"'This alternative would not meet most of the basic objectivzs of the proposed project." 
l h e s  not answer the question. This staiement does beg the question and is not appropriate 
iri what should be an objective engineering report. Please remove this statement here and 
from all other portions of the EIR. 

46. page 8-9, para 8.3.1.2 Action: Change to read". . .a net increase of 50,359 daily trips (see 
LC68 table 4.2-3) compared to the proposed redrvelopn~ent pioject which is estimated to 

generate an increase of 31,606 daily trips" (see table 4.2-2). 

47. page 8-9, table 8-2, Action: Change tabie title to "Increased Trip Generation for the 
General Plan Area Map Opportunities Alternative" . Change summation (bottom line ) of 
table to read, "Total Increased Alternative Project Area Trips. 

48. page 8-22, para 8.3.1.15 - States this alternative would meet most of the basic objectives 
of the proposed project." Action: This statement does not include the restatement of the 
basic objective. For one, traffic will be unacceptable (see tables 1,3, and 4 of appendix D. 
voi. 2, attached). Traffic at 1-8 currently is 48,581, with the project plan it will bc 76,600 
and with the general Plan Area Opporturiities Map Altermalive it will be 88,195. Include 
this data in the conclusion. 

49. page 8-22, Para 8.4 -There appears to be no analysis for the '[OD plan. Is it in vol. 2? 
Action: Add the analysis to vol. 2 shown the figures for the 2500 dwelling units. Please 
show how an increase of 2500 housing wits would "result in less environmental impacts 
to transportation/circulation". 

50. page 8-23, para. 8.4.1.2, Fronr what analysis did the "7,200 average daily trips less than 
the proposed project" for the TOD alternative uriginate. It is not covered In the vo1.2 
analysis. In fact the TOD alternative is not mentioned in vol. 2. Action : Please include 
the full TOD alternative analysis in vol. 2. 

Additional Comments: 
1. When and if the Navajo Corrmiunity Plan is revised to accommodate the redevelopment 

plan, the commluuues of Allied Gardens and Granlv~llc should become a separate area 
with is uwn community plan. The "economic viralization" and the new character of this 
area that is prujected due LU the redevelopment of Grantville and AlIied Gardens warrants 
strong cu~~sideration of- th~s  suggestion. Action: Please address this possibility and include 
in the EIR when addressing the revising of the Navajo Community plan and the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

2. The EIR appears to be a large brochure selling redevelopment. For example: 
a. using phrases such as, 'this is consistent with the community plan" 
b. using tables such as table 4.2-4 showing (increased) "trip generation for the 

proposed (community plan )projectn. And labeling in bold text (Total Community 
Plan Trips" is the bottom lint: of the table. The casual reviewer of the EIR would 
read the table as it literally depicts. That is, that there are 3 1,606 actual trips that 

Response to Comment LC68: 
The trip generation associated with the proposed project is depicted on Toble 4.2-4. 
The trip generation associated with the General Plan Opportunities Area Map 
alternative is shown in Table 8-2. The text on EIR page 8-9 has been modified as follows 
for clarification: 

Redevelopment of the Project Area according to the General Plan Opportunity 
Areas Map Alfernafive would generate a net increase of 50,359 daily trips lsee 
Tab'le 8-21, -(the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 
31,606 daily tripsijsee Table 4.2-4L. 

Response to Comment LC89: 
Table 8-2 depicts the trip generation estimated for the General Plan Opportunities 
Map Alternative which is 50,359. This is a net increase of 18,753 average daily trips over 
the proposed project. 

Response to Commenl CC70: 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment HSA28 

Response to Comment LC71: 
Please refer to response to comment LC1 2. 

Response to Comment LC72: 
Please refer to response to comment LC1 2. 

Respanre to Comment LC73: 
Comment noted. Any amendment to the Navajo Community Plan, including 
formation of the communities of Allied Gardens and Grantville into a new community 
plan area, would require review and approval by the City, including detailed CEQA 
analysis and preparation of a new community plan. 

Response So Comment LC74: 
Comment noted. The reported trip generation is based on development of existing 
adopted community plan land uses in the Project Area. 
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LC74 
(cont'd.) 

C. 

will affect Mission Gorge due to the "proposed" project. Same comment for table 
8-2. 
The TOD alternative is not included in the vol. 2. It appears that the TOD 
alternative is an afterthought after it was realized that the analysis for the (Navajo) 
Community Plan project, and the Redevelopment Project was not acceptable. In 
fact, the best alternative was the "No Additional Development Alternative". So 
without time to send the Transit Oriented Alternative back to the analysts it was 
decided to drop the TOD alternative in the EIR with conjectural analysis and hope 
it sells. 
The power of tables 1,2 and 4 in the vol. 2, appendix D. produced in 3 sequential 
pages would allow even the causal reviewer the opportunity to easiiy compare the 
alternative plans, related to traffic, yet this data is scattered in vol. 1 in tables 4.2- 
1, 8-3. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment LC75: 
Please refer to response to comment LC1 2. 

Response to Comment LC76: 
Comment noted. 

Thank you, 

Lee Campbell 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 (c0nt.d) 

Attachments to follow: 

~ ~ 7 7  I L e m  hum Jim Madatkr Requesting thet road extensions be removed. 
2 ,  tables 1, 2 and 4 fiom Drafl Cirantville ELK vol 2, Appendix d. 

Response to Comment lC77: 
Comment noted. 
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Dearma Spehn. Char 
Tlvraanra Cornrnunrry W n c d  
10371 Matador Cotnl 
S m  Dlego. CA 82124 

Dear Mrs Spehn: 

Recently, h r n  haa been a lot OF mlAnfnrmed community didos on the 1s- of the 
Ctry of San Diego's W r a r  Bk,de Plan aa it rd.ur ts the U n n i N s  of Timrrauanu 
Bouleviud and Ihr menrialed fears of Tlerrasanur Boulevard cornmino to ML5slWl 

hava nrw and will new supp~rr  an enerrvm of this rosd. 

Wllh lhe raw& Tiefwsnm Publk FaaGtiaa FiMndrrg Plsn LPFFPl up for spprovsl 
bv b%z CIF/ Carndl. and inan efhan to biog l h g e  wlsrandin@ road projecx w 

PROJECT NUMBER PROJECT DESCfllPTlON 

T i r ~ n t a  BoulwsrdCd~na Dorado ts 
M W n  G q p  Rosd 

a a m o n ~  ~ e s a  ~oulsuard-R& 
Dnw ro J e d a n  0.k 

47-07 J a m  Drive-Mlssim Gorge Rood rrr 
SR62 

47-1 1 SImo RadArrioc Stfcat w Ambrobra 
Drive 

--Cmlinud- 



As I h ~ v r  surd on numemus ccuwions, t m not h support d these projects. and 
~t is mv h o t  that removina them from the C~l rnur i tv  Plan will d k d  anv further . . 
discuskon'of r t ~ ?  pcssibilit; of such mawas. 

Thank you for ynw maperation in thia inaner. I look forward ro working togabar to 
see these issues resolved. 

Jim Madeffw 
Councilrnembar 

a;: Tlerr8sante Community Council Members 
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019 ,265 1554 
S ~ n t  B y :  T h e  UPS S t o r a  ll8; 619 >a5 1554; 

Mr. Tm:y Reed 
Hedevrloprnani Aycncy 
600 R S .rcrt 
Fourth l'lour. MS-964 
Sari Uic 20 CA 92 101 -4506 

near M I .  Reed: 

rhcre mc some issues I have regarding the tirantville Radevelopmcnr Project. There are no 

BT1 h~uqing units loeaud within ihe Prnjcct Artaa: howe~er, (here is onnarn that housug wit1 
become an issue in lhc fu~tuc which would huve an impact on the whnle intki$tructure o f  the 
cornmu~lity. Ihc houwhoid use of our water  upp ply it; only onc area of impwl. 

I havc a d y  ddrissd traffic and safety that more cars and no roads is not going to givc a 

8T2 balancol cqualiud. 

A putciitial historic slmc~urc, The Ascension Lutbcran Church, noi my church, should not bc 
relocaie i or destroyed i f  tbat issue ever cclrncb up due to the climatc of the economy unlcss rfiz 

BT3 m n g r q a r i m  concurs. TO do so would yo against one of  the w n s  our country was Founded, 
is. .  fWr durn to worship or no1 lo worship as one chooses. 

t 
Page 1 I1 [/,I* 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BETTY TORRE, DATED FEBRUARY 13, 
2005 

NCPl w rhc body to m&t: the &cisions Kedevelopn~cnt p t~~ses  is  nnt a good idea. ncl C r m  
BT4 and Sur Carlos togather have 11 votes while Allied G n r d e d ~ a n t v i l l e  h e w  6 votcs - t b ~  ir not 

e q d  reprewnta~ion 

'Ihnnk : ou for your lime 

Response to Comment BT1: 
Comment noted. The EIR evaluates the potential buildout of the Project Area, which 
contains primarily industrial and commercial uses. Please refer to responses to 
commenls PR02, DD12, RM4, BC5, LM6 and HSA2. 

Response to Comment BT2: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to DOT3 and DD6. 

Response to Comment BT3: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BT4: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BT5: 
Comment noted. 

Rctty T 1rre 
7 124 K :iyhley Strrct 
San Dic yo. CA 92 120 
I'h: (61 1) 286-1355 
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City Council Hearing 
Public Comment on Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft 
Program EIR 
January 25,2005 

MALE: Call the roll. 

FEMALE: Council member Peters, Deputy Mayor Zucchet, Council member Atkins, Council 
member Young, Council member Maienschein, Council member Frye, Council member 
Madaffer, Council member Inzunza, Mayor Murphy. 

MAYOR: Here. 

MALE: When we broke for the noon recess, ah, we still had, ah, one redevelopment agency Item 
that had not been finished. It was entitled, get my notes here. It wds #2, actions regarding the 
public hearing to receive comments on the draft program environmental impact report for the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project. Um, staff ready to go on that? Urn, we do have some 
speakers in opposition, ah, Mr. Madaffer, I guess I'm loolung to you for your thoughts on this. 
Do we need a brief, brief staff report? 

MR. MADAFFER: Well, I think the Council would probably want to have that, but, ah, it's up to 
the City Council. 

MAYOR: Well let's give ah, let's do ah, can you give us a briefer one? Do you have a five- 
minute one instead of a 15-minute one? 

MALE: Um, I can just go for this, yes, yes, Mayor. 

MAYOR: Okay, why don't you see what you can do in five minutes and then we'll let the 
speakers speak to the item. 

TRACY REED: Urn, good morning, Mayor and Council members. I'm Tracy Reed. I'm the 
Project Manager for the Grantville Redevelopnient Study. The redevelopment agency's 
procedures for implementing CEQA requirements require the agency to conducl a public hearing 
in urder to obtain p u b l ~ c  testimony uo the draft program EIR. The draft EIR pruvides a 
piugralnmic evaluation of the pulent~al impacts associated with the proposed redevelopment 
project. Urn, the proposed redevelopment project, um, the proposzd redzvelupimnl pla~l 1b ihz 
project and is consistznt with thz adopled community plans and 1 kwd of anphasized that 11's 
cousistcnt w~lh the adopted community plans and that's quite a bit of what the qucbrlons are that 
we're getting from the public. Um, a majori~y of the project area is within the Navajo 
Conununity Plan area. Um, the project area consists of underutilized land and buildings, 
incompatible land uses, parcels of irregular size and form and insufficient parking and 
inadequate vehicle access and recently some flooding problems. Um, the adopted planning 
documents that govern this area are the City's ge~xral  plan, the Navajo, Tierrasanta and the 



College area community plan. Uni, the map behind me today is the existing land uses for the 
projed aalea and I emphasize that this is the existing land uses in the project area and not what the 
conlmunity plan lami use designations are and, ah, the project area consists of 970 acres. As part 
of the Grantville Draft Program EIR, we're loolung at the long-term environmental effects and 
CEQA defines significant effects as two or more effects, which, when considered together, 
increase other environmental impacts. l'he significant mitigated items that can be mitigated, um, 
regarding the impacts are water quality and hydrology, hazards and hazardous materials, 
biological resources, public services and air quality. Just to give you an example of how we can 
address the hydrology issue is that new development shall prepare a detailed hydrology study to 
address onsite and offsite drainage. Regarding the b~ology issues, the redevelopment policies 
would require the use of project designs and engineering and construction practices that would 
minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and there is significant, unavoidable impacts that would 
take place dealing with air quality admissions because of the additional traffic and that scvrral 
roadway segments and intersections within the project area would experience a level of service E 
or F. That doesn't mean that they're not already at E or F. It's just part of the impacts as you 
build out per the community plan. CEQA also requires us to look at several alternatives. We did 
the no-development plan alternative. We did the no-additional-development alternative. We 
used the opportunity concept plan, which is in the new general plan, and we also used the transit- 
oriented principles. Under the transit-oriented principles, it anticipates land uses that would be 
consistent with the transit-oriented development principles and this alternative in the draft was 
found to be better than rhe proposed project or adopted community plan. The agency has 
provided several opportunities for the public to review and provide comments. We did a notice 
of preparation in July 22 of 2004. We had a scoping meeting in July 26,2004. The draft has 
been out and distributed since December 13. We are having this public hearing and at the public 
comment period goes to January 3 1,2005. The document has been distributed across a lot of 
spectrums. It has gone to the State Clearing House, 23 taxing agencies, the community planning 
groups. We have the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committee. It has been at the Navajo 
Service Center. It's a four different libraries and it's been available on the Internet since 
December 13. Regarding the Internet, we've had about 150 people access the document and 
look at different portions of it since it's been on the Internet. The map behind now illustrates the 
land uses per the Community Plan and you can see how the designations and the uses are a little 
bit more in mass areas instead of a mismatched quilt like the existing uses. The proposed 
redevelopment plan and project will reduce the occurrence of incompatible land uses that exist 
within the project area. And new development within rhe project area will comply with the 
adopted community plans and the City's land development code. And that concludes the status 
report. 

MALE: Your Honor. 

MAYOR: Okay, Mr. Madaffer, before I call on people you want to say something? 

MR. MADAFFER: Yes, if that's okay with you, Your Honor. I just wanted to mention for, 
espec~atly for those that might be testifying today, just my interest and I've checked wirh 
redevelopment staff on this of actually extending the public comment period beyond today's 
hearing to the 14" of February and I just wanted to have, that's Monday, February 14, just in the 
abundance of having the most time possible, I just want to make sure that that's okay with staff. 
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MALE: Yes, that works within our time-fiame and schedule 

MAYOR: Okay? All right, we do have several speakers. Ah, let's begin with urn, ah, hrnh, Ray 
Beaiman and then Albert Gotleib. 

MALE: I'm Ray Billman. 

MAYOR: Ray Billman, excuse me. 

RAY BILLMAN: I'll start this out with the excitement, I called Mr. Reed quite awhile back and 
I, he answered the phone and he said where do you live. I says I live in GrantviHe. He says 
you're not invoived, so we had a hale tun there, but what happened was, I believe, is the houses 
were okay, but Mission Valley, the road down there and near the Mission and all the problems 

RBI that they're having in that area. The thing that most people in Allied Gardens don't have have 
jobs and they don't know the details of what's going on. We just had another lot vacant up by 
the library. There was a single-housing unit. Immediate, shortly after the house was bought, 
they well1 condominiun~s for senior citizens. So right away, they want to change it to smaller 
units and these things keep happening on. The Allied Garden group, they're part of the Navajo. 
They had a meeting and they said an area wanted, the area was too high. You could only go so 
high. The developers wanted to go longer. They had a meeting and this is in the Allied Gardens 
area. They lost by one point, by one vote, and we had two members of that meeting there. So 
what happened is they got it, the Navajo got together again and left Allied Gardens out and then 
beyond that, they have voted again and they won by one vote. In other words, we were not part 

RB2 of it when we're not wanted, we're not part of it, that simple. A Tierrasanta gentleman sat next 
to me at a meeting and he says I'm glad that to be part of this. We're right together, you're so 
close and everything. He said, yeah, and we want to be sure that this area goes, that's being built 
doesn't go too high and lose just Tierriisanta's view of the mountains and whatever. So we are 
not veterans of work in this. I was, it said there are 17 of these units. I've only heard of one in 
City Heights. 1 went down there and I was seeing how things were going and you know, the 
answer was this. We love it, it's great, it's going, but he said, they said, but then they kept on 
going and going until it suddenly became some kind of big crowded area once again. The City 
Heights Developnient, that's a City Heights area. So I have one more thing to say since that 
gentleman got up and condemned the Council people. I was following that along with the one 

RE3 with the County Board of Supervisors who set up a I I  1 practice and worked with the FBI and 
the police and 1 know it's not part of it, but that gentleman yelled at those guys. I'm saying this, 
they should had, thest: were new people and they went out on their own into something as serious 
as that w~thout leadership and now one of them died and they still want to, they still want to 
the others, but I'm going to say. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC 
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25,2005 

Response to Comment RBI: 
No existing residences are located within the Project Area. Any future project 
proposing residential uses within the Project Area would require approval of a 
community plan amendment and subsequent environmental review pursuant to 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment RB2: 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment TCC13. 

Response to Comment RB3: 
Comment noted. 

MAYOR: Okay, I got to stop you, MI Billman, because 1 got a lot of people here this afternoon. 

MR. BILLMAN: Okay. 

MAYOR: Everybody gets three minutcs. 

RTC- 1 44 



MR. BILLMAN: But I just want to know that they should not do this because if something 
happens to either one of 'em, t l ~ z  people, the young man who died, their folks won't feel any 
batter. 

MAYOR: Okay, remember we have h e e  large groups who all want to be heard this afierooon. 
This Council is williub io  stay as late as you want, but I want to try to be sensitive to thost: hat,  
ah, have already waited a long time. Albert Gotleib? Not here? Okay. Ah, Charles Little. And 
on deck, ah, Jarvis Koss and just so the rest of you know, when I say "on deck" that means if you 
sit in the fiont row like Mr. Ross is or we have a seat in the fiont called with a little yellow sign 
that says "reserved for next speaker" so if you're called on deck it'll save just a little bit of time 
if you come up and sit in e~ther that seat or some other seat in the front row. Ah, Mr. Liale, go 
ahead. 

CHARLES LITTLE: Ah, Charles Little. Um, thank you, Mr. Mayor, members of the Council. 
I, I really am against the, the redevelopment, not for the fact that the area couldn't use 
redevelopment, but so far everything I've seen down there, for example, when Honda came in, I 
called the previous council member's office and asked them to give me some indication how 
they were going to take care of the problem with the traffic there. Oh, we've got that taken care 
of and I said, there's no way you can take care of it. They assured me that they were going to 
take care of it. Well, they dam sure did, they just made it that much worse. And then we come 
in and we have ah, the Home Depot next door to it and that adds more traffic to it. We put in 
Sav-On and that adds more traffic. This morning, you've got before you or should have before 
you the draft EIR report. I would ask you to look at that very carefully. In there, they have 
numbers of the traffic going through the intersection of t airmont and Mission Gorge. Two 
friends of mine and myself came through there this morning. We came down to the light at 
Mission Gorge. It was green, nobody in fiont of us. It took us three minutes to get through on to 
Mission Gorge and to get through the next light. It took is four minutes to get on the Highway 8 
East. Now, we've got a problem there with traffic and it's a very serious problem. Ah, if you 
bring more, as the report would indicate, they're not going to alleviate traffic. You've said that 
in as one of the goals and we're going to alleviate traffic. Well, you're not. There's no way you 
can do it. The physical constraints of that we now have the trolley going across there. That's 
going to bring more people in. And with the on, onramps and off ramps there, there's no way, 
Mr. Medapher, that we're going to be able to take care of increasing the traffic flow and I would 
defy anybody to come up with something that is cost effective that we could do it. Now the 
other thing is that, well 1'11 stop now, thank you. 

MAYOR: Jarvis Ross followed by Holly Simonette. 

JARVIS ROSS: Jarvis Ross, first let me compliment Council member Tony Young and Ryan 
Manshine for their comments with regard to the College Grove Shopping Center. Those were 
pertinent remarks and questions that both of you made. Why am I here? Why am 1 concerned 
about a Grantville Redevelopment Zone? Because it's past time for this City to examine 
redevelopment abuse and ineptitude. John Moores celebrates his successful con job downtown 

JRI in getting acres of land at below value in return for a ballpark and no infrastructure levies for 
policc and fire on his developments. The latecomers will have to pick up that tab. Let us 
fantasize for a moment. How much money would we save annually by doing away with the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC 
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment JRI: 
Comment noted. 



redevelopment agency? The salaries, the retirement benefits, the consultants, the attorneys, the 
condemnation appraisals, the lawsuits, the dog and pony slide shows, the land give-aways to 
developers, the charades of public involvement served with coffee and sweet rolls. Need I 
mention the agencies, bond issues and interests. Add it up on all a year-after-year basis and we 
can fix some of those neglected potholes and broken sidewalks. The biggest con of all is those 
people who own property and think they're going become rich when the appraisals come in. If 

JRl they are shocked at the low appraisals and threats of condemnation, they are dumbfounded when 

(cont'd.) they find out that any environmental clean-up will be deducted from the appraised price. 
They're even more shocked when the land is frequently given to wealthy developers for pennies 
on the dollar. Have people so soon forgotten what happened downtown. Some of the one-of-a- 
kind, viable businesses and the give-away of the $300 million NTC property to Corky- 
Macmillan for $8.00. Even that paltry sum was refunded to him along with 8 plus million 
dollars. Grantville is just another attempt at City subsidizing the Small Business Association and 
their full-age ads in the UT on one hand while destroying viable businesses in a redevelopment 
area. What happened to free enterprise? Stop the con job. It's not only here, it's all over the 
city. 

MAYOR: Holly Simonette followed by Don Stillwell. 

HOLLY SIMONETTE: My name is Holly Simonette and I am a homeowner between sub areas 
A and C. Honorable Mayor Murphy and Council members, thank you for allowing me to speak 
today about my concerns related to the Grantville Redevelopment Project and the Draft EIR. 

HSl Council members Frye and Atkins, my comments also relate to the ongoing lack of government 
transparency and the community's right to know. The entire community of Grantville and Allied 
Gardens has been kept in the dark about what the City's redevelopment agency and private 

HS2 developers are trying to do in our neighborhoods. Those of us who live near the project area 
have not received updates or notices and have had to fmd out information on our own or by word 
of mouth. Talk about secrecy at City tiall. I am here today with petitions in opposition to the 
Grantville Redevelopment Project. They are signed by my neighbors and local business owners, 

HS3 who live and work near the sub areas. My neighbors and I are continuing to gather signatures, 
Mr. Medaphzr. We respectfully request that you stop the project immediately. I am also here to 
address concerns about the Draft EIR. The project description on page 3-6 says the project will 
serve as a catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight in the area. What blight? How 

HS4 can you say there's blight when housing prices in our neighborhood have gone up 23.5% in the 
last year and the median price is over $530,000? We all know traffic in the area is bad. It's the 
thing people complain about the most. In fact, people already dnve on Twain and Crawford near 
my house to avoid the traffic mess on Mission Gorge. Your own highly paid experts say the 
redevelopment project would add more than 3 1,000 cars along Mission Gorge and Friars Roads 

HS5 and other areas of the project, but they note that even with some road improvements, "the 
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable." This means even more cars will 
be driving through my neighborhood to avoid the increased traffic congestion on Mission Gorge. 
That puts more kids at risk for being hit by a car, more accidents and more exhaust around our 
schools. In short, there's going to be more traffic in my neighborhood because traffic on Mission 
Gorge is going to stay screwed up. Your expert's analysis of the long-term effects on the air 
quality concludes that combined emissions from the redevelopment project area and other 

HS6 developed areas in the basin are expected to continue to exceed State and Federal standards in 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC 
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response fo Comment HS1: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB1. 

Response fo Comment HS2: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB2. 

Response to Comment HS3: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB3. 

Response to Comment HS4: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB4. 

Response to Comment HS5: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB5. 

Response to Comment HS6: 
Please refer to response to comment HSB6. 
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the uear t c ; m  and the emissions associated with these developments will exceed threshold levels. 
HS5 ln short, mure vehicles in induatry In the redevelopnlent pruject area will keep the air quality 

(cont'd.) ulihealthy in our neighborhoods. 1 just have two sentences, please. Honorable Mayor Murphy, 
C'uuncil nlcrnbers, do 110t Ignore the findings of your own experts. 

MAYOR: Ma'am, you got to give us one sentence to sum up. 

HOLLY SIMONETTE: 1 am almost done. And put a rubber-stamp of approval on this Draft 

HS6 EIR or the Grantville Redevelopment Project. There is no reason to screw up traffic and air 
quality even more for a project that has no justification in the first place because there is no 
blight. Thank you. 

MAYOR: Don Stillwell followed by Joel Stillwagon. 

DON STILLWELL: I'm one of those people that have to use public transportation. I came 
down here and spoke to you about the buses at the Mission San Diego trolley stop that are 
incapable of being there when the trolley gets there. ?'hey get three minutes before the trolley 
and the MTS just told me, well be sure to use the trolley that makes a connection, don't use the 
one that happens to get there three minutes late. Now that's really classy. The trolley stop at 
Mission San Diego is to be avoided when they change the bus routes. They're going to come 
down and miss it by - of a mile. They say that's close enough, use the trolley stop that's another 

of a milt: from the house. Well, I love to walk, but I don't think that everybody that lives on - 

my street loves to walk. Interestingly, I am really intrigued by the fact that the trolley stop at 
Grantville was such a huge trolley stop. Go up 77 steps. We got two elevators. I mean it's 
wonderful, but why did they put it there, such a huge monstrosity, when there's nothing there. 
And so I was waiting for somebody to say, we're going to have an Indian casino there or 
something, I mean, there's got to be some reason that it was put there and then all of a sudden I 
read in the paper about this redevelopment thing. Those guys there said they spent two years 

DS1 deciding how they were going to build a trolley stop. I finally walked down to see it because 1. 
don't live that close to it to walk by it most of the time, but what I'm trying to say is you want 
people to use public transportation. They talk about they're going to have buses coming in and 
out of that new trolley stop and it uses Alvarado Canyon Road. I told the MTS Board they'd be 
a whole lot better to have people come and look down and see all the traffic and say that's a good 
reason for using the trolley. I don't know why or what their plans are and I don't know whether 
you guys all knew the same thing at the same time. It just seems to me that as if all of a sudden 
we got both things and I said, okay, somebody worked together and there's some reason why you 
want this set up. Well, then it says, okay, they have the right of condemnation or something like 
that. I don't know what you call it. Is somebody making some bucks out of this thing? I mean, 
don't luok at me sadly. I mean, I ride the bus and I use the trolley all the time. I may use them 
four or five times a day. My point is they can't send a bus to make connections with the exisring 
trolley, the next trolley they want to change the bus so that it goes close to the original stop, they 
won't take it away, but what in the world are you planning on doing down there? You've got to 
have some ideas of something there that's going to help people get rid of the traffk, not make 
more. I just, hey, I hope you think real strongly about that. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC 
COMMENT ON GRANfVlLLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25,2905 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DS1: 
Ptease refer to response to comment DSA 1 

MAYOR: Joel Stillwagon. 
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JOkL STILLWAGON: Mayor, Cou~icil members. I'm Joel Stillwagon of . I'm a 
second-generation business owner in that area. We've been walking around our neighborhood 
checking all our other businesses and we've all been lund of been upgrading our business fronts. 
Myself, I've already spent around $25,000 on the building and just to find out yesterday in the 

JS1 newspaper that they're going to pretty much demolish my area and my business and I'm just 
about ready to get a government grant for doing work for the Department of the Defense but now 
that gets put on hold because we don't know what we're going to do with our building. Other 
than that, the traffic is always going traffic no matter what. Even LA sbows that we're just going 
to have more people moving to the area, more traffic, more businesses, more people working 

JS2 tbere, so it's going to be congested anyway. And, ah, I'd like to be informed, you h o w ,  at least 
like to know what's going on and I've never received any flyers, like I said I heard word of 
mouth and then by accident the newspaper yesterday that this was actually coming down today. 
Thank you. 

MAYOR: All right, that ends the people who put in speaker slips. I'll go to Mr. Madaffer. 

MR. MADAFFER: Thank you, Your Honor, and I first want to start off and thank those that 
came down today to provide input. My intention all along has been to be able to promote what 
we're doing wlth this concept and to hear your input as much as possible. It's one of the reasons 
1 wanted to extend the public comment period. You know, I've formed something called the 
Grantville Redevdopment Advisory Committee. Gosh it's been well over a year ago now as a 
tool really to take more community input on this thing. There was no requirement to have to 
even do that in the law, but I thought it was just important especially hearing people concerned 
about redevelopment issues. I wanted to do the opposite of what had been happening in the past 
where maybe there wasn't enough public dialogue and I can't think of an issue in the local area 
that has had more public publicity and opportunity for comment than this Grantville 
Redevelopment Area. I think we've all heard the story, you're very familiar with the area 
Grantville is a conglomeration of a lot of older, underutilized properties, irregular shaped parcels, 
it's a traffic nightmare, it's a flooding nightmare, it's a problem in so many respects, and yet 
after hearing some of the testimony, it sounds 11ke we might be better off just doing nothing. 
You know, I don't happen to share that. I totally agree with the comments of Mr. Little 
wherever you are in what you had to say. What happened in building Home Depot and that Sav- 
On is exactly the reason why this redevelopment area should be formed. Right now, all those 
things are done what's called by right, pursuant to the community plan. There is no governing 
oversight really beyond what their property is zoned at, so you end up with a hodge-podge of 
things that come in there where they don't provide the mitigation that we should be exacting 
fro111 a traffic standpoint. They end up causing more problems than what we get and what does 
the City of San Diego get out of it? To build, t i x  roads, nothing. You really the City gets what 
you get out of property tax, 17 cents on the dollar. In a redevelopment area, you've heard this 
and you say at ad nauseam probably, but you end up with 67 cents on the dollar for the additional 
value that that property becomes and those are funds that can only be spent in the area and the 
wish list for the Grantville area are extensive. They include many of the things that I heard 
today. The traffic issues will not materialize under a plan where you actually have monies to 
take care of these traffic issues. If you take, for example, the ridiculous off-ramp from Interstate 
8 right now at Mission Gorge Road where cars are merging into Alvarado Canyon Road. That's 
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Response to Comment JS1: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment JS2: 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment HSB2. 



got to get replaced and that's on the plan. Synchronization of lights at Mission Gorge Road. 
There's parks, there's libraries, there's ilood control issues. Those things will all come from 
Grdntville Redevelopment and it, I believe in the end, through a public deliberative process will 
provide for a much better planned area a d  one that citizens are going to have a freer flow of 
traffic than what they have now so my interest in Grantville is simple. It is to preserve the 
quality of life that the neighbors enjoy in adjacent Grantville and Allied Gardens communities # 1 
and #2 to provide a vehicle and a tool through redevelopment to make that happen and that's 
really what we're all about here and that's why this thing was initiated. Today, obviously what 
we're here to do is really nothing more than to receive public testimony on the draft 
environmental impact report. I've asked, as I said, that we extend the comment period to 
February 14". I would hope that many of you submit comments in writing one way or the other 
and that most lulportantly that you stay involved with the process. For those of you that aren't 
familiar, 1'11 give you my website address. It's simple, it's just jimmadapher.com/email. If you 
just do that, jimmadapher.com/email, sign up for my email newsletter. We'll keep you informed. 
Go to sandiego.gov and sign up for the redevelopment agency's mailing list for Granrville and 
get uivolved. Come to the community meetings. Come to the Granrville Redeveloprnznt 
Advisory Committee meetings. I want public participation. I want public input in this process. I 
believe 1 want what you all want and that 1s the best community we can have and using the laws 
of redevelopment, we can actually capture more of the tax increment to be able to make those 
public facility improvements to eliminate the problems that we've been having in the area, 
traffic, flooding, etc. So with that, I don't know what's the action that we're. It's just simply 
accepting. 

MAYOR: I don't think there's any action, really, it's just a public hearing to provide public 
input. I don't think we even need an action to accept a report, do we Mr. City Attorney? Or 
maybe I should ask the staff There's no action right? 

MALE: No, no action on this one. 

MR. MADAFFER: Okay, thank you. 

MAYOR: Ms. Frye. 

MS. FRYE: Thank you and I and 1 am glad that was explained so that people understood that 
this was just, um, a hearing to receive comments on the draft environmental impact report, which 
is sort of an unusual action or lack of action, I guess. Generally, um, acting as a member of the 
City Council, I don't recall ever actually being able to provide any comments to you on the draft 
EIR, so could you explain to me how acting as a member of the redevelopment agency, how that 
role is different. 

