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UPDATE
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DRAFT DOCUMENT - July 11Mareh-14, 2024:

In response to comments received during public review, minor revisions and clarifications

have been made to the document which do not change the conclusions of the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) regarding the project’s potential environmental impacts

and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, minor revisions and

clarifications to the document — which are shown in strikeett/underline format — do not

represent “significant new information” and, therefore, recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not
warranted. No new significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications,

and similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would occur.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Blueprint SD Initiative

The General Plan provides a policy framework for land use decisions that balances the needs of
the City as required by state law (Government Code Section 65300). It expresses a Citywide
vision and provides a comprehensive approach for how the City should develop, provide public
services, and maintain and enhance the qualities that define the City of San Diego. The
overarching strategy of the General Plan is based on the City of Villages, which focuses growth
into mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly districts linked to the planned
regional transit system.

The General Plan provides a vision and policy framework to guide the development of each of
the City’s 52 community planning areas. Community plans are written to refine the General
Plan’s citywide policies and provide location-based policies and recommendations to guide
development over a 20-to-30-year timeframe. Community plans provide more detailed land
use designations and community-specific policies on a wide array of topics including housing,
mobility, open space and parks, public facilities, safety, noise, sustainability, environmental
justice, urban design, and historic preservation.

The General Plan and community plans play a critical role in meeting the City’s Climate Action
Plan (CAP) goals and contributing to the region’s mobility vision and needs. They also help the
City implement other citywide policy documents such as the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan
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and the Parks Master Plan. The General Plan and community plans identify land uses and
public improvements that work toward achieving the citywide mobility mode share goals. As
such, the City has shifted away from accommodating additional vehicular travel to instead
focus on reducing vehicular travel through strategic land use planning, primarily by locating
new development within walking distance to transit stops and stations, and through
investments in walking/rolling, bicycling, and transit improvements.

The Blueprint SD Initiative includes a comprehensive amendment to the General Plan to better
align the City of Villages Strategy to reflect the latest goals, policies, and plans for housing,
mobility and transit, environmental protection, and climate change adaptation and
sustainable growth. The Blueprint SD Initiative would amend the General Plan to reflect an
updated citywide land use framework designed around the 2050 regional transportation
network in the San Diego Association of Government’s (SANDAG’s) Regional Plan to promote
reductions in per capita greenhouse has (GHG) emissions and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
The Blueprint SD Initiative identifies complementary land use, transportation, and related
policies to support future development according to the revised land use framework. The land
use and policy amendments would build upon the climate goals outlined in the City’s CAP and
Climate Resilient SD Plan.

Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan (Hillcrest FPA)

The Hillcrest FPA proposes an amendment to the Uptown Community Plan to redesignate
approximately 380 acres of the Hillcrest and Medical Complex neighborhoods with land uses
that follow a similar pattern to the planned land uses from the 2016 Uptown Community Plan
Update with increases to the planned residential density and non-residential development
capacity. The Hillcrest FPA establishes an updated vision and objectives that align with the
SANDAG Regional Plan and the City’s General Plan policies, including those proposed and
amended by the Blueprint SD Initiative and the City of Villages Strategy, as well as recently
adopted policies from the CAP, Parks Master Plan, and Climate Resilient SD. The amendment
would provide the opportunity for additional homes in the Hillcrest FPA area and is intended to
encourage active transportation and provide more opportunities for quality public spaces. By
providing the opportunity for additional homes near the employment center of the Medical
Complex neighborhood, in an area with access to high frequency public transit and coupled
with mobility improvements, the Hillcrest FPA would encourage active transportation and
reduce automobile trips for work commutes.

The Hillcrest FPA will update the land use plan and zoning for the Hillcrest FPA area, amend
the existing Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) - Type A - Building
Heights within the Uptown Community Plan area, create three new CPIOZ areas (the Hillcrest
District, the Hillcrest Historic District, and the Commercial and Entertainment Activity Area),
and provide Supplemental Development Regulations (SDRs) for these CPIOZ areas.

University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (University CPU)

The University CPU is a comprehensive update to the existing University Community Plan and
Local Coastal Program. The University CPU establishes an updated vision and objectives that
align with the SANDAG Regional Plan, and the City’s General Plan policies, including those
proposed and amended by the Blueprint SD Initiative and the City of Villages Strategy, as well
as recently adopted policies from the CAP, Parks Master Plan, and Climate Resilient SD. The
University Community Plan will update the land use plan and zoning for the community plan
area to help achieve the desired vision and objectives for the community. The University CPU
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identifies several guiding principles, plan goals and policies, and identifies procedures for plan
implementation, as well.

PROJECT LOCATION:

Blueprint SD Initiative

The project location is the entire City of San Diego municipal area, as land use policy,
community plan updates and future San Diego Municipal Code amendments to implement the
Blueprint SD Initiative may apply citywide. Consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative, the City
anticipates that future community Plarn-plan updates, specific plans, and focused plan
amendments would involve redesignation of existing land uses within specific areas, referred
to as the Climate Smart Village Areas. These are areas that have access to existing or planned
transit and demonstrate the greatest likelihood to encourage walking/rolling, biking, and
transit use.

Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan

The Hillcrest FPA area is located in the center of the Uptown Community Plan area and
encompasses approximately 380 acres of the Hillcrest and Medical Complex neighborhoods.
The Hillcrest FPA area is bound by a series of streets and canyons, including Park Boulevard to
the westeast, Walnut Avenue to the south, Dove Street to the west, and the hilltop bluffs along
the northern edge of the Medical Complex neighborhood. State Route (SR-) 163 splits the
Uptown Community Plan area and the Hillcrest FPA area.

University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update

The University CPU area is located approximately 13 miles north of Downtown San Diego and
includes prominent regional parks and institutions such as Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve,
Torrey Pines Golf Course, and the University of California, San Diego (UCSD). Interstate (I-) 5
traverses the center of the community, SR-52 forms the southern border of the community
and I-805 runs along the eastern edge within and outside of the community. Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Miramar is located along the southeastern border of the community.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project.

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has
prepared the following BraftPEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified
that the proposed project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise, Hydrology, Public
Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Wildfire. All other impacts analyzed in this Draft PEIR were found to be less than
or not significant.

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's City Planning Department and is
based on the City's independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to Section 21082.1
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 128.0103(a) and (b) of the San
Diego Municipal Code.
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
draft environmental document. No response is necessary, and the letters are
incorporated herein.