MALE: Well the agency has, you know, has basically certifies the document as the agency and 
as part of those procedures that have actually been in existence since 1990, the agency calls for a 
public testimony period while the draft blK IS out. It is unlque and. 

MS. FRYE: Yeah, it is. 



MALE. And ir does bring in the public like we want to and gets us the comnxnts and I think it's 
a very positive 

MS. FRYE: And then the draft or the f i r d  EIR, when it's finalized, that will have to go before 
t11e entire Council as well as well as the redevelopment agency. 

MALE: Planning Commission, yes all the different groups. 

MS. FRYE: Um and so then it's appropriate then for me to provide some comments on the draft 
Environmental llnpact Report as a member of the Agency. 

MAYOR: Ms. Frye, let me just. 

MS. FRYE: Is that correct? 

MAYOR: I'm not, I think that is, but I think we need to have the City Attorney clarify it for the 
rzcords. 

MALE: Actually, 1 misspoke earlier, there is a resolution in fkont of you that does have two 
action items, one is to just accept the comments and requiring them to be incorporated into the 
final EIR and also directing the Executive Director, the City Manager, to provide responses to 
those comments and also include them in the EIR. 

MALE: Now some of that. 

M L E :  That is the action that is requested. 

MAYOR: Is there a second? All right, Ms. Frye, you're back on. 

MS. FRYE: Okay and so then, then the question, then my next question is so it is not 
inappropriate, um, acting as a member of the redevelopment agency to provide to staff comments 
for me to provide comments on the draft EIR. 

MALE: I'd have to default to the City Attorney. Our redevelopment consultant is saying it's no 
problem. 

MALE: I don't see any reason legally why you cannot provide comments. 

MS. FRYE: Okay and. 

MALE: That would be responded to as well. 

MS. FRYE: And I'll make them very brief, but the issue of public safety which would be police 

DF1 and fire issues. For example, 1 would ask that staff, um, if you would go to page 4-13-9, there is 
an existing condition statement related to the police services. It would be 4.13.5.1 and the only 
reason that I focused on t h ~ s  is becaus~ ~ t ' s  an issue I've been dealing with for qultr awhile and 
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Response to Comment DFI: 
The information provided in the EIR was provided directly by the public service 
prov~ders. Each of these agencies (fire, police, schools, etc.) was contacted directly 
regarding the proposed project so as to assess the potential environmental impact 
associated with the provision of public services. The threshold of significance utilized in 
the EIR, for each of these services is whether the project would create an 
environmental impact as a result of the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts. 

In response to the apparent discrepancy in information regarding police staffing (EIR 
page 4.13-9), the San Diego Police Department was re-contacted to verify the service 
information provided related to the proposed project. The Eastern Division of the San 
Diego Police Department (pers. comm. Officer Robert Carroll, March 7, 2005) indicates 
that the Eastern Division is currently staffed with 87 patrol officers. This division is 
currently 60% staffed, with the resources to hire up to 40 more officers, for a total of 
127. The SDPD is hiring, and the projected time frame to have the officers hired is 2-5 
years. Additionally, the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department was also re- 
contacted to verify the service information provided in the EIR. No changes to the 
information related to fire services is necessary (pers. comm. Sam Oates, Fire Marshal, 
City of Sun Diego Fire and Hazard Prevention, March 2005). 

It is recognized by both police and fire agencies that as traffic becomes more 
congested in the Project Area, the police and fire response times may increase. It 
should also be noted that as indicated in Section 4.2, traffic conditions in the Project 
Area are currently at unacceptable service levels. SDPD is hoping that the 
improvements made to the Mission Gorge/Fairmount Avell-8 interchange will help 
address the congestion. The proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan also identifies 
the initiation, design, and construction of Mission Gorge Road traffic improvements, 
including the Interstate 8 interchange at Alvarado Road. SDPD will not respond to the 
potential increase in response times by building another substation. Instead, SDPD 
indicates that the increase in officers on the street should keep the response times 
similar to what they currently are. The fire department indicates (see EIR page 4.13- 
12), that if the National Fire Protection Association 1710 Standard is exceeded in the 
future, there could be the need for a new fire station and equipment; however, no 
such determination has been made at this time. 



the informatioil contained within the draft EIR states that the station houses approximately 127 
patrol officers and that would be in Eastern Division, I believe, is the area that services and the 
reason I'm familiar with that because it's actually in District 6, which is Serra Mesa. The 
mfom~ation diat I have in front of me from the Chief of Police tells me that there's actually 87 
not 127 patrol officers, so my concern being is that your existing condition statements and I'm 
just selecting one just as that there may be a problem on some of the information that is being 
provided that perhaps is not accurate and maybe needs to be looked at. Additionally with the 
existing conditions for fire protection as far as the response times, um, I would ask that you 
maybe review that more closely because I'm not sure if it's if the information provided again in 

D F ~  the draft EIR is actually addressing what the existing conditions are. The other areas that we 

(conY d,, 
may need to maybe beef up the analysis would be the impacts on police and fire response times 
and that would include emergency medical services based on the traffic, which is, according to 
your document, urn, not not able to be mitigated so as we go towards build-out, what is going to 
be the ability of police and fire services to respond, um, based on those on those impacts that we 
can't mitigate, at what point does that have an impact on the public safety. The other issue is, 
um, in the water quality hydrology portion of your, um, draft EIR, there is, um, a discussion 
about sewer and water, but we don't necessarily talk about, um, storm drains. And existing 
conditions on storm drains, again many of the storm drains in District 6, which potentially, this 
redevelopment area might be feeding into them, I would just like to know what impact that might 
have sort of overall, um, that might be shoved into, um, downstream areas or even upstream 
areas and the impact and again 1 did not see any discussion on the flooding issues. If it was 
there, I didn't see it. Was there a flooding section? 

MALE: Give us a second. 

MS. FKYE: Yes, it's, while a few of these things are fiesh in our minds. 

MALE: It's in 4.11, it's part of that one section. 
DF2 

MS. FRYE: And do you know if it's. 

MALE: And it's not called out as a separate one, it's just all under the water quality hydrology. 

MS. FRYE: So, we're looking at the the watershed management plan. I guess my question 
would be is thelz anything, um, as far as, ah, flooding, okay it's 4.1 1.1.2 that that talks about the 
existing conditions and essentially, um, not only which areas are located within the 100-year 
flood plain, but which areas are are maybe be prone to flooding more so than others and what 
sort of, um, sort of mitigation could be provided to address the flooding issues, the existing 
flooding issues as you go through the. 1 mean, is it in there or is the. 

MALE: Well it's definitely something that's part of our, urn, we list as a project like Alvarado 
Creek. That's where the recent problems are and there's different parts of that that some parts of 
thc creek are improved, some parts aren't, some are privately owned, so that's what k ~ n d  of 
contributes to some of those problems In those areas. 
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Response to Comment Df2: 
Section 4.1 1-Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR identifies the portions of the Project 
Area that are subject to flooding. Flooding in the Project Area is attributable to several 
factors including the Project Area's location within the floodplain, the cumulative 
growth and urbanization that has occurred within the Sun Diego River watershed, and 
the existence of inadequate drainage/flooding infrastructure. As indicated in Figure 
4.1 1-2, a large portion of the Project Area is located within the 100-year floodplain 
associated with the Alvarado Creek drainage. This flooding is attributed to portions of 
the channel being unimproved, as well as inadequate sized culvert facilifies. 

Correcting the Alvarado Creek flood control deficiencies are among the priorities 
identified in the Draft Redevelopment Plan and have been included in the Five-Year 
Implementation Plan. This is  consistent with the Sun Diego River Park Draft Master Plan 
which includes recommendations to improve the stream condition of the Alvarado 
Creek confluence to increase channel width and potential meander to improve water 
quality and ground water recharge. The Redevelopment Plan provides an 
opportunity to comprehensively address flood improvements to Alvarado Creek. The 
Five-Year Implementation Plan identifies the following related to Alvarado Creek and 
flooding in the Project Area: 

First Program Year (Fiscal Year 2005-06): 

ldentify storm drain improvements for the Project Area in coordination with the 
affected community and appropriate public agencies. 

Initiate planning phase of Alvarado Creek enhancements including hydrology 
studies. 

Second Program Year (Fiscal Year 2006-07) 

Complete design phase of Alvarado Creek improvements in anticipation of bond 
proceeds the following fiscal year (2007-08) 

Coordinate design of storm drain improvements in the Project Area 

Third Program Year (Fiscal Year 2007-08) 

ldentify funding sources for Alvarado Creek improvements. 

Develop funding sources for identified storm drain improvements in the Project 
Area. 
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Response to Comment DF2 (c0nt.d): 
Fourth Program Year (Fiscal Year 2008-09) 

Begin construction of Alvarado Creek improvements. 

Begin construction of storm drain improvements in the Project Area. 

Fifth Program Year 

Continue construction of Alvarado Creek improvements. 

Continue construction activities for storm drain improvements in the Project Area. 

EIR Mitigation Measure HD 1 is also proposed which requires that a detailed hydrology 
study be prepared for each specific development in order to address onsite and 
offsite hydrology as a result of new development. As stated in Mitigation Measure HD 
1,  for development projects located within or adjacent to the 100-year floodplain, 
additional consideration shall be given to the design of the project. An appropriate 
drainage control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to 
City Engineering Standards for the specific project shall be implemented. The drainage 
control plan shall be implemented in accordance with the recommendations of the 
hydrology study and shall address on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure 
on-site runoff will not adversely affect off-site areas or alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or off-site areas. The drainage study shall incorporate the 
recommendations of the San Diego River Park Master Plan the Sun Diego River 
Watershed Management Plan relative to hydrologyldrainage and flooding to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Page 5-5 of the EIR has also been modified as follows: 

As discussed in Section 4.1 1 - Water Qualitv/Hvdroloav, the Proiect Area is located 
within the Mission San Dieso Hvdroloaic Subarea of the Lower San Dieao Hydroloaic 
Area, within the San Dieao River Hydrolo~ic Unit IHUI. This HU is a~proximately 440 
square miles, includes a ~ o ~ u l a t i o n  of a~~roximatelv 475,000 and contains ~ortions of 
the City of San Dieao, El Cajon, La Mesa, Powav, and Santee, as well as 
unincor~orated areas. Fiaure 4.1 1-1 depicts the San Dieqo Watershed. Floodinq 
within the Proiect Area (see Fiaure 4.1 1-2 Flood~lain Map), is partiallv a result of the 
cumulative develo~ment that has occurred within the watershed, incrementallv 
creatinq impervious surfaces that has increased the rate and volume of runoff carried 
by the San Dieao River and tributaries, includina Alvarado Creek. With respect to the 
pro~osed Proiect Area, the cumulative development is ~artiallv attributed to existinq 
floodinq events of Alvarado Creek. This drainaqe runs throuah the southern portion of 
the Proiect Area, and is im~roved only in certain locations. Im~rovements to this 

RTC- I 52 
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Response to Comment DF2 (c0nt.d): 
drainaae are needed in order to accommodate flows dvrina storm events. The 
continued future cumulative arowth has the potentiat to further exacerbate this 
existina problem, as well as floodina associated with certain oortions of the San Dieao 
River. Redevelopment activities have the potential to contribute to the cumulative 
impact; however, a maioritv of the Proiect Area is already develo~ed and contains . . 
im~ervious surfaces. -'tPrmrl $&ms 

\ I  P ~ I  1 n n r  
J --" -, -The 

Mitigation Measure HD 1s identified in Section 4.1 I - Hydrology/Water Quality will 
reduce the potential impact as a result of specific redevelo~ment activities k tmpad 
to a level less than significant. With implementation of the hydrology/drainage 
mitigation, no project-level impact will occur and redevelopment in the Project Area 
will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable hydrology/water quality impact. 
Correctina the Alvarado Creek flood control deficiencies is a ~rioritv identified in the 
Draft Redevelopment Plan and has been included in the ~ r o ~ o s e d  Five-Year 
Implementation Plan. Implementation of this improven~ent would address the 
cumulative flooding impact in the Proiect Area. 



MS. FRYE: Okay, well maybe, maybe that might be something that you might want to look at 
in the ~umuiative impact portloll u i  it. 

MA1.E: lt's it's what we've gotten from some of the comments already, especially with the 
rzcclit Aoodllig and it is something that we art: going back and looking at. 

MS. FRYE: All right, well just maybe I could, 1 could get some responses to that cumulative 
impact of this, um, and then, finally, the section on growth indwement where it talks about that 
the project is is supposed to foster economic growth in the area dnd, urn, and that's exactly what 
the notice is. I guess I was having a little bit of problems understanding how we can expand 
empluyrnent opportunities which seems to be somewhat growth inducing and then say that the 
growth inducement that they're it would not encourage or facilitate activities that could 
significantly effect the enviromnent individually or cumulatively and I'm just not sure how you 

DF3 arrived at that conclusion so it might be helpful to provide some sort of an analysis on how you 
amved that there is no potential, urn, for any, urn, growth inducement because obviously traffic 
is gomg, there's so anyways, I would just think it might be helpful to the communiry and then 
any of the, urn, the impacts that might affect the surrounding communities as far as traffic 
because as you're increasing traffic in this redevelopment area, um, I'm just wondering what 
impact it's going to have on surrounding communities because to me that, urn, those m~ght  be 
part of your cumulative impacts. And then the last thing and 1 would just, 1 would just, urn, say I 
think it's a really good idea that, um, council member Medaphzr had as far as, um, extellding a 
time-frame because it sounds tu lue that people that came out here today a lot of them weren't 

DF4 aware of this and 1 know that happens, 110 matter how many public hearings you have, there's 
always somebody that we're going to miss, but I'm just wondering if the, you know, you were 
saying about how inviting people to the community meetings if there's a way to. 

MALE: The next one is. 

MS. FRYE: Yeah. 

MALE: The next GRAC meeting is when. 

MALE: The next GRAC meeting is the 3 1" at. 

MALE: Tell everybody when and where it is. 

MALE: 1 knew you would ask me that. Ah, it's the 3 1" at the Church of the Nazarene, which is 
on Miss~on Gorge Place. lt's this. 

MALE: It's behind the post office. 

MALE: Right, behind the post office. I think it's like 7700 or something like that. lt's at the end 
of the street, you can't miss it. 
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Response to Comment DF3: 
The EIR considers the potential growth-inducing impacts of the project, and recognizes 
that the project will foster economic growth in the area. While the impacts of future 
redevelopment of the Project Area and cumulative development are considered 
significant with respect to many environmental issues, including significant and 
unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts, the growth-inducing impact, in and of 
itself is not considered significant. The Project Area is located in an area of the City of 
San Diego that has been designated an urbanized portion of the City by the City's 
General Plan and Progress Guide. The proposed project is consistent with the City's 
requirements for these development tiers. Induced growth is any growth, which 
exceeds planned growth and results from new development (Le., the extension of 
infrastructure), which would not have taken place in the absence of the proposed 
project. Because the EIR evaluates the potential buildout of the Project Area 
according to the existing adopted community plan land uses for the Project Area, the 
project (implementation of the Redevelopment Plan) would not exceed planned 
growth as identified in the existing adopted community plans. The Project Area is also 
located in an urban portion of the City where public services and infrastructure are 
available. Potential growth inducement in neighboring areas is also limited by the 
existence of developed single-family residential neighborhoods located immediately 
outside of the Project Area, the location of the San Diego River, the MSCP MHPA, and 
federal lands north and west of the Project Area, and Interstate 8 to the south. 

Response to Comment DF4: 
Please refer to response to comment OPRl 

MALE: End of Mission Gorge Place and it's at 7 p.m. Church of the Nazarene. 



MALE: 6 o'clock 

MALE: 6 PM. Excuse me. 

MALE: 6 PM. 

MALE: 6 PM. 

MALE: 6 PM to 8 and it's monthly meeting, the fourth Monday of the month. It's the fifth 
Monday this month because of the holidays and some other problems with using the church hall. 

MS. FRYE: And I just want to say even though Council member Madaffer and I on the 
redevelopment agencies don't particularly see eye to eye, I wili say and I think it's Important to 
say that, urn, as far as the trying to get a public process established, I mean he really has and 
every time he holds these hearings, people do come down and he keeps extending times and 
trying to get and maybe it might riot be a bad idea for your Allied Gardens people to ask and 
have staff go out and. 

MALE: I'm actually going to their meeting tonight. 

MS. FRYE: Well there you go, see? 

MALE: I've been in committee meetings all week. 

MS. FRYE: That's fast. 

MALE: He was at Navajo until 11 last night. 

MS. FRYE: Because I think part of the problem at least for this particular item not for the 
redevelopment in general, but this particular item, which is just to receive testimony, is that some 
people might not be clear on what the environmental or draft environmental impact report, you 
know, includes and that they really do have an opportunity to comment. It doesn't have to be 
particularly technical comments. 

MAYOK: All right, we have a motion and a second. Pleast: vote. Call the roll. Passes 9-0. That 
concludes the redevelopment agency agenda. We'll adjourn as the redevelopment agency and 
reconvene as the City Council. 



REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

RESOLUTION NUhdBER R- 03363- 

ADOPTED ON JAN 7 5 3flE 

A RESOLUTION OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 
THE CUY OF SAN DIEGO ACCEPTING PUBLIC 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED GRANTVILLE 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT. 

WHEREAS, .the San Diego City Council [City Council] on March 30,2004 designated 

the Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area by Resolution No. 299047, for purposes of 

determining the feasibility of a redevelopment project; and 

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego [Agency] on 

December 13,2004, authorized the distribution of the draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR] 

for the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project [Project]; and 

WHEREAS, the Agency on July 17, 1990, by Resolution No. 1875, adopted the 

Procedures for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] and the 

State CEQA Guidelmes which require that the Agency conduct a public hearing on a drafl EIR 

for a proposed redevelopment project; and 

WHEREAS, on January 25,2005, the Agency conducted a public hearing on the drafi 

ELR for the Project pursuant to the above referenced procedures; NOW THEKEFOKE 



BE IT RESOLVED, by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego, as follows: 

1. That the Agency accepts the comments made at the public hearing on the draft 

Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project and approves 

incorporation of the comments in summary form into the final EIR. 

2. That the Executive Director of the Agency, or designee, is hereby directed to 

prepare a written response to the comments, also to be included h~ the final EIR. 

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, General Counsel 

, ~ e ~ j t ~  ~ & r a l  Counsel 



Passed and adopted by The Redevelopment Agency of The City of San Diego JAN 2 5 2005 
by the following vote: 

Members 

Scott Peters 

Michael Zucchet 
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Brian Maienschein 
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(Seal) 

AUTHENTICATED BY: 

DICK MURPHY 
Chdr of The Redeveloprnont Agency of The City of S a .  Diego, California 

CHARLES G. ABDELNOUR 

Office of The Redevelopment Agency, Son Dicgo, California 



GRANTVlLLE REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(DRAFT) MEETING MINUTES OF Monday, January 31,2005 

The members of the Grantville Advisory Committee (RAC) held their meeting at Mission 
Valley Church of the Nazarene, at 4675 Mission Gorge Place from 6:03 p.m. to 7:50 p.m. 

The following members were present at Roll Call:, Bill Brenza, Lee Campbeil, Daniel 
Dallenbach, Eric Germain, Rick McCarter, Cindy Martin, Mike Neal, John Peterson, John 
Pilch, Dan Smith, Marilyn Reed and Don Teemsma Jr. [12] 
Arrived after Roll Call: Diane Strum and Arnie Veldkamp [2] ? 
Following members were not present: Brian Caster (excused) [ I ]  
Staff in attendance: Kathy Rosenow, (RSG), Tim Ginbus (BRG), Maureen Ostrye (RA), and 
Tracy Reed (RA). 

CALL TO ORDER: Called to order at approximately 6:03 p.m. by Mike Neal. 

1. ROLL CALL: A quorum was established when 12 of the 15 members were present at Roll 
Call. 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
Draft - December 13, 2004 

MOTION - Dan SIJohn Pe; Approve, passed (8-1-3). 

3. UPDATE: (synopsis) 
Information - Status of Survey 
Tracvl The Draft EIR went to the agency for public comment on January 25,2005 
spoke. The comment period has been extend to Monday February 14, 2005. 

4. OLD BUSINESS: (synopsis) 
Review: Draft - Grantville Program Environmental Report. 
Tim: The document is out for the 45-day public review period. The review period has 
been extended. All comments must be in writing. Responses to the comments will 
be included in the final PEIR. Our schedule is to distribute and make the final PEIR 
available on March 17, 2005. CEQA analysis the impacts on the area per the existing 
community plan according to estimates regarding build out. Mitigation measures will 
be prepared and inciuded in the final PEIR. 

Public - 
CLl Charles L.: Report needs more specifics on E-4 regarding traffic. 

HS1 Hollv S.: Question regarding EIR overriding considerations and why project by project 
basis used in some instances. 
Betty T.: I have read most of the EIR and feel cumulative impacts are greater than 

BT1 stated. 
Bill W.: The history section does not indicate the an aqueduct flume exists with the 

Bwl =area (Landmark #52). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE GRANTIVLLE REDEVELOPMENT 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINTUES, JANUARY 31,2005 

Response to Comment CC1: 
Please refer to responses to  comments CLAl through CLA9 a n d  CLBl through CLB7. 

Response to Comment HS1: 
Please refer to responses to  comments CLB7, AG1, a n d  HSA15. 

Response to Comment BT1: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BW 1: 
Mr. Bill White commented regarding the Mission Dam a n d  Flume. The record search 
for this study conducted a t  the South Coastal Information Center indicates that this 
resource is located within one mile of the Project Area. This resource (CA-SDi-6660H) i s  
discussed o n  pages 24, 25, a n d  27 of the report (EIR pages 4.5-1 and  4.5-2). An 
archaeological survey of the sand a n d  gravel works in Subarea B conducted b y  
Recon in 2001 d id identify portions of the flume intact. As the technical report for that 
project was never finalized, no site record was submitted to  SClC for this resource and  
it therefore d id  not show up  in our record search. ASM obtain a copy of the report 
a n d  has confirmed the existence of portions of the Mission flume in Subarea B. ASM's 
report does state that portions of the Mission flume are known to  b e  located along the 
San Diego River a n d  signals that there is  a high potential for prehistoric and  historic 
sites adjacent to the river in Subarea B. As stated: 

No prehistoric or historic archaeological sites are recorded within the study area. 
However, a number of important sites are recorded in close proximity to  the 
study area. Prime amongst these is the site of the ethnohistoric Kumeyaay 
village of Nipaquay a n d  the Mission San Diego d e  Alcala (CA-SD1-35/202), 
located on  the west side of the Sun Diego river. Sites associated with these 
historic properties, such as the Mission flume a n d  dam, are known to b e  located 
along the San Diego river drainage. There remains a high potential for 
prehistoric a n d  historic sites adjacent to  the San Diego river in Subarea B (page  
27) ." 



DS1 

MRI 

LC1 
AV1 
DS1 

Don S.: No pleased with the bus and trolley service currently and the changes -- .- 

planned by MTDBIMTS. 

Committee - 
MariIp_R,: Problems with the discussion of traffic in table 4.2-1. The intersection of 
Friars Rd. and 1-15 is supposed to be one of the most impacted intersections in the 
City. 
Lee C: Concerned about the increase in traffic is unavoidable. The Draft does not 
address the breezes in the evening or flooding. The TOD alternative is in an area 
prone to recent flooding. 
Arnie V.: I have a report regarding the flume. 
Dan S.: Hydrology and circulations. What about a reference to bus service at trolley 
station and MTDB's projections. 

ReviewlActions: 3rd Draft - Grantville Owner Participation Rules (OP Rules) 
Mike: The 3rd Draft of the OP Rules that we have been provided with have been 
revised to address the concerns and comments of the committee and public. I think 
we should form a subcommittee to review the recommended revisions. The 
subcommittee will make a recommendation regarding the OP Rules at our next 
meeting. I would suggest the subcommittee be Cindy, Brian, Rick and Marilyn. 

5. NEW B u s i ~ ~ s s  (synopsis) 
Distribute: Draft - Grantville Preliminary Report 
Tracv: The purpose of preparing the Grantville Preliminary Report is to distribute it to 
all affected taxing entities. However, the Agency's procedures are to distribute to the 
public also. The preliminary report can answer many of the questions that have been 
asked regarding what is blight. It is also available on the Internet. We will review the 
preliminary report briefly at the next meeting. 

6. COMMENT ON NOH-AGENDA ITEMS: (synopsis) 

Committee - 
John Pi: Update on the next Navajo Planners it will be on Tuesday February 22d. The 
main agenda item is the SDSU master plan. 

Public - 
Charles L.: Cost of project, table E-4. 
Ray 8.: Happy with ADA improvements to Grantville Park. 
u: I am in favor for a better Grantville but not eminent domain authority should be 
eliminated from the redevelopment plan. 1 am a business owner in Grantville. 
Don S.: Concerned about bus and trolley service. What about MTDB (Bus) traffic 
impacts? 
Dick R.: VFW manager. We are concerned about traffic and flooding along Fairmount -- 
and Vandever. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE GRANTIVLLE REDEVELOPMENT 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINTUES, JANUARY 31,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment DS1: 
Please refer to response to comment DS-A1 . 

Response to Comment MR1: 
Please refer to responses to comments MRI through MR9. 

Response to Comment LC1: 
Please refer to responses to comments LC1 through LC76. 

Response to Comment AV1: 
Please refer to response to  comment BW 1. 

Response to Comment D51: 
Please refer to  response to  comments DRSl through DRS29. 



7. NEXT MEETING DATES: 
Mike: GRAC February 28, 2005 

This information will be made available in alternative formats upon request. 

Prepared: 211 6/05 (tr) 
Revised: nla 

Draft (Final) Approved: 
Motion was by: 
was: 9 

Revisions are in Itaiic & Double Underlined 
Vote 



GRANTVILLE RESlDENTS OPPOSED 
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the GranhUe community, are 
opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT. 

RTC- 1 62 

I Address Print Name Sign Name 



GRAN'I'VILLE MSIDENTS OPPOSED 
TO THE GRAN'TVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJEC'T 

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are 
opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT. 



GRANrl'VILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED 
TO THE GRANrTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

We, the ondersigned residents and business owners of the Granhille community, are 
opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT. 



GRANTVl1,LE RESIDENTS OPPOSED 
TO '1'HE GR.4NrTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are 
opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT. 

Print Name I Sign Name Address 



GUNTVILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED 
TO THE GRANTVILLE ZIEDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are 
opposed to the City of San Diego's plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 

We urge the City Council to IlMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT. 



Dick Murphy, Chair 
A ~ ~ U I - .  C'ri,- u j  Son Dicgu 

San Diego River Conservancy 
9 174 Sky Park Courr, Sum 100. S m  V~cgo,  California 921 234340 

(858) 467-2972 . F a  (858) 571-6972 

March 13, 2005 

Mr. Tracy Reed, Project Malager 
City of San Diego, Redevelopment Agency 
600 B St, Fourth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 921014506 

Mike C l u r m ~ u  
Secretary. Xuources : I ~ . ? I I L )  

Dear Mr. Reed: 

DRAFT PRELIMMARY COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAM GRANTVILLE 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (Em) 

On February 11, 2005 the Governing Board of the San Diego River Conservancy unanimously voted 
to ( 1 )  direct its Executive Officer to develop and submit com~nents on the Grantville redevelop men^ 
Projcct Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIK) dated December 13, 2004; and (2) request an 
extension of the cornment period of at least 30 days or longer to allow adequate time for commcnt 
on the Draft EIR and on its consistency with the Crty uf San Diego River Park Master Plan, the 
Conservancy's Enabling Statute, and other relevant documents. 

Accordingly, I have enclosed the Conservancy's Draft Preliminary Comments on the Grantville 
Redevelopinent Project Draft Program EIR. Although the Conservancy was not "officially" granted 

SDRCl the requested extension, we are submitting the attached prelimmary draft comments at this time and 
plan to submit final comments upon completion. The attached document contains (1) a brief 
summary of the Conservancy's initial concerns based on our preliminary review of the Draft EIR 
(and relevant documents); and (2) verbatim transcrlpt of the oral public comments made directly by 
the Governing Board members on February 11 .  I  want to emphasize that the attached comments are 
summary and very prelirninaq in nature, designed primarily to make you aware of the Conservaucy's 
ii~itial concerns at this time. At a minimum, I request that you attach the Conservancy's preliminary 
comments to the next public release of the EIR. 

Tracy, on behalf of the Governing Board, I want to thank you and Ms. Maureen Ostrye again for 
your February 1 1  presentation and for your consideration of the Conservancy's comments. I f  you 
have questions or would like to discuss our conments further, please contact me at (858) 467-2972 
or by e-mail at diavne@waterboards.ca.eov. We look forward to working with you in the hture. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah S. Jayne 
Executive Officer 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 

Response to Comment SDRC1: 
As iridicated in response to comment OPRI, the original 45-day public review period 
for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR extended from December 
13, 2004 to January 31, 2005. However, the Agency extended the public review 
period to February 14, 2005. The total public review period was 64 days. The 
comment letter submitted by the Son Diego River Conservancy was received by the 
Redevelopment Agency on March 14, 2005; approximately 30 days after the close of 
the 64-day public review period; however, a good faith effort has been provided in 
responding to these comments. 

cc: Ms. Maureen Ostrye, Acting Deputy Director of Redevelopment, City of San Diego 



San Diego Ever  Conservancy 

DRA PT PRELIMINARY 
COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

GRANTWLLE REDE VLOPMENT PROJECT 
March 13,  2005 

The San Diego River Conservancy's (Conservancy's) Draft Preliminary Comments on the Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft Program EIR or draft EIR) for the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project are organized into two sections: (I) Summary of Initial Concems Based 
on Preliminary Review; and (11) Verbatim Public Comments by Governing Board Members. The 
"Summary of In~tial Concerns" is consistent with and builds upon the Board Member's public 
comments. 

Draft Preliminary Comments 
The Conservancy wishes to emphasize that the "Summary of Initial Concems" below is very 
preliminury in nature. It represents a list of issues that staff has initial or potential concerns 
about and wishes to review in greater detail. Because the time schedule for moving the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project forward is very tight, we have decided to submit Preliminary Draft 
Comments in advance of completing ozrr review in order to make you aware as early as possible 
that we have concems. Because these comments are preliminary (made before our review is 
complete), the Conservancy reserves the right to refine, modify, and expand its comments. It is 
likely that some concerns below will be developed firther while others may fall off the list upon 
hrther review. In addition it is possible that new concerns may be identified upon closer 
exanmation. 

The Conservancy's comments behw speak only to the adequacy of the environmental analyses 
contained the in the Draft Program EIR. The comments do not address the relative merits of the 

SDRC3 Redevelopment Project ltself (or whether or not the area should be designated as a redevelopment 
area). 

I .  Summary of Initial Concerns Based on Preliminary Review 
Based on a preliminary review of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR, the San Dizgo 
River Conservancy has the following initial concerns which warrant Conservancy staff's further 
review: 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRCP: 
It i s  acknowledged that comments submitted by the San Diego River Conservancy are 
preliminary in nature. The Agency has made a good faith effort to respond to the 
comments as submitted. The Agency also recognizes that the Master Plan has not 
been adopted by the City and that appropriate environmental documentation, in 
accordance with CEQA, will need to be prepared and certified by the City in 
conjunction with the adoption of the Master Plan. The Agency will look forward to 
reviewing and responding to the environmental documentation for the Master Plan at 
the time it is prepared and available for public review. 

Response to Comment SDRC3: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment SDRC4: 
Comment noted. However, this comment does not provide specificity as to the 
inadequacies of the EIR; therefore, a specific response is not possible. 

SDRC4 1. AdeuuucCv u_fIrnpact Analvses 
Several Impact Analyses contained in the draft EIR appear to be incomplete, inadequate, 
or incorrect and require further evaluation including: 

Hydrology 1 Water Quality - Biological Resources 
Air Quality 



SDRC4 
(cont'd.) 

SDRCS 

Conservancy Preliminary Draft Comments -2- 
(:r;rntvillr Hrdrl elupment Draft EIR 

Curuulative Impacts Analys~s 
Alternative Analyses 
Growth Inducement 
Cultural Resources 
Aesthetics (views, lightlglare) 
Noise 

March 13,2005 

2. Consistency with Relevant Planning and Regulatorv Documents 
It appears that portions of the draft EIR may not consistent with the "letter" or "spirit" 
of the following planning or regulatory documents (or portions thereof): 

Navajo Community Plan 
Tierrasanta Community Plan 
City's MSCP Subarea Plan 
City's E~wironrnentally Sensitive Lands Regulations & Biology Guidelines 
City of San Diego's h v e r  Park Master Plan 
San Diego Conservancy Act (Enabliug Statute) - ('onceptuai Plan for the San L)izgu River Park 
Resource Agencies' wildlife corridor "minimum width" recommendations 
SANDAG's Regional Growth Management Strategy 
San D~ego  Municipal Storm Water Permit (MS4 NPDES permit issued by 
Reglonal Water Quality Control Board) 

In addition it appears that the two major applicable Community Plans may not be fully 
cons~stent with each other. Also it appears that portions of the documents listed above 
are inconsistent with portions of other documents listed above. 

3. Evidence and Concl~isions Must be Persuasive 
Several conclusions reached in the draft Program EIR arc not convincing and appear to not 

SDRC6 be supported by the evidence provided. Portions of the Program EIR appear too broad 
and generic to facilitate meaningful comment and review. 

4. Further Environmental Review o f  Sveci fic Develovment in Project Area 
By uslng a "Program EIR" it was not necessary for the City of San Diego to address the 
impacts of specific future development projects (which will be part of the overall 
redevzlopment) since these component projects are "currently unknown". They appear 
to be mentioned only in a very superficial way. Furthermore the use of "Program E I R  
may allow the City to circumvent the need for additional environmental review of these 
f u m e  projects (beyond the Program EIR). Pursuant to CEQA regulations, if specific 
development activities (which are components of the overall redevelopment program) 
involve no new significant impacts (beyond those already analyzed in the Program EIR) 
OR if any new impacts can be adequately handled by mitigation measures (previously 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRCS: 
The proposed project is the adoption of a redevelopment plan, and no specific 
development project is proposed. The EIR recognizes that future redevelopment 
activities will need to be compliance with the adopted plans and regulations at the 
time the subsequent development is proposed. EIR Section 4.1 Land Use addresses 
the existing adopted community plans of the Project Area, including the Navajo, 
Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan and 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations, and wildlife corridor width 
recommendations are discussed in Section 4.6 Biological Resources (please also refer 
to responses to comment DFGl through DFG19. The City of Sun Diego's River Park 
Draft Master Plan is addressed in EIR Sections 2.0 Environmental Setting, 4.1- Land Use, 
and 4.6 Biological Resources. Please also refer to responses to comments PRDl 
through PRD23. The Sun Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit is addressed in Section 
4.1 I-Water Wuality/Hydrology of the EIR. 

Response to Comment SDRC6: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment SDRC7: 
The Program EIR provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts associated 
with the adoption of the proposed redevelopment project. Because no specific 
development is known, it is not possible to provide a specific detailed analysis of the 
potential impact associated with a specific project. As indicated in response to 
comment TCC 13 all future will need to be evaluated for compliance with the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The type of environmental 
document depends on the size, nature, and scope of redevelopment activities. 
Please refer to response to comment TCC13. 
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identified in the Program EIR), there is no need for additional environmental analyses of' 
subseqiirnfprojects because they are components of the overall Program EIR 

(footnote citation). For this reason, it becomes even more important that the impact 
analyses in the Program EIR be thorough and accurate. 

Consideration o f  Environmentallv Suoorior "Project Alternative" 
The draft EIR identifies a project alternative that is "environmentally superior7' to the 
proposedproject (i.e., results in fewer environmental impacts) and would meet most of 
the basic objectives of the proposed project. When such an alternative can be identified, 
it is the intent of CEQA that the alternative be given full consideration and should be 
implemented in lieu of the proposed project unless it is found to be infeasible. 

Cornprohonsive Area- Wide.Hvdrolopv Assessment 
The draft EIR lacks a comprehensive area-wide hydrology assessment to evaluate current 
conditions (establish baseline), predict the individual and cumulative impacts of the 
overall redevelopment project and its component projects, and recommend improvemenrs 
to restore (or improve) the functions and benefits of the River's natural hydrologic 
regime. In light of the major existing flooding problems in this area, including recent 
motorist rescues, we recommend that a large-scale hydrology study (that covers the 
project area at a minimum) be conducted before any redevelopment activities are allowed 
to commence in the area. 

Cumulative Imoacts Assessment 
"Program EIRs" should be particularly effective in evaluating cumulative impacts over 
time. It appears however that the draft Grantville Program EIR fails to adequately 
evaluate the cumulative impacts of the Redevelopment Project on a long-term basis. The 
draft EIR repeatedly recommends evaluation of the impacts of each speclfic 
redevelopment project on an individual case-by-case basis. This approach seems short- 
sighted and may miss the long-term "cumulative" impacts of the overall redevelopment 
project over time (next 30 years). 

SDSUDevelopnient Project: Cutnulative Ittipacts 
The draft EIR fails to evaluate (or even mention?) the concurrently proposed San Diego 
Stare University (SDSU) development project immediately upstream which will certainly 
exacerbate the hydrologic and water quality impacts of the Grantville Redevelopment 
Project on the San Diego River. The individual and cumulative impacts of these 
significant projects must evaluated thoroughly. 

Flooddain / Floodwav Guidelines 
The Draft EIR fails to establish project development guidelines to protect the River (e.g., 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRCB: 
The Redevelopment Agency will consider the alternatives evaluated in the EIR and will 
make findings regarding the adoption of the project and rejection of alternatives 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. With respect to the TOD Principles 
Alternative, any further consideration of this conceptual land use pattern by the City 
would require a community plan update, involving an environmental review process in 
accordance with CEQA. 

Response to Comment SDRC9: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDIICIO: 
The Program EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential cumulative impacts. 
For example, the traffic analysis evaluates the impact of redevelopment of the Project 
Area as a whole over a 30-year period, as well as in conjunction with other cumulative 
development within the region, based on SANDAG Series 10 traffic forecasts. The air 
quality analysis considers the impacts of redevelopment of the Project Area as a 
whole, as well as regional conditions in the area that are a result of cumulative growth. 
Please also refer to DF2. 

Mitigation Measures have been identified to address project level impacts where 
appropriate. The project is also proposed in an effort to address regional/cumulative 
issues such as traffic and flooding improvements. Please refer to responses to 
comments DOT2, DOT3. RM3, DRS15, CLA1, CLA6, CLBI, CLB2, DD5, DD6, BC3, LC1 1, 
LC 1 6, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC 1 1 : 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC 12: 
Future development of the Project Area would be subject to applicable 
floodplain/floodway guidelines and regulations at the time the development occurs. 
This includes regulations addressing flooding, as well as wetland issues (e.g. 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance). In the event that the proposed San Diego 
River Park Draft Master Plan is adopted by the City. future redevelopment activities will 
need to be consistent with the adopted policies of the Master Plan. It should be noted 
that adoption and implementation of the Master Plan is also subject to review in 
accordance with CEQA. Future redevelopment may also be subject to specific 
mitigation measures identified in the environmental document certified in conjunction 
with the future adoption of the Master Plan. 
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no building in the floodway 1 floodplain) 

I U. Commitment to En force Ci@ Building. Code or Other Ordinances 
The Draft EIR relies on the fact that redevelopment activities will be subject to, and must 
be compliant with, existing regulations and permits. Yet it fails to commit to conduct the 
associated assessment and enforcement needed to ensure that compliance is achieved. 
Further there is no evidence to suggest that the City will be more inclined to use its legal 
authority after Grantville is redeveloped than it currently is. At the present time, the 
City appears to be unwilling (or unmotivated?) to enforce the numerous existing building 
code violations that are currently identified in the Granville draft EIR. City staff have 
indicated that the City's lack of code enforcement is due, at least in part, to "limited 
resources". Given the tract record, why should the public have confidence that the City 
will enforce the BMPs and mitigation measures promised in the Draft EIR (or ensure 
compliance with regulatory permits) when it seems unwiliing to enforce the numerous 
building code violations already documented in the Grantville Redevelopment Project 
draft EIR? 

1 I .  Underlvinp Cause qf Flooding 
The draft EIR (barely acknowledges) and fails to addressiremedy the underlying cause of 
the major floodmg problems near the Alvarado Creek 1 San Diego Kiver confluence. The 
proposed redevelopment activities will likely exacerbate (rather than mitigate) the existing 
flooding problems. 

12. Underlvinx? Cause o f  Water Pollution 
The draft EIR fails to adequately addresslremedy the underlying cause of water pollution 
and water quality impairments near the Alvarado Creek i San Diego Kiver confluence. 
Pollution preventiou and source control appear to not be mentioned. The draft EIK relies 
on treatment controls to remove pollutants at the end-of-pipe, rather than identifying and 
abating pollutants at their suurce. Proposed redevelopment activities will likely 
exacerbate (rather than mitigate) existing water quality problems. 

13. Minimum Wildlife Corridor Widths 
The draft EIR fails to comply with minimum wlldlife corridor width recommendations 
provided by the Department of Fish and Game and US Fish and Wildlife. 

14. S&@cant Unavoidable Impacts 
The draft ElR finds that the proposed project will result in significant unavoidable 
impacts to (1) Transportation /Circulation; and(2) Air Quality. 'To move forward with 
the proposed project, despite these impacts, the City need only make a "finding of 
overriding consideration". 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRCl3: 
Building code violations are addressed in responses to comments JN9, JN10, JN 1 I, and 
HSA12. With respect to issues such as BMP and mitigation measures referenced in the 
EIR, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be adopted in 
conjunction with certification of the EIR. The MMRP will ensure compliance with 
proposed mitigation measures. Other measures, such as implementation of BMPs and 
compliance with regulations such as the Environmental Sensitive Land Regulations, are 
enforced through review of specific development projects for compliance with these 
regulations and permit approval is typically contingent upon demonstration of 
compliance with specific permit conditions. 

Response to Comment SDRC14: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRCI 5: 
The EIR identifies that the lower portion of the Sun Diego River is  currently identified on 
the Section 303(d) list for fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen. phosphorus, and total 
dissolved solids. Alvarado Creek is  not included in the Section 303(d) list. However, the 
Alvarado Creek is a tributary to the Sun Diego River (see EIR Figure 4.11-2), and 
beneficial uses, as established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board are 
identified on page 4.1 1-5. The EIR identifies the recommendations contained in the 
San Diego River Park Draft Master Plan for Alvarado Creek. As described: 

The Confluence segment is the area between Interstate 15 and Friars Road 
Bridge. This segment is partially enclosed by the steep wall of the knob topped 
by Mission Sun Diego de Alcala. Encroaching development on the east and 
Interstate 8 on the south further emphasize the sense of enclosure. The river 
corridor is  also constrained by a series of old gravel mine ponds below the Friars 
Road Bridge: these ponds impede the normal hydrologic activities of the river 
system. In this area, extensive exotic vegetation infestation is present both in the 
ponds and in the river. The Plan provides the following recommendations 
applicable to hydrology and water quality for the Confluence area: 

Create a connection with Alvarado Canyon and on to Collwood and 
Navajo Canyons. 

Acquire land or establish easements. 

Establish a minimum 300-foot wide-open space corridor 

Separate stream channel from ponds, additional land is necessary. 

Coordination with the Grantville Redevelopment Study presents the 
potential opportunity for the Son Diego River Park to positively influence 
redevelopment as well as to benefit from new activities along the river 
corridor. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYHE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (contd) 

Response to Comment SDRClS (cant-d): 
The EIR also discusses applicable water quality regulations including the City of San 
Diego Municipal Code (Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3 - Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 - Grading Regulations, Chapter 14, 
Article 2, Division 2 - Storm Water Runoff and Discharge Regulations), the General 
Municipal Stormwater Permit, and the General Construction Stormwater Permit. 
Compliance with these regulations would address both treatment (point) and non- 
point measures to reduce water quality impacts. Because a majority of the Project 
Area has been developed without consideration of water quality regulations (current 
regulations were not in place at the tjme development occurred), it is  anticipated that 
redevelopment activities would not further exacerbate existing water quality 
problems, as appropriate water quality treatment controls can be implemented in 
conjunction with new development. 

Response to Comment SDRCI 6: 
Please refer to responses to comment DFGl through DFG19. 

Response to Comment SDRCI 7: 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments AG1 and CLB7 
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1 5 .  filuuble Cultural Resources 

SDRC18 Vdi-y valuable cuitural resources are located in the Project area but are not identified the 
draft EIR and will therefore not be protected. These resources are of statewide and 
national significance and are currently at risk of being lost forever. 

II. Verbatim Public Comments B y  Governing Board Members 
The following comments on the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report were made by the Governing Board Members of the San Diego 
River Conservancy at their public meeting on February 11,2005. Yellow highlighting has 
been added to emphasize key sentences. 

Jinz Peugh, Board Member: 
1 not~ced that you mentioned that there IS some flooding in the area and I noticed in the 
objectives that there is a number 13 "Support habitat conservation and restoration" but there 
is nothing that I noticed in the objectives or in your talk about what to do about the 
hydrologic problems. The fact that you have flooding in the area now where you are going to 
Invest more money into it and you know and the approach well you could do it m a number 
of ways One is to say well we wlll just rip out all vegetation from the rlver down stream so 
it will flow faster Or you can say we'll just build a big concrete channel so the water will 

jDRC19 
flow faster. But all of those are really destructive and, you b o w ,  we have all learned that. lt 
seems like there should be some discussion of public investment that is needed to make the 
river serve the area better. The more that we invest money both private and public: dound 
rivers really we should be making them bigger because the risk of them flooding is a lot more 
than ~t was previously when the nver was surrounding wlth ag fields but unfortunately we do 
just the oppos~te because the land is valuable we keep making the mistake of malang the river 
smaller and smaller. I guess 1 am just a llttle surprised to see that there is no objective that 
has to do with making the river functlon better hydrologically so that your developments 
won't be put at risk. And from my polnt of view, of course, that the wildlife won't be put at 
risk. 

Trucy Reed, Redevelopment Agency: 
I mean, that is the input we arc looking for. We have been workmg on the Five year 
implementation Plan and putting creek restoration.. . And that is kind of some of the input 1 
am trying to get regarding the River. Alvarado Creek 1 have gotten pretty good experience on 
t l idt  me-  that you have some parts improved and then unimproved parts. The unimproved 
part is actually where the cu~ve  is in it so that is where you typically get your overflow 
problems into the neighborhood. But that is some of the input we are lookrng for is that we 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRC18: 
Please refer to responses to comments NAHC1 through NAHC3, and BW 1.  

Response to Comment SDRC19: 
Please refer to response b y  Tracy Reed below the comment. In addition, please refer 
to responses to comments 005, BC3, LC1 I ,  LC1 6, and OF2. 
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went w~th gznclai terms and cdn get more spec~fic on some ot what those issues that we need 
to look at 

Jim Peugh, Board Member. 
I would hope that you would be looking at property acqulsltion for places that the river 

jDRC20 needs to be expanded or for properties that are constantly at rlsk of flooding so they could be 
converted to some other use that floodmg wouldn't be a problem for. But I didn't see any 
of that here or in your presentation so I was a little surprised. 

D~ck  Murphy, Chawman: 
I just want to say that t h ~ s  is a classic example of they channelized up stream and they didn't 
channelize down stream and so the water races llke a super highway through the channelized 

iDRC21 concreter channel and then where they don't have it channelized ~t floods. Talk about poor 
plamlng. The solution is to rip out the concrete not to channelize the whole thing. 

Jim Pet~gh, Board Member. 
In some cases, you actually have to acquire property that has been filled in the past. And 

SDRCz2 that takes public mvestrnent. I would hope that would be addressed in this project. 

Dick Murphy, Chairman: 
There was a big effort in the 80s to channelize the whole thing because of the flooding but 
many of us didn't feel llke that was the right solution. But the problem is that the flooding 

SDRC23 has ccontmued. The ultimate better solution is to dechannelize Alvarado Creek, but it is 
expenswe and it is hard to achleve. 

Donna Ftye, V~cs-Chaw. 
One of the lssues is to discuss the existing land uses that you are showing on the survey map 
Because this particular document isn't actually changlng any of the land uses, because the 

SDRC24 purpose of this is to make sure that whatever you do in the Redevelopment Area is 
consistent with the community plans, nght. 

Tracy Reed: 
Correct. That is what the other map was. You can see the difference. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH 5. JAYHE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRC20: 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment SDRC 19. 

Response to Comment SDRC21,: 
Please refer to responses to comments DDS, BC3, LC 1 1, LC 16, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC22: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6. and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC23: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC7 6, and DF2 

Response to Comment SDRC24: 
As required by California Community Redevelopment Law, the land uses designated 
in the Redevelopment Plan will be consistent with those called for by the City of San 
Diego Progress Guide and General Plan lie., adopted community plans]. 

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair: 
I am trying to see where there is any park, where the color is for park. 

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency: 
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Right now along thal part of the river, there isn't any. The only real parks in the area are a 
lirtle league field here, you have the parks up in here, and have some parks which are part of 
Mission Trails Park up here. And the community plan talks about this whole area here 
becoming a business tech park and having different improvements. The Navajo Community 
Plan talks about River improvements all through in here. But like most community plans it 
doesn't have any implementation methods or financing plan for that. 

Donrra Ftye, Vice-Chair: 
And you had mentioned something, I think in your presentation, about inconsistencies within SDRC25 the community plans dependmg on which side of the river they were on. 

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency: 
Rlght, what lt is, IS you have got this boundary nght here is the boundary of the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan with the Navajo Cornrnunrty Plan And the Tierrasanta Plan talks about 
this area becoming open space if they are able to purchase it and if not, it would revert to 
residenhal which is what is adjacent to it. The Navajo Plan ident~fies this as all future 
Industrial park. So what would happen technically is that if this d~dn't become open space 
you could have residential next to an industrial park in those two areas. I was thought that 
the boundary was the River, but 11 IS not It 1s actually halfway across on that slde. And that 
may be why how ~t came about was when "what was county d~ld what wasn't at that ttme 
that maybe the Tierrasanta part was in the City and the other part wasn't at that tlrne. That 
may make sense of why you have it split that way. 

Donna Ftye, Vice-Chair: 
And so the middle portion of that is specifically designated or the plans are to use that area as 

SDRC26 Iudustrial Area. 

fiacy Reed Redevelopmetzt Agency: 
'I'hat's right. But it also talks about open space and improving the River. It talks about all of 
it. And it talks about doing a precise plan, in the Navajo Community Plan, doing a precise 
plan for that there is no circulation element in that portion. 

Doma Ftye, Vice-Chair: 
Ok. I guess this would be my concem. Because once again I am not real clear on what 
specific action ~t is to provide input that Deborah is supposed to make comments to the EIR. 
I all1 assuming that is the actlon. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (conid) 

Response to Comment SDRCPS: 
Please see Tracy Reed response betow comment. 

Response to Comment SDRC26: 
Please see Tracy Reed response below comment. 

Deborah Jaytze. Executive Oficer: 
Yes. That is the action. For you to hear the report and then accept it. And then I will 
documerit the comments to the Redevelopment Agency. 
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I A J W ~ U  Ftye, Vice-Chair . 
So 1 guess in the process of reviewing, with that purpose in mind, the environmental 
documents the things to look for would be q y  inconsistencies with the San Diego Rwer 
Master Plan, and mconsistencies with the enabling documents, or goals/programs, etc with 
this particular board's duties. And what it is we are trying to accomplish. It would be to 
look for those inconsistencies and to point out those inconsistencies or to comment on where 
there are omissions. Such as the areas in floodmg. That type of d~scussion. As well as the 
core pnnciple that Mr. Peugh 1s talkmg about is that when we established the enabling 
legslatlon, I believe part of that was to make sure we didn't channelize the river. The way it 
was set up was to make sure we restored the river, not tned to control the river. There was 
pretty speclfic language about that. In order to do that, we probably want to look at what 
the plans are to build in the flood plain, because if most of those lands are located in areas 
where its continually flooding, it seems awfully strange to me that you would then want to 
encourage more industrial uses in areas that are already prone to floodmg or residential uses m 
areas that are already prone to flooding. 

The other thmg that I am ~oncerned about and part of this was a clty issue, was the fact that 
The San Dlego h v e r  Master Plan what we had looked at here at the Conservancy was held 
up at the city level to have comments made related to the Grantville Redevelopment Project. 
My concern, which I expressed when we origmally had the meeting, was to make sure the 
Master Plan was not modified to reflect changes in order to fac~litate Grantville 
Redevelopment. If there are changes made to that plan, that plan would have to go back out 
to the public who had already approved it on the basis that they didn't know that there was 
going to be pore changes made. I do not know if more changes have been made, but I have 
very serious concerns that there will be. And that the purpose of holding up the actually San 
Diego h v e r  Park Master Plan was to accommodate the changestthat were going to be made in 
this Granville Redevelopment Project. So if there have been, then I would say that that 
document has to be recirculated. Because that to me is not the purpose to modify it outside 
the public process. And Councllmember Madaffer and I had a go around on this, and I made 
my pomt very clear and I tned to make it very clear at that meeting that I dldn't think it was 
an appropnate action to be taking or ways that you go about dealing with the plan that 
affects all portlons of the bver.  

Those would be my comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO RlVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRC27: 
Please refer to response to comment SDRC5. There are no apparent inconsistencies 
with the plans referenced by the cornmentor, as the redevelopment plan must be 
consistent with the General Plan and any future redevelopment activities would need 
to be in compliance with applicable adopted plans and regutations. 

Response to Comment SDRC28: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC 1 1, LC 16, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC29: 
The proposed redevelopment plan does not propose any changes to the San Diego 
River Park Draft Master Plan. If adopted by the City, future development of the Project 
Area would need to be consistent with the provisions of the Master Plan, regardless of 
whether or not the proposed redevelopment project is adopted by the City. 

Jim Burtell, Board Member: 
One area that interests me is the area south of Fnars Road 

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency : 
Pretty much Subarea A? 
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J m  Bartell, Board Member: 

jDRC30 Where the industrial area IS there. I irnagme that ~t sits right on the floodplam area; it butts 
right up against the pond area. 

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency: 
You mean in this portion here'? 

Jim Bartell, Board Member: 
I thought I saw in the community plan that was designated as open space? 

Tracy Reed, Redevelopnzent Agency: 
Yeah You could see the lighter brown area is what the community plan designates as open 
space. 

J m  Bartell, Board Member: 
That would be one area that I would lrke to have Deborah look into for a potential project for 
this group for restoration. That is designated as open space and it is consistent with the 

SDRC31 community plan. And there is currently blighted industrial up agamt that that I would 
imagme 1s causing runoff issues and pollution issues it might be an area that we would want 
to take a look at more closely. 

Dick Murphy, Chairman: 
I haven't watch this as closely, you know the last year as perhaps Donna and Jim have, but I 
sort of have a long history with this. The Navajo Plan was adopted when I was the City 
Council person (which is always dangerous to say, because I am sure there is something in 
there that I now regret, but anyways.. .) 

Deborah, this is just an enormous opportunity for us. As Jim Bartell points out, the area 
there, south of Fnars Rd, m which there is an equtpment lay down yard nght next to the 
River and that Industrial Area opens to the River that is one of our listed acquisition 

SDRC32 poss~bilities. Is that the Denton Sand Sltes? It is a tremendous acquisition opportunity for 
us and then all the way up the River to Mission trails Park is designated open space as  part 
of this redevelopment project there IS this great opportunity for us to through redevelopment 
in that are to acquire the land and we need for ihz park. As 1 look around at all the 
opportunit~es that are going on right now, Deborah, thls has got to be at the very top. One 
that you and everybody else are interested in Really, really nee& to watched carefully with 
a fine tooth comb. I know Mr. Madaffer and Ms. Frye have had some difference of opinion 
on this, and srnce I was a little districted by elections and Lawsults and everything, I didn't 
really have the time to get into it hke I would have llked to, but I am just pointing out that 
this is the greatest opportunity area that we have ight now and you need to watch it like a 
hawk. This has acquisition opportunities, open space easement opportunities. When 

RESPONSE 10 COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGN ED BY DEBORAH S. JAY N E, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (cont-d) 

Response to Comment SDRC3O: 
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6, and DF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC31: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment SDRC32: 
Comment noted. 
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peoplt: adld that the Rwer as ~t runs through the City of San Diego 1s going to be difficult to 
reclaim clnd restore, that is a true statement, there are always this type of opportunity that if 

SDRC32 we let pass, will make it all that muchmore difficult. 

(cont'd.) 
What I would say to Tracy is: You have this great opportunity here to take what is a truly 
blighted area, to say the least, the northern part anyway, and redevelop it. But at the same 
time, help make good on our vision of a h e r  Park. 

Ili-my Reed, Redevelopment Agency: 
We do talk about the data in the Navajo Plan, and there is actually language in there that says 
the plan would guide development until the year 2000. So I have always wondered "Does it 
expire after the year 2000? But one of the main things that is going to be a part of our Five 
Year Implementat~oll Plan is for the Redevelopment Agency to help with the updating of the 
community plan for several reasons. But that that colnrnunity plan definitely needs to be 
updated for a lot of the items and stuff that has come along since then. But that is one of the 
things that is going to be built into the Five Year Implementation Plan. 

Dick Murphy, Chairmatr 
I am sure those that adopted the plan were quite visionary and were looking toward the year 
2020 but I don't think it has expired. But I am sure it could use updating. Other specific 
comments? 

Jim Peugh, Board Member 
It is good to hear that you both know a lot about this. Do we know that the Redevelopment 

5DRC33 Plan does not do anything that we are going to regret as far as nver restoration and river 
protection? That is what I am worried about. 

Dick Murphy, Chairman: 
You have to ask Donna that question. What I am saying is that I am very familiar with the 
area. I don't live in the immediate area anymore, but I used to live up at the Northern part of 
the area, up along Mission Gorge Road. So I drove past that area for 10 years of my life and 
I know every inch of it very well. But, I haven't lived there for 15 years now. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response fo Comment SDRC33: 
Please refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and SDRC29. 

Response fo Comment SDRC34: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and 
SDRC29. 

Donna FFye, Vice Chazr: 
And the answer to Mr. Peugh's question is No, we don't know that. And that is pretty 

SDRC34 much the direction that the River Conservancy's comments should be addressing. Where ~n 
fact there are mconsistent land uses ('1'APE BREAK) and what's been provided as part of 
thts plan. And again the problem is that you have community plans that are already in 
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existence and bo it is lund of a difficult document to comment on. The role of the SDRC 
should be to make it very clear what it is that the SDRC does and the level of lnvolvernent as 
far,as making consistency findings with the plan and opposed to making specific 

SDRC34 recommendations as to whether an area should be designated as a redevelopment area. I think 
(c'"'~.) they are quite different things. That is why I was trying to get clar~ty on what we are doing 

here. I think it is very appropnate for us to comment on environmental impact reports and 
how the SDRC can offer up suggestions and recommendahons and point out areas where the 
proposal is not consistent with our parhcular task. To go much beyond that concerns me. 

Tracy Reed, Redeveloptnent Agency: 
1 just want to say that the Redevelopment Plan has to be consistent with the community 
plans. So the Redevelopment Plan is not trying to change land uses at all. It just has to be 
consistent with the coinmunity plans. And the redevelopment plan is not trying to hold up 
anything regarding the park plan because we are following the community plan. 

Donna Frye, Vice- Chair: 
I guess the challenge, as far a> the appropriate action, as far as how we can provide you 
information about the consistencies with this particular organization versus the community 

SDRC35 plans. Because that is not really our role. Our role is to address the issues as it relates to the 
SDRC and where there might be inconsistencies in the environmental document or failure to 
address issues that need to be addressed or madequate analysis or incomplete analysis or 
inaccurate analysis. 

Trucy Reed, Redevelopment Agency. 
1 understand. 

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair: 
That is just how I see it. 

Dick Murphy, Chairman: 
Given the importance of this to our mission, to really stay on top of this we will need to have 
Susan start going to RAC meetings. That is Deborah's call not mine. We need to be paying 
close attention so that when there are inconsistencies between the San Diego River Master 
Plan vision, the Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan that these things aren't 
happening when we are busy doing other things. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13,2005 (cont.d) 

Response to Comment SDRC35: 
Please also refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and SDRC29. 

Response to Comment SDRC36: 
Please refer to response to comment SDRC1. 

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair. 
And that 1s exactly the opportumty, and I don't know how much of an extension of time you 

SDRC36 have asked for and bcen given, in order to comment on this and spend the time necessary, I 
would say that you are going to need at least 30 days or longer. It is something that is not 
that simple. 

RTC- 1 79 
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U i ~ k  Murphy, Chau man. 
My comment is only sllghtly different. I agree with Donna. This issue w~l l  still evolve. 
Thulgs are never fu~al final. There should be someone from the Conservancy who is 
participahng in this process so when specific plans come along, there is someone who is 
watching it. Someone should be attendtng those meetings and h o w  what is going on. Then 

SDRC37 when there are mconsistencies we can rntervene early on. So ~t doesn't happen, llke ~t d ~ d  on 
t h ~ s  Wetlands Project, after it was all designed that they forgot to put a path in it I am just 
saying that t h ~ s  1s a big opportunity area and we should be watching it. So tf you are become 
a student of thls area, you will salivate when you go to these meetings because of the 
opportunity which exists At least gotng to the meetings so we know what is golng on. 

Donna Frye. Vice-Chaw: 
Motion to accept leport fiom Deborah Jayne and add to that the extension to allow adequate 

SDRC38 time to comment about the FIR and the consistencies with the San Diego River Park Master 
Plan. To be aware of what is going on in the best way that that should be handled. 

Doma Fiye, Vice-Chair: 
Leave to staff discletion how to participate. Attending a meeting or meeting with staff. 

Jim Peugh, Board Member. 
It is fine to a say that we want it consistent with the Rwer Plan, but there wasn't a lot of 
intense hydrology analysis when we put the River Plan together. So I would hope that our 
comments should addre~s the function of the River;, that we don't do any public Investment 
which will preclude enhancing the river as far as its capability to cany water. Because we 
know that upstream there is going to be development in the County too, and so the amount 
of water the River carries now doesn't necessarily represent the amount of water it wdl carry 

SDRC39 in the future. I see Sorrento Creek written all over this. And 1 just don't want to see us 
investing huge amounts of private money and then discover later that a stream or even the 
Rwer itself is no longer able to carry it. And then so doing draconian flood management and 
saying "we have no other optlon". I just don't want to see us putting ourselves in a positlon 
where we have no other option. So I just hope that some kind of words about malcing sure 
that we are not reducing the capability that the river needs for the future. 

Donna F q e ,  Vice-Chazr . 
And that, I think, and Deborah Jayne can probably help me on this, but I thlnk when we talk 
about the beneficial uses, and some of those other issues, that that is m the Conservancy's 
enabling legislation. There are issues related to flooding and that the goal is not to channelize 

SDRC40 the river. It was broad language, but I remember that we put that in there. And I think that 
would talk about all the functions that you are talking about as specifically related to the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DlEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY, 
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH IS, 2005 (c0nt.d) 

Response to Comment SDRC37: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment SDRC38: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to response to comment SDRC1. 

Response to Comment SDRC39: 
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC1 1, LC1 6, 
and OF2. 

Response to Comment SDRC4O: 
Comment noted. 
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SDRC40 beneficial uses. And I think that would probably get us there. Because I agree with you. I 

, ,  absolutely agree with you so just the consistencies with what the role of the conservancy is. 

Dick Murphy. Chairman: 
All in favor of passing the motion say "aye" 

Dick Murphy, Chairman. 
Passes unanimously. 
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist Form A, continued 
KEY 

Resources Agency 
Boating & Waterways 

Coastal Commission 

Coastal Conservancy 

Colorado River Board 

Vconservation 

w i s h  & Game 

Forestry & Fire Protection 

Office of Historic Preservation 

Parks & Recreation 

Reclamation Board 

S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission 

Water Resources (DWR) 

Business, Transportation & Housing 
Aeronautics 

California Highway Patrol 

CALTRANS District # 

Department of Transportation Planning (headquarters) 

Housing & Community Development 

Food & Agricullure 

Health & Welfare 
Health Services 

Stale & Consumer Services 
General Services 

OLA (Schools) 

S = Document sent by lead agency 
X = Document sent by SCH 

/ = Suggested distribution 

Environmental Prokctian Agency 
V ~ i r  Resources Board 

California Waste Management Board 

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants 

SWRCB : Delta Unit 

S WRCB : Water Quality 

SWRCB : Water Rights 

b%egional WQCB # ( 1 

Youth & Adult Corrections 
Corrections 

Independent Commissions & Offices 
Energy Commission 

Native American Heritage Commission 

Public Utilities Commission 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

State Lands Commission 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Other 

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): I 
Consulting Firm: BRcT CWS J \ti 4 q , rtJ C- 

Phone: ( 6 17 ) Aq 8 -7 1 d? 