(X-) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental
document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

%’WJ March 14,2024

Rebecca Malone, Program Manager Date of Draft Report
City Planning Department

July 11, 2024
Date of Final Report

Analyst: E. Pascual
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PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the Draft
PEIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copies of the Draft PEIR and
any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the City Planning Department, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Federal Aviation Administration (1)
Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
Army Corps of Engineers (26)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Caltrans District 11 (31)

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)

California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Housing and Community Development (38)
Natural Resources Agency (43)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
Department of Water Resources (45)

State Clearinghouse (46A)

California Coastal Commission (47)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Transportation Commission (51)
California Department of Transportation (51A)
State Water Resources Control Board (55)

Native American Heritage Commission (56)

Office of Planning and Research (57)

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control Board (65)

Planning and Land Use (68)

County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health (75)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO (AND THEIR CHIEFS OF STAFF)
Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Elo-River, District 9
Chief of Staff Lydia Van Note, District 9
Councilmember LaCava, District 1
Chief of Staff Vicky Joes, District 1
Councilmember Campbell, District 2
Chief of Staff Venus Molina, District 2
Councilmember Whitburn, District 3
Chief of Staff Codi Vierra, District 3
Council District 4

Councilmember von Wilpert, District 5
Chief of Staff Jamie Fox, District 5
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Councilmember Lee, District 6

Chief of Staff Sara Kamiab, District 6
Councilmember Campillo, District 7

Chief of Staff Michael Simonsen, District 7
Councilmember Moreno, District 8

Chief of Staff Travis Knowles, District 8

Mayor’s Office
Casey Smith, Deputy Chief Operating Officer

Office of the City Attorney

Corrine Neuffer, Chief Deputy Attorney
Jeanne MacKinnon, Deputy City Attorney
Shannon Eckmeyer, Deputy City Attorney

City Planning Department
Heidi Vonblum, Director

Kelley Stanco, Deputy Director

Tait Galloway, Deputy Director

Rebecca Malone, AICP, Program Manager

Coby Tomlins, Program Manager

Elena Pascual, Senior Environmental Planner

Jordan Moore, Senior Environmental Planner

Greg Johansen, Senior Environmental Planner

Tara Ash-Reynolds, Associate Environmental Planner
Edgar Ramirez— Manriquez, Associate Environmental Planner
Zaira Marquez, Associate Environmental Planner
Vanessa Sandoval, Associate Environmental Planner
Nathen Causman, Senior Planner

Suchi Lukes, Senior Planner

Shannon Corr, Senior Planner

Bernard Turgeon, Senior Planner

Kristy Forburger, Development Project Manager III
Dan Monroe, Senior Planner

Mike Klein, Program Coordinator

Sustainability and Mobility Department

Phil Trom, Program Manager

Maureen Gardiner, Senior Traffic Engineer
Emanuel Alforja, Associate Traffic Engineer
Leo Alo, Senior Traffic Engineer

Gerald Chacon, Associate Traffic Engineer
Claudia Brizuela, Senior Traffic Engineer

Libraries

Central Library, Government Documents (81 & 81A)
Balboa Branch Library (81B)

Beckwourth Branch Library (81C)

Benjamin Branch Library (81D)
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Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch Library (81E)
Carmel Valley Branch Library (81F)

City Heights/Weingart Branch Library (81G)
Clairemont Branch Library (81H)
College-Rolando Branch Library (81I)
Kensington-Normal Heights Branch Library (81K)
LaJolla/Riford Branch Library (81L)

Linda Vista Branch Library (81M)

Logan Heights Branch Library (81N)

Malcom X Library & Performing Arts Center (810)
Mira Mesa Branch Library (81P)

Mission Hills Branch Library (81Q)

Mission Valley Branch Library (81R)

North Clairmont Branch Library (81S)

North Park Branch Library (81T)

Oak Park Branch Library (81U)

Ocean Beach Branch Library (81V)

Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W)
Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch Library (81X)
Paradise Hills Branch Library (81Y)

Point Loma/Hervey Branch Library (81Z)
Rancho Bernardo Branch Library (81AA)
Rancho Pefiasquitos Branch Library (81BB)
Read/San Diego (81CC)

San Carlos Branch Library (81DD)

San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE)

Scripps Miramar Ranch Branch Library (81FF)
Serra Mesa Branch Library (81GG)

Skyline Hills Branch Library (81HH)
Tierrasanta Branch Library (811I)

University Community Branch Library (81]])
North University Branch Library (81]]])
University Heights Branch Library (81KK)

Other City Governments

City of Chula Vista (94)

City of Coronado (95)

City of Del Mar (96)

City of El Cajon (97)

City of Escondido (98)

City of Imperial Beach (99)

City of La Mesa (100)

City of Lemon Grove (101)

City of National City (102)

City of Poway (103)

City of Santee (104)

City of Solana Beach (105)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego Unified Port District (109)
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San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)
San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

School Districts

San Diego Unified School District (132)

San Diego Community College District (133)
Chula Vista School District (118)

Del Mar Union School District (119)
Grossmont Union High School District (120)
La Mesa-Spring Valley School District (121)
Lemon Grove School District (122)

National School District (123)

Poway Unified School District (124)

San Dieguito Union High School (126)

San Ysidro School District (127)

Santee School District (128)

Solana Beach School District (129)

South Bay Unified School District (130)
Sweetwater Union High School District (131)

Community Planning Groups or Committees
Balboa Park Committee (226A)

Black Mountain Ranch-Subarea I (226C)

Otay Mesa-Nestor Planning Committee (228)

Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235)

Barrio Logan Planning Group (240)

Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee (248)

Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee (259)

Serra Mesa Planning Committee (263A)

Kearny Mesa Community Planning Group (265)
Linda Vista Community Planning Committee (267)
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)

City Heights Area Planning Committee (287)
Kensington-Talmadge Planning Committee (290)
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291)
Eastern Area Planning Committee (302)
Midway-Pacific Highway Community Planning Group (307)
Mira Mesa Community Planning Committee (310)
Mission Beach Precise Planning Board (325)

Mission Valley Planning Group (331)

Navajo Community Planners, Inc. (336)

Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Planning Group
Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (350)

Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361)
North Park Planning Committee (363)

Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)

0ld Town Community Planning Board (368)
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Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375)
Pacific Highlands Ranch-Subarea III (377A)

Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board (380)
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390)

Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (400)
Sabre Springs Community Planning Group (406B)
San Pasqual-Lake Hodges Planning Group (426)
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433)
Scripps Miramar Ranch Planning Group (437)
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439)
Skyline Paradise Hills Planning Committee (443)
Torrey Hills Community Planning Board (4444)
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee (449)
Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Group (449A)
College Area Community Planning Board (456)
Tierrasanta Community Council (462)

Torrey Highlands — Subarea IV (467)

Torrey Pines Community Planning Board (469)
University City Community Planning Group (480)
Uptown Planners (498)

Fairbanks Country Club Community Planning Group
Mission Bay Park Committee

North City Subarea 2 Community Planning Group
Rancho Encantada Community Planning Group

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals
San Dieguito River Park (116)

San Diego River Park Foundation (163)
San Diego River Coalition (164)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

San Diego River Conservancy (168)
Environmental Health Coalition (169)
California Native Plant Society (170)

San Diego Coastkeeper (173)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)
Endangered Habitats League (182 & 182A)
League of Women Voters (192)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)
San Diego Historical Society (211)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)
Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)
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Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Hancock Street Neighborhood Business Association

NATIVE AMERICAN DISTRIBUTION
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul Indian Village (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation (225G)
Sycuan Band of Kumeyaay Nation (225H)
Viejas Band of Mission Indians (2251)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225])
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S)
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Responses to Comments

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU
Program EIR
Letters of Comment and Responses

The following letters of comment were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during
the public review period (March 14, 2024, to April 29, 2024) of the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR). A copy of each comment letter along with corresponding staff responses is
included here. Some of the comments did not address the adequacy of the environmental
document; however, staff has attempted to provide appropriate responses to all comments as a
courtesy to the commenter. The comments received did not affect the conclusions of the document.
Where responses to comments required minor revisions to the Draft PEIR, changes to the text are
shown in strikeout, underline format. Such format shows deletions as strikeout text and additions as
underline text.