Applicant: I 
Address: 

CityIS tatelzip: 

Phone: ( ) I 

For SCH Use OnQ: 

Date Received at SCH 

Date Review Starts 

Date to Agencies 

Date to SCH 

Clearance Date 

Notes: 



PARCEL 
434 020 04 00 
455 021 03 00 
458 161 19 00 
458 161 21 00 
458 161 22 00 
4581621000 
458 162 11 00 
458 162 12 00 
458 162 13 00 
4583000300 
4583000400 
458 300 14 00 
458 300 15 00 
4583001600 
458 300 17 00 
4583420900 
458 342 10 00 
458 342 11 00 
458 342 12 00 
458 342 15 00 
458 342 20 00 
458 342 21 00 
4583422300 
4583422400 
458 343 01 00 
4583430200 
458 343 27 00 
45834328 00 
458 510 01 00 
458 510 03 00 
458 51 0 04 00 
458 510 05 00 
458 510 11 00 
458510 1200 
458 510 14 00 
458 510 18 00 
458 51 0 26 00 
4585102700 
458 510 28 00 
4585102900 
458 51 0 30 00 
458 510 32 00 
458 510 33 00 
458 521 03 00 
458 521 11 00 
458 521 12 00 
458 521 15 00 
458 521 17 00 
458 521 21 00 
458 521 22 00 
458 521 23 00 
458 521 25 00 













THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

Subjmt: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Agency Name: City of San Diego Community and Consulting Firm BRG Consulting, Inc. 
Economic Development Department Name: 

Street Address: 600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904 Street Address: 304 Ivy Sbeet 
City/State/Zip: San Diego, CA 92101 City/S tate/Zip : San Diego, CA 92101 
Phone: (619) 533-7519 Phone: (6 19) 298-7 127 , Contact: Mr. Tracy Reed Contact: Tim Gnibus 

The City of San Diego Community and Economic Development Department (Redevelopment 
Agency) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the project 
identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the 
environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in 
connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EXR prepared by our agency 
when considering your permit or other approval for the project. 

Due to the time limits mandated by State Law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible 
date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The NOP review period is July 26,2004 - 
August 30,2004. A public scoping meetmg will also be held on Monday, July 26,2004 at 6:00 p.m. 
at the Mission Valley Church of the Nazarene, 4675 Mission Gorge Place, San Diego. 

Please send your response to Mr. Tracy Reed at the address shown above. We will need a contact 
person in your agency. Available project information may also be reviewed at the Community and 
Economic Development Department. 

Project Location: The boundaries of the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project area are 
shown on the attached Figure 1. The area proposed for inclusion in the Grantville Redevelopment 
Project is approximately 831 acres located in the north eastern portion of the City of San Diego. The 
project area is located primarily within the Navajo Community Plan, but also includes portions of 
the Tierrasanta community and College Area Community. 

Subarea A. Subarea A is primarily comprised of commercial, office, and light industrial uses. 
Subarea A includes parcels north of Interstate 8 between Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road. The 
northern boundary includes parcels on both sides of Friars Road from Faimont to the four comers of 
Zion Avenue and Mission Gorge Road. The far west side of the San Diego River defines the 
western boundary. The eastern boundary includes parvels on both side of Mission Gorge Road from 
Zion Avenue in the north to Mission Gorge Place in the south, along with the parcels on both sides 
of Mission Gorge Place. The southeast portion of Subarea A also includes the first seven parcels on 
the southern side of Adobe Falls Road (starting at Waring Road). 

Redevelopment Agency 
600 1 Street, Suite 400, MS 904 San Oiego, CA 92101-4506 

Tei (61 9 )  533-4233 Fax (61 9 )  533-5250 



Subarea B. Subarea B is comprised primarily of industrial uses with lirmted office and commercial 
uses. The southern edge of this subarea is comprised of parcels at the intersection of Mission Gorge 
Road and Old Cliffs Road. The area continues north along both sides of Mission Gorge Road and 
reaches its furthest northern point just south of Margerum Avenue (excluding the industrial park off 
Katelyn Court and Goen Place on the eastside of Mission Gorge Road). The western edge of the 
San Diego River is the western boundary for this area, except at the northwest comer of Subarea B. 
The eastern edge of the area also includes 12 commercial/industrial parcels on both side of Princess 
View Drive from the eastern comer of Mission Gorge Road heading north. 

Subarea B contains sand and gravel processing facilities to the northwest of Princess View Drive 
with industrial storage to the south along the western portion of Mission Gorge Road. This area is 
bounded to the north by the Mission Trails Regional Park. In this area sand and gravel processing 
operations take place on both sides of the San Diego River with a western boundary of the 
residential neighborhood along Colina Dorada Drive. 

Subarea C is comprised of a shopping center complex made up of the parcels bound to the 
northwest by the alley between Waring Road and Glenroy Street; by Zion Avenue to the northeast; 
by Carthage Street to the southeast; and by Orcutt Avenue to the southwest. Additional area to the 
north, across Zion Avenue includes Allied Gardens Community P a .  with other community services 
such as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle School, and two churches. 

Project Description: The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing the Grantville 
Redevelopment Plan to promote a variety of land uses, improve traffic flow, parking, and services 
which would eliminate physical and economic blighting conditions. California Community 
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq.) ("CRL") controls 
redevelopment activity. Redevelopment is defined pursuant to Section 330202 of the CRL as "the 
planning, development, replaming, redesign, clearance, reconstruction, or rehabilitation, or any 
combination of these, of all or part of a survey area, and the provision of those residential, 
commercial, industIial, public, or other structures or spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in 
the interest of the general welfare, including recreational and other facilities incidental or 
appurtenant to them." 

Environmental Issues to be Examined in the EIR: The following environmental topics will be 
addressed in the ETR: Land Use; Transportation/Cixulation; Au Quality; Noise; Cultural Resources; 
Biological Resources; Geology; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Paleontological Resources; 
Aesthetics; Water QualityiHydrology; PopulatiodHousing; Public Services; and Minerd Resources. 

Attachments: Figure 1 - Proposed Redevelopment Project Area 





Project Title: Grantville Redevelopment Project 

Project Applicant: City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

COMMANDING GENERAL 
A l l N  COMMUNITY PLANS & LIAISONS 
MCAS MlRAMAR AIR STATION 
PO BOX 452000 
SAN Dl EGO CA 92145-2000 

US DEPT OF THE INTERIOR 
FlSH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 
601 0 HIDDEN VALLEY RD 
CARLSBAO CA 92009 

STATE GOVERNMENT 

CALTRANS PLANNING 
A l l N  LU SALAZAR 
1450 FRAZEE RD SUITE 506 
SAN DlEGO CA 92108 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECT ION AGENCY CAL EPA 
1001 1 ST 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

California Air Resources Board 
Attn: EIR Regional Impact Diu. 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
A l l N :  DR RONALD F LOCKMANN 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING UNIT 
91 1 WlLSHlRE BLVD 
LOS ANGELES CA 9001 7-3401 

CALIFORNIA DEPT OF FlSH 8 GAME 
MR DON CHADWICK 
4949 VIEWRIDGE AVE 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 23 

CA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD 
91 74 SKY PARK CT # I  00 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 23 

Department of Conservation 
Office of Mine Reclamation 
801 K Street, MS 09-06 
Sacramento, CA 9581 4-3529 

MS REBECCA TUDEN 
US EPA 
75 HAWTHORN ST WTR 8 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
TERRY DEAN 
16885 WEST BERNARD0 DR STE 300A 
SAN DlEGO CA 92127 

SUE O'LEARY 
CALIF INTEGRATED WASTE MGT BOARD 
PERMlTlNG AND INSPECTION BRANCH 
PO BOX 4025 
SACRAMENTO CA 9581 2-4025 

OFFICE OF PLANNING & RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
1400 TENTH STREET #202 
SACRAMENTO, CA 9581 5 

California Department of Conservation 
Division of Land Resource Protection 
801 K Street, MS 18-01 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3528 

Mr. Dwight Sanders 
Environmental Planning & Mgmt. 
State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Ave., #loo-S 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 



COUNTYGOVERNMENT 

County of San Diego 
Agriculture Department 
5555 Overland Ave. MS 01 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Environmental Coordinator 
County of San Diego 
Dept. of Ptanning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. E l  MS 0-650 
San Diego, CA 92123 

San Diego County Water Authority 
4677 Overland Avenue 
San Diego, CA 921 23-1 233 

CITY GOVERNMENT 

Ann Gonsalves 
Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 505 
San Diego, CA 921 01 

City of San Diego 
Fire & Life Services 

OTHER REGIONAL GOVERNMENT 

Mr. Chris Jacobs, Senior Planner 
Development Services 
City of La Mesa 
81 30 Allison Avenue 
La Mesa, CA 91941 

Air Pollution Control District 
9150 Chesapeake Drive, MS 0-176 
San Diego, CA 92123 

County of San Diego 
Department of Park & Recreation 
5201 Ruffin Road, MS. 0-29 
San Diego, CA 921 23 

Mr. Michael Dorsey, Chief 
Hazardous Materials Division 
Dept. of Environmental Health 
PO BOX 129261 
San Diego, CA 921 12-9261 

Program Manager 
Historical Resources Board 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 4A 
San Diego, CA 92 101 

Ms. Nan Valerio 
SANDAG 
401 B Street #800 
San Diego, CA 921 01 

Gregory J. Smith 
San Diego County Tax Assessor 
County Administration Center 
1600 Pacific Highway, MS A4 
San Diego, CA 921 01 

Ms. Anna Noah 
Environmental Services Unit 
Department of Public Works 
5555 Overland Ave., MS 0385 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Ann Hix 
Open Space - Park & Recreation Dept. 
City of San Diego 
1250 Sixth Avenue, MS 804A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Gas & Electric 
8326 Century Park 
San Diego, CA 92123-41 50 



ENVt RONMENTAL ORGANlZATlONS 

San Diego River Park Foundation 
Mr. Rob Hutsel 
PO BOX 149 
La Jolla, CA 92038 

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
Document Review Team 
3820 Ray Street 
San Diego, CA 92104 

SAN DlEGO NATURAL HISTORY MUSEUM Calif, Native Plant Society 
A lTN TOM DEMERE c/o Natural History Museum 
PO BOX 121 390 P,O. Box 121390 
SAN DIEGO CA 92112-1390 San Diego, CA 921 12-1 390 

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE 
DAVID HOGAN LYNNE BAKER 
PO BOX 7745 13626 ORCHARD GATE RD 
SAN DlEGO CA 92167 POWAY CA 92064-2126 

HISTORICAL & ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
ASSOCIATIONS 

SOUTH COASTAL INFORMATION CENTER 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & LEl lERS 
SAN DlEGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
4283 EL CAJON BLVD STE 250 
SAN Dl EGO CA 921 05 

San Diego Historical Society 
Environmental Document Review 
P.O. Box 81825 
San Diego, CA 921 38 

Mr. Mei Hinton 
Conservation Committee 
San Diego Audubon Society 
4891 Pacific Hwy. # I  12 
San Diego, CA 921 10 

Wetland Advisory Board 
d o  Robin Stribley 
Open Space Div. Park & Recreation 
1250 Sixth Avenue, 4h Floor, MS 804A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

SAN DlEGO ARCHAEOLOGICAL CEN 
MS ClNDY STANKOWSKI DIRECTOR 
16666 SAN PASQUAL VALLEY RD 
ESCONDIDO CA 92027-7001 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SAVE OUR HERITAGE ORGANISATION SOCIETY INC Native American Heritage Commission 
2476 SAN DlEGO AVE EIR REVIEW COMMIlTEE 915 Capital Mall Room 288 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 10-2838 PO BOX A81106 Sacramento, CA 9581 4 

SAN DlEGO CA 921 38-1 I06 

OTHER 

Friends of Adobe Falls 
Audrey Delahoussaye 
5681 Del Cerro Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 921 20 

COLLEGE AREA COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
PROJECT DISTRIBUTION 
C/O THOMAS PHELPS 
5255 RINCON ST 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 15 

NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLANNERS INC 
MR JOHN PlLCH CAHlR 
6224 ROSE LAKE AVE 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 19 

TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
MS DEANNA SPEHN CHAIR 
10371 MATADOR CT 
SAN DIEGO CA 921 24 

Mission Trails Regional Park 
Citizens Advisory Committee 
Walter Odenning, PhD 
4245 Tambor Ct. 
San Diego, C A  92124 

Tierrasanta Community Council 
4985 La Cuenta Drive 
San Diego, CA 92 1 24 

TER 



MlSSlON TRAILS REGION PARK 
DOROTHY LEONARD CHAIR 
1 FATHER JUNIPER0 SERRA TRAIL 
SAN DlEGO CA 921 19 



S T A T E  OF C A L I F O R N I A  

Governor's Office o f  Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Plann-ing Unit 
Arnold 

Schwarzenegger 
Governor 

Jan Boel 
Acting Director 

Attacilrd I ~ I  yo111 rev l rn *  m d  com~ncnt I S  the Notlce of Prepaiatiou (YOP) for the G s a ~ ~ t v i l l e  Rede~,t.lopment Project 
draii  Eil\  ironnicntal 1mp;lcl Report (EIR).  

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 9581 2-3044 
TEL (91 oj  445-66ij FAX (91 b j  323-301 & aww.opr.ca.gov 



Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

3CH# 2004071 'i 2 2  

PI OICC r Tit!e Grant\~illt: F'edevelopment Project 
Lead Aycncy San Dieyo qity of 

- -- 
T/pe NOP NIJ~I (2 cf Prepat-ation 
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Name kir Tracy Leed 

Agency City of Sar  Diego Redevelopment Agency 
C ' l ~ s n e  619-533 1: 33 Fax 
e m a i l  

,c j! ~ s s  6 W  €3 S' e Fou!tl; F too~ 
MS 904 

Ci,) Sai; D le~ jo  Stafe CA Zip 92101 
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Project Location 
Cg[:rr ty Sal I Cleqo 

City San Diego 
Region 
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T ~ h ~ - r s h r p  Range Section Base 

Proxil fifty ro: 
Hig i l v~ays  1-1 5, 1-8 

A ' rp  orts 
Ra hvays  

Waterways San Diego River 
Schools 

6ar;d Use Cocnmel-c~sl office, ~ndus t r~a l ,  parks, open space, colnmun~ty fac~ l~ t les ,  Inlnlng 
- -  

Project ! ~ s u e s  Aesthetic/\!isual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality: Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood 

PlainIFloo ling; GeologiclSeismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 
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Reviewing Resource:, Agency: Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of 
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Quality Coritrol Board, Region 9 
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Date Received 07/23/2004 Start of Review 07/23/2004 End of  Review 08/23/2004 
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10295 Viacha Drive 
San Diego, CA 92124-3408 
November 12, 1999 

Ms. Sheila Donovan 
Regional Planning Team, Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 921 32-51 90 

Reference A: City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report #77-02-08 (available) 
Reference 6: City of San Diego Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report, 

dated March 16, 1 992 (available) 
Reference C: Fault Map of Southern California (attached) 
Reference D: Excerpts of FEMA seismic fault maps for Mission Gorge and Admiral Baker Field 

(attached) 
Reference E: San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Final Draft San Diego River 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Figure 23 (attached) 
Reference F: Floodplain and Proposed Dike Boundaries (from Ref A) (attached) 
Reference G: Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, letter to The Mayor and City Council dated 

Decern ber 8, 1 989 (available) 
Reference H: Union-Tribune article on illegal hazardous waste storage (attached) 
Reference I: Conservation Measures on Preserving Bell's beast Vireo Habitats in Mission 

Gorge (attached) 

Dear Ms. Donovan and team members, 

Allow me to comment on some environmental aspects of site selection for the prop~sed 1,600 
military housing units for MCAS Miramar. 

While most proposed sites are north of Highway 52, i read where the current Admiral Baker 
Field golf course along Mission Gorge Road is under consideration as well. I consider this site 
unsatisfactory for this purpose for several reasons over and above the obvious loss of 
recreational facilities. 

Geology 

Citing Reference A, "The coastal floodplains of San Diego are typically flat-bottom valleys 
bordered by steep slopes and bluffs 100 to 300 feet high and separated by urbanized coastal 
mesa tops. Besides their important natural functions, floodplains contribute definition, open 
space buffers, and greenbelt values to the urban geography. " The Admiral Baker site is 
described as "composed of alluvium and slope wash material derived from up-river granitic 
sources ...( surrounded by) slope areas (100-250 MSL) comprised of Santiago Peak Volcanics 
overlain by the Friars Formation." Reference B says of the area, "Adverse geotechnical 
conditions, including seismic activity (Rose Canyon fault), potentially compressible soils, and 
alluvium-colluvium-fill present construction constraints." Continuing, the area is ... "a 
seismically active region. The Rose Canyon fault is classified as active and is located to the 



west ... the site is subject to liquefaction due to shaliow groundwater and soil type." Returning 
to Ref. A, "Potential local seismic events on the La Nacion and/or Rose Canyon Fault 
Systems, ranging in intensity from VI-VIII on the Modified Mercalli scale ..., could affect a 
concealed fault paralleling the subject property, thereby increasing the risk hazard on the site." 

This hidden fault runs right along the eastern boundary of the Admiral Baker property as it is 
almost exactly under Mission Gorge Road. I have attached Reference C which shows this 
spur fault of the Rose Canyon Fault as Mission Gorge I. I have also attached Reference D 
which shows the concealed fault in more detail running under Mission Gorge Road through this 
valley and shows that the surrounding slopes to be slide-prone formations and the area itself 
subject to potential ground failure (liquefaction). The whole area has a risk zone rating of C, 
moderately at risk. 

When studies were conducted as to whether to place a 30 million-gallon-per-day waste water 
recycling plant in this exact location, it was discovered that the waste-water hydraulic toad in 
this sewage corridor coming in from the Santee and Padre Dam water-sewer districts had the 
water and sewer capacity at their limits in this area. The additional hydraulic load that would 
be imposed by this development would far exceed these capacities and considerable 
additional infrastructure would have to be installed. Much of this was discovered by your own 
office, coincidentally, when you were investigating whether you could use the reclaimed water 
to irrigate Admiral Baker Field. If you will remember, further discussions ensued on the sewer 
lines through this area. They were old at that time and have since been re-sleeved. While that 
has prolonged their life from normal use breakage, you yourselves noted that they constitute 
an unacceptably long run of pipes parallel with and contiguous to the seismic fault under 
Mission Gorge Road for not having any of the self-closing emergency valves which newer 
sewer pipes have in seismic areas. This would present a high-volume sewage catastrophe of 
phenomenal proportions, and alone should preclude placing military housing units here. 

Hydrology 

My neighbors and I have seen the golf course flood many times in the past 13 years and, as it 
is a low river bottom, described in Reference A as, "...within the floodway (FW) and floodplain 
fringe (FPF) of the San Diego River." The area holds its water a long time with no where for it 
to drain further down to. Ref 8 states that, "Development of the site would create impervious 
surfaces, thereby resulting in potential water quality impacts from stormwater runoff. In 
addition, potentially significant sedimentation and erosion impacts could occur during 
construction ..." "In addition, the riverwash soils present at the site are subject to severe 
erosion and highly susceptible to liquefaction." " The soils are subject to erosion and 
differential settlement." "...the site is adjacent to the San Diego River and thus any removal of 
vegetation or soil modification in drainage patterns ... could impact water quality in the river." 

Ref 8 calls for "preventive floodproofing" structures in this area "...to reduce the potential 
hazard to life and property in areas subject to high velocity floodway or shallow inundation." 
"The cumulative effect of extensive structural development in the ftoodpfain fringes could allow 
a density of urbanization that would be incompatible with community and City open space and 
rehabilitation of the river and floodplain as a viable natural resource." References E and F 
show this area to be in both the floodplain and the flsodplain fringe. 

The seemingly tiny San Diego river has broken the levy to the golf course repeatedly and the 



river has gained such volume that it has carried thule reed rafts downstream large enough to 
place a house on and the water has held such sustained force that people were able to jet ski 
up it at this point. Worsening conditions on this north side of the river is the fact that at this 
time, the south side is being raised 8-12 feet for commercial development, so the north side 
would receive all the brunt of any river flooding. 

Finally, Ref G notes the extensive coordination on the part of the City of San Diego with 
various agencies, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to arrive at the 
City's Resource Protection Ordinance. This Ordinance "..allows public facilities in the 
floodplain only when findings are made that there are no other less environmentally harmful 
places to put them." There must be less environmentally harmful places than in the floor of the 
Mission Gorge San Diego River valley. 

Hazardous Conditions 

Lastly, the hazardous conditions that exist there that would preclude putting housing in this 
location. The most obvious is the Redi-Mix stone quarry and rock crushing company. Their 
quarry blasting has been and continues to be a source of annoyance and friction with the 
surrounding communities. The company complies with and in fact stays way under all laws 
and state limits for blasting as far as decibels of noise, pounds-per-square-inch of blast air 
over pressure, lateral ground movemenVshaking and opacity of resident dust cloud. 
Nevertheless these all regularly occur and the Tierrasanta Community Council regularly fields 
complaints from residents of cracked pools, cracked walls, upset shelves of dishware and 
hysterically frightened children and pets. Even though the quarrying and blasting company 
comply with all the laws, the courts have found that they are engaged in a "hazardous 
enterprise." What that means is that no matter how carefully they comply with all laws and 
precautions, there is the presumption that someday something could accidentally happen and 
a catastrophic event could occur such as an explosion or a landslide. This is not a location to 
put 1,600 more families. 

Further, while a surface sweep of unexploded ordinance has been done, constructing housing 
would turn over considerable dirt and unavoidably expose shells and mortar rounds. This 
would not only endanger the construction crews, but the eventual residents. Tierrasanta 
residents unfortunately already know how attractive a cannon shell is to a child to play with and 
its teni ble consequences. 

Additionally, this location is under the area where the two approaching air wnidors making 
their approach to Montgomery Field join to make parallel approaches to the runways. This is 
an area which could have airplane crashes and in fact an airplane crashed into Admiral Baker 
Field just a few years ago. 

Further, when studying this area for the waste water recycling plant, it was discovered that 100 
barrels of improperly-stored hazardous waste had been leaking in the MA-B zoned area which 
constitutes the eastern edge of this area, at the northwest comer of Mission Gorge and 
Princess View. Ref H exposed this illegal storage in the press. I have pictures of this area. 
To my knowledge, this had never been cleaned up as it has never changed owners or 
underlying uses. Putting these families in here wuld necessitate a considerable and costly 
hazardous materials soils cleanup. 

Lastly, there are SDG&E high-tension wires on towers running the length of this area under 



consideration. While they might not be hazardous to the occasional golfer on the golf course, 
the cumulative effect from living full time right under these is still under study at various 
universities and a housing development under such wires would be very questionable at this 
time. Plus there is the possibility that a wire could fall onto the area, as some were damaged 
and fell or nearly so in a recent plane crash in this area. 

The other two-thirds of what had been open space in the bottom of Mission Gorge h 
been or is currently being lost to industrial park development. This whole area has bean 
habitat to deer, bobcat, coyote and the variety of small rodents and reptiles that support the 
raptors that live there, including red tail hawk, Cooper's hawk, chaparral cock, kestrei, valley 
quail and great homed owl, among others. The valley bottom has already been 2/3 
decimated. With housing put in there, it would be 100% gone and the wildlife which it currently 
supports. Those that did not leave or die off, would congregate more heavily in the proposed 
housing development as well as in the homes surrounding the canyon wall. There would be 
1,600 young military families with their small children and small pets packed in with displaced 
rattlesnakes, coyotes, bobcats, the occasional mountain lion, pack rats, skunks and sther 
wildlife who will not give up their habitat lightly nor quickly. We in the area have already seen 
the dangers which this cohabitation imposes and take considerable precautions. Densely 
packing thousands more people in an even smaller area would be untenable for humans and 
animals alike. 

The Least Bell's Vireo, a federally-endangered species, nests in this area. Ref G notes that 
the SAMDAG Least Bell's Vireo Advisory Task Force had spent three years developing a plan 
that will protect and preserve the Vireo's habitat. Again, the City put a lot of resources and 
staff time into this plan. Ref I shows that the south side of the Admiral Baker Field is 
conserved habitat. Installing a housing development in this are would infringe on this 
conserved habitat and on the identified nesting areas. 

As this area constitutes the shallow floor of the huge Mission Gorge valley, Admiral Baker Field 
is the only remaining green belt in this enormous viewshed, overlooked by thousand of 
residents. As mentioned above, 2/3 of the aesthetics of this valley has recently been lost to 
industrial development. If the last 1/3 is lost to high-density housing the loss of property value 
of the surrounding homes would be easily $5,000 to $10,000 for each overlooking home. 
Multiplied by at least one thousand overlooking residences, the loss of property values would 
exceed one million dollars to the current residents and that would be just an initial estimate 
contributing to much larger future losses as property values would have gonqput did not with 
the loss of this irreplaceable view and green belt. 

Also there is the unavoidable impact of light and glare and its impacts on the surrounding 
community which would have to be considerably mitigated. 

Noise - 
And equal to the view loss, the noise from these 1,600 units would also detract from property 
values. As there is a stone quarry adjacent to this location which conducts blasting and has 
large rock crushing equipment anchored firmly to the ground, noise conductivity studies were 



conducted to assess the airborne and subterranean nature of sound in this bowl shaped area. 
It was discovered that there is an extremely unusual ability to conduct sound in this valley. 
Hard blue granite just under the surface acts like a tympani drum to super-conduct sound 
through the ground. Many of us are familiar with the "Tierrasanta hum" which has been 
studied and found to be caused by a company with an industrial shredder mounted in the 
ground some miles away which surfaces in Tierrasanta. More particularly when the Amaron 
Pipe Company was in the Mission Gorge valley, its sound came to the surface under the 
homes on the surrounding hillsides. More astoundingly, the valley is subject to an amazing 
extent to the "Capitol Dome effect" noted for being able to whisper on one side of the U. S. 
Capitol dome and hear it clearly on the other side. I myself have had repeated City planners 
come to my home when considering developments to put in where Admiral Baker Field is now, 
and be amazed by hearing people in golf shoes walking through gravel 314 mile away. Norrnai 
conversations can be heard up to a mile away as can a normal volume radio. Dogs barking 2 
miles away sound like they are at 100 yards. More on this incredible sound conductivity below 
regarding the quarry blasting. To inject 1,606 families with their attendant stereos, 
automobiles, dogs, backyard playground sets, BBQs and the iike, would make an 
unacceptable cacophony for them, and since noise rises, for the current residents on the 
canyon walls as well. 

Traffic 

Those same above-mentioned sewage recycling discussions addressed possibly putting a 
temporary bridge over the San Diego River at the northeast corner of the golf course for 
recycling plant construction purposes with access in from the corner of Mission Gorge and 
Princess View. It was then discovered that there are Bell's Least Vireos, a federally 
endangered species, nesting at that site. That made the temporary bridging out of the 
question. It would also mitigate against any permanent traffic solution there, and that corner 
would be the only alternative for traffic at the east end of the development. Additionally, traffic 
demand patterns were just studied for the installation of the two recent light industrial parks 
spanning Mission Gorge Road. Based on these studies, road widening was determined and 
accomplished; traffic lights were designed and installed; center dividers, islands and meanders 
were chosen and installed; and at-grade accesses were constructed for the parks. All these 
would now be obviated and have to be replaced by the considerably more intense traffic that 
the housing development would impose. 

Air Quality 

The air quality of the housing would be affected by the yet-unknown nature of the business 
which will be coming into the industrial park across the river from Admiral Baker Field, which is 
directly upwind from the housing as the predominant wind through the canyon is south-to- 
north. While no tenants are certain, the two most likely uses are sporting goods manufacturing 
and bio-tech research. If the sporting goods are athletic shoes, considerable glue fumes 
would be vented. It has been asked, but not yet answered, whether bio-tech research would 
entail the venting of rendered-inert viruses, or the odors of pens of test animals such as rats, 
chimpanzees or swine. 

Public Services 

Public services would be stretched as the area is officially in Tierrasanta and as such is served 
by the Eastern substation of the San Diego Police Department, which is located on Aero Drive. 



As the Shore Patrol no longer polices military housing areas, this would now be the furthest 
and feast accessible area for the Eastern substation to respond to a call. This would 
considerably worsen the average response time from this substation and having officers clear 
out on this fringe of the area would detract from their ability to respond io the current areas 
reasonably accessible to the substation. 

Cultural Resources 

As this is river bottom, known to be a source of water and living area to the native peoples of 
the area, continuous paleontological monitoring would have to be conducted throughout the 
construction of any housing. A paleontological review of the literature would have to be 
conducted prior to commencing any developing. Any cultural artifact discoveries would require 
mitigation, and, if significant, could halt the construction altogether even after it had 
commenced. 

Cumulative Effects 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 151 30 of the Guidelines, requires 
that when considering the development of a project, that ail possible environmental impacts be 
considered cumuiatively as well as to their individual effects. This includes cumulative effects 
from past, present., and potentially future impacts. i am confident that such a summation of 
impacts would direct such a military housing development to be established elsewhere and not 
in this fragile and potentially hazardous area. 

Summary 

In sum I would like to paraphrase Mr. Carl Zobell, the distinguished recent Chairman of the San 
Diego City Planning Commission, at a session at which I was present. He expressed a 
sentiment that was echoed by several other commissionets upon the year-plus inconclusive 
hearings on the quarrying operation at this location vis-a-vis the surrounding residents. He 
said, in effect, "To allow residential housing to have encroached up onto the incongruous pre- 
existing uses of the Mission Gorge valley floor is the single biggest planning mistake this City 
has ever made. To think that we allowed all these people to build and live this close to such a 
hazardous and incompatible undertaking is amazing. t only hope we have learned something 
from this mess and never let anything remotely approaching it happen again." Why, then, 
would the military even consider telling around 5,000 people, who have no say over where 
they are told to live, that they had to live in the middle of this situation and make one of the of 
the City's biggest mistakes even worse? It would be any number of environmental disasters 
waiting to happen. 

If you have questions on the above matters, I would be gtad to respond and, where I can, 
produce documentation from my fifes. I can be reached at the above address or at (858) 560- 
2045. 1 seriously urge you to not place these housing units here. It would only worsen the 
quality of life for the current residents, the intended residents and the wildlife. 

CDR, USN (Ret.) 
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2 Environmental Review Cormnittee 

%, d' 
O C I C I L  25 July 2004 

To: Mr. Tracy Reed 
Community and Economic Development Department 
City of San Diego 
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, California 92 101 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Grantville Redevelopment Project 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation for the subject project, received by this Society 
last week. 

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cultural resources in the list of subject areas to be 
addressed in the DEIR, and look forward to reviewing it during the upcoming public 
comment period. To that end, please include us in the distribution of the DEIR, and also 
provide us with a copy of the cultural resources technical report(s). 

SDCAS appreciates being included in the City's environmental review process for this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

Environmental Review ~orhdi t tee  

cc: SDCAS President 
File 

P.O. Box 81 106 San Diego, CA 921 38-1 106 (858) 538-0935 



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS AIR BASES WESTERN AREA MIRAMAR 

P.O. BOX 452001 
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August 11, 2004 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
ATTN TRACY REED 
600 B STREET MS 904 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

RE: GKANTVILLE; NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT, COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL REDEVELOPMENT 

Dear Ms. Reed, 

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report dated July 21, 2004 regarding the 
proposed Grantville redevelopment and subsequent industrial or 
commercial construction. 

The proposed project will be affected by operations of military 
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting to and from Marine 
Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. The project is located 
outside the adopted and projected 60-65 dB Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contours and is consistent with 
the land use compatibility guidelines for Miramar operations. 
However, the location is affected by the down wind landing 
pattern and Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) Flight 
Corridors for fixed-wing operations. In addition, this location 
is affected by the Yuma Flight Corridors for helicopters 
operations. 

Occupants will see and hear military aircraft and experience 
varying degrees of noise and vibration. Consequently, we are 
recommending full disclosure of noise and visual impacts to all 
initial and subsequent purchasers, lessees, or other potential 
occupants. 

In addition, we recommend you examine the impacts regarding 
electronic transmissions from cellular antennas due to the 
proximity of this area in relation to Miramar flight operations. 
Cellular antenna proposals should be examined on an individual 









Aesthetics: Preserve existing view-sheds and reduce visual impacts to open space areas. 
Incorporate vista points and interpretive education opportunities within project. 

Water QualityIHydrology: Incorporate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to open space 
lands due to stormwater and landscape irrigation runoff. 