Federal/State AGENCIES. ... iiiiiiiiietiiiretiecnnttiesnstsessnsssessnsssssssasessessansssessansassssnsssssssases RTC-5
Al California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) ......cccveveeeevvienenennieneneeeese e RTC-6
A2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) ...cc.cccviviniernininietneneneeesesieeeeeenes RTC-13
A3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife SErvice (USFWS) ...ttt sttt esrasesaneesnessneesnes RTC-40
OFZANIZALIONS ..coiiiiiiiiinnneriiiiiiiiissnnettiieesssssssssssttisessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssssss RTC-63
01 CIrCUIate SAN DIBEO .oviveeieiiiiiierterienie sttt ettt s besbessa e s e s b e saasssesbesbessesssansesaessasnns RTC-64
02 Climate ACtion CamPAIZN ....oviverierieriiierteriese et et sre e st e saesresresssessesbesaesssessesbessesssensessessessns RTC-72
03 FOrest AQVISONY BOArd.....cceeieriiiiieeieiesieseeiesie sttt sttt sb st ss et sbesbe e aesbesbesbeeaesaesveeneen RTC-79
04 Friends of Rose Canyon, Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP on behalf of........cccoccevinenenen. RTC-81
05 HEIP SAVE UC ...ttt sttt sttt st st be b RTC-225
06 Linda Vista COMMUNILY GIrOUP ...uiruectreririeieeresienietsessessesesessessessessesessessensessssessessensosassessens RTC-261
o7 Livable San Diego, DeLano and DeLano on behalf of ... RTC-265
08 Neighbors for @ Better SAN DI€E0.......cccuviriririririeinererieteese st sse s sbesaesessessens RTC-595
09 Peninsula Community Planning BOard.........cccvevevirininiinieenineneseesesesseesessessessesessesnens RTC-609
010  San Diego AUAUDON SOCIELY ..iciieeriiriirireeiese ettt st stese et e sbesvesssesaesbesbessnessesaesneens RTC-617
OTT  SIEITA CIUD ettt sttt sttt a et e b sbe e RTC-636
012  Save Our Heritage OrganiSatioN........coeeeerierinerieieseseeeeiesese et sne e RTC-666
OT13  UNIVErSILY CitY PEEPS ...ttt s s s bbb nne RTC-670
014  University City Peeps, Law Offices of Andrea Contreras on behalf of........cccccocneieennenn. RTC-679
015  University COmmunNity Planning GrOUP ....c.ccoeeririerieererienieieesie ettt see e seesesvesees RTC-685
016  UPLOWN UNITEA c..iiiiiiiiiiiiiieieenesieteese sttt sttt sttt esasbe s b sse e ssasbesbessesassessensesessessensonees RTC-704
1T AT« T 1O RTC-713
11 ALET, AN ettt b et b bbb bbbt bbbt b e b b et b e b e b et et ebe st e ee e ene RTC-714
12 BACK, NGNCY .ottt b e b e s b s b b e e sbe s b e b e st esesbesbessesessessensensons RTC-717
13 BUEK, LN ..ttt ettt ettt ettt st b e be e RTC-719
14 BECK, NANCY ittt ettt st b e s bbbt bbb et e b b e e e e RTC-722
15 BECK, WIlTIAIM ettt sttt s b e b et b e b e RTC-726
16 =TT ol = g [0 T YOO PRSPPI RTC-728

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Responses to Comments

Individuals (cont.)

BINIEY, JAMES .ttt b ettt b e ebe b RTC-731
BONNETOUS, COIINE....uiiieteeeeeee ettt s a e s b e e e e e b e s besbe e s e sbesbeeraens RTC-733
Bradford, BEAU.....cueceeieieeeieeeeieseeteetee sttt ettt et be et b e s be e e b et e s beeta e s e besbeennebesreereens RTC-738
Breher, William @nd JOAN ...ttt et esrte e sve e sbessbesesbesessaeesaneesane RTC-740
<Y 4] o= T 1= TSROSOt RTC-746
BUSH, RULN ettt ettt a et ta e b et esbe e s e besbesreens RTC-750
CalTIEE, TOM cuiiiiiieeeiee ettt ettt sre e st esbe e et eesab e e sabeesabaesabaessbaeensseessseesasaesasaesssaessaeensanens RTC-754
L@ V7= o 1o o OSSR RTC-764
Chevalier, Kathy and ChUCK........ccoviiiriiiiireceeee ettt sbesveenen RTC-768
(@ o Lo YU = =T o T =1 o P USRI RTC-771
CArK, LIS uviveeeeeieiiecteetetete sttt ete e st s et e e s te e e e s et e st e ebaesa e besbesseesaesbesbassaessessesseesaessessessensaans RTC-773
CONEN, JONATNAN et sb e st ebe e e be e e sabe e sabeesabesebesensaeess RTC-775
(@] 1= (=] o o [ = ISR RTC-780
(0o = T G T 0 1 1=1 = ORI RTC-784
(@0 Y= o [ = TS TR PRRR RTC-788
DaANGEI0, KIISTi vvivuiieieieriirierierienieseetesiesie st et estesteseeesessesbesse e sessesbesssessesbessesssensessesssensensessesseens RTC-790
D= o] =T g Lo o O TPt RTC-792
(DTl oL g 2 (0D d == o 1 o OO TR RTC-800
DaVidSON, DAY cvicieeeuiriiriirieieeriesierte et sttt ettt sttt b et e e et s b s be b et esesbesbe st et ssesbensenaeneenens RTC-804
DEMAICO, TIACH uiiiiiiisiieeiieiiteeiieesteesseessteessaeesressseesseessaesssseesssessssessseesssesssssessssesssessssessnne RTC-808
(DTSR T o T A= | o TS OO OO RTC-810
DEVENS, MIKE .ottt ettt ettt ettt et e et e et e e beesbe e be e beesbeess e be e ssebaeseebaesbeenseenseesaensean RTC-812
DONE, DONEAONG .c..iiiiiiriiiieieriestetesie sttt ste sttt et estesbesbaestessesbesssessensestasssensensessesnsensessessaessons RTC-815
DUNWAY, JENMNITEE 1ttt sttt e e e st st e s e e ese st e sesaesessestessesaesessensensesessens RTC-818
ENGSTrOM, JUIIA oottt ettt sttt b e sttt s b e st e et ne s RTC-911
] 0TI WY | o PSS RTC-913
FIliPPONE, ANTNONY ...ttt ettt et st sre b et e st e saa e s ensesbessnensens RTC-916
I Q=Y 1V T ol = PRSI RTC-919
Frattall, MK ..ottt ettt ettt et et et e et e e be e be e be e beebe e be e seesaensean RTC-923
[ =1 L0 | A CT- 1 FO OO RTC-925
FrENCN, JEBNMN ottt ettt e e be e e be e e bbeesabeeeabaeerbaesbeeebseessseesaraessesesseenes RTC-927
L T=Te | aT= T o T =l [P SRR RTC-930
LCT=T 0 ] o= T o] o ORI RTC-933
GeIlMAN, Barbara....c ettt re e sa e s e e b et s be e et e besbaereens RTC-938
GHIMIOT, SUB ettt ettt et et e e et e e et e e be e be e be e be e baesbe e beebeenbaenbeenbeenbaenseeseenses RTC-943
[ =To [T aTol Q Clo T o 1RO RTC-946
KFISTIN GIranam ..ttt ettt et s be e et e st e e beess e b e sbeesaessessessneseans RTC-950
GIISWOI, HATTY oottt sttt ettt ettt s st e s b s b e s e e saesbesbesasnesnens RTC-953
GIOSS, IMICNEHE ..ttt e e be et e e s be e be e be e be e be e be e beesbaenss RTC-957
HAIVEY, Sttt ettt st et b s b e b e b e sbe s e et e s b e sbe e st et e sheeaeenaenbesaeereens RTC-960
[ E= T T D - 11 I OO OO RTC-964
HEFING, JAIMES ..ottt ettt ettt sb st e b e s b sae et et e sbesbeenbesbesbesueeasesbessesneens RTC-966
HINEZ, EAMUNG. ..ottt ettt et e et e et e et e et e et e e seebeesseenbaesbaenseenseenseensean RTC-968
Hoey, JeanNe and KENWAY .....cccieiiiiriniirieieniiseetesiesiesieessessestesesessessessesssessessessesssensessessasssens RTC-971
JONES, ANI ittt sttt sttt b e s he et s h e e bt et et e b e eae et e b e she et enes RTC-974
Kantak, Neeta and Prashant ...ttt ve ettt aean RTC-977
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Responses to Comments