Please route future documents relating to the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project to me 
at M.S. 804A. 

If you have further questions, please call me at 619-533-6739. 

Senior Planner 

cc: Ann Hix, Deputy Director, Park and Recreation, Open Space Division 
David Monroe, District Manager, Park and Recreation, Open Space Division 



GARY W. ERBECK 
DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

P.O. BOX 129261, SAN DIEGO,  CA 921 12-9261 
(619) 338-2222 FAX  (619) 338-2088 

1-800-253-9933 
w w w . s d c d e h . o r g  

RICHARD HAAS 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

August 20,2004 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
City of San Diego 
Community and Economic Development Department 
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Reed, 

This letter is in response to your request for comments regarding the Grantville Redevelopment 
Project Notice of draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Preparation. Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH) staff have reviewed the subject Notice. 

Chris Conlan, Senior Vector Ecologist, Community Health Division, provided the following 
comment: 

The project design should use "Best Management Practices" (BMPs) so the facility does not 
become a mosquito-breeding hazard. All BMP's should be designed to hold water for less than 
72 hours and be maintained so that they do not become clogged with vegetation or debris and 
become a mosquito-breeding hazard over time. In addition, due to the proximity to the San 
Diego River, care needs to be taken so as not to alter the shoreline in any way so as to cause 
more thick vegetation and slow the flow thus creating mosquito habitat. There is a lot of 
potential to create standing water areas in this project so care will need to be taken so as not to 
allow this to happen. Please contact Mr. Conlan at (858) 694-2137 if you have specific 
questions or concerns about this issue. 

John Kolb, Environmental Health Specialist, Hazardous Materials Division (HMD), provided the 
following comment: 

Be cognizant of potential issues that may arise from the co-location of commercial and industrial 
businesses (that may utilize hazardous materials and generate hazardous waste) in close 
proximity to schools, residential areas, hospitals, long-term health care, and day care facilities. 
Please contact Mr. Kolb at (619) 338-2472 if you have specific questions or concerns about this 
issue. 

Mike Vernetti, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, Land and Water Quality Division 
(LWQD), provided the following comment: 

The enclosed JPG document (on floppy disk) shows the open and closed DEH Site Assessment 
& Mitigation (SAM) sites in the Grantville Redevelopment Project. We suggest that the EIR 
address these sites since future redevelopment may move or disturb contaminated soil and 

"Environmental and public health through leadership, partnership and science" 
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potentially impact groundwater. Our Public Records Program maintains documents for these 
SAM sites and requests for review can be made through our Web site at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/deh/lwq/sam/ by completing the request forms for public records 
review, or by contacting the Custodian of Records directly at 61 9-338-2268. Please contact Mr. 
Vernetti at (619) 338-2242 if you have specific questions or concerns about this issue. 

Sincerely, 

JACK MILLER, Chief 
Community Health Division 
Department of Environmental Health 

cc: Chris Conlan, Senior Vector Ecologist, CHD 
John Kolb, Environmental Health Specialist, HMD 
Mike Vernetti, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, LWQD 



August 26,2004 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
Project Manager 
Grantville Redevelopment Project 
600 "B" Street 
Fourth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 92 10 1 

Via US. Mail & Email 

Re: Program Environmental Report 
Resident Issues/Concerns 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

Pursuant to the Comment Form for the Grantville Redevelopment Project, Program 
Environmental Impact Report, we respectfully submit our concerns/issues on the following 
topics that we feel need to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report: 

ISSUE 1: TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

Traffic in the proposed redevelopment area is already congested. This is not disputed and, in 
fact, is cited as a reason for redevelopment along Mission Gorge Road. The area is accessed and 
abutted by Waring Road, Interstate 8 (I-8), Alvarado Canyon Road, Montezuma Road, Mission 
Gorge Road and Interstate 15 (1-1 5). During the morning hours, those of us using Waring Road 
to access Interstate 8 West are frequently frustrated and held up because this lane onto the 
freeway merges with the 1-8 west traffic exiting onto Mission Gorge and entering I- 15 North. 
You have to be very aggressive to cross over that traffic. In the mornings, we can sit in traffic to 
get on the freeway for 10-12 minutes. There is only one lane on Waring Road leading to the 1-8 
West and one carpool lane. The carpool lane is not used that much, except by those that are 
angry at having to wait on Waring so they take the carpool lane. There is now a new proposed 
development for Adobe Falls Road (104-140 units possibly) and those residents will add to this 
morning traffic. We understand that there are currently motels there with more units than the 
proposed development, but the residents of these motels are not getting up to go to work at 7:30 
in the morning. When this was brought up at a Navajo Community Planners meeting, the 
architect for the proposed development said "you're in a redevelopment area, get used to 
traffic." That concerns us! 

During the evening rush hour the Waring Road offramp is used as a means to bypass others by 
using the shoulder, just to get in front of other cars and at the last minute make a lane change to 
get back onto the 1-8 to avoid the traffic. You have the 1-15 South dumping two lanes onto the 
1-8 East at Waring Road. There are cars, and even semi trucks, that have figured out that in 
order to bypass the traffic jam on the 1-8, you take the Mission Gorge exit, work your way into 



the 1-15 traffic heading onto the 1-8, then cut over using, again, Waring Road. This area is a 
mess! 

Increased density due to the Grantville Redevelopment Area will only add more traffic to 
Waring Road and surrounding streets. 

ISSUE 2: 

Regarding "Subarea 'C'." Allied Gardens is not a "blighted" area, and should not be included 
in the Grantville Redevelopment Area. Councilmember Madaffer is well aware that residents in 
Allied Gardens do not want any additional housing built in the Allied Gardens Shopping Center 
area and vacant lot adjacent to the library. The area does not need more housing just so the City 
of San Diego can pocket a few more property tax dollars. The community will fight any attempt 
to increase the density in Allied Gardens in the future. 

There was a glowing article in The San Diego Union Tribune about Allied Gardens at the time of 
its 50"' anniversary. This article mentioned that there were only single-family residences here 
and that it was like stepping back into the 1950s. That's exactly what its like. As neighbors, we 
are all very close. We take care of each other. We watch out for each other. Kids can still play 
ball and ride their bikes in the street. A teenaged son of a neighbor recently said he thought we 
lived in Pleasantville! Please don't ruin another beautiful, close-knit community. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ r i c &  Carol Carlson 





Submitted by (please print): 

I Name: Agencylbusinesslgroup name (if applicable): 

I\, i-k 

Date: 

Redevelopment Agency 
600 0 Street, Suite 400, MS 904 + San Diego, CA 32-30'i-45(36 

Tel(619) 533-4233 Fax (61 9) 533-5250 
Community a d  Economic Development 

www .sandieao. ~ov/redevelopment-agency/gantviI1e 



Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Scoping comments for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Provided by the Tierrasanta Community Council 
30 August 2004 

General Comments: 

A principal concern with the Grantville project 
lies in the coarse definition of the area boundary. 
The identification of this boundary was 
accomplished via a map showing parcels color- 
coded to land-use designations, but this map was 
inadequately detailed and thus its depiction of the 
Grantville area turned out to be somewhat 
misleading. Specifically, a wide swath of property 
at the eastern terminus of Tierrasanta Blvd was 
shown to be in the Grantville area, but the green- 
colored parcel at that terminus appeared to include 
parcels that have since been determined to lie 
outside the area boundary. This occurred because 
the green-colored parcel was insufficiently 
detailed in its depiction, and because the actual 
parcels included in the project boundary were not 
more specifically annotated or detailed to avoid 
such confusion. The DEIR needs to resolve any 
and all such uncertainties. 

Most of the eastern portion of Grantville lies in 
the active Rock Quarry. The DEIR not only needs 
to outline the redevelopment of this large area, but 
it also needs to explain how this process will be 
managed over the 30-year span of time between 
now and when the quarry's use permit expires. 

The DEIR should explain the process by which 
the Project Area Committee will be formed for 
this redevelopment area and what role, if any, 
representatives from Tierrasanta will play. 

There will be a push to redevelop this area in a 
way that maximizes tax increment revenue, and it 
is clear that the majority of the tax increment will 
be used to benefit Navajo (probably 8 1 % or 
more). But it is not clear that Tierrasantans will 
have input into how these funds are used (where 
they are spent). If Tierrasanta contains 18% of the 
current Grantville project area, then one may 
conclude 18% of the tax increment should be 
returned to Tierrasanta. What will be the 
methodology by which realized tax increment 
funds are allocated to projects? Should Tierrasanta 

in fact expect to receive 18% of the tax increment 
realized fi-om this project? Will 18% go to 
Tierrasanta in general, or will the 18% only go to 
the parts of Tierrasanta that lie within the 
Grantville area? What will be Tierrasanta's role in 
determining how the 18% of this increment will 
be spent in Tierrasanta? Who will have authority 
over these funds? What are the specific 
restrictions on how these funds are used? 

5. The DEIR should make clear whether the Navy 
will derive any financial benefit fiom the tax 
increment realized from this project. 

Land Use: 

6. The DEIR should explain the relationship between 
this Grantville "Program D E I R  and a subsequent 
project-specific DEIR that encompasses part of 
the Grantville project area? Will a project-specific 
DEIR be standalone, or will it be beholden to 
what's contained in the Grantville Program 
DEIR? If they in fact are interrelated, then which 
will have seniority? 

7. As noted above, the Program DEIR must more 
cleanly define the boundary of the project area. 
The parcels included in the project at the eastern 
terminus of Tierrasanta Blvd must be clearly and 
unambiguously defined such that there is no 
misunderstanding about what is within the project 
area and what is excluded from the project. 

8. Along with the parcel identifications there should 
be concise descriptions of the land-use zoning and 
right-of-way restrictions placed on each parcel. 
The DEIR should answer the question: "how 
might this parcel be redeveloped in the future 
within the context of Grantville?" 

9. The DEIR should explain the height restrictions 
that apply to property within the redevelopment 
area and thus to building construction that may 
occur on this land. 



The DEIR should better define and identify the 
small parcel within the ADM Baker golf course 
that lies within the Tierrasanta Community Plan 
planning area. Who is the owner of this parcel and 
what is its zoning designation? 

The DEIR must explain in detail the relationship 
between Grantville and the San Diego River Park 
project/concept, the San Diego River Conserv- 
ancy, and other bodies that purport to hold sway 
over what will become of the San Diego River as 
it passes from the Rock Quarry to 1-1 5. 

Tierrasanta understands that the owner of the 
Rock Quarry intends to engage HG Fenton to 
develop and sell (or sell and develop) the 
westernmost area of the Rock Quarry property. 
The DEIR must explain impacts and/or 
restrictions that the Grantville project will apply 
or impose on development of the westernmost 
area of the Rock Quarry property. 

As noted above, the DEIR should explain how 
decisions made in this redevelopment process will 
be carried forward for some 30 years when the 
active Rock Quarry land-use agreement is finally 
concluded. Is there any likelihood the Grantville 
decisions made today will have any bearing in the 
distant future when the lease expires? What will 
be the impact of Grantville on the Rock Quarry's 
owner in determining whether and when to 
conclude the quarry operations and transform the 
land to other uses? Will tax increment calculations 
derived in 200412005 in fact be used as the base- 
line for determining the revenue to be returned the 
area when the quarry operations are stopped in 
approx 2032 (as planned)? 

Transportation 6 Circulation: 

The DEIR should perform the mandated traffic 
study in order to satisfy City requirements to 
support the removal from the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan of a Tierrasanta Blvd extension 
across the San Diego River to Mission Gorge B1. 

If the DEIR does not perform this traffic study to 
resolve this uncertainty, then it should clearly 
describe all details related to the traffic right-of- 
way and similar land-use easements between 
Tierrasanta Blvd and Mission Gorge at Princess 
View. 

Air Quality: 

16. The DEIR must explain impacts and/or 
restrictions that the Grantville project will apply 
or impose on dust and debris impacts resulting 
from development of portions of the project area 
north of Mission Gorge Blvd, particularly since 
this would directly impact residents of southern 
Viacha Drive. What restrictions will exist or be 
imposed to limit the commercialization of this 
area via construction processes that produce 
excessive dust and debris? 

Noise: 

The DEIR must explain impacts andlor 
restrictions that the Grantville project will apply 
or impose on noise impacts resulting from 
development of portions of the project area north 
of Mission Gorge Blvd, particularly since this 
would directly impact residents of southern 
Viacha Drive. What restrictions will exist or be 
imposed to limit the transformation of this area 
into commercial or industrial uses that could be 
responsible for increased production of noise 
(both during construction and after construction 
has completed)? 

Cultural Resources: 

18. The DEIR will require a confidential appendix 
(not released to the public) to address certain 
historic cultural resources that lie within the 
Grantville area and along the San Diego River. 

Biological Resources: 

The DEIR should explain how existing bodies of 
water will (or will not) be protected by this project 
once they are included within the Grantville area 
boundary. Specifically, the two "settling ponds" 
along the San Diego River and south of ADM 
Baker, created as a part of the Rock Quarry and 
resulting from gravellsandlrock excavation, most 
likely support certain biologic needs for native 
species. It is not clear whether the DEIR will 
serve either to maintain these ponds or to ensure 
such ponds even will exist into the future. 



Mineral Resources: Geology: 

20. no comment 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials: 

2 1. no comment 

Paleontology: 

22. See above in "Cultural Resources." 

Aesthetics: 

23. The DEIR should explain how and whether 
residents of Tierrasanta (particularly those to the 
south, with a view of the Grantville area) will be 
able to have input to project-specific 
developments that are wholly within the Navajo 
planning area. As above in "Noise," development 
in Navajo along the southern boundary of 
Tierrasanta, will have direct impact to 
Tierrasantans with a clear view of the Grantville 
project. 

24. As noted above, the DEIR should explain the 
height restrictions that apply to property within 
the redevelopment area and thus to building 
construction that may occur on this land. 

Water Quality and Hydrology: 

25. no comment 

Population & Housing: 

26. The DEIR should clearly explain the current 
zoning restrictions on the various parcels to make 
clear the areas most likely to be targeted for 
development for residential uses. 

28. The DEIR should explain in detail the processes 
in place that will guide the closure of the Rock 
Quarry. What are the agreements, rules, laws 
and/or municipal code that govern this 
transformation? What are the steps to be followed 
in taking the active quarry (northeastern part of 
Grantville) and either developing it into new uses 
or transforming it back into its original state? 
What are the steps to be followed in talung the 
inactive quarry (central and western parts of 
Grantville that lie north of the San Diego River), 
and the active sand & gravel operation, and either 
developing it into new uses or transforming it 
back into its original state? 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project: 

29. It appears that initiatives to improve the San 
Diego River area (to turn it into a park, to build a 
river walk, to establish a park-like connection 
between this future river park and the eastern 
terminus of Tierrasanta Blvd) are alternatives to 
Grantville in terms of what will happen to the 
areas immediately adjacent to the river. This is 
because development as a park or as open space 
would result in no tax increment benefit. As noted 
above, the DEIR should explain the relationships 
between these potentially overlapping projects 
and the projected ramification to tax increment 
should non-developmental projects occur in the 
area. 

Growth-Inducing Impacts: 

30. no comment 

Cumulative Impacts: 

3 1. no comment 

Public Services: 

27. no comment 



C.S. Fish and Wildlife Service CA Dept. of Fish & Game 
Carlabaf 1 Fish and Wildlife Office South Coast Regional Office 
60 10 Hi dden Valley Road 4949 Viewridge Avenue 
Carlsball, California 92009 San Diego, California 92 1 23 
(760) 4:ll-9440 (858) 467-4201 
FAX (740) 43 1-5902 -+ 96 18 FAX (858) 467-4299 

In R q l y  Refer To: 
FWS-SDG-4 185. I 

Mr. Tracy Reed 
City of San Diego Rediwlopment Agency 
600 l3 Street, Fourth FImi, MS 904 
San Diego. California J2101 

AUG 3 0 2004 

Re: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Iinpact Report for the Grantville 
Redwebpment Project (SCHtt 2004071 1 22) 

Dear Mr, Reed: 

The U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game 
(Department), co1lectiv1:ly the "Wildlife Agencies," have reviewed the above-referenced Not icc  
of Preparation (NOP) o f  il Draft Enviroivnental Impact Report (DEE) for Grmtville 
Redevelopment Project in the City of San Diego (City), County of San Diego, California. The 
San Dicgo Redcvelopn ent Agency i s  pursuing a redevelopment plan to promote a variety of land 
uses, improve traffic Rmv,  parking, and services in, and eliminate physical and ecoi~omic blight 
from the project area. This project is the adoption of a redevelopment plan to accomplish thesc 
goals. The area propowd for inclusion in the Grantville Redevelopment Project is app-oximataly 
83 1 acres localed in the north rastnn portion o f  the City. The project area is located primarily 
within the Navajo Coinmuiity Pla2, but also includcs portions of the Tiei-rasanta and the College 
Area. The San Diego I!iver runs through most of the proposed redevelopment area. 

The Wildlife Agencies -oncur with statments in the NOP that the project could result in 
significant impacts to t! )e  environment. We are especiaHy concerneil about potential impacts to 
(1) the San Diego River; (2) wetlands and riparian habitats. and the federally and state-listed 
species that occur therein; (3) the Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of'the City's Multiple 
Species Co~lsenration E'rogrmn (MSCP); (4) wildlife corridors; and (5) narrow endemic species. 
To assist us in our revlr &w of' the DCIR, assist the City in compliance with pertinent Federal and 
State statutes and laws, and ensure co~isistency with the MSCP, we request that the DEIR contain 
the following infolmat~ 011. 

1. A complete discussion of the purpose and need for the project and each of the project 
alt ernat.ivcs. 
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2 .  A complete description of the proposed project, including all p~+acticable alternatives that 
have been considered to reduce project impacts to sensitive habitats and biological 
resources, ii~clu &ng the MKPA. 

3. Verification tha all requirements and conditions of the MSCP Subarea Plan and 
Implementing Agreement are met' with particular acknowledgment that the San Diego 
River and much of the land adjacent to it are within the MHPA. As such, refer to the 
MSCP docurner..tation for guidance on land use adjacency guidelines. Other issue areas 
in the DEIR thal may be influenced by the MSCP include "Land Use," "Landform 
AlterationNisud Quality," "Trefic/Circulation," "Biological Resources," 
"Drainage/Urba~n RunoffiWatet Quality," "Noise," and "Cumulative Effects." 

4. A discussion of the biological issues that we not addressed in, or covered by, the Submen 
Plan and hplernenting Agreement, such a3 specific impacts to and mitigation 
requirements fa -  wetlands or sensitive species that occur therein (e.g., least Bell's vireo). 

5 .  A discuss~on o f  the organizations, agencies, jurisdictions, and other entities which are 
conducting efforts to protect, restore, and/or enhance biological resources supported by 
the San Diego River. This discussion should include the following information. 

a. A list of the organizations (e.g., San Diego River Park Foundation, San Diego 
River Crs)alition, Lakeside Conservancy), agencies (e.g., S m  Diego River 
C~nserv:mcy), and jurisdictions (e.g., the City). The City should circulate the 
DEIR to all the entities identified. 

b. A descriptiolt of each of the entity's goal, objectives, and efforts to date and 
proposed efforts, focusing on the reach of the river that is withill the proposed 
redevelcpment zone. This discussion should include all activities associated with 
Supplenl.ental Environmental Projects approved by the San Diego Regional Watcr 
Quality  control Board within the portion of the wdershed of the San Diego Rivm 
encompiased by the project area ( e g ,  Adobe Falls, San Diego River Invasive 
Exotic Weed Eradication Program). 

c. A discussion about how the proposed project ~onfonns with the goals and 
objectives of the identified entities, and avoids impacts to the already preserved 
habitats, For example, discuss how thc proposed project confoims with the City's 
San D i e g  River Naturd Resources Management Plan (NRMP)' (City and Merkel 
RL Associates 2003). 

1 This Includes the tequirwnent that native vegstatlon be restored as a condltlon of future development prep~aals 
along thls portion of the Sen Dlego River corrldor (page 21 of the MSCP Subarea Plan)% 

2 This discussion should (lake into account the mmments the City recelved on the draft NRMP (e.g., cwnmmts 
from the  Department viii e-mail, and a letter from the U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service dated May 47, 2004), and 
the City's responses to :hose comments. 
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6.  A biologicaI technical report that jncludes survey methods (including survey personnel, 
dates, times, anti. climate conditions), survey results, impact analysis, and proposed 
mitigation. The report should describe the biological resources associated with each 
habitat type. These descriptions should include both qualitative and quantitative 
assessnlents of titre resources present on the proposed subject property and alternative 
sites, and include complete species lists for all biological resources on site. At a 
minlmum, the fdlowing should be included. 

a. A list of Federally proposed listed or candidate species, state listed and candidate 
species, imd locally sensitive species that occur on, or in habitat contiguous with, 
the subjcct property including, but not limited to, narrow endemic species that are 
on or ne:a the subject property. A detailed discussion of these species, including 
informatmn pertaining to their local status and distribution, should also be 
included 

b. A compr ehcnsive discussion about the existing biological resources within and 
adj accnt to areas potentially affected by the redevelopment proj ect. Include 
specific . tcreage and description of the types of riparian, wetland. non-wetland 
waters o.i' the US,, coastal sage scrub, and other sensitive habitats that may be 
affected by the proposed project or project altcmatives. Maps and tables should 
be inclucled to summarize such infbm~ation. 

c. A comprehe~lsive discussion about the positive and negative biological impacts 
that might result from future redevelopment in the vicinity of, or adjacent to, the 
S an Diepo River. 

d. A map sl lowing potential wildlife corridors t h r o u ~  and/or adjacent to the subject 
property. 

e ,  Results of early and late spring plant surveys for sensitive spring blooming 
annuals. Results of surveys should include a section which discusses the rationale 
for why ::pecies with a high potential for occurrmce may not havs been detected. 

f, Figures that depict both the developinent footprint, updated biological data, and 
the relationship of the subject property to the MHPA both on and off  site. 

An assesement of direct, indirect, and cumulative project impacts to fish and 
wildlife :;pecks and associated habitats. All facets of the project (erg., 
construclion, implementation, operation) should be included in this assessment. 
We are particularly interested in any potential impacts to the MHPA, the San 
Diego River, wildlife conidor$, and narrow endemic species. This assessment 
should al so include the following. 

1. A. complete hydrological analysis for this prqject to evaluate potential 
cl langes to hydrology, and how those changes may affect the San Diego 
R iver, wetlands, riparian areas, and the MHPA. 
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. . 
11. Methods leg., Best Management Practices (BMPs)] to prevent soil erosion 

al:ld ailtation of habitats on and off site. BMPs should be located outside 
o f  sensitive biological areas and their biological buffer. 

iii. Methods (e.g., BMPs) to be employed to prevmt discharge and disposal o f  
toxic and/or caustic substances, including oil and gasoline, from the 
p roposed development. 

iv. A thorough analysis of noise and light impacts on wildlife, including avian 
s;~ecies, and rneasurcs to be taken to mitigate any adverse impacts 
resulting from increased noise and light levels. 

v. An analysis of how project-induced impacts may induce fragmentation of 
open space, isolate wildlife and native vegetation communities, and affect 
wildlife movement at a local and regional scale. 

h. Specific mitigation plans to fully offset project related impacts, including 
proposal :; for mitigating the cumulative impacts of direct and indirect habitat loss, 
degradatwn, or modification. 

1, Project impacts should be mitigated through the preservation, creation, 
restoration, and/or eilhancement of affected habitat types consistent with 
hiiS CP guidelines. 

. . 
11. Mitigation plans, if proposed, should be prepared by persons with specific 

expertise on southem California ecosystems and native plant revegetatioll 
tr:clmiques. Each plan should include, at aminimum: (a) the location of 
the mitigation sitc; (b) the plant species to be used; (c) a schematic layout 
dqicting the mitigation area; (d) time of year that planting will occur; (e )  
a description o f  the irrigation methodology to be employed; ( f )  measures 
to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) a detailed monitoring program 
u hich includes provisiol~s for replanting meas where planted materials 
hme not survived; and (h) success criteria and identification o f  the agency 
tbat will y~armtee  successful creation of the mitigation habitat and 
pl wide for the conservation of the restoration site in papetuity. 

iii. Nl easures to be taken to perpetually protect habitat values of preserved 
a~~dlor  mitigation areas. Issues that should be addressed i!icludc: 
rc:strictions on vehicle, equestrian, and people access; proposed l m d  
dl;:dications; monitoring and management programs; contra1 of illegal 
dumping; restrictions on lighting near mitigation areas; and consistency 
with the MHPA land use adjacency guidelines, etc. 

iv. h'.itigation for impacts on wildlife movement should include consideration 
oi'the installation of bridges of adequate span to allow for wildlife 
m ovelncnt beneath them, directional feucing long enough to prevent end 
r - ~  ns, construction of adequately sized new culverts wherc: need is 
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i;ldicated for wiIdlife movement and bridges are infeasible, installation of 
structures (e.g., berms, sound walls) to attenuate noise and light (e.g. ,  car 
a~nd street lights). 

v. Pi. thorough justification for any proposed River crossings. Proposed river 
crossings, if any, should be proposed for areas of lesser biologcal value, 
avoid direct impacts to the San Diego River and riparian habitats, retain 
tl ~e viability of the riparian habitat and adjacent uplands as a wildlife 
n mvement corridor, and preclude the need for ongoing maintenance (i .e., 
disturbance of'the native habitat). The DEIR should provide thorough 
ji lstification for m y  proposed River crossings. 

vi. Measures to be taken to avoid or minimize biological inqxicts from fuel 
n8ianagement that might be associated with redevelopmer~t. 'T?lcse 
measures should include alternatives to fuel mauagement within sensitive 
hbitat  inside and outside the MHPA. Such alternatives include strategic 
p!.acement of buildings, and the use of fire walls and building designs that 
p~eclude or reduce the need for fie1 management Zone 2. This discussio~l 
s: lould acknowledge that the City's proposed bncs h management 
ni:gulations state "no brush management is required in areas containing 
wetland vegetati~n."~ The discussion should also identify the benefits of 
a.:complishing fire protection by one-time building design and placement 
wther than on-going (though often inadequately maintained) fuel 
n~.anagement areas, 

vii. A. description of the. how the proposed project will reduce existing 
n::gative biological impacts and avoid introducing new negative impacts to 
the San Diego River corridor. The NRMP encompasses most of the reach 
o 1' the River within the proposed redevelopment area (Figure 2 in the 
hRMP). As the NRMP states, and as identified in the City's MSCP 
Subarea Plan, ''major issucs facing urban habitat weas, such as the NRMP 
area, include intense land uses adjacent to sensitive habitat, litter and 
v~ndalism, itinerant living quarters, infrastructure maintenance activities, 
i~wiaive plants m d  animals, and degraded water quality resulting from 
urban runoff' (page 10). All redevelopment activities within the area o t' 
pdential effect4 on sensitive biological resources associated with the S ~ I I  
Cliego River and adjacent upland habitats should be designed and 
conducted to avoid additional negative impacts on the resources. 

3 The Wiidlik Agencias remtnmended In a joint comment letter (July 9, 2004) on the drafl EIR for the proposed 
brush management revisims, that this requirQment apply to both Zone$ 1 and 2, not only to Zone 2 as 
proposed. 

4 The area of potential efffict includes tributaries to the San Dlego Rivar. For example, the NOP indicates that 
Subarea A of the ptoject area include8 the  flrst seven parcels on the  southern aide of Adobe Falls Road, starting 
at Waring Road. Thls Is wlthin Alvando Canyon which 18 tributary to the $an Diego River. 



Furthermore, the existing negative impacts should be reduced by 
e~~hancing and/or  storing sensitive bj~loljcal resources. 

The Wildlife Agencies r;pprcc~ate the opportunity to cornmnt on this NOP. Pleaae contact 
Carolyn Ltebeman of the Service at (760) 431-9440, or Litrby Lucaa d the D e p m e n t  at (858) 
467-4230 if you have any questions or comments corrceming this letter. 

/'+', Sincerely, 

u4p:9 Theme Assistant O'Rourk Field Supervis or R a t i t a ~  Conservation Planning Supervisor 
U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Ctm 

cc: California Rcgio nal Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Mlkc Porter 
United States Ar my Corpa of Engineers, Terry Dear) 
State Clearinghouse: 

Ref erencefi 

City of San Diego and Merkcl& Associates. 2003. Draft San Diego River Natural Resources 
Management PI rn . 



Tue, Aug 3 1, 2004 1 2:01 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Fw: project objectives/scoping comments 
Date: Tuesday, August 31, 2004 9:42 AM 
From: Tracy Reed <TReed@sandiego.gov> 
To: <tim@brginc.net>, <dparsons@webrsg.com~ 

FYI 
-TR 

From: "Lee Campbell" <lee@campbellot.com> 
Reply-To: "Lee Campbell" < lee@campbellot.com> 
Date: Tue, 3 1  Aug 2004 09:33:00 -0700 
Ta: "Tracy Reed" <treed@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: Fw : project objectives/scoping comments 

>>> "Lee Campbell" <lee@campbellot.corn> 08/30/04 13:05 PM >>> 
tracy 

1. improved street design around kaiser should be investiged to allow better 
ingress and egress. 
2. natural barriers (e.g., trees bushes) along the river on the west side of 
miss gorge road should be installed to help muffle noise along mission gorge 
road due to traffic. this noise is amplified across the san diego river and 
admiral baker field into the community of tierrasanta. note this may be 
appropriate for the east side of mission gorge road also. 
3. use of fairrnont ave extension in grantville to friars road should be 
investigated to divert traffic from the granville south end business 
district. 
4. a walking and bike path route to san diego state along or approximately 
in parallel with the hwy 8 corridor should be investigated. 
5. nothing should be done to encourage any more diversion of freeway traffic 
through the grantville community. 
6. off street parking should be provided along with on street parking, but 
without parking meeters or ace parking garages. 

7.attached is a suggested use for the project objectives. this could be 
used in the eir and design to validate each development within the redevelop 
area. this is only a cut at this and am sure could use more work. however 
if we are going to have goals a mechanism must be devised for testing and 
documenting adherence to goals which is consistant and ues throughout the 
project.. 

please add to the scoping comments as appropriate. 

thanks 
lee 
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Mr. Tracy Reed 
Project Manager 
600 B Street 
Faurth Floor, MS 904 
San Diego, CA 92 101 

RE: Grmtville Redevelap 

Dear Mr. Reed; 

On bhalf of the Allied 
following comments ar 
Enrira<ment a1 Impct Rq 

1 .. VeMc&u traffic (1 

trash. and noise), : 
once quiet e n v h  
Gorge Rd., and Ti 
new mad outlets 
redevelopmenf pro 

2. More trees shoul 
evergreen flo werk 

3. Tbc guidelines to 
Slree r Design Man 

4 Eliminate h e ]  
violations of Ca 
contribute to visua 

5 ,  With dmsification 
the quality of life 
paths should be ca 

Other concerns have kei 
the Environmental Impacl 

Sincerely, 

/ ManlynRecd , President of Allied Garde 

nt Project Program Environmental Impact Report 

mdens Community Council, I would like to submit the 
concerns for consideration in developing the dsafi 

t on the Grantvilh kdevelopnnent Project. 

re, speed and volume), ho t  traiEc (contributhg to excessive 
d exhaust systems and boom boxes all have. disrupted tbe 
eat for residents along Waring Rd., Zion Ave., Mission 
n Ave. Consideration needs to be given to the meation of 
mitigate the densificatbn that would result fiom 
ts. 

be plated. Ttte bees should alternate flowmhg with 
rees. 

rd construction should be followed and reference to the New 
1 used. 

flags, streamers, pennants and Matables as mst  are 
Compliance (except under certain circtrn~~tanoes) and 

Iig ht . 

' neighborhoods, open space becomes exlremely important to 
r residents. More soccer fidrls, parks and walking/mnning 
d e d ,  
resentcd previoudy. Please include them in development of  
=port, 

Community Council 



City of San Diego 
Memorandum 

Date: August 23,2004 
To: Tracy Reed, Comml mity and Economic Development Dep 
From: Kamran Khaligh, Transportation Development Section 
Proj ect: Grantville Redevelopment Project ( NOP for DEIR ) 

artment 

We have reviewed the NOP for DEIR for the Grantville Redevelopment Project dated July 2 1,2004 
and have the following comments: 

A traffic impact analysis should be prepared to evaluate the near-term and horizon year impact of 
the proposed redevelopment plans on the fronting and nearby roads, intersections, and freeways 
including freeway ramps. Excerpts of this analysis should be included and discussed in the EIR. 
Adequate mitigations should be provided for all project near-term and horizon year significant 
impacts. 

Please have your traffic engineer contact the TransportationDevelopment staff for further discussion 
on the scope of this study. 

Please call me at 446-5357 if you have any questions. 

Kamran Khaligh 





Mr. Tracy Reed 
August 31,2004 
Page 2 

National Priorities List (NPL): A list that is maintained by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). 

Site Mitigation Program Property Database (formerly CalSites): A Database 
primarily used by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery lnformation System (RCRIS): A database 
of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 
lnformation System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is maintained 
by U.S.EPA. 

Solid Waste lnformation System (SWIS): A database provided by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both open as well as 
closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) / Spills, Leaks, Investigations and 
Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards. 

Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup sites 
and leaking underground storage tanks. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 91 1 Wilshire Boulevard, 
Los Angeles, California, 9001 7; (21 3) 452-3908; maintains a list of Formerly 
Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 

The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government agency 
to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If hazardous materials/wastes were stored 
at the site, an environmental assessment should be conducted to determine if a release 
has occurred. If so, further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and 
extent of the contamination, and the potential threat to public health and/or the 
environment should be evaluated. It may be necessary to determine if an expedited 
response action is required to reduce existing or potential threats to public health or the 
environment. If no immediate threat exists, the final remedy should be implemented in 
compliance with state regulations and policies. 

4) All environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under 
a Workplan, which is approved by a regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to oversee 
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hazardous waste cleanup. The findings and sampling results from the subsequent 
report should be clearly summarized in the EIR. 

5) Proper investigation and remedial actions, if necessary, should be conducted at 
the site prior to the new development. 

6) If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated with hazardous 
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated site, 
then the proposed development may fall within the "Border Zone of a Contaminated 
Property." Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to construction if the proposed 
project is within a "Border Zone Property." 

7) If building structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas or transportation 
structures are planned to be demolished, an investigation should be conducted for the 
presence of lead-based paints or products and asbestos containing materials (ACMs). 
If lead-based paints or products or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be 
taken during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated 
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. 

8) The project construction may require soil excavation and soil filling in certain 
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil. If the 
soil is contaminated, properly dispose of it rather than placing it in another location. 
Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils. Also, if the project 
proposes to import soil to backfill the areas excavated, proper sampling should be 
conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free of contamination. 

9) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected 
during the construction or demolition activities. A study of the site might have to be 
conducted to determine if there are, have been, or will be, any threatening releases of 
hazardous materials that may pose a risk to human health or the environment. 

10) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California 
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, chapter 
6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of Regulations, 
Title 22, Division 4.5). 

11) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes 
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite, or (c) 
disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. If so, the facility should 
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contact DTSC at (81 8) 551 -21 71 to initiate pre application discussions and determine 
the permitting process applicable to the facility. 

12) If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should 
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by 
contacting (800) 6 18-6942. 

13) Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from the 
local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for 
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA. 

14) If the project plans include discharging wastewater to storm drain, you may be 
required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit from the overseeing Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

15) If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater 
contamination is suspected, constructionldemolition in the area should cease and 
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. If it is determined 
that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR should identify how any 
required investigation andlor remediation will be conducted, and the appropriate 
government agency to provide regulatory oversight. 

16) The addresses, locations, cross streets and street boundaries should be clearly 
stated and easily identified if possible. Most projects are identified in our agency's 
database by street address, city, and zip code or cross streets if possible. 

17) If weed abatement occurred on the subject property, onsite soils could contain 
pesticide residue. If the site was used for dairy al;d cattle industry operations, the soil 
could contain related dairy, animal, or hazardous waste. If so, activities at the site may 
have contributed to soil and groundwater contamination. Proper investigation and 
remedial actions should be conducted at the site prior to any construction or 
replacement of the project. 

DTSC provides guidance for cleanup oversight through Environmental Oversight 
Agreements (EOA). For additional information on the EOA, please visit DTSC's web 
site at www.dtsc.ca.gov. 





CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: June 28, 2004 

TO: Interested Navajo and Tiei~asanta Residents and Business Owners 

FROM: Tracy Reed, Grantville Study Co-Project Manager 

SUBJECT: Public Scoping Meeting for Grantville Draft Environmental Impact Report 

The purpose of the Envirolunental Scoping Meeting is a focused meeting to solicit comments from the 
public as to the scope and content of environmental issues to be examined in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR), including potential alternatives to the project and mitigation measures. The scopiny 
meeting is not a forum to debate the merits of the proposed project. Public comment will be taken; 
however, there will be no formal recommendation or vote as part of the meeting. The public comment 
will be provided to the EIR consultant for use in preparation of the Draft EIR. 

If you have any questions please contact me at (6 19) 533-75 19 or TReed(iil,sandiego.~ov or Maricela Leon 
at (6 19) 533-5265 or MLeo~i@,sai~cliego.gov 

Project Information is available at: www.sandiego.gov/i*edevelopl~mt-a-tville 



Overview of CEQA/EIR Process 

Initial Determination: 

Initial review of the project and determination as to the appropriate process to 
follow under CEQA. 

- Not all projects require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Exenlptions and 
Negative Declarations) 

- The Redevelopment Agency has determined that the project may have a 
significant effect on the enviroilment and that preparation of an 
Envirolunei~tal Impact Report (EIR) will be required to comply with 
CEQA. 

EIR Process: 

8 EIR preparation is a relatively lengthy and labor-intensive process. Normally 
requires the lead agency to hire a consulting firm to prepare the documentation. 

Scoping Process: 

Initial step in EIR preparation is to solicit input from public agencies and general public 
as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) - brief document sent to public agencies and 
individuals stating that the Agency is preparing an EIR for the proposed project 
and requesting that the agencies respond in writing as to specific issues that 
should be addressed in the EIR. The NOP review period is 30 days. 

0 Scoping Meeting - The Agency is holding this scoping meeting tonight to seek 
further input fiom the public as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

Draft EIR: 

The next step in the EIR process is the preparation of the Draft EIR. This phase takes 
several months as various technical studies will be completed (zag.. traffic. biology, 
cultural resources). 

The DR4FT EIR is made available for review and comment by rhe public and 
public agencies for a period of 45-days. 

lgsncies and individuais are rsquesred ro submit commnts in wriring. 

The DRAFT EIR is anticipared to be available in Dscember 3001. 



Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

The following environmental topics will be addressed in the Program Environmental 
Impact Report: 

Land Use 
Transportation/Circulation 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Cultural Resources 
Biological Resources 
Geology 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Paleontological Resources 
Aesthetics 
Water Quality/Hy drology 
PopulatiodHousing 
Public Services 
Mineral Resources 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Growth-Inducing Impacts 
Cumulative Impacts 



Comment Form 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

SCOPING MEETING 

On the lines provided below, please list those issues or concerns you feel need to be 
addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project. Please be as specific and detailed as possible so that the EIR 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO GRANTVILLE MEETING 

MODERATOR: The main purpose of tonight's meeting is to get 
public testimony from everybody, written and orally. Written is 
a lot easier for us to follow and we can, you know, follow 
what's written down. There are forms in the back that explain 
what's going on with redevelopment in that there is a form for 
people to fill out. I've already gotten three submitted to me 
so far. It explains what the environmental process is somewhat, 
what the purpose of the scoping meeting is and what items would 
be involved as part of the EIR. This has been noticed in the 
newspaper. Everybody that' s on our mailing list got the public 
notice also and, like I said, this is the main process of 
starting off the environmental document that everybody hear's 
about the environmental document. So it's very important for 
you to come up and speak, say your name, fill out a speaker 
slip. Also fill out the form if you want to give us public 
testimony. It's the only type of meeting where you really get 
public testimony and this will be all transcribed from the tape 
and it will be part of the environmental document and Tim Gnibus 
is with Butler Roach Group, who is the one that's our consultant 
for putting together the environmental document. Tim's the 
expert on this. 

MALE: Tim, before you get going, it's real important if you 
want to speak at different times, please (unintelligible) 
speaker slips with the Environmental Impact Report 
(unintelligible) . 

MODERATOR: And we've got the map up here so if somebody wants 
to come up and point to a certain location or something, we can 
kind of fine tune it. 

TIM: Okay, thank you. Once again, my name is Tim Gnibus and 
I'm with BRG Consulting and we are the environmental consultant 
firm that is preparing the Environmental Impact Report that 
addresses the Grantville Redevelopment Project. I do want to 
thank you for being here. I know that some of you were here 
last month and there may be a couple new faces. I am going to 
go through the process a little bit again for those of you that 
weren't here last month, but, specifically, for tonight's 
meeting, it's a very focused meeting. We are trying to get your 
input as to what we should be looking at in the Environmental 
Impact Report. So, anything from specific issues related to 
traffic or maybe geology or biology, those kind of issues. So 
our purpose tonight is to get comments from you. We're also 



looking for comments related to potential alternatives and other 
issues that we may not be anticipating right now in terms of the 
environmental scope. 

I wanted to talk a little bit about the CEQA process and when I 
say CEQA, I'm saying the California Environmental Quality Act. 
From now on I will use CEQA, and it's spelled C-E-Q-A and I'll 
run through, in general, the process so you have a little bit 
more of a broader understanding of where we're going. This is 
the actual first step in the process. There are basically three 
major phases. There's the Notice of Preparation and Scoping 
Phase. There's a Draft EIR Phase and there's a Final EIR Phase. 
We are in the initial stages as Tracy said. We are trying to 
determine the scope of the document. That scoping process 
involves typically a scoping meeting. It also involves a notice 
called the Notice of Preparation. The Notice of Preparation is 
actually sent to public agencies, such as CalTrans and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service and perhaps adjacent jurisdictions to 
inform them that we are preparing an Environmental Impact Report 
for this project an we're soliciting their input as to concerns 
or issues that they see. The Notice of Preparation period is a 
30-day long period and it's actually beginning tonight and is 
going to end on August 30 and, during that time, we will be 
receiving comments from the public and public agencies and we 
will be looking at those comments and we will be figuring out 
what else we need to look at in the Environmental Impact Report. 

So after the close of the Notice of Preparation period, you 
won't see any activity related to the EIR until the draft EIR is 
prepared and right now, that's scheduled to be released in 
December of this year and it is a 45-day public review comment 
period where the document will be made available in a variety of 
fashions. Copies will be made available in local libraries, at 
the redevelopment agency. We will post it on the Internet and 
you'll have the ability to review the document and make comments 
as to the scope and the content and any issues that we may have 
overlooked or any other thoughts you may have as to the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

What we will do is we will take all the written comments 
received on the draft EIR and respond to each one of those and 
that comes in two forms. We revise the draft EIR to respond to 
the comments, and we also specifically state a response to each 
one of the comments you may have raised and together we combine 
those elements and form what we call a final EIR and that's the 
last phase of the CEQA process. If we're going according to 



schedule here, that document would be prepared sometime in about 
February of next year and that's the document that's forwarded 
to the Planning Commission and the redevelopment agency for 
their consideration as part of approval of this project. 

So, and just a real brief description of an EIR. Some of you 
may have seen an EIR before and others have no idea what one 
looks like, but they're usually about this thick, several 
hundred pages. I have provided a list of the topics that we 
plan on analyzing in the document and each topic has its own 
section with a description of the setting of the environmental 
topic, potential impacts and then mitigation measures. We also 
look at alternatives to the project and we look at what we call 
cumulative impacts. We don't look at just this project by 
itself. We look at other projects that may be occurring in the 
area and what those effects may have on this project area. A 
good example with that is probably traffic. 

So really that's a brief introduction to the process and what we 
would like to do is just encourage written comments foremost, 
but if you have any specific comments you want to give verbally, 
go ahead and do so and we are recording it. Actually, we have 
two tape recorders here to make sure we get your comments and 
also if you have any questions, I'll try to answer them for you 
and with that I think we can just go ahead and open it up. 

MODERATOR: Right. Thank you. 

MALE: Let's start with the (unintelligible) questions or issues 
(unintelligible) (THIS SPEAKER IS TOO FAR AWAY FROM THE TAPE 
RECORDER) in particular public comment and we'll allow three 
minutes on the public comment (unintelligible). 

MALE: TOO FAR AWAY TO HEAR ANYTHING. 

MALE : Yeah, I mean, I've gotten three comments, written 
comments sent to me, just for the record. 

TIM: We have a total of five. We have a total of five letters 
so far. 

MALE: TOO FAR AWAY AGAIN! ! ! they create an idea of what they 
might want to say, if you want (unintelligible). 

TIM: Yes. 



MALE: And what are the specific public services. 

TIM: Public services are police, fire, emergency services, 
schools, parks and recreation, sewer, water, library. 

MALE: On (unintelligible) description it makes reference to 
residential and (unintelligible) we don't have residential in 
our area so (unintelligible). To carry it one step further, 
even if they're working in the residential planning area, 
(unintelligible) whatever (unintelligible). 

TIM: If it's, we will be looking at the community plan land 
uses so if there are areas that are zoned residential in the 
project area or adjacent to it, we might be looking at in terms 
of what land use compatibility. 

MALE: I haven't gotten into details, but some of the commercial 
(unintelligible) as mentioned. It's already along Mission 
Gorge. 

MALE: You have the land use is industrial. It's going to 
affect the air quality, noise, and so forth and so on, much 
different from (unintelligible) office, so how do you look at 
the land uses. This is (unintelligible) A, we got a bunch of 
different uses (unintelligible) so how do you segregate them 
when you have office buildings, industrial (unintelligible) 
impact. 

TIM: And there's a lot of, I'll try to be brief here, but there 
are a lot of different types of air quality impacts associated 
with a particular use. Industrial might have well with any of 
the uses, the primary air quality impact is from traffic and so 
we look at different trip generation rates for each of the uses 
and calculate how many trips would be generated based on 
potential development and so industrial will have a different 
level of impact than commercial uses than whatever open space. 
That's one distinction. Then in terms of specific uses, if they 
are point uses, what we call point uses where we might have a 
smokestack or something, we have to take a closer look at those 
to see do any exist in the project area and what are the issues 
associated with those. We might contact the Air Pollution 
Control District to get historical data from them. 

MALE: How about the (unintelligible). 

TIM: Yes. 



MALE: Are you asking that question (unintelligible). 

MALE: And that is something that can be (unintelligible) even 
though the community (unintelligible) updated (unintelligible). 

TIM: It may show up in the form of an alternative and it depends 
on what type of impacts were identified. The main goal of the 
alternatives is to reduce impacts so it depends on what the 
issue is. If we have a significant traffic impact perhaps we 
might be looking at an alternative land use that wouldn't 
concentrate more density around the trolley station or something 
like that. I'm just throwing that out there, I have no 
this point. 

MALE: Does that answer your question. 

MALE: Do you work with (unintelligible). 

TIM: Are you saying that they prepared one for the 
station. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

TIM: And that's the kind of comment we would like 
because we can go find that document and look at it. 

idea at 

trolley 

to hear 

MALE: (unintelligible) years ago we went to the planning 
process, but (unintelligible) . 

TIM: Okay, thank you. 

MALE: I guess another thing too that was helpful in another 
scoping meeting we did, like if you know any activity that 
happened. When we did one in the college area, people brought 
up that on this property here 20 years ago it used to be a gas 
station and there is records available for that, but in the 
college area we actually found two that the community identified 
that weren't on the county records. So those are other things 
that are pretty important to bring up or whatever is if you've 
got a historical nature of what may be transpired on the 
property 20-30 years ago it somehow may not have been recorded. 

MALE: Have you heard from the (unintelligible) member about the 
new Alvarado (unintelligible) Mission Gorge (unintelligible) 
that is going to go through the commercial site (unintelligible) 



and I just wonder if you have that built into your plans because 
the interchange as we initially envisioned it is not going to 
change. There's still going to be (unintelligible) Interstate 8 
(unintelligible) exist; however, there will be a way for 
Alvarado connecting route (unintelligible) through that semi- 
industrial center (unintelligible). 

FEMALE: (unintelligible) 

MALE: I'm aware of it, I'm not sure Tim's aware of. Right, 
there is a proposal, I don't know who's if it is 
(unintelligible), CalTrans or both or even city transportation 
department that has looked at some ways to revise that 
intersection so that Alvarado Canyon Road doesn't have to kind 
of get on the offramp to get down to Mission Gorge, try to make 
that and that's a thing that I do know of, but I think it's also 
good that, Tim, that we need to do our research on that from who 
produced those sketches or schematics for that interchange and 
I've heard prices quoted on it too. 

MALE: Do you know anything about that? 

MALE: I'm not sure. I've seen it a few times (unintelligible) 
and I'm just not sure. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MALE: We'll do some research on that. 

TIM: Great comment, we will research 
it and how far along it is and how 
what's going on here. 

MALE: That project in and of 
(unintelligible). 

that and 
it fits 

itself 

MALE: Right, they do modeling as part of the 

see who's planning 
in the context of 

is going to be 

whole traffic flow 
and I wouldn't say everything needs an EIR, but I guess 
something of that nature and that size and that cost probably 
(unintelligible) . 

FEMALE: Well, first off, I talked to you a little bit before 
the meeting about Friars Road and 1-15 so that's one of the big 
concerns. I don't think that's even in the redevelopment area, 



but it impacts as traffic backs up. Likewise, it backs up too 
on Fairmount at Fairmount and Mission Gorge. It backs up way 
back and which I imagine presents a problem for Kaiser employees 
when they're trying to even go home too as well as other people. 
Speed on Waring Road through residential areas, on Zion Avenue, 
on Twain Avenue. There are the theater streets, Princess View, 
these are all streets that are right in the heart of Allied 
Gardens where the speeds, we've had any number of traffic 
studies and police being out there taking the speed studies or 
catching speeders and they've been clocked at exorbitant speeds, 
so what's going to happen then. Do you correlate with the 
Police Department in getting some kind of documentation, the 
number of tickets on speeding and so forth that are going on in 
the area. 

TIM: Typically, we wouldn't do that. We would be aware of it 
through comments, but some of it gets down to more the community 
plan level in terms of what the community planners envision for 
a certain street and how to treat it and those recommendations 
are shown in the community plan so we're looking at what we call 
level of service and which you mentioned the congested 
intersection and so forth, and typically we don't get into speed 
limit violations and how that's done because if there's a safety 
issue then that's might be where it's triggered I suppose. 

FEMALE: Generally what happens when you get clogs on these main 
thoroughfares, they start coming up through the residential 
areas and that's what I was talking to you about and they start 
speeding through the residents, through the neighborhoods and 
that could be a very bad problem as far as safety is for 
children and even walking and so forth, bicyclists. Also another 
concern is Waring Road at the intersection right down near 1-8 
and Waring Road. That backs up in the morning a lot, trying to 
get on to 1-8 and from Allied Gardens, I think everybody feeds 
from San Carlos (unintelligible) down there. (unintelligible) 
and that's another bad point right there. Also too, on the San 
Diego River Master Plan, I noticed is there going to be some 
kind of coordination there between the plans and bringing that 
into the CIR here so you're going to use their documents and so 
forth as far as. 

TIM: We're hoping to, we don't know how far along they are with 
their data, but we're hoping to be able to pull a lot of that 
into the study. 

FEMALE: Right because I had heard something about that at one 



point they were looking into developers who were thinking about 
putting homes or houses and things like that along the river. 
That, again, causes, I don't know exactly where, but that would 
cause some kind of densification again for our area impacting 
our streets, our schools and so forth. And let's see, the last 
one is that you have a tank farm that's next to Qualcomm Stadium 
and that tank farm is a main polluter right there so do you take 
that data into consideration when you're looking at pollution 
levels here because they're a big contributor to this area. 

TIM: Okay. 

FEMALE: And last, but not least, when the Chargers are at 
Qualcomm Stadium, when they leave when everyone empties out of 
Qualcomm, they generally bypass Friars Road or try to and they 
head to Waring or if they don't make it to Waring and it gets 
too locked up, they again come up through the neighborhood 
trying to get out various ways, so again it would have to do 
with the impact of Qualcomm Stadium, which is also outside of 
this redevelopment area, but it impacts our area quite a bit and 
with traffic and so forth so that's another concern. 

MALE: Diane (unintelligible). 

DIANE: Yes, there were. I just wanted to mention that there's 
some square footage that's been added to the Kaiser Permanente 
Medical Center. It's all been permitted, but there have been 52 
beds that were added in two stages and there's a little 
administrative building on Orcutt, right behind what's now Grab 
'N Go, it used to Kentucky Fried Chicken, and there's been a bit 
of expansion at the Vandevere property, Vandevere and Riverdale. 

MALE: Maybe it's a good idea for Tim. 

DIANE: I don't have it off the top of my head, but I could get 
it. 

MALE: Yeah, I think maybe it's a good idea for Tim to meet with 
you probably to get what all the uses and stuff and footage that 
Kaiser has to be able to get a really good handle on all those 
numbers. That's going to be a great resource for us to not have 
to go look through permits and stuff to figure out what the 
footage and uses are. 

DIANE: We can get that easily and I don't know exclusively as a 
result, but there are some traffic and safety issues now 



particularly as I have observed at Orcutt as it spills on to 
Mission Gorge Road right between Grab 'N Go and Bank of America 
and then there's a curb cut to access the Vons shopping center 
on Mission Gorge Road and they're just within feet of each other 
and there's an increased amount of traffic, cars using both of 
those egress and ingress particularly as they leave, it creates 
some risky and hazardous situations and then also we have 
studied, Kaiser Permanente has studied the feasibility of 
getting a traffic signal at the entrance one of the main 
entrances to the hospital on Zion, but it's been determined that 
it's too close to Crawford, but, again, any increases in traffic 
along Zion is just going to create additional safety hazards and 
risks for people trying to leave that and make right and left 
turns, but I'd be happy to get with you and get. 

MALE: I mean, that's data that's. 

DIANE: We have it easily. 

MALE: I have a little concern about the area those 
(unintelligible) is between Zion and (unintelligible) Road on 
the opposite side of the street. There are single-family 
residences and apartments in that area and even though they are 
not (unintelligible). 

MALE: I have a sort of general question. I understand this 
isn't a project so to have a project to build something you 
initially have to (unintelligible) and (unintelligible) building 
some things so we're not going to (unintelligible) traffic, is 
that correct? 

TIM: If I understood you correctly. We take the existing 
setting and we look at what the existing conditions are today. 
That's our baseline, so that's what we (unintelligible) for 
traffic and then we project the development potential and 
project the traffic associated with that, that's the project and 
so we see where the project either creates another deficiency or 
increases an existing one so it's that. 

MALE: How do you go about producing the development. 

TIM: It's based on a community plan, plan uses. 

MALE: But there is a mitigation monitoring plan as part of. 

TIM: Yeah, well the second and maybe, the second part of your 



question of there will be, this is a program EIR so there will 
be steps to follow for subsequent projects in the project area 
as they come forward and staff actually needs to make a 
determination that the project's consistent with the assumptions 
that are made from this EIR. Sometimes you might need to do a 
different type of environmental document and maybe it's not an 
EIR. Maybe it's a negative declaration or there's a new 
mitigation (unintelligible) or something that you couldn't 
foresee now that would need to be implemented as part of that 
specific project. 

MALE: I'm just going to run off a couple of things if you don't 
mind. 

MALE: Does it relate to this? 

MALE: Yes. I have heard (unintelligible) so if I'm off base, 
you can tell me why (unintelligible). We've got the River 
Coalition, the River Conservancy, and they want to build a river 
park. If we're talking about redeveloping the area, 
(unintelligible) of the area, so wouldn't the concept of having 
the river park reduce the money that we're going to expect from 
this and sort of mitigate what you're trying to accomplish. 

MALE: There's going to be a give and take. 

MALE: You'll lose some of your. 

MALE: Community plan says you have a certain buffer from 
habitat. Yes that ' s (unintelligible) of the land and community 
plan says you need a 100-foot buffer from habitat, then it comes 
down to where is the habitat line drawn, but yeah there is going 
to be a give and take. 

MALE: At what point in time will the (unintelligible) boundary 
between the golf course and the Federal property and 
(unintelligible) . 

MALE: Eric, excuse me, could you kind of project a little bit 
down this way, because we have idea what you're talking about. 

MALE: The question was we have a slightly uncertain boundary 
with the golf course and Federal property and the 
(unintelligible) property so I'm just wondering at what point in 
time we will know the answer to that. 



MODERATOR: Well I think the biggest question there is the 
direction we're going right now, we're including two parcels 
that Federally owned that are part Admiral Baker and one private 
parcel that appears to be part of Admiral Baker. That's the 
direction we're going on right now and I don't know about who 
owns what, how that will be resolved, but our direction right 
now is that what we're leaving in is those private parcels. 

MALE: We have to know the answer to that question before we can 
finish. 

MODERATOR: Right, yeah, I know the Navy's doing research and 
we're going to be doing additional research, but two of those, 
yes, the part that are owned by the Feds. There's a third 
parcel that appears not to be part of the Federal land. 

MALE: But we're not sure. My point is are we going to know from 
this preliminary plan, from the draft EIR, we'll certainly have 
to know by the end. 

MODERATOR: Right, probably what we do the next big step is the 
preliminary report and by then we have to have more 
identification regarding ownership. 

MALE: So you know who's (unintelligible) . 

MODERATOR: Yeah. 

MALE: So regarding the quarry property, we've got these big 
settling ponds. Could you describe what's going to happen to 
them and how your process is going to treat that. I don't know 
what the existing land use is for settling ponds, but it was 
created fairly recently, but what's going to happen, is there an 
answer to the what's going to happen question. Can you describe 
what's going to happen. 

TIM: I'm not sure if I know either. I imagine, I'm not aware of 
the settling ponds and obviously I think in water quality and 
hydrology and biology there so. 

MALE : (unintelligible) those ponds were typically 
(unintelligible) the land use was allowed by zone 
(unintelligible). 

MALE: Don't they have to have a reservation plan as part of 
their extraction plan. 



MALE: It depends on when the permit was issued. 

MODERATOR: If it's a current permit, it does have to have a 
state approved (unintelligible). The City actually 
(unintelligible) . If it's an older permit that's not 
necessarily (unintelligible). 

MALE: We've heard that the Superior Ready Mix wants to develop 
the western part of their property sooner rather than later and 
the eastern part, the active quarry, will (unintelligible) 10, 
20, 30 years. Is what we know is Superior's current plan to do 
the development is that going to figure in to this 
(unintelligible). Is that going to be addressed. 

TIM: To the degree that we were aware of them. We will try to 
address those. 

MODERATOR: The community plans to address that of what it is now 
and what it would be in the future and how it recommends those 
steps and that's what we'll be looking at. 

MALE: Can I ask one of you a question? Are you guys looking for 
a rezone at that (unintelligible). 

MODERATOR: Don't know yet. We are in the very early stages of 
figuring out what to do because now we're not satisfied or happy 
with how it looks with the (unintelligible), but we're just 
beginning the process. 

MALE: So it sounds like you're not far enough along to 
(unintelligible) . 

MODERATOR: (unintelligible) 

MALE: Because if they're going to rezone it, then. 

MODERATOR: I know but like I said, we'll do some more research 
within the community plans that I think the community plan does 
talk about current and future land uses, but not in detail, not 
as in it should be this commercial zone or this industrial zone. 
It may say this should be industrial zone with this purpose and 
then we'll look at, it's the land use vs. zoning maybe be 
inconsistent sometimes in those cases you may have an 
agricultural zone as a holding pattern for the mining 
operations, but the community plan states that down the road it 



can become industrial, light industrial, but it doesn' t 
the zone timing. Does that make some sense. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MALE: (unintelligible) planning the future, so by him 
about the road (unintelligible) support is that are you 
about later, (unintelligible) about these 
(unintelligible) . 

specify 

knowing 
talking 
things 

MODERATOR: Yeah, it helps to know what's going on and what's 
been looked at or what hasn't been looked at or what's been 
brought up because it can put into the traffic modeling, it can 
be put into flood control planning. If something's all of a 
sudden it can be completely turned from earth to concrete then 
you've got a drainage problem. One of the things that I know is 
that the culvert under Fairmount and Mission Gorge there's been 
some documentation done that there needs to be an extra culvert 
there when we do get the floods. Some of the channel has been, 
the bottom has been concreted in upstream, but downstream is 
riffraff and it makes a sharp turn so those types of things, 
they're going to be put into it as part of the modeling for the 
water flow and stuff like this. 

MALE: (unintelligible) future, (unintelligible) right here, 
right now. 

MODERATOR: That's going to be somewhere in the alternatives too 
is the future. 

MALE: So we have alternatives in the plan. 

MODERATOR: Right. 

MALE: I just (unintelligible) I think the future does have to be 
studied particularly as (unintelligible) traffic and circulation 
that from a redevelopment perspective to me that's very 
important money flow into that area and so whether it be the 
roads that are (unintelligible) community plan or capacities 
that are needed to fill the community plan objectives. I don't 
which way that works. (unintelligible) to comment. But there's 
got to be some (unintelligible) to traffic engineering. The 
other issue (unintelligible) kinds of things, we need to be 
studied with an eye towards the community plan (unintelligible) 
so the study, there has to be some correlation as to what it is 
today . 



MODERATOR: Right, like I know one of the thing's that 
interesting, supposedly this week they were supposed to go to 
planning commission with the (unintelligible) plan, drafts from 
the (unintelligible) plan is supposed to go to planning 
commission this Thursday and it's been postponed for some reason 
and from the preliminary it's out on the website and I haven't 
been able to look at it, but one of the things I read in the 
papers or documents was that as you channelize things and reduce 
the width, that increases the flow rate and so forth and so on. 

END FIRST TAPE 

TAPE 2 

MALE: (unintelligible) solve all the problems. (unintelligible) 
but instead it's a study of this could be well (unintelligible) 
complaints. It's intended to generate a certain amount of 
revenue, which is in turn intended to be reinvested in the 
community and that (unintelligible). 

MODERATOR: Right, typically in a community plan you have a list 
of CIP projects that you want to do, which you would fold into 
the implementation plan, five-year implementation plan after the 
redevelopment plan is adopted. In this case, we may be taking 
things out of the EIR, alternatives of same in the 
implementation plan, here's an alternative that should be in the 
five-year plan. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MODERATOR: And we're going to be taking alternatives and putting 
it in the five-year implementation plan and saying, we're going 
to improve this intersection within year two or three or when 
something takes place. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MODERATOR: All right, let's move over to public comment. Again, 
if you would keep your time to three minutes, we would greatly 
appreciate it. 

MODERATOR: It might be better for them to come over here since 
we have the tape recorder. 

TIM: That will work. Turn that around there. 



(fixing tape recorder in the room--men just talking about that-- 
not worth transcribing) 

MODERATOR: First up, Art Sloan. 

MALE: I'll submit the comments in writing. 

MODERATOR: Okay. Next Charles Little. 

CHARLES LITTLE: My name is Charles Little and I'm 5975 
Fairmount. I want to ask a question and that may be to cut to 
the chase here. On this draft preliminary plan, is this 
something you will follow to come up with this so-called EIR? 

MODERATOR: Yes. 

CHARLES LITTLE: Per se. Because there's things I see in here, 
the replanning which they've talked about, but you're not going 
to really change anything in our overall planning, I wonder 
about that, improved traffic flow, parking. For example now, I 
want to tell you something of what's happening I've told you 
before about what happens on Mission Gorge Road. They come off 
on Fairmount. There's a red zone right after you come off and 
then it narrows down to one lane after you get through. You 
come through there. They've got truckers that are parked in 
that red zone. Cops do nothing about it. You've got a left 
turn lane same thing and the (unintelligible) that street uses 
that and truckers use that for their loading zones to unload and 
load vehicles. 

TIM: What street to what street? 