Individuals (cont.)

153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198

KaPIan, LINQ@ .ttt b sttt sb e sbe b RTC-980
KEINEE, BIIa ..veveiiceeeieieciecttetee sttt te ettt et et te et et e s beere e s e besbeesaessesbesbeessassessessaessessessensenns RTC-983
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Comment Letter A1 - California Department of Transportation

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo, Ari

Subject: FW: Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR (SCH # 2021070359)
Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 9:16:53 AM

Attachments: City of SD Blueprint DEIR CEQA Comment Letter - signed.pdf

From: Sanchez Rangel, Rogelio@DOT <roger.sanchez-rangel@dot.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 10:12 AM

To: Pascual, Elena <EPascual@sandiego.gov>; PLN_PlanningCEQA <planningcega@sandiego.gov>
Cc: State.Clearinghouse (State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov) <State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program EIR (SCH #
2021070359)

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

Hi Elena,

A1-1

Attached please find Caltrans comment letter for the Blueprint San Diego Initiative Environmental
document review.

Thank you,

Rogelio Sanchez
Associate Transportation Planner
Local Development Review | Border Studies

California Department of Transportation

roger.sanchez-rangel@dot.ca.gov
Tel (619) 987-1043
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CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

California Department of Transportation cﬁ

DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240 Lftrans
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

(619) 985-1587 | FAX (619) 688-4299 TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

April 25, 2024

11-SD-Var
City of San Diego Blueprint Initiative DEIR
SCH# 2021070359

Ms. Elena Pascual
City of San Diego
Planning Department
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear, Ms. Pascual:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
review process for the Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU Program
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe
and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the
environment. The Local Development Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects
and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.

A1-2

Safety is one of Caltrans’ strategic goals. Caltrans strives to make the year 2050
the first year without a death or serious injury on California’s roads. We strive for
more equitable outcomes for the transportation network’s diverse users. To
achieve these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful collaboration with our
partners. We encourage the implementation of new technologies, innovations,
and best practices that will enhance the safety of the transportation network.
These pursuits are ambitious and urgent, and their accomplishment involves a
focused departure from the status quo as we continue to institutionalize safety in
all our work.

A1-3

Caltrans is committed to prioritizing projects that are equitable and provide
meaningful benefits to historically underserved communities, to ultimately improve A1-4
transportation accessibility and quality of life for people in the communities we serve.

Traffic Analysis

At the time of development, each development shall submit a VMT analysis and Local
Mobility Analysis (LMA) including Multi-Modal and Safety Analysis. Proper mitigation A1-5
measures for each project development shall be determined in the VMT/LMA for Multi-
Modal and Safety Analysis.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Ms. Elena Pascual
April 25, 2024
Page 2

Multimodal System Planning

Please consider incorporating further review of impacts on the State Highway System
(SHS). There are several Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plans (CMCP’s) that
provide more information specific to SHS routes.

- South Bay to Sorrento CMCP: This document incorporates the areas of the
University CPU and parts of the City of San Diego.

- Central Mobility Hub and Connections and Draft Kumeyaay Corridor CMCP’s:
These documents incorporate the City of San Diego and Hillcrest FPA related to
multi-modal planning. As an example, please see the Draft Kumeyaay Corridor
Appendix E - Transportation Solutions, Cost Estimates, and Phasing Results, page
14 of the PDF, solution AT267, regarding multi-modal improvements to University
Avenue.

Please review the South Bay to Sorrento CMCP and SANDAG 2021 Regional Plan for
information on the Purple Line, a new-proposed commuter rail service. The SANDAG
2021 Regional Plan also includes information about light rail improvements and the
integration of California High-Speed Rail in the San Diego Region.

Please consider the Smart Mobility Framework 2010 and California Transportation Plan
2050, documents: to supplement discussion of the Climate Smart Village Areas and

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).

Please review the accuracy of the boundaries of the Hillcrest FPA. The draft PEIR states
that the Hillcrest FPA is bounded by Park Boulevard to the west (it should state that the
Hillcrest FPA is bounded by Park Boulevard to the east in relation to the other listed
streets). Here are some of the sections where this information is listed:

- Memo, pg. 3 (PDF pg. 3)

- Chapter 2.1.1.2 Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment Area, pgs. 2-4 (PDF

pg. 73)
- Chapter 3.4 Project Location, pg. 3-8 (PDF pg. 94)
- Chapter 4.1.1 Physical Setting, pg. 4.1-2 (PDF pg. 166)

Broadband

Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning lessen traffic impacts on our
roadways and surrounding communities. This reduces the amount of VMT and
decreases the amount of GHG and other pollutants. The availability of affordable and
reliable, high-speed broadband is key in supporting travel demand management and
reaching the state’s transportation and climate action goals.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Ms. Elena Pascual
April 25, 2024
Page 3

Complete Streets and Mobility Network

Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, A1-11
access, and mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian,

and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation network.

Caltrans supports improved transit accommodation through the provision of Park and

Ride facilities, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and safety improvements, A1-12
signal prioritization for transit, bus on shoulders, ramp improvements, or other

enhancements that promote a complete and integrated transportation network.

Noise

The applicant must be informed that in accordance with 23 Code of Federal

Regulations (CFR) 772, the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is not responsible | 51.13
for existing or future traffic noise impacts associated with the existing configuration of

I-5, -8, 1-805, SR-15, and SR-163.

Right of Way (R/W)

Any work performed within Caltrans’ Right-of-Way (R/W) will require discretionary
review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for
any work within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to construction. As part of the encroachment | A1.14
permit process, the applicant must provide an approved final environmental
document including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determination
addressing any environmental impacts with the Caltrans’ R/W, and any corresponding
technical studies.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Roger Sanchez, LDR

Coordinator, at (619) 987-1043 or by e-mail sent to roger.sanchez-rangel@dot.ca.gov. A1-15

Sincerely,

MELINA PEREIRA
Acting Branch Chief
Local Development Review

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Responses to Comments

A1: Response to California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Comment Letter

A1-1: The comment is an introduction to the attached comment letter. No response is necessary.
A1-2: The comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is necessary.

A1-3: The comment informs the reader of Caltrans’ strategic goals. No response is necessary.
A1-4: The comment informs the reader of Caltrans’ strategic goals. No response is necessary.

A1-5: Comment noted. Mitigation measure TRANS-1, would apply to all future discretionary projects.
In addition, all future discretionary and ministerial projects that meet certain criteria defined in the
San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 143.1102 would be required to demonstrate compliance
with the City's Mobility Choices Ordinance (SDMC Section 143.1103 et seq.). The requirement for a
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) and/or Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis is defined in the City's
Transportation Study Manual (TSM). The City’s TSM, updated September 2022, states that all
discretionary projects must complete a LMA unless they meet the trip generation screening criteria
listed in the TSM under the section titled “Transportation Significance Determination: Question B.”
The requirement for a VMT analysis applies to all land development projects, except for those that
meet at least one of the screening criteria outlined in the TSM (pages 19 - 22 and Appendix D).

A1-6: Comment noted. The requirement to prepare an LMA is detailed in the City's TSM, as noted
above in response to comment A1-5. As part of an LMA, project specific impacts to State Highway
System facilities would be conducted, if warranted. If the City LMA identifies required improvements
to Caltrans facilities, those would be coordinated with the agency at that time. The Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was prepared to assess potential impacts at the program-level,
which generally assesses the project's impact under the CEQA significance thresholds regarding
transportation policy consistency, vehicle miles travelled, hazards due to design features, and
emergency access.

A1-7: Comment noted. As noted under Section 4.14.4 Issue 1, the project would allow for an
increase in transit-supportive residential densities and nonresidential intensities in locations where
existing or planned transit would be available consistent with the planned 2050 regional
transportation network, which assumes implementation of the proposed Purple line and other 2050
SANDAG transportation network components. While implementation of the Purple line cannot be
guaranteed at this time due to it being in the planning stages and funding not being identified, this
improvement is identified in the SANDAG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, is actively being
planned, and therefore, is a reasonable assumption for a program-level planning document. As
noted in the transportation analysis in Section 4.14, Issue 2(a-c), of the PEIR, the VMT generated by
future development in accordance with the Blueprint SD Initiative, the University CPU, and the
Hillcrest FPA (see Tables 4.14-3, 4.14-5, and 4.14-7 in Section 4.14 of the PEIR) assume
implementation of future SANDAG regional transit projects; however, the impacts related to VMT
are considered significant and unavoidable in the buildout conditions because implementation of
regional transit projects cannot be guaranteed.

A1-8: Comment noted. The City has considered these documents and no further revisions to the
Final PEIR are required. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the PEIR.

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Responses to Comments

A1-9: The location of Park Boulevard has been corrected in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 Project Location.
The other referenced locations correctly identified Park Boulevard to the east of the Hillcrest
Focused Plan Amendment (FPA) area and the Hillcrest FPA is correctly depicted and described. The
comment is unclear which memo (Memo, pg. 3 (PDF pg.3) is being referenced; therefore, no
revisions were made.

A1-10: The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR. The City
acknowledges the comment regarding broadband accessibility and its impact on travel demand
management and in reaching the state’s transportation and climate action goals. Broadband
accessibility is noted in the City’s Climate Action Plan, with which this project is consistent.

A1-11: The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR. The
comment informs the reader of Caltrans’ recognition of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as
integral elements of the transportation network. No response is necessary.

A1-12: The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR. No response
is necessary.

A1-13: Comment noted.

A1-14: Comment noted. Section 4.14.2.1(b) includes acknowledgement of future projects that may
physically affect Caltrans facilities, Caltrans requires encroachment permits before any construction
work may be undertaken.

A1-15: The comment is a conclusion to the attached comment letter. No response is necessary.

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Comment Letter A2 - California Department of Fish and Wildlife

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo. Ari

Subject: FW: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report- Blueprint Sd Initiative, Hillcrest FPA and University CPU
Program; SCH#2021070359

Date: Tuesday, May 7, 2024 8:21:36 AM

Attachments: Outlook-y5nwe03s.png

20240503 2021070359 DPEIR CiSD BlueprintSD.pdf

From: Diaz-Barriga, Frida@Wildlife <Frida.Diaz-Barriga@ Wildlife.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, May 3, 2024 1:40 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA <planningcega@sandiego.gov>

Cc: Tang, Victoria@Wildlife <Victoria.Tang@wildlife.ca.gov>; Burlaza, Melanie@Wildlife
<Melanie.Burlaza@Wildlife.ca.gov>; Turner, Jennifer@Wildlife <Jennifer. Turner@wildlife.ca.gov>;
Gibson, Steve@Wildlife <Steve.Gibson@wildlife.ca.gov>; Rieman, Frederic@Wildlife
<Frederic.Rieman@Wildlife.ca.gov>; Schmalbach, Heather@Wildlife
<Heather.Schmalbach@Wildlife.ca.gov>; Hailey, Cindy@Wildlife <Cindy.Hailey@wildlife.ca.gov>;
Kalinowski, Alison (Ali)@Wildlife <Alison.Kalinowski@Wildlife.ca.gov>; OPR State Clearinghouse
<state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov>; Snyder, Jonathan <jonathan_d_snyder@fws.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Draft Program Environmental Impact Report- Blueprint Sd Initiative, Hillcrest
FPA and University CPU Program; SCH#2021070359

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

Hello Elena,
Please see the attached document for your records. If you have any questions, please
direct them to Alison Kalinowski at (858) 775-6320 or at

Alison.Kalinowski@wildlife.ca.gov.

Thank you,
Frida

Frida Diaz (sherer) | Staff Services Analyst

kil California Department of

\ % Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region 5

3030 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 400

Seal Beach, CA 90740

Work Cell 858-203-5876
RTC-15
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Office (858) 467-2702
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DocuSign Envelope ID: C495CE66-C3D4-4AA7-8875-78F5476C51F1

CALIFORNIA State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
e DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

g South Coast Region

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201

www.wildlife.ca.gov

May 3, 2024

Elena Pascual

City of San Diego

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101
PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: BLUEPRINT SD INITIATIVE, HILLCREST FPA, AND UNIVERSITY CPU
PROGRAM, DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SCH#2021070359; SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CA

Dear Elena Pascual:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability
of a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) from the City of San Diego
(City) for the Blueprint San Diego (SD) Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment A2-2
(FPA), and University Community Plan Update (CPU) (Project) pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines."

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

CDFW Role

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State [Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subdivision (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines, § 15386,
subdivision (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for A2-3
biologically sustainable populations of those species (ld., § 1802). Similarly, for
purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological
expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on
projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect state fish and
wildlife resources.

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Elena Pascual
City of San Diego
May 3, 2024
Page 2 of 22

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including
lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.).
Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take”
(see Fish & G. Code, § 2050) of any species protected under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA,; Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) or the Native Plant Protection Act
(NPPA; Fish & G. Code, §1900 et seq.), CDFW recommends the Project proponent A2-3 cont.
obtain appropriate authorization under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
program, a California regional habitat conservation planning program. The City
participates in the NCCP by implementation of its approved Subarea Plan (SAP) and
Implementation Agreement (IA) under the subregional Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP). The City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) delineates core
biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation under the SAP.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: City of San Diego

Objective: In 2008, the City adopted a General Plan to provide policy guidance on long-
term development based on several elements including land use and community
planning, mobility, economic prosperity, public facilities, services and safety, urban
design, recreation, historic preservation, conservation, noise, and housing. Currently,
the City implements 48 different Community Plans that tier off from the General Plan’s
Land Use and Community Planning Element and provide community-specific policies
and land use designation maps.