CHARLES LITTLE: From Mission Gorge to (unintelligible). On 
Fairmount. The other thing is one day I caught a policeman over 
at the post office and tried to ask him about why this happens. 
You also see it on Mission Gorge Road and you see it frequently 
on Mission Gorge Road and I asked him about it. Why in the hell 
don't you guys do something about that. He kind of it was 
almost like somebody's telling them don't mess with them. He 
says to me, "Where well else are they going to park? That's not 
my problem." Though we have enough problem on those streets 
with just the normal flow of traffic and then we got a police 
force that is not enforcing the laws. You go on up 20, there's 
red zones there by the store. You go by there and the same damn 
thing's happening because you see these trucking companies that 



a r e  l o a d i n g  a n d  u n l o a d i n g  v e h i c l e s  s o  you  c a n  d o  a l l  t h e s e  
t h i n g s ,  b u t  i f  w e  d o n ' t  h a v e  a  p o l i c e  f o r c e  t h a t ' s  w o r k i n g  t o  
t a k e  c a r e  a n d  e n f o r c e  t h e  l a w s ,  whe re  a r e  we. T h e r e ' s  many 
t h i n g s  i n  h e r e  and  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  wr i t e  you a n o t h e r  l e t t e r ,  b u t ,  
f o r  e x a m p l e ,  o n e  o f  t h e  t h i n g s  you  t a l k  a b o u t  i n  h e r e  i s  
p r o v i d i n g  a f f o r d a b l e  h o u s i n g .  Where h a v e  w e  g o t  t h a t  p l a n n e d ?  
And r e p l a c e m e n t  o f  p u b l i c  i m p r o v e m e n t s .  You h a v e n ' t  d o n e  
a n y t h i n g  on t h a t  s i n c e  w e ' v e  b e e n  i n  t h i s .  And t h e  r e s t o r a t i o n  
o f  w a t e r w a y s .  I s  t h a t  a  c i t y  f u n c t i o n ?  I t  d i d n ' t  sound  t o  me 
l i k e  i t  was.  And t h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  t h a t  w o r r i e s  me a s  I l i s t e n  t o  
t h i s ,  it s o u n d s  t o  m e  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  E I R  i s  g o i n g  t o  b e  word 
o f  mouth i n s t e a d  of  r e a l  f a c t s  and  t h a t  b o t h e r s  m e .  

T I M :  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h a t ' s  t r u e  o f  a n  E I R  b e c a u s e  i t ' s .  

CHARLES L I T T L E :  Well w e  s h a l l  s e e  when w e  s h a l l  see.  But i t ' s  
l i k e  t h i s  s t u f f  i n  h e r e  somebody t o o k  t h i s  o f f  o f  a  compu te r  t o  
t e l l  a  f r i e n d  w i t h o u t  a n y  t h o u g h t  o f  what  we're t a l k i n g  a b o u t .  
The o t h e r  t h i n g  I ' d  b e  c u r i o u s  a b o u t  i s  when w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  f i n d  
o u t  t h a t  a l l  t h e s e  c o s t s  a r e  r u n n i n g  up  b e c a u s e  I know w e  
b o r r o w e d  $125 ,000  t o  s t a r t  w i t h  a n d  I ' m  damn s u r e  t h a t ' s  gone  
t h r o u g h  b y  now, s o  w e  s h o u l d  g e t  a n  u p d a t e  on  t h a t  o n c e  i n  
a w h i l e .  Thank you f o r  p u t t i n g  up w i t h  me. 

MODERATOR: Next comments ( u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ) .  

FEMALE: My c o n c e r n  i s  t r a f f i c  and  s a f e t y .  With a l l  f u t u r e  r o a d s  
c l o s e d ,  how a r e  you  g o i n g  t o  t a k e  c a r e  o f  a n d  accommodate  
i n c r e a s e d  t r a f f i c .  W e  n e e d  a  r e a l i t y  c h e c k  f o r  t h e  s a f e t y  of  
t h e  r e s i d e n t s  a n d  b u s i n e s s e s .  More c a r s  a n d  n o  r o a d s  i s  n o t  
g o i n g  t o  g i v e  you a  b a l a n c e d  e q u a t i o n .  I ' m  v e r y  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  
t h e  s a f e t y .  S a f e t y .  S a f e t y .  

MODERATOR: Thank you. Next ( u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ) .  
MALE: I wan t  t o  a d d r e s s  a  p r o b l e m  t h a t  w e  h a v e  h e r e  i n  t h e  
w i n t e r t i m e .  A s  you know, w e  g e t  h e a v y  r a i n s  and  w e  g e t  n o t  s o  
h e a v y  r a i n s  i n  t h e  s e a s o n .  I ' v e  b e e n  i n  t h i s  n e i g h b o r h o o d  f o r  
a b o u t  t h e  l a s t  40 y e a r s  and  t h e r e ' s  n e v e r  b e e n  a  t i m e  i n  t h e  
w i n t e r t i m e  t h a t  San Diego M i s s i o n  Road h a s n ' t  b e e n  c l o s e d  and  i n  
t h e  p e r i o d  o f  h e a v y  r a i n s  t h a t  c a n  b e  c l o s e d  up t o  t h r e e  weeks 
a n d  w e  n e e d  t o  a d d r e s s  b e c a u s e  I u s e  i t  a l l  t h e  t i m e  t o  l e a v e  
t h i s  a r e a  s o  I d o n ' t  have  t o  g e t  o n  t h a t  f r e e w a y  and  I know a  
l o t  o f  o t h e r  p e o p l e  do  t o o ,  b u t  i n  t h e  w i n t e r t i m e ,  i t  r e a l l y  
( u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ) .  I t h i n k  i n  1 9 7 9 ,  two p e o p l e  w e r e  drowned ,  
t h e y  were  swep t  o f f  San  Diego M i s s i o n  Road on  t h e i r  way t o  t h e  
c h u r c h ,  t h e  M i s s i o n ,  and  t h a t  w a t e r  was p r o b a b l y  a b o u t  5 f e e t  



high and they tried to drive through it. In the ERA we should 
address that somehow. Maybe a little bridge. Oh also, I was, 
at one time on the statement down here, there was a proposal and 
$5 million set aside to build another outlet across the San 
Diego River over to Camino del Rio North, how come we haven't 
done that to help relieve this traffic. 

TIM: I guess I know too much sometimes, but the cost went up 
excessively. It was actually to a hearing about 1-1/2 years ago 
and decided not to put the link in for environmental and cost 
reasons. It was in the Mission Valley plan. 

MALE: It should would help us out in the Mission Gorge 
redevelopment area if we had that bridge and solve quite a bit 
of that freeway problem. 

TIM: I understand, it was in the plan and that's what the 
modeling (unintelligible) . 

MALE: I tell what, if you can take it back to the powers that be 
(unintelligible). Thank you. 

MODERATOR: (unintelligible) 

MALE: (unintelligible) teacher. My main concern I have a lot of 
concerns about traffic, which is a big, big problem, but my main 
concern is air quality because we get a tremendous breeze along 
Mission Gorge coming this way towards the south so that we did 
not and we've lived here 40 years, we have not had to put air 
conditioning in until 5 years ago and because you get that 
breeze and it comes up in the afternoon and evening. My concern 
is that whenever the industrial business development comes along 
and (unintelligible) the river, you will block that not only on 
Mission Gorge but I think even people up the hill get it 
(unintelligible) and so I agree that (unintelligible) about 
blocking (unintelligible) . 

MODERATOR: Can I get your name? 

FEMALE: Anne Lee. 

TIM: Thank you guys for providing your comments and we'll 
encourage you to submit written comments if you didn't speak 
tonight and, like I said, we will take all of those into 
consideration and conducting our next steps and study and the 
last point is that the comment period ends on August 30 so 



there's still some time if you have additional comments you want 
to make, please feel free to do so. Thank you. 

MODERATOR: And the form will, hopefully, be by the end of this 
week or at least by the start of next week will be on our 
internet site so if you know people who weren't here and didn't 
get a copy of the form, they can print it off the website. 

MALE: Okay, great. 

MALE: (unintelligible) 

MODERATOR: Okay, old business done. (unintelligible) 
FEMALE: In the preliminary draft preliminary plan on page 4 of 
that plan, they talk about the area where sub areas P and some 
of the problems and divisions that we're proposed to 
(unintelligible) redevelopment included deterioration and 
dilapidation in that area (unintelligible) dilapidated, 
(unintelligible) . 

TRACY: Well I mean, that will come out as part of the plan.==== 

MALE: Yeah I would just like to point when we do those minutes, 
I think the minutes from the past all the meetings have been 
very brief and as a result don't really reflect accuracy of what 
has transpired at the meetings and so I'd recommend that all the 
meetings should be tape for accuracy purposes but I'd like to 
point out -- 

I STOPPED TYPING HERE AS THIS DID NOT SOUND LIKE PART OF THE 
MEETING THAT YOU NEEDED. 
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Comment Form 

PAGE 01 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

SCOPING MEETING 

On the lines provided below, please list those issues or concerns you feel need to be 

addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project. Please be as specific and detailed as possible so that the EIR may address all of 

your  concerns or issues. If necessary, please attach additional pages. Once completed. 

please submit your written comments to: Mr. Tracy Reed, Project Manager 600 B Strest. 

Fourth Floor. MS 904, San Diego, CA 92101, fax: (61 9) 533-5250. emat  
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_C.omment Form 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

SCOPING MEETING 

On the lines provided below, please list those issues or concerns you feel need to be 

addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project. Please be as specific and detailed as possible so that the EIR may address all of 

your concerns or issues. If necessary, please attach additional pages. Once completed, 

please submit your  written comments to: Mr. f racy Reed, Project Manager, 600 B Street, 

fourth Floor, MS 904, San Diego, CA 92101, fax: (619) 533-5250, email: 

treed@sandieqo.gov. Your comments must be received by August 30, 2004. 

T h e  C o n c e r n  i s  t h a t  F e n t o n  D e v e l o p m e n t  i s  p a y i n g  t o  h a v e  %ts 
W '  ' - 

F- 
e m p l o v c c  a s  t h e  c h a i r m a n  o f  the a d v i s o r y  c o r n m i t r e e  so it c a n  

u s e  e m i n e n t  d o m a i n  o n c e  r e d e v e l o p m e n t  i s  a p p r o v e d  t o  b u l l d  

a s h o p p i n g  c e n t e r  o n  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  o f  M i s s i o n  G o r g e  from 

Home D e p o t .  M L s s i o n  G o q g ~ ? : s  t r a f f i c  p r o b l e m  i s  l a r g e l y  d u e  

t o  Fenton's Home D e p o t  s h o p p i n g  c e n t e r a n d  t h e  r u m o r s  a r e  t h a r  

p r o p e r t y  w i l l  b e  taken t h r o u g h  e m i n e n t  d o m a i n  t o  expand Mission 

G o r g e  s o  F e n t o n  could build that o t h e r  s h o p p r b n g  center* I t  

a p p e a r s  t h a t  T r a c y  R e e d  h a s  f u l l  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h i s  p3an. We w o u l d  

like y o u r  c o m m e n t s  r n  w r i t i n g  a n d  p o s t e d  o n  y o t ~ r  w e h  s f t e ,  

O u r  p o s i t i o n  i s  that y o u  s h o u l d  b e  recommending t h a t  a n y  p r o p o s e d  

p r o j e c t  s h o u l d  r e s o l v e  a n y  traffic c o n g e s r i o a  pr&l)lern without the 
IIYWL- 

u s e  o f  e m i n e n t  d o m a i n ,  

(OVE W) 



Submitted by (please print): 

Name: H o u s e  o f  C a r s  

San Diego, CA:;92 f 2 0  J u l y  2 7 ,  2004  

Agency/business/group name (if applicable): 

Add ress : 
6101 Misslon G o r g e  R d .  , 

Redevelopment Agency 
600 B Street, Swte 400, MS 904 + San Diego, CA 921 01 -4506 

Tel(619) 5334233 Fax (649) 533-5250 
Cammttnity and Econornlc Development 

\vww.sand!e:~o ~av/redevelcrpmc~t:a~qenc~~i grantville 

Phone number: 
C j O  A r t h u r  Sloane 

I 
S a n  D i e g o ,  CA 9 2 1 2 0  619 2 3 7  0 6 8 9  





Comment Form 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

SCOPING MEETING 

On the lines provided below, please list those issues or concerns you feel need to be 

addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville Redevelopment 

Project. Please be as specific and detailed as possible so that the EIR may address all of 

your concerns or issues. If necessary, please attach additional pages. Once completed, 

please submit your written comments to: Mr. Tracy Reed, Project Manager, 600 B Street, 

Fourth Floor, MS 904, San Diego, CA 92101, fax: (619) 533-5250, email: 

treed@sandiego.gov. Your comments must be received by August 30,2004. 
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SCOPING MEETING 

On the lines provtded below, please list rhose issues or concerns you feel need lo be 
addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project. Please be as specific and detailed as possible so that the EIR 
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Once completed, please submit your written comments to; Mr. Tracy Reed, Project 
Manager, 600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904, San Diego. CA 9210 1, fax. (61 9) 5 3 3 -  
5250, ernail: ~ r e e d L @ m d i c ~ ,  Your comments must be received by August XX, 
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Program Environmental Impact Report 
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# 

On the lines provided below, please list those issues or concerns you fed need to be 
addressed in the Program Environmental impact Report for the Grantville 
Redevelopment Project. Please be as specific and derailed as possible so that the EIR 
may address all of your concerns or issues. If necessary, please attach additional pages. 
Once completed, pleasc submit your written comments to: Mr. Tracy Reed, Project 
Manager, 600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904, San Diega. CA 92101, fax: (619) 533- 
5250, cmail: fieed(ii).sandiego.govV Your cnhments must be received by August XX, 

Submitted by (please print): 
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Below are responses to statements made in the project report. 

Page 1 1, Item #VI - Attainment of the purpose of the law: 

Flooding at Mission Gorge, Fairmont Ave., Hwy 8 from urban runoff from 
SDSU, La Mesa by way of "Alvarado Creek" causes the flooding of San Diego 
Toyota, Mission Gorge Place and Mission Gorge Road. Only the San Diego 
River is mentioned as a flood source of water. Alvarado creek at the new 
trolley station, etc. has been a big problem for years. The City, MTB and 
others, has done maintenance of the drainage ditch in the past but not for the 
last few years. The piping under Mission Gorge Road and piping within 300 
feet east of the Mission Gorge Road is not working. 

Page 1, Item #I: 

Paragraph 1 - Purpose and Intent: "Promote a variety of land uses" 

Paragraph 2: "CRL" controls redevelopment activity" "The planning.. . . . . 
C. replanning 

Paragraph 8: "A redevelopment plan provides the framework to implement 
activities, including land uses, density, etc. 

Page 2, Paragraph 9-10, "planning, redesign, etc. 

If no land uses changes are adopted as part of the establishment of the 
redevelopment project then no redevelopment will occur. It is vital that land 
use regulations changes needed be within the project text. 

The lacking of adequate zoning code enforcement is a major problem for the 
area. If enforcement of zoning were successful then the area would have far 
less problems with parking, sign clutter, right of way, and encroachment. The 
area needs the cities enforcement arm now and in the future to eliminate many 
problems along Mission Gorge Road especially. 

The Navaho Planners and other planning groups in the area must begin the 
process of amending the over burdensome land use regulations put upon the 
community. The CPIOZ Community Plan implementation overlay zone must 
be removed from the area. 

Page 4, Item #I11 - Background: 

B Contains a general statement of land uses, building intensities. What are the 
proposed densities and intensities referred to here? 

This general statement should I say that the CPIOZ should be removed from the 
areas land use regulations. The general statement and accompany map is 
needed to designate the areas of transit orientated development, high density, 
mixed use. 



Page 5, Item #IV, 2nd paragraph: Conformance: 

Again the community plan needs to be amended to promote "redevelopment". 

Page 6 - 3rd Paragraph: 

Absolutely, the Navaho plan needs amended. Commercial/industrial property 
owner needs to be spoken of in this report. not just the residents. The 
commercial/industrial property owners are affected by the lack of zoning code 
enforcement has done more to adversely effect the areas than has the 
development. There have been only a few new buildings in the area in the last 
10 years. 

Page 6 - 5th Paragraph: Community plan implementation overlay zone. 

This paragraph miss states what the community attempted to address in 1989. 
The CPIOZ was a land use regulation pushed down the throats of property 
owners by the cities planning department when the no growth proponents were 
at city hall. We fought this for over 2 years. This is the single most distinctive 
element of the land use regulation. It must go. 

Page 7 - 2nd paragraph: Mission Valley East light rail transit project. 

The trolley station location was intended to create the transit-orientated 
development. The statement that it is "Likely to bring re-use proposals near the 
statement is a understatement. The project should state that high density near 
the station with mixed use is the goal of the project. 

Page 7 - 4th Paragraph: Goals & Objectives: 

The Navaho plan was last updated when the city had a moratorium on 
development and was anti growth. They were successfd in stopping growth in 
Granville with the CPIOZ. Their goal was implemented. We need to do a 180 
to assist and promote redevelopment. 

Page 8 - 3'd Paragraph: 

How do we match the appearance and character of Industrial use with the 
community and residential area. Are we describing a building style, colors or 
what? 

Page 10 - 5'h Paragraph: 

General statement - We must propose these changes now as part of this project. 

Page 12, Item #VIII: 
This is an incorrect statement; there are residential uses within the project area. 
Also residential use should be permitted in the project area. 



PRELIMINARY PLAN 
GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing the Grantville 
Redevelopment Plan ("Redevelopment Plan") to mote a varieiy 
of land uses, - improve traffic flow, parking and services which would 
xminate physical and economic blighting conditions. 
k.. ----.-I- 

California Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code 
Section 33000 gt. seq.) ("CRL") controls redevelopment activity. 
Redevelopment is defined pursuant to Section 33020 of the CRL as 
"the p l a n n ~ ,  developmerJ, replanning, redesign, clearance, 
rec~st'rucfion, or rehabilitation, b r  any combination of these, of all -- _---- 
or part of a survey area, and the Lrovision of those residential, 
commercial, industrial, public, or other structures or spaces as may 
be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general welfare, 
including recreational and other facilities incidental or appurtenant to 
them." Redevelopment also includes the activities described in 
Section 33021 of the CRL which comprise the following: 

alteration, improvement, modernization, reconstruction or 
rehabilitation, or any combination of these, of & a n g  structures 
in a project area; 

provision of open space and public or private recreation areas; 
and 

replanning or redesign or development of undeveloped areas in 
khkh either of the following conditions exist: 

the areas are stagnant or improperly utilized because of 
defective or inadequate street layout, faulty lot layout in 
relation to size, shape, accessibility or usefulness, or for 
other causes; or 

the area requires replanning and land assembly for 
reclamation or development in the interest of the general 
welfare because of widely scattered ownership and other 
reasons. 

A redevelopment plan provides the framework to implement 
activities to alleviate blight in a proposed project z a .  Before the -.---.-\- -1- -___, 

adoption of a redevelopment plan, a preliminary plan is prepared to 
select the proposed boundaries of a project area, establish 
compliance with the city's general plan including land use, density 

- - 
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PRELIMINARY PLAN 
GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

and building intensities, and describe impacts on residents in the 
area and its surrounds. 

The purposes of the CRL would be attained by the proposed 
4 adoption of the Grantville Redevelopment Plan. Redevelopment 

would achieve the purposes of the CRL by: 

.eliminating physical and economic blighting conditions; 
replacement of obsolete and deteriorated public improvements 
and facilities; 
rehabilitation of commercial and industrial structures; 
planning, redesign, and development of areas which are 
u ~ u t i l i z e d ~  ----- 
participation of owners and tenants in the revitalization of their 
properties; 
providing affordable housing; 
restoration of waterways along and reduction of urban runoff; 
and 
revitalization of commercial and industrial districts. 

On March 30, 2004 the San Diego City Council ("City Council") 
designated the Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area by 
Resolution No. 299047. From that survey area, proposed Project 
Area boundaries were selected for further study and analysis. 

The boundaries of the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project 
("Project Area" or "Project") are as shown on the Redevelopment 
Plan Map, attached hereto as Exhibit A. The area proposed for 
inclusion in the Project is approximately 831 acres in north eastern 
portion of the City of San Diego ("City"). The Project Area is 
primarily within the Navajo Community Plan (82%) as well as the 
Tierrasanta (18%) and College Area Community Plans (less than 
1%) and is described as follows. 

SubareaA Primarily- comprised of commercial, office, and light 
industrial uses; Subarea A includes parcels north of 
Interstate 8 between Fairmount Avenue and Waring 
Road. The northern boundary includes parcels on 
both sides of Friars from Fairmount to the four 
corners of Zion Avenue and Mission Gorge Road. 

ROSENOW SPEVACEK GROUP, INC. PAGE 2 



PRELIMINARY PLAN 
GWNWILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

Community Park with other community services such 
as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle 
School, and two churches. 

Existing development includes commercial, industrial, and 
officelprofessional structures. Problem conditions that are proposed 
to be addressed through redevelopment include deterioration and 

~ dilapidation, defective design, substandard design, incompatible 
uses, constant flooding, soil contamination, urban runoff, traffic 
circulation, inadequate lot size, depreciatedlstagnant property 
values, impaired investment, retention of neighborhoodlcommunity 
serving commercial centers , and low lease rates in portions of the 
Project Area. - * :- 

,' 

The City Council adopted Resolution No. R-147378, on May 6, 
1958, creating the San Diego Redevelopment Agency ("Agency") for 
the purpose of pursuing redevelopment activities in the City 
pursuant to the CRL. The Agency is authorized by the City Council 
to implement redevelopment plans within designated redevelopment 
project areas throughout the City. 

Adoption of the Grantville Preliminary Plan is the second step in the 
formation of a project area in accordance with the CRL. The first 
step was the selection and adoption of the Grantville Survey Area. 
After a public review and comment period, Planning Commission 
meetings and a joint public hearing of the Agency and City Council 
the redevelopment plan would be adopted. 

Section 33324 of the CRL states: "A preliminary plan need not be 
detailed and is sufficient if it: 

a) Describes the boundaries of the project area; 
------ b) Contains a general statement of @-ICJ-,I!-S~, layout of principal 

streets, population densities and building intensities, and 
siandards progosed as the basis for the redevelopment of the 
project area; 

c) Shows how the purposes of this part would be attained by such 
redevelopment; 

d) Shows that the proposed redevelopment conforms to the master 
or general community plan; and 
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e) Describes, generally, the impact of the project upon residents c 
thereof and upon surrounding neighborhoods." 

The City of San Diego has adopted a General Plan Map as the 
Land Use Element of the General Plan. This map illustrates the 
location of residential areas, commercial activity, industrial 
development, public facilities, the alignment of the transportation 
network and the open spacelpark system. This map indicates only 
those land uses of regional or ,city-wide significance and its 
locational designations are advisory only. The fine detail often seen 
on planning maps is included in the City's community plans which 
have been developed for specific areas throughout the city. These 
community plans provide land use guidelines for property within 
each plan area. The proposed Project Area falls primarily within the 
Community Plans of the Navajo Community Planners, with a minor 
area within the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The only exceptions 
are the southern portions of the Interstate 8 interchanges at 
Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road, which are in the College Area 
Community Plan. Both of these areas are California Department of 
Transportation ("Caltrans") right-of-ways and were included for 
possible traffic improvement purposes, which are subject to Caltrans 
regulations. 

All redevelopment activities will need t orm to the pertinent 
Community Plan and the approval process for activities covered by 
the pertinent Community Plan. ~dd i t i ona l l~ ,  the San Diego River 
Task Force is developing a Master Plan for the San Diego River, 
which is expected to be completed in late 2004. The following 
discussion summarizes portions of the San Diego River Master Plan 
and Community Plans that are relevant to the proposed 
redevelopment project area and implementation activities. 

The Navajo area is located in the easterly portion of the City of San 
Diego and includes the neighborhoods of Allied Gardens, Del Cerro, 
Grantville, and San Carlos. The Navajo area is approximately 8,000 
acres in size and is bounded on the north by Mission Gorge Road, 
on the east by the cities of El Cajon and La Mesa, on the south by 
Highway 8 and on the west by the San Diego River channel. 

ROSENOW SPEVACEK GROUP, INC. PAGE 5 



PRELIMINARY PLAN 
GWNTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

Navajo is developed predominantly as single-family communities 
with significant open space dedicated to recreational uses such as: 
Mission Trails Regional Park and Lake Murray. All properties in 
active residential use are excluded from the Grantville 
redevelopment project area boundaries. The Grantville community, 
the primary focus of redevelopment is the main entrance into the 

' Navajo area as well as the area's employment and retail center. 

The Grantville community presents a dual visual image. The 
commercial and industrial development along Mission Gorge Road 
has impactee$ adjacent residential development with overflow on- - 
street parking and traffic congestion for residents attempting to enter 
and exit the entire Navajo area. 

THE NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLAN 

The Navajo Community Plan was adopted in 1982 and was 
intended to regulate development until 2000. It is anticipated the 
plan will need to be amended to address its expiration, possible B~ 
use development near the Grantville trolley station, and to - 3 accommodate restoration and potential reuses along the San Diego 
River. Since 1927, sand and gravel extraction activities have been 
taking place over a 420 acre site on both sides of the river. 

The area has been e, impacted +--a.q.---. ---.. by -.-- commg~ ia l  and industrial 
development along Miss~on Gorge Road. Traffic congestion in this 
area is related to the uses, age, and inadequate design of 
development along Mission Gorge Road, which is the primary road 
connecting the community with Interstate 8. Residents of the 
community wish to preserve the well-maintained singie-family 
character of their neighborhoods, as well as retain a high level of 
neighborhood/commercial sewing retail. In addition, residents are - 
concerned with relieving traffic congestion and the deterlorating 
building conditions along commercial and industrial areas of Mission 
Gorge Road. 

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) 

Revitalization of the comrnercial/industriaI corridor is an issue the 
community attempted to address in 1989, - by adoption of the 
Community Plan implementation 0verlZy Zone (CPIOZ) as an 
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amendment to the existing Navajo Community Plan. There are 
three CPlOZ categories (commercial, industrial, and residential) that 
regulate design standards, such as building height, roof treatments, 
streetscape, building setbacks, parking and other criteria. 

~ i s s i o n  Valley East Light Rail Transit Project 

In. 2002, the Navajo Community Plan was amended to coordinate 
the Circulation Element with development of the Grantville trolley 
station. The completion of the trolley extension through Grantville is 
likely to bring re-useproposals near the station, which may require a 
community pl&mendment to implement. 

.-d 

/ 

San Diego River Master Plan 

The City of San Diego's River Task Force is developing a Master 
Plan for the San Diego River and surrounding areas of up to one- 
half mile on each side, extending from the mouth of the River to 
border with the City of Santee. The Master Plan will address 
recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat conservation, and 
restoration. The full implementation of the San Diego River Master 
Plan may require a community plan amendment to be fully 
implemented. 

Goals and Objectives 

The Navajo Community Plan established goals and objectives to 
guide the growth and revitalization of the Navajo area. The 
formulation and adoption of a community plan is only the first step in 
a two-step process. The second and equally important step is the 
-n of the goals, objectives and recommendations of the 
Community PIK Some of the goals and objectives contained in the 
Navajo Community Plan that are relevant to the proposed 
redevelopment Project Area Include: 

Transportation 

Address substandard level of service for vehicle movement 
along Mission Gorge Road. 

Complete the extension of the Mission Valley Light Rail Transit 
Lane to serve the College Area Community. 
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Commercial Revitalization 

Continue the ongoing efforts to revitalize the commercial areas 
along Mission Gorge and Waring Roads. 

Promote interest and commitment by local businesses and the 
community-at-large in the revitalization of all commercial areas of 

- the community. 

Industrial Revitalization 

Ensure that the appearance and character of industrial.-lses are 
compatible with the character _ _  .-_ of the surrounding commercial and 
residential areas. 

Develop a circulation network that will provide for less congested 
access to the Grantville industrial area. 

San Diego River Revitalization 

Continue the ongoing process to complete San Diego River 
Master Plan. 

Ensure that future deveiopment along the San Diego River is 
a~~ rce. designed to minimize impacts to this sensitive ree 

Economic Restructuring and Reinvestment Goals: 

To enhance Grantville's commercial corridors as neighborhood _. 

and community oriented shopping and employment centers. 

To improve accessibility of employment centers within and 
outside the community. 

Utilities 

Undergrounding of electrical distribution lines and telephone lines 
along major streets is jointly financed by the City and SDG&E. 
Priorities for undergrounding are based upon amount of traffic, 
congestion of wires, and major scenic routes. The plan 
recommends continuation of the undergrounding of overhead lines, 
and recommends that guidelines be established for the timely 
removal of utility poles once underground facilities are in place. 
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Parking 

AS a result of historical development patterns, changed 
demographics and current parking needs, the Grantville community 
faces problems with the quantity, location and safety of its existing 
parking supply. Many of the older, predominantly commercial and 
industrial areas were developed with parking standards that were 
appropriate for the early twentieth-century, but do not meet current 

Y demands. Furthermore, the existing parking supply of .many 
I' %- 

," projects --. is found to have inadequate configuration for its locat~on 
.. I' and IS unsuited to the needs of current businesses. 

THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY PLAN 

Approximately 130 acres of sand and gravel operations fall under 
the jurisdiction of the Tierrasanta Community Plan (page, 54), which 
was adopted in 1982. The sand and gravel processing area is 
isolated from the Tierrasanta community at its southeastern corner 
and can only be accessed from Mission Gorge Road. The 
Tierrasanta Community Plan designates the site as open space that 
should be acquired by the City for inclusion in the Mission Trails 
Regional Park, once extraction operations have ceased and any 
other use of this site would require an amendment to the 
Tierrasanta Community Plan (page 56, #9). 

It is anticipated that the Open Space Element of the Tierrasanta 
Community Plan may need to be amended at the conclusion of 
extraction activities if there are not available funds to acquire this 
site for open space purposes. The Open Space Element states, 
"Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the 
City should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for 
development purposes" (page 55, #2). 

As a basis-for the redevelopment of the Project under consideration, 
it is proposed that uses be permitted in compliance with the General 
Plan, community plans and the Zoning Ordinance of the City of San 
Diego, as amended from time to time, and all other applicable state 
and local codes and guidelines. 

ROSENOW SPEVACEK GROUP, 1NC. PAGE 9 



PRELIMINARY PLAN 
GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

A Land Uses 

In the City of San Diego, land uses shall be those permitted by the 
General Plan, appropriate community plan and the Zoning 
Ordinance. Among the permitted land uses within the Project Area 
are: 

Commercial 
Industrial 
Office/professional 
Recreational 

6. General Statement of Proposed Layout .' of Principal Streets 

The priricipal streets within the Project Area are also as shown on 
Exhibit A. These include the following: 

Mission Gorge Road Zion Avenue 
Adobe Falls Road Old Cliffs Road 
Fairmount Avenue Waring Road 

a Twain Avenue FriarsRoad 
a Princess View Drive Orcutt Avenue 

The layout of principal streets and those that may be developed in 
the future shall conform to the Circulation Element of the City of San 
Diego General Plan, as currently adopted or as hereafter amended. 

Existing streets within the Project Area may be widened, reduced, or 
otherwise modified and additional streets may be created as 
necessary for proper pedestrian and/or vehicular circulation. 

C. General Statement of Propased Population Densities 

Permitted densities within the proposed Project Area shall conform 
to the General Plan, appropriate community plan and Zoning 
Ordinance of the City of San Diego, as currently adopted or as 
hereafter amended, and other applicable codes and ordinances. 
TJis P&n and thebProject do not propose any changes to allowed 
population densities, development densities, or land use 
designations. 
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This Plan conforms to the General Plan, and the related community 
plans of the City of San Diego. It proposes an identical pattern of 
land uses, and includes all roadways and public facilities as 

1 XI 

indicated by the General Plan, and related community plan. 

There are no existing residential uses within the proposed Project 
/---- 

Area and res~dences lying outside of the Project Area would - - --- 
generally benefit from redevelopment through traffic corigestmn 
relief as well as improved retail and recreational offerings. It is the 
desire of the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego to 
avoid or minimize the displacement of residents as a result of 
redevelopment activities. While displacements are not expected to 
occur, the Agency would be responsible for relocating residents 
displaced by the Agency and for providing last resort housing if 
necessary, as well as replacing any low and moderate income 
housing units removed from the housing stock. 

Plan implementation will be subject to future review and approval by 
the Agency, legislative body (City Council) and other appropriate 
bodies as directed by the Agency. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
 

Grantville Redevelopment Project 
 

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, California 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
The City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency will adopt this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) in accordance with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 and Section 15097 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that the 
Grantville Redevelopment project, which is the subject of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), 
complies with all applicable environmental mitigation and permit requirements.  Mitigation measures for 
the project will be adopted by the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, in conjunction with the 
certification of the Final EIR.  Those mitigation measures have been integrated into this MMRP.  Within this 
document, approved mitigation measures are organized and referenced by subject category and include 
those for:  (1) transportation/circulation; (2) air quality; (3) noise; (4) cultural resources; (5) biological 
resources; (6) geology/soils; (7) hazards and hazardous materials; (8) paleontological resources; (9) 
aesthetics; and (10) water quality/hydrology.  Each of these measures has a numerical reference.  Specific 
mitigation measures are identified, as well as the method and timing of verification and the responsible 
party that will ensure that each action is implemented. 
 
Mitigation measures applicable to the project include avoiding certain impacts altogether, minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, rectifying impacts by 
repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment, and/or reducing or eliminating impacts over 
time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. 
 