The Project proposes to amend the General Plan through adoption of the Blueprint SD
Initiative, which will update the City’s land use planning framework and policies to
ensure projected development is consistent with the housing, climate, and mobility
goals outlined in the City’s 2022 Climate Action Plan (CAP) and San Diego Association A2-4
of Governments’ (SANDAG) 2021 Transportation Plan. Under Blueprint SD, future land
use changes would be implemented through Community Plan Updates (CPU), Specific
Plans, and Focused Plan Amendments (FPA), with the goal of focusing development of
mixed-use “Climate Smart Village” areas near transit and recreational areas to support
community sustainability, mobility, and quality of life.

The Project also proposes immediate updates to the University CPU and Hillcrest FPA
within the Uptown Community Plan that incorporate amendments to the City’s Land
Development Code (LDC) and zoning designations. The Project may include future
MSCP Boundary Line Corrections (BLCs) to address MSCP mapping errors (e.g.
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Elena Pascual
City of San Diego
May 3, 2024
Page 3 of 22

removing pre-SAP development). The Project may also include Boundary Line
Adjustments (BLAs) to remove the MHPA designation over lands to allow additional
development encroachment (more than 25 percent of the parcel) in certain areas in
exchange for additional conservation areas added elsewhere contingent on the
exchange yielding an equal or greater biological value. The Project specifically
proposes a BLC within the University CPU to add 25.97 acres of City-owned land into
the MHPA (25 percent developable, 75 percent conserved) in areas along Nobel Drive
and Sorrento Valley Road. In addition, the City will also vacate 2.70 acres of City-owned | A2-4
right-of-way traversing Rose Canyon that will change from 75 percent conserved cont.
designation to 100 percent conserved MHPA. The DPEIR Mitigation Measure (MM)
B1O-1 stipulates that “any future projects that could directly and/or indirectly impact
sensitive species, sensitive habitats and/or wetlands shall comply with the City’s
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and applicable
federal, state, and local Habitat Conservation Plans including, but not limited to, the
City’s [SAP] and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP) and shall implement
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in accordance with the City’s ESL
Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and [SAP] and VPHCP” (DPEIR page 4.3-64).

Location: The City of San Diego covers approximately 372 square miles in the
southwest corner of California. It is bound to the west by the Pacific Ocean, and to the
east and south by the cities of Santee, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove, unincorporated
County of San Diego lands, and National City. The Project area is bound to the north by
the cities of Del Mar, Solana Beach, Escondido, and Poway, and unincorporated County
of San Diego lands.

University City encompasses approximately 8,676 acres in the north-central area of the
City, classified as the ‘Northern Area’ and ‘Urban Area’ in the SAP. It is bound to the A2-5
south by State Route 52 and is crisscrossed by Interstate 5 and Interstate 805. It is
bound to the east by the community of Mira Mesa and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar
and to the west by the Pacific Ocean and the community of La Jolla. This area currently
supports a mix of educational, commercial, and industrial facilities, residential
development, urban parks, and open space/MHPA lands including portions of Rose
Canyon, Torrey Canyon, Carroll Canyon, Sorrento Canyon, and Miramar Canyon.

The Hillcrest FPA is nested within the Uptown community and is located just north of
downtown San Diego and covers approximately 380 acres. It is bound to the north by
Interstate 8, east by Park Boulevard and Balboa Park, and to the west and south by Old
Town San Diego and Interstate 5.

Biological Setting: Per the DPEIR, thirty-one vegetation communities and land cover
types are present throughout the City (DPEIR; Table 4.3-1; Attachment A). Vegetation
communities and land cover types were classified following Holland (1986) as modified
by Oberbauer et al. (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Per the DPEIR, there are 12 special status A2-6
plant species known to occur within the Project area, with seven species reported within
the City’s proposed Climate Smart Village Areas (DPEIR; Table 4.3-2; Attachment B). In
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addition, there are 12 special status wildlife species known to occur within the Project
area, with 11 of those species reported within the City’s proposed Climate Smart Village
Areas (DPEIR; Table 4.3-3; Attachment C). Four of the wildlife species are sensitive
nesting birds including California least tern (Sternula anatillarum browni; CESA and
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed endangered, California Fully Protected Species),
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica; ESA-listed threatened,
California Species of Special Concern (SSC)), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus;
CESA-listed endangered, ESA-listed endangered; vireo), and American peregrine A2-6
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum). One species, Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), | cont.
was left off the list in the DPEIR of species that have occurred or are likely occur within
the City limits. Crotch’s bumble bee is currently a candidate for listing under CESA,;
therefore, future projects under the DPEIR will need to address all potential impacts to
the species (CDFW 2024a).

Project History: CDFW previously provided comments on the Notice of Preparation for
the Blueprint SD Initiative component of the Project in a letter dated August 18, 2021.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The DPEIR provides a foundation for second tier CEQA documents for subsequent
projects but does not analyze the project-specific impacts of individual projects. These
analyses will be performed on individual project sites as construction of each project is
needed. CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the City
in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources, and to
ensure regional conservation objectives in the City’s SAP and VPHCP would not be
eliminated by implementation of the Project. Furthermore, CDFW recommends the City
provide Biological Resources Mitigation Measures for the Project and condition the
environmental document to include the mitigation measures recommended in this letter.
CDFW has provided the City with a summary of our suggested mitigation measures and
recommendations in the form of an attached Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting
Plan (Attachment D).

A2-7

COMMENT #1: Proposed Amendments to Land Development Code (LDC)

Issue: Section 3.5.1.3 of the DPEIR states that “future LDC amendments may
include, but not be limited to, the following: amendments to facilitate ministerial A2-8
processing of residential and mixed-use development...and changes to support
development and mobility improvements” (DPEIR page 3-26). CDFW and City staff
(Dan Monroe, Senior Planner) discussed this item briefly in the field on April 23,
2024, and the City relayed that these amendments will likely involve rezoning of
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land use designations and that an amended LDC document has not yet been
prepared or included in the DPEIR.

Specific Impact: Proposed amendments to the City’s LDC may result in changes to
the City’s standards for determination of impact and mitigation under CEQA and
implementation of their SAP.

Why impact would occur: There is insufficient detail provided in the DPEIR for
CDFW to determine if proposed amendments to the LDC will be consistent with the
conservation measures provided in the SAP, |A, and NCCP Permit (CDFW 1997).

Evidence that impact would be significant: The City has an approved and A2-8 cont.
permitted NCCP that they implement in partnership with CDFW. As the permitting
entity, CDFW has a compelling interest in reviewing any changes to the City’s
implementation framework such as the LDC. Any amendments to the LDC
inconsistent with the SAP may result in noncompliance with the NCCP Permit.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Recommendation #1 CDFW Review of Future Amendments to the LDC: All
proposed amendments to the LDC shall be consistent with the City’s SAP, IA, and
NCCP Permit. CDFW would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on
any proposed amendments to the LDC to ensure consistency with the SAP.

COMMENT #2: Impacts to Crotch’s Bumble Bee

Issue: Future projects associated with the DPEIR may impact suitable habitat for
Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), a candidate species for CESA listing that is
not covered under the SAP. The DPEIR or the Biological Technical Report does not
discuss or provide mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts to Crotch’s
bumble bee.