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires the Lead Agency, for each project that is subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to monitor performance of the mitigation measures included 
in any environmental document to ensure that implementation does, in fact, take place.  The City of San 
Diego Redevelopment Agency is the designated lead agency for the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program.  The Agency is responsible for review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and 
document disposition.  The Agency will rely on information provided by the monitor as accurate and up to 
date and will field check mitigation measure status as required.  The Five-Year Implementation Plan, 
adopted as part of the redevelopment project, will guide the Agency as it implements specific 
redevelopment projects in the Project Area.  When adopted, the Implementation Plan will be in place for 
the next five years (fiscal years 2005-06 to 2009-010).  Estimated funding and prioritization of improvements 
are defined in the implementation plan. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Grantville Redevelopment Project 

No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 
VERIFICATION 

TIMING OF 
VERIFICATION 

RESPONSIBLE 
PERSON 

DATE OF 
COMPLETION/ 

INITIALS 
Section 4.1 – Land Use 

 No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant land use impact has been identified.      

Section 4.2 – Transportation/Circulation 
T1 Improvements identified within the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans shall be 

implemented through the establishment of the proposed redevelopment project area and 

inclusion of these improvements in the Five-Year Implementation Plan adopted for the 

Project Area.  The Five-Year Implementation Plan identifies these improvements as under 

construction by the fifth program year (Fiscal Year 2009-2010).  The improvements shall 

include improvements to significantly impacted roadway segments and intersections shall 

be implemented as required to address the impact of new development in the Project 

Area. Pursuant to City of San Diego Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, a traffic impact study 

would be required for any future redevelopment within the Project Area for any project that 

generates traffic greater than 1,000 total average daily trips, or 100 peak-hour trips if the 

project is consistent with the land use element of the community plan, or 500 total average 

daily trips, or 50 peak-hour trips if the project is not in conformance with the land use 

element of the community plan.  These traffic studies shall evaluate impacts to the Mission 

Gorge Road corridor, and identify appropriate roadway segment and intersection 

mitigation for project impacts, consistent with the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plan 

recommendations.  
The roadway segment improvements include: 

• Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane facility north of Zion Avenue with no left-turn 
lanes except at signalized intersections.  

• Widen Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and 
Interstate 8. 

• Improve Mission Gorge Road to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and 
Interstate 8. 

Identification and 
prioritization of 
improvements shall 
be defined in the 
Five-Year 
Implementation 
Plan. 

During 
redevelopment 
within the Project 
Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

 



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Grantville Redevelopment Project -3- April 2005 

 

T2 
The Five-Year Implementation Plan adopted for the Project Area shall include the initiation 

and completion of Mission Gorge Road traffic improvements including Interstate 8 at 

Alvarado Canyon Road.  This includes the Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge/I-8 Interchange.  

The Five-Year Implementation Plan identifies these improvements as under construction by 

the fifth program year (Fiscal Year 2009-2010).     
 

Identification and 
prioritization of 
improvements shall 
be defined in the 
Five-Year 
Implementation 
Plan. 

During 
redevelopment 
within the Project 
Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4.3 – Air Quality 
AQ1 A project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for future redevelopment projects to 

determine the emissions associated with construction activities and identify measures to 
reduce air emissions.  In addition, future redevelopment projects shall implement 
appropriate federal, state, and local development standards and requirements that are 
designed to minimize short-term construction related air quality emissions.  These measures 
typically include, but are not limited to the following: 
• Apply water or dust control agents to active grading areas, unpaved surfaces, and dirt 

stockpiles as necessary.  Protect all soil to be stockpiled over 30 days with a secure tarp 
or tackifiers to prevent windblown dust.  

• Properly maintain diesel-powered on-site mobile equipment and use gasoline-powered 
on-site mobile equipment instead of diesel-powered mobile equipment, to the 
maximum extent possible. 

• Wash-off trucks leaving construction sites. 
• Replace ground cover on construction sites if it is determined that the site will be 

undisturbed for lengthy periods. 
• Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 
• Halt all grading and excavation operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per 

hour. 

Project applicants 
of discretionary 
projects shall 
submit construction 
and operational 
emission mitigation 
plans.   

During 
Construction. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.3 – Air Quality (cont’d.) 
 • Sweep or vacuum dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces at the project site and on 

the adjacent roadways and dispose of these materials at the end of each workday. 
• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose material to and from the site and/or 

maintain a two-foot minimum freeboard. 
• Use zero emission volatile organic compound (VOC) paints. 

    

AQ2 A project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for each subsequent redevelopment 
project in order to assess the potential air quality impact associated with the activity and 
identify measures to reduce air emissions.  The air quality assessment shall include an 
evaluation of construction-related emissions, stationary and mobile source emissions, 
including CO “hot spot” emissions, if necessary.  Measures shall be identified and 
implemented on a project-by-project basis to reduce emissions to the extent feasible (e.g., 
solar heating and energy, building design and efficient heating and cooling systems, 
maximize opportunities for mass transit, etc.). 

Project applicants 
of discretionary 
projects shall 
submit construction 
and operational 
emission mitigation 
plans.   

At the time 
development plans 
are proposed. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

Section 4.4 – Noise 
N1 Future redevelopment activities shall be subject to applicable City regulations regarding 

control of construction noise at the time the redevelopment activity is constructed. 
Applicable regulations include limiting the days and hours of construction and limiting the 
maximum noise levels from construction equipment. City regulations that address 
construction noise include: 
• The construction hours for construction activities on sites adjacent to residences, 

schools, and other noise-sensitive uses shall be reviewed and adjusted as determined 
appropriate by the City. 

• To the extent feasible, construction activities will be screened from adjacent noise-
sensitive land uses, with solid wood fences or other barriers as determined appropriate 
by the City. 

• All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, operating within 1,000 feet of dwelling 
unit(s), school, hospital, or other noise-sensitive land use shall be equipped with properly 
operating and maintained muffler exhaust systems. 

• Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as practical from 
occupied dwellings, classrooms, and other sensitive receptors. 

Project applicants 
of discretionary 
projects shall 
submit construction 
noise mitigation 
plans to the 
Development 
Services 
Department. 

During 
Construction 

Neighborhood 
Code 
Compliance.  
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No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.4 – Noise (cont’d.) 
 • Construction routes shall be established where necessary and practicable to prevent 

noise impacts on residences, schools, and other noise-sensitive receptors. 
• Where the City undertakes major street widening improvements where residential uses 

are adjacent to streets, the City evaluates the potential for noise exposure to residents 
and implementation of soundproofing as required. 

    

N2 New development within the Project Area shall be subject to applicable City regulations at 
the time the redevelopment activity is proposed, Title 24 – Noise Insulation Standards, and 
implementation of site-specific building techniques. The site-specific building techniques 
include: 
• Multi-family residential buildings or structures to be located within exterior CNEL contours 

of 60 dB or greater of any noise source, including existing or adopted freeway, 
expressway, parkway, major street, thoroughfare, railroad, rapid transit line, or industrial 
noise source shall prepare an acoustical analysis showing that the building has been 
designed to limit intruding noise to the level prescribed (interior CNEL of 45 dB). 

• Individual developments shall, implement site-planning techniques such as: 
• Double-glazed windows. 
• HVAC systems. 
• Increase the distance between the noise source and the receiver. 
• Using non-noise sensitive structures such as garages to shield noise- sensitive areas. 
• Orienting buildings to shield outdoor spaces from a noise source. 

• Individual developments shall incorporate architectural design strategies, which reduce 
the exposure of noise-sensitive spaces to stationary noise sources. These design 
strategies shall be implemented based on recommendations of acoustical analysis for 
individual developments as required by the City to comply with City noise standards. 

• Individual developments shall incorporate noise barriers, walls, or other sound 
attenuation techniques, based on recommendations of acoustical analysis for 
individual developments as required by the City to comply with City noise standards. 

• Elements of building construction (i.e., walls, roof, ceiling, windows, and other 
penetrations) shall be modified as necessary to provide sound attenuation. This may 
include sealing windows, installing thicker or double-glazed windows, locating doors on 
the opposite side of a building from the noise source, or installing solid-core doors 
equipped with appropriate acoustical gaskets. 

Project applicants 
for any permit for a 
proposed multi-
family use and/or 
discretionary 
projects shall 
submit site specific 
building technique 
plans to the 
Development 
Services 
Department. 

During planning 
and construction. 

Development 
Services Director 
or designee (for 
discretionary 
projects). 
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No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.5 – Cultural Resources 
CR1 The following measures shall be implemented prior to proceeding with any redevelopment 

activities in the Project Area:  
1. Any areas proposed for development that have not previously been surveyed for 

cultural resources within the last five years shall be surveyed to identify 
presence/absence of cultural resources.  

2. Any proposed development which may disturb subsurface soils, including removal of 
existing buildings or construction activities located adjacent to the San Diego River, shall 
include archaeological monitoring.  

3. All potential prehistoric sites located within the San Diego River alluvial plain that will be 
impacted by proposed development shall be tested under City of San Diego and 
CEQA Guidelines to determine significance.  Testing through subsurface excavation 
provides the necessary information to determine site boundary, depth, content, 
integrity, and potential to address important research questions.  

4. Alternative options for significant sites under City of San Diego and CEQA Guidelines 
can include: 1) avoidance, and preservation, or 2) mitigation of impacts from proposed 
development through completion of a data recovery program in compliance with 
CEQA Guidelines. 

5.    Any artifacts recovered shall be curated at an appropriate location or museum as 
determined acceptable by the City. 

Submittal of 
resource monitor’s 
letter of retainer to 
the Development 
Services 
Department; 
submittal of 
resource recovery 
and disposition 
plans to the 
Development 
Services 
Department; 
qualified 
archaeologists’ 
attendance at 
preconstruction 
project meeting(s). 

Prior to any 
discretionary 
Redevelopment 
Project activities 
occur in the Project 
Area. 

Development 
Services Director 
or designee (for 
discretionary 
projects). 

 

CR2 The following procedures shall be implemented before any Redevelopment Project 
activities can occur in the Redevelopment Project Area: 
1. Conduct a historical resource survey of properties located within the Project Area that 

are 45 years of age and older resulting in a report with determinations of potential 
eligibility of said properties to the California Register of Historic Places and the City of 
San Diego Historic Resources List.   

2. Obtain a concurrence on these determinations from the State Office of Historic 
Preservation and City Historical Resources Board.  

 
If any potential historical resources are identified and are found to be eligible, identify 
potential impacts from the proposed redevelopment project actions, and determine 
appropriate mitigations as defined in CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5 to reduce such 
impact to a level below significance. 

Historical resources 
survey, a 
concurrence of the 
determinations, 
and mitigation 
measures shall be 
submitted to the 
Development 
Services 
Department. 

Prior to any 
discretionary 
Redevelopment 
Project activities 
occur in the 
Project Area.  

Development 
Services Director 
or designee (for 
discretionary 
projects).  
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No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.6 – Biological Resources 
BR1 The redevelopment project policies shall include a requirement to make use of project 

designs, engineering, and construction practices that minimize impacts to sensitive habitats 
and wildlife corridor /MHPA preserve areas. 

Project design, 
engineering, and 
construction 
practice plans shall 
be submitted to 
the Agency. 

Prior to approval of 
specific 
discretionary 
development plans 
within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

BR2 Further environmental review shall be conducted in accordance with appropriate CEQA 
documentation requirements where specific actions would result in impacts to sensitive 
habitats and/or wildlife corridor/MHPA preserve areas.  These reviews shall be conducted at 
the earliest possible period of tiered project review to ensure the most flexibility in planning 
and project design, and resolve conflicts with significant biological resources. 
i. Trails shall be kept out of the biological buffer except in areas of lower biological 

sensitivity.  Trails within the buffer shall be limited to trails that provide access to 
biological and /or cultural interpretive areas along the River, and aligned roughly 
perpendicular to the length of the buffer (i.e., spur trails).  These interpretive areas and 
spur trails shall be carefully chosen and shall not be placed in biologically sensitive 
areas or areas with strong potential for effective habitat restoration and enhancement 
of species diversity. 

ii. As required by the MSCP Subarea Plan, native vegetation shall be restored as a 
condition of future development proposals along the Urban Habitat Areas of the San 
Diego River corridor. 

iii. Permanent fencing and signage shall be installed at the outside edge of the buffer 
areas.  The limits of spur trails within the buffer shall be effectively demarcated and/or 
fenced to avoid human encroachment into the adjacent habitat.  The fencing shall be 
designed to prevent encroachment by humans and domestic animals into the buffer 
areas and riparian corridor.  The signage shall inform people that sensitive habitat (and, 
if appropriate, mitigation land) lie beyond the fencing and that entering the area is 
illegal. 

iv. All post-construction structural best management practices (BMPs) such as grass swales, 
filter strips, and energy dissipaters, shall be outside of the riparian buffer and the riparian 
corridor (i.e., they shall be within the development footprint).  All filtration and 
attenuation of surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs shall occur prior to the 
discharge of the flows into the buffer areas. 

Survey results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Agency. 

The reviews shall be 
conducted at the 
earliest possible 
period of tiered 
project review. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Grantville Redevelopment Project -8- April 2005 

 
No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.6 – Biological Resources (cont’d.) 
 v. Brush management zones shall be outside the riparian buffer.  The City’s proposed brush 

management regulations state “no brush management is required in areas containing 
wetland vegetation.” 

vi. No additional lighting shall be added within the vicinity of both upland and wetland 
sensitive habitats, and where possible, existing lighting within such areas shall be 
removed. 

vii. As to noise, methods shall be employed to attenuate project-related construction and 
operational noise levels in excess of ambient levels at the edge of sensitive habitats to 
avoid or minimize further degradation by noise of conditions for wildlife, particularly, 
avian species.  Where possible, existing sources of noise audible within the buffer shall 
be removed. 

viii. All areas within biological buffers shall be added to the MHPA, if not already within it, 
and shall be accordingly managed in perpetuity to maintain the biological functions 
and values the buffers are intended to protect. 

    

BR3 Prior to any project impacts occurring within areas under the jurisdiction of federal, state, or 
local biological resource regulatory agencies, the project applicant for the specific work 
shall obtain any and all applicable resource agency permits which may include, but are not 
limited to, Clean Water Act 404 and 401 permits and California Department of Fish and 
Game Code 1601 and 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

Any and all 
applicable 
resource agency 
permits shall be 
submitted to the 
Agency.  

Prior to any project 
impacts occurring 
within areas under 
the jurisdiction of 
federal, state, or 
local biologist. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

BR4 Significant impacts to City of San Diego Tier I-III habitats shall be mitigated as shown in Table 
4.6-5 and as described in Section 4.6.1.4. 

Grading plans 
delineating 
occupied habitat 
and grading and 
construction limits 
shall be submitted 
to the Agency; 
verification 
methods will be 
determined by the 
resource agencies 
and subject to 
conditions of 
permit issuance. 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits and field 
inspection during 
grading and 
construction. 

Executive 
Director of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.6 – Biological Resources (cont’d.) 
BR5 Any significant wetland resource impacts to the San Diego River identified during lower tier 

environmental review shall be mitigated within the immediate area of the impact action. 
Grading plans 
delineating 
occupied habitat 
and grading and 
construction limits 
shall be 
submitted to the 
Agency; 
verification 
methods will be 
determined by 
the resource 
agencies and 
subject to 
conditions of 
permit issuance. 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits and field 
inspection during 
grading and 
construction. 

Executive 
Director of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

BR6 Where potential impacts to non-MSCP covered federal and/or state listed sensitive species 
and/or narrow endemic species may occur as a result of proposed project actions, 
coordination with responsible listing agencies (USFWS and/or CDFG) shall be completed as 
early as practicable and in conjunction with, or prior to, the CEQA process for actions that 
may affect these species.  Specific actions necessary to protect these sensitive species shall 
be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Specific action 
plans shall be 
submitted to the 
Agency on a 
case-by-case 
basis. 

Coordination with 
responsible listing 
agencies shall be 
completed as 
early as possible 
and in 
conjunction with, 
or prior to, the 
CEQA process for 
actions which 
may affect any 
federal and/or 
state listed 
sensitive species. 

Executive 
Director of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.6 – Biological Resources (cont’d.) 
      

      

BR9 Assurance that mitigation areas will be adequately protected from future development shall 
be provided through 1) the dedication of fee title for the mitigation land to the City of San 
Diego; or 2) the establishment of a conservation easement relinquishing development rights 
to a conservation entity; or 3) a recorded covenant of easement against the title of the 
property for the remainder area, with the USFWS and CDFG named as third party 
beneficiaries, where a project has utilized all of its development area potential as allowed 
under the OR-1-2 zone. 

Assurance that 
the mitigation 
area will be 
protected from 
future 
development 
shall be 
submitted to the 
Agency. 

Prior to approval 
of any 
redevelopment 
plans within the 
mitigation area. 

Executive 
Director of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.7 – Geology/Soils 
GS1 A comprehensive geotechnical evaluation, including development-specific surface 

exploration and laboratory testing, shall be conducted prior to design and construction of 
any development within the Project Area.  The purpose of the subsurface evaluation would 
be to: 1) further evaluate the subsurface conditions in the area of future structures or 
improvements; and, 2) provide information pertaining to the engineering characteristics of 
earth materials of each development.  From these data, recommendations for grading, 
earthwork, surface and subsurface drainage, foundations, pavement structural sections, 
sedimentation mitigation, and other pertinent geotechnical design considerations may be 
formulated.  
 
The Rose Canyon fault has been mapped approximately five miles to the west of the site.  
Accordingly, the site has a potential for moderate ground motions due to an earthquake on 
the active Rose Canyon fault.  Therefore, the potential for moderate seismic accelerations 
will need to be considered in the design of future structures or improvements.  The level of 
risk associated with these seismic accelerations is the level of risk assumed by the UBC 
minimum design requirements.  
 
The settlement of potential underlain fill soils will likely require that multi-level structures be 
supported on deep foundations.  The settlement potential of these soils would be evaluated 
as part of the geotechnical design phase of any redevelopment activity.  Measures may 
include removal of these soils and replacement with compacted fill. 
 
Lower portions of Subareas A and B are underlain by alluvium which may be subject to 
liquefaction.  Mitigation may include removal of loose alluvium and replacement with 
compacted fill or supporting any future structures on deep foundations which extend 
through the alluvium. 

Grading and 
construction plans 
and other pertinent 
geotechnical 
design 
considerations shall 
be submitted to 
the Development 
Services 
Department, 
subject to the 
recommendations 
of the 
geotechnical 
investigations and 
monitoring by the 
City Engineering 
Department. 

Prior to design and 
construction of any 
development 
within the Project 
Area.  

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

Section 4.8 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
HM1 Prior to the development of specific properties within the Redevelopment Project Area, a 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall be performed.  The Phase I ESA shall 
identify the potential for the site to contain hazardous materials (including asbestos and 
lead-based paints) and contaminated soils.  Recommendations of the Phase I ESA shall be 
implemented to ensure that the site is suitable for redevelopment activities.  
Recommendations of the Phase I ESA may range from no further action, to preparation of a 
Phase II ESA that identifies specific further action required in order to remediate the 
hazardous materials so that they do not pose a significant health risk. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.8 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont’d.) 
HM2 Any underground storage tanks (USTs) that are removed during redevelopment activities 

shall be removed under permit by the Department of Environmental Health (DEH).  The soil 
and groundwater within the vicinity of the USTs shall be adequately characterized and 
remediated, if necessary, to a standard that would be protective of water quality and 
human health, based on the future site use. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

HM3 In the event that not previously identified underground storage tanks (USTs) or 
undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during redevelopment activities, 
work shall be discontinued until appropriate health and safety procedures are 
implemented.  A contingency plan shall be prepared to address contractor procedures for 
such an event, to minimize potential for costly construction delays.  In addition, either 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) or the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), depending on the nature of the contamination, shall be notified regarding the 
contamination.  Each agency and program within the respective agency has its own 
mechanism for initiating an investigation.  The appropriate program shall be selected based 
on the nature of the contamination identified.  The contamination remediation and removal 
activities shall be conducted in accordance with pertinent local, state, and federal 
regulatory guidelines, under the oversight of the appropriate regulatory agency. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

HM4 A risk assessment shall be performed at all facilities in the Project Area where contamination 
has been identified or is discovered during activities, and at which soil is to be disturbed, to 
address non-water quality risks posed by any residual contamination, and to establish 
appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., natural attenuation, active remediation, and 
engineering controls) that would be protective of human health and the environment.  All 
assessment and remediation activities shall be conducted in accordance with a Work Plan 
which is approved by the City of San Diego having oversight of the activities. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

HM5 During construction activities, it may be necessary to excavate existing soil at a specific 
project site, or to bring fill soils to the site from off-site locations.  In areas that have been 
identified as being contaminated or where soil contamination is suspected, appropriate 
sampling is required prior to disposal of excavated soil.  Complete characterization of the 
soil shall be prepared prior to any excavation or removal activity.  Contaminated soil shall 
be properly disposed at an off-site facility.  Fill soils also shall be sampled to ensure that 
imported soil is free of contamination. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.8 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont’d.) 
HM6 Caution shall be taken during excavation activities near existing groundwater monitoring 

wells, so that they are not damaged.  Existing groundwater monitoring wells may have to be 
abandoned and reinstalled if they are located in an area that is undergoing 
redevelopment. 

Soil sample and 
hazardous 
materials survey 
results and 
mitigation plan(s) 
shall be submitted 
to the Dev. Svcs. 
Dept. 

Prior to 
redevelopment of 
specific properties 
of potential 
environmental 
concern within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

Section 4.9 – Paleotological Resources 
PR1 Prior to preconstruction (precon) meeting: 

1.  Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check  
 Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but not 

limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, 
the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of LDR shall verify that the requirements for 
Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the appropriate construction 
documents. 

2.  Letters of Qualification have been Submitted to ADD 
 Prior to the NTP, and/or issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition Permit or Building 

Permit, the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the ADD of LDR stating that 
a qualified Paleontologist, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontological 
Guidelines, has been retained to implement the monitoring program. 

3.  Second Letter Containing Names of Monitors has been sent to Mitigation Monitoring 
Coordination (MMC). 
a.  At least thirty days prior to the Preconstruction Meeting (Precon), a second letter 

shall be submitted to MMC which shall include the name of the Principal 
Investigator (PI) and the names of all persons involved in the Paleontological 
Monitoring of the project. 

b.  MMC will provide Plan Check with a copy of both the first and second letter. 

Verify the 
requirements for 
Paleo monitoring 
are noted on 
construction 
documents for 
discretionary 
projects. 

Prior to, during, 
and post 
construction. 

Development 
Services Director 
or designee.  
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Section 4.9 – Paleontological Resources (cont’d.) 
 4.  Records Search Prior to Precon Meeting 

 At least thirty days prior to the Precon meeting, the qualified Paleontologist shall verify 
that a records search has been completed, and updated as necessary, and be 
prepared to introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. Verification 
includes, but is not limited to, a copy of a confirmation letter from the San Diego Natural 
History Museum, other institution, or, if the record search was in-house, a letter of 
verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

 
Precon Meeting: 
1.  Monitor Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

a.  Prior to beginning of any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange 
a Precon Meeting that shall include the Paleontologist, Construction Manager 
and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), and 
MMC. The qualified Paleontologist shall attend any grading related Precon 
Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions concerning the Paleontological 
Monitoring Program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

b.  If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE, or BI as appropriate, 
shall schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, Monitors, Construction 
Manager and appropriate Contractor's representatives to meet and review the job 
on-site prior to start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2.  Identify Areas to be Monitored 
 At the Precon Meeting, the Paleontologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the 

site/grading plan (reduced to 11x17) that identifies areas to be monitored. 
3.  When Monitoring Will Occur 
 Prior to the start of work, the Paleontologist also shall submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through the RE, or BI, as appropriate, indicating when and where monitoring is to 
begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for monitoring. 

 
During Construction: 
1.  Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation 

a.  The qualified Paleontologist shall be present full-time during the initial cutting of 
previously undisturbed formations with high and moderate resource sensitivity, and 
shall document activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (form). This record shall 
be faxed to the RE, or BI as appropriate, and MMC each month. 
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Section 4.9 – Paleontological Resources (cont’d.) 
 2. Discoveries: 

a. Minor Paleontological Discovery 
In the event of a minor Paleontological discovery (small pieces of broken common 
shell fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Paleontologist shall notify the 
RE, or BI as appropriate, that a minor discovery has been made. The determination 
of significance shall be at the discretion of the qualified Paleontologist.  The 
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area and immediately notify the RE, or 
BI as appropriate, if a potential significant discovery emerges. 

b.  Significant Paleontological Discovery 
 In the event of a significant Paleontological discovery, and when requested by the 
Paleontologist, the city RE, or BI as appropriate, shall be notified and shall divert, 
direct, or temporarily halt construction activities in the area of discovery to allow 
recovery of fossil remains. The determination of significance shall be at the 
discretion of the qualified Paleontologist. The Paleontologist with Principal 
Investigator (PI) level evaluation responsibilities shall also immediately notify MMC 
staff of such finding at the time of discovery. MMC staff will coordinate with 
appropriate LDR staff. 

3.  Night Work:  
a.  If night work is included in the contract 

When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall 
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 
The following procedures shall be followed: 
(a) No Discoveries 
 In the event that nothing was found during the night work, the PI shall record 

the information on the Site Visit Record Form. 
b.  Minor Discoveries 

All Minor Discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures under 2. a., with the exception that the RE shall contact MMC by 9 
A.M. the following morning. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

 If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 
procedures under 2.b., shall be followed, with the exception that the RE shall 
contact MMC by 8 A.M. the following morning to report and discuss the findings. 
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Section 4.9 – Paleontological Resources (cont’d.) 
 d.  If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 
24 hours before the work is to begin. 
The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

e.  All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 
 

4.  Notification of Completion: 
 The Paleontologist shall notify MMC and the RE, or BI as appropriate, of the end date of 

monitoring. 
 

Post Construction: 
The Paleontologist shall be responsible for preparation of fossils to a point of curation as 
defined by the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines: 
1.  Submit Letter of Acceptance from Local Qualified Curation Facility. 
 The Paleontologist shall be responsible for submittal of a letter of acceptance to ADD of 

LDR from a local qualified curation facility. A copy of this letter shall be forwarded to 
MMC. 

2.  If Fossil Collection is not Accepted, Contact LDR for Alternatives 
 If the fossil collection is not accepted by a local qualified facility for reasons other than 

inadequate preparation of specimens, the project Paleontologist shall contact LDR, to 
suggest an alternative disposition of the collection. MMC shall be notified in writing of 
the situation and resolution. 

3.  Recording Sites with San Diego Natural History Museum 
 The Paleontologist shall be responsible for the recordation of any discovered fossil sites 

at the San Diego Natural History Museum. 
4.  Final Results Report 

a. Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results Report 
(even if negative), which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the 
above Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be 
submitted to MMC for approval by the ADD of LDR. 

b. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final Results Report. 

    

 



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Grantville Redevelopment Project -17- April 2005 

 
No. MITIGATION MEASURE METHOD OF 

VERIFICATION 
TIMING OF 

VERIFICATION 
RESPONSIBLE 

PERSON 
DATE OF 

COMPLETION/ 
INITIALS 

Section 4.10 – Aesthetics 
A1 As redevelopment activities proceed within the Project Area, each individual development 

proposal shall be reviewed by the Agency and City to comply with the development 
standards of the City of San Diego Land Development Code and the adopted design 
guidelines of the Community Plans.  Specific redevelopment projects shall incorporate 
appropriate design details and principals consistent with the Navajo and Tierrasanta 
Community Plans, including:  
• The rear elevations of buildings which face the San Diego River or are visible from the 

street should be as well-detailed and visually interesting as the front elevations;  
• Buildings developed adjacent to the river should be set back from the river to avoid 

glare and shading impacts to the habitat; 
• Improve the appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission 

Gorge Road between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving 
landscaping and architectural design, providing consistent building setbacks and 
providing adequate off-street parking; 

• Site design should provide adequate visual buffers surrounding uses, such as with the 
use of landscaping or grade separation;  

• Develop commercial areas which have desirably distinctive qualities in their design, 
appearance and operation;  

• Ensure that industrial appearance and effects of industrial uses are compatible with the 
character of the surrounding residential and commercial areas and the sensitive 
resources of the San Diego River;  

• Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations included in 
the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ); and, 

• Future development of areas within the Tierrasanta Community that abut the Mission 
Trials Regional Park should be sensitive to it, as proposed within the Urban Design 
Element of the Tierrasanta Community Plan. 

Review of plans by 
the Agency. 

At the time of 
development 
review. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.11 – Water Quality/Hydrology 
WQ1 Prior to commencement of construction activities for future redevelopment activities, in 

compliance approval documentation with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, General 
Construction Stormwater Permit (Order No. 99-08, NPDES CAS000002) and the General 
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001-01, NPDES CAS0108758) shall be obtained. 
Under the General Construction Stormwater Permit, the following components are required, 
a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Monitoring 
Program and Reporting Requirements. Required elements of SWPPP include:  
• Site description addressing the elements and characteristics specific to the site;  
• Description of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment controls; 
• BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal;  
• Implementation of approved local plans;  
• Proposed post-construction controls, including description of local post-construction 

erosion and sediment control requirements;  
• Non-storm water management;  
• Identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges from 

construction activity which discharge into water bodies listed on the 303 (d) list of 
impaired water bodies; and, 

• For all construction activity, identify a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling 
schedule for pollutants which are not visually detectable in stormwater discharges, 
which are known to occur on the construction site, and which could cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of water quality objectives in receiving waters. 

 
Some of the BMPs that shall be used during construction for compliance with the City of San 
Diego Municipal Code, General Construction Stormwater Permit, and General Municipal 
Stormwater Permit include, but are not limited to: 
• Silt fence, fiber rolls, or gravel bag berms 
• Street Sweeping 
• Strom drain inlet protection 
• Stabilized construction entrance/exit 
• Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 
• Hydroseed, soil binders, or straw mulch 

Project applicants 
shall submit site-
specific water 
quality 
management 
plans and 
hydrology reports 
to the Agency and 
City Engineering 
Department. 

Prior to approval of 
specific 
development plans 
within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 
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Section 4.11 – Water Quality/Hydrology (cont’d.) 
WQ2 All future redevelopment projects shall obtain compliance approval with the City of San 

Diego Municipal Code, General Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 2001-01, NPDES 
NO. CAS0108858), and the General Industrial Stormwater Permit (Order No. 97-03-DWQ, 
NPDES NO. CAS000001).  Future redevelopment project design shall also take into 
consideration to the maximum extent practicable the recommendations contained in the 
San Diego River Park Master Plan and the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan.  
Components of future redevelopment project design that will help achieve compliance 
with these long-term water quality regulations include, but are not limited to:  
• Infiltration basins  
• Retention/detention basins 
• Biofilters 
• Structural controls 

Project applicants 
shall submit site-
specific water 
quality 
management 
plans and 
hydrology reports 
to the City 
Engineering 
Department. 

Prior to approval of 
specific 
development plans 
within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

HD1 A detailed hydrology study shall be prepared for each specific development that addresses 
the onsite and offsite hydrological and drainage characteristics of each proposed 
development project.  For development projects located within or adjacent to the 100-year 
floodplain, additional consideration shall be given to the design of the project.  An 
appropriate drainage control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner 
acceptable to City Engineering Standards for the specific project shall be implemented. The 
drainage control plan shall be implemented in accordance with the recommendations of 
the hydrology study and shall address on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure 
on-site runoff will not adversely affect off-site areas or alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or off-site areas. The drainage study shall incorporate the recommendations of the 
San Diego River Park Master Plan and the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan 
relative to hydrology/drainage and flooding to the maximum extent practicable. 

Project applicants 
shall submit site-
specific water 
quality 
management 
plans and 
hydrology reports 
to the City 
Engineering 
Department. 

Prior to approval of 
specific 
development plans 
within the 
Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

The Five-Year Implementation Plan adopted for the Project Area shall include the initiation 
of hydrology studies and completion of Alvarado Creek enhancements and drainage 
improvements.   

HD2 Identification and 
prioritization of 
improvements shall 
be defined in the 
Five-Year 
Implementation 
Plan. 

During 
redevelopment 
within the Project 
Area. 

Executive Director 
of 
Redevelopment 
Agency or 
designee. 

 

Section 4.12 – Population/Housing 
 
 
 
 

No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant population/housing impact has been 
identified.  

    



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Grantville Redevelopment Project -20- April 2005 

Section 4.13 – Public Services 
 No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant public services impact has been 

identified.  
    

Section 4.14 – Mineral Resources 
 No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant mineral resources impact has been 

identified.  
    

Source:  BRG Consulting, Inc., 2005. 
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