Specific impact: Future projects may result in temporal or permanent loss of
suitable nesting and foraging habitat of Crotch’s bumble bee. Project ground- A2-9
disturbing activities may cause death or injury of adults, eggs, and larva; burrow
collapse; nest abandonment; and reduced nest success.

Why impact would occur: According to the California Natural Diversity Database,
observations of Crotch’s bumble bee have been recorded within the City (CDFW
2024b). Additionally, iNaturalist has recent recorded observations of Crotch’s
bumble bee within the City (iNaturalist 2024). As with any flying species, Crotch’s
bumble bee may utilize areas that have suitable nesting habitat and floral resources
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throughout the City. The BTR identifies vegetation throughout the Project site that
has the potential to provide suitable nesting, overwintering, and foraging habitat for
this species. Crotch’s bumble bee primarily nest underground in late February
through late October in abandoned small mammal burrows but may also nest under
perennial bunch grasses or thatched annual grasses, under-brush piles, in old bird
nests, and in dead trees or hollow logs (Williams et al. 2014; Hatfield et al. 2018).
Overwintering sites utilized by Crotch’s bumble bee mated queens include soft,
disturbed soil (Goulson 2010), or under leaf litter or other debris (Williams et

al. 2014). Foraging habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee includes both native and non-
native floral resources in a variety of vegetation types within approximately 0.5 km of
a nest. Ground disturbance and vegetation removal associated with Project
implementation during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss of
breeding success or otherwise lead to nest abandonment in areas adjacent to the
Project site. The BTR and DPEIR does not discuss the Project’s impact on Crotch’s
bumble bee. Furthermore, the DPEIR does not provide specific avoidance and
minimization measures directly related to Crotch’s bumble bee. Without sufficient
species-specific avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures impacts to Crotch’s
bumble bee may occur.

Evidence impact would be significant: Impacts to CESA-listed species and their
habitat meet the definition of endangered, rare, or threatened under CEQA (CEQA | A2-9 cont.
Guidelines § 15380). Impacts to CESA listed species and their habitats may result in
a mandatory finding of significance because the Project has the potential to
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or
threatened species (CEQA Guidelines § 15065).

The California Fish and Game Commission accepted a petition to list the Crotch’s
bumble bee as endangered under CESA (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.),
determining the listing “may be warranted” and advancing the species to the
candidacy stage of the CESA listing process. The Project may substantially reduce
and adversely modify habitat as well as reduce and potentially impair the viability of
populations of Crotch’s bumble bee. The Project may also reduce the number and
range of the species without considering the likelihood that special status species on
adjacent and nearby natural lands may rely upon the habitat that occurs on the
proposed Project site. In addition, Crotch’s bumble bee has a State ranking of
S1/S2. This means that the Crotch’s bumble bee is considered critically imperiled or
imperiled and is extremely rare (often 5 or fewer populations). Lastly, Crotch’s
bumble bee is listed as an invertebrate of conservation priority under the California
Terrestrial and Vernal Pool Invertebrates of Conservation Priority (CDFW 2017).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: Crotch’s Bumble Bee Surveys - Within one year prior to
vegetation removal and/or grading, a qualified entomologist with appropriate
handling permits and who is familiar with the species behavior and life history, shall
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conduct focused surveys to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble
bee within and adjacent to a proposed project site. Focused surveys shall follow
CDFW’s Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act Candidate
Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023) or the latest guidance from CDFW. Focused
surveys shall also be conducted throughout the entire project site during the
appropriate flying season to ensure no missed detection of Crotch’s bumble bee
occurs. Survey results, including negative findings, shall be submitted to CDFW and
the City prior to implementing project-related ground-disturbing activities. At
minimum, a survey report shall provide the following:

1) a description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas that could
provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee;

2) field survey conditions that shall include name(s) of qualified entomologist(s)
and brief qualifications; date and time of survey; survey duration; general
weather conditions; survey goals, and species searched;

3) map(s) showing the location of observations and any nests/colonies; and

4) a description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and biological (e.g., plant
composition) conditions where each nest/colony is found. A sufficient
description of biological conditions, primarily impacted habitat, shall include A2-9 cont.
native plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within
impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation class; density,
cover, and abundance of each species).

Mitigation Measure #2: Avoidance Plan - If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected, the
applicant in consultation with a qualified entomologist shall develop a plan to fully
avoid impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee, if feasible. The plan shall include effective,
specific, and enforceable measures. An avoidance plan shall be submitted to the
CDFW and City for approval prior to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing
activities and/or vegetation removal where there may be impacts to Crotch’s bumble
bee.

Mitigation Measure #3: Incidental Take Permit - If Crotch’s bumble bee is
detected and if impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be feasibly avoided, the
Project applicant shall consult with CDFW and obtain appropriate take authorization
from CDFW (pursuant to Fish & G. Code, § 2080 et seq.). The Project applicant
shall comply with the mitigation measures detailed in the take authorization issued
by CDFW. The Project applicant shall provide a copy of a fully executed take
authorization prior to the issuance of a grading permit and before any ground
disturbance and vegetation removal.
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Additional Comments

1.

Trails Proposed within Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Lands. The DPEIR
depicts several proposed trails within and adjacent to MHPA lands (DPEIR Figures
3-15 and 3-26).

Recommendation #2 Proposed Trails: Although CDFW acknowledges that trails
are allowed within and adjacent to the MHPA lands consistent with Section 1.5.2 of
the City’s SAP, we strongly recommend that proposed trails are not pre-emptively
depicted in the DPEIR given the programmatic nature of the document. Prior to
implementation of any trail projects, CDFW would appreciate the opportunity to
evaluate site-specific species and habitat information to analyze biological impacts
and determine if the proposed trails and consequent recreational activity are
consistent with the MSCP.

To facilitate our review of proposed trails, CDFW recommends that the following
information be provided as subsequent trail projects move forward: an aerial
photograph with an overlay of the proposed alignment of the trail in relation to any
designated or proposed open space, specifications of trail design, measures to
avoid/minimize impacts related to users straying off-trail or trail use by unauthorized
vehicles such as electric bicycles, responsibility entity and activities related to
maintenance, and a discussion of how the proposed location and use of the trail
would be consistent with the SAP.

. Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Boundary Line Adjustments (BLA). CDFW

recommends that the City consult with the Wildlife Agencies early on to review any
future proposed BLA under the Project.

Recommendation #3 Wildlife Agencies’ Concurrence on Boundary Line
Adjustments: To ensure consistency with the MSCP’s conservation goals and
objectives, future projects under the DPEIR should provide full disclosure and
functional equivalency analysis of any proposed BLA per Sections 1.1.1 and 5.42 of
the MSCP SAP (City of San Diego 1997). The Wildlife Agencies will need to agree
and provide written concurrence for the requested BLA after we have had the
opportunity to review all information provided by the City. When evaluating a
proposed BLA and habitat equivalency assessment, the Wildlife Agencies generally
consider the following biological goals:
¢ No net loss of MHPA acreage;
¢ No net reduction of higher sensitivity vegetation communities (i.e., Tier
[, 1l, Illa and IlIb);
e Net impacts/conservation of covered listed species resulting from the
BLA;
¢ Net impacts/conservation of covered non-listed sensitive species
resulting from the BLA; and
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» Landscape configuration to maintain connectivity of the MHPA (i.e., net| r»_11
effects to ‘Preserve Design’) cont.

3. Lake and Streambed: Future projects may impact local lakes, rivers, or streams
within the City of San Diego. CDFW has regulatory authority over activities in
streams and/or lakes that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed,
channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian resources) of any river,
stream, or lake or use material from a river, stream, or lake. For any such activities,
the Project applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification to CDFW pursuant
to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification and
other information, CDFW determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement (LSAA) with the applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed
activities. CDFW’s issuance of a LSAA for a Project that is subject to CEQA wiill
require CEQA compliance actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. A2-12

Recommendation #4 Fish and Game Code 1600 Notification: To minimize
additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to section 1600 et seq. and/or under
CEQA, the DPEIR should fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian
resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, and reporting
commitments for issuance of the LSAA. CDFW recommends the Applicant submit a
Lake and Streambed Alteration Notification to CDFW. Notifications can be submitted
through CDFW'’s Environmental Permit Information Management System (EPIMS),
which can be found at Environmental Permit Information Management System
(ca.gov) (CDFW 2024c).

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity AD-13
Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/ CNDDB/Submitting-Data (CDFW 2024d). The completed
form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address:
CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at
the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
(CDFW2024e).

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be
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operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; | A2-14 cont.
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DPEIR to assist the City of San
Diego in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. CDFW
requests an opportunity to review and comment on any response that the Lead Agency
has to our comments and to receive notification of any forthcoming hearing date(s) for A2-15
the Project [CEQA Guidelines, § 15073(e)].

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Alison
Kalinowski, Environmental Scientist, at Alison.Kalinowski@wildlife.ca.gov or (858) 775-
6320.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
I Wiz /CEK\
5991E19EF8094C3...

Victoria Tang
Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

ec:  California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Melanie Burlaza, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory)
Jennifer Turner, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory)
Steve Gibson, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory)
Frederic (Fritz) Rieman, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory)
Heather Schmalbach, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist)
Cindy Hailey, Staff Services Analyst

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento — State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Jonathan Snyder — Jonathan_d_Snyder@fws.gov
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Table 4.3-1
Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types

DocuSign Envelope ID: C495CE66-C3D4-4AA7-8875-78F5476C51F1

Acres
Blueprint SD
Initiative Climate Hillerest FPA | University CPU
Upland Vegetation Communities Smart Village Areas Area Area
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 454 4 596
Non-Native Grassland <1 0 11
Chaparral/ Southern Mixed Chaparral 255 4 354
Chamise Chaparral 0 0 45
Maritime Succulent Scrub 0 0 446
Scrub Oak Chaparral 0 0 7
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 0 0 98
Southern Maritime Chaparral 0 0 255
Torrey Pines Forest 0 0 105
Valley and Foothill Grassland/ Valley
Needlegrass Grassland 143 1 509
Total Uplands 853 9 2,527
Acres
Blueprint SD
Initiative Climate Hillerest FPA | University CPU
Wetland Vegetation Communities Smart Village Areas Area Area
Disturbed Wetland 8 0 3
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh 12 0 13
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh 24 0 <1
Freshwater Seep 0 0 1
Southern Riparian Forest 2 0 18
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 0 0 7
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest 78 0 0
Southern Sycamore-Alder Riparian Woodland 12 0 89
Southern Riparian Scrub 66 0 57
Southern Willow Scrub 0 0 <1
Subtidal b 0 4
Shallow Bay 7 0 0
Estuarine 5] 0 0
Freshwater 80 0 0
Vernal Pools 0 0 1
MNon-Vegetated Channel or Floodway 3 0 1
Beach 28 0 44
Total Wetlands 331 0 236
Acres
Blueprint SD
Initiative Climate Hillcrest FPA | University CPU
Disturbed/Developed Land Cover Types Smart Village Areas Area Area
Disturbed Land 456 6 367
Urban/Developed 23,239 366 5,451
Agriculture 16 0 0
Eucalyptus Woodland 15 <1 95
Total Disturbed/
Developed Land Cover Type 23,726 380 5,913

Notes:

Acreages are approximate based on generalized data and may not add due to rounding. Focused
surveys would be required to verify resources.

"Wernal pool acreages are estimates. Locations of vernal pool resources within the University CPU area
are depicted in more detail on Figures 7a and 7b of Appendix D.

Attachment B. Sensitive Plant Species Within Project Area
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DocuSign Envelope ID: C495CE66-C3D4-4AA7-8875-78F5476C51F1

P pe e at O 0 ave a Pote a 00 g Proje Area
_ ~ Potential to Occur within Climate Potential to Occur within Hillcrest
Species _Sensitivity Smart Village Areas FPA Area
San Diego FE Biennial/perennial herb; vernal pools, mesic | Present. Known from 49 locations | Not Expected. No historical records
button-celery SE areas of coastal sage scrub and grasslands, | throughout the Climate Smart occur (COFW 2024) and no suitable
(Eryngium CRPR 1B.1 blooms April-June; elevation less than 2,000 | Village Areas (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.
aristulotum var. | City of 5an Diego | feet. Known from San Diego and Riverside
parishii) NE, VPHCP counties. Additional populations occur in
Baja California, Mexico.
California FE Annual herb; vernal pools; blooms April- Potential. No historical records Not Expected. No historical records
Orcutt grass SECRPR1B.1 August; elevation 50-2,200 feet. occur (COFW 2024); however, occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Orcuttia City of San Diego suitable habitat is present habitat is present.
californica) NE, VPHCP throughout the Cliamte Smart
Village Areas.
Salt marsh FE Annual herb (hemiparasitic); coastal dunes, | Present. Known from 5 locations in | Not Expected. No historical records
bird's beak SE coastal salt marshes and swamps; blooms La Jolla (CDFW 2024). occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Chloropyron CRPR1B.2 May-October; elevation less than 100 feet. habitat is present.
maritimum ssp. | City of San Diego
Maritimum MSCP
[=Cordylanthus
maritimus ssp.
Maritimus])
Spreading FT Annual herb; vernal pools, marshes and Potential. No historical records Not Expected. No historical records
navarretia CRPR1B.1 swamps, chenopod scrub; blooms April- occur (COFW 2024); however, occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Navarretia City of San Diego | June; elevation 100-4,300 feet. suitable habitat is present habitat is present.
fossalis) NE, VPHCP throughout the Cliamte Smart
Village Areas.
Thread-leaved FT Perennial herb (bulbiferous); cismontane Potential. No historical records Not Expected. No historical records
brodiaea SE woodland, coastal sage scrub, playas, valley | occur (COFW 2024); however, occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Brodigea CRPR1B.A and foothill grassland, vernal pools; often suitable habitat is present habitat is present.
filifolia) City of San Diego | clay soils; blooms March-June; elevation throughout the Climate Smart
NE, MSCP less than 2,85080-3,675 feet. California Village Areas.
endemic. Known from San Diego, Riverside,
Orange, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino
counties.
> = 0 = 23 Pota S0 e Prolect Area
Potential to Occur within Climate Potential to Occur within Hillcrest
; Smart Vil Areas FPA Area
Orcutt’s FE Annual herb; maritime chaparral, closed- Present. Known from 20 locations | Potential. Although no historical
spineflower SE cone coniferous forest, coastal sage scrub; in La Jolla and Point Loma (CDFW records occur (CDFW 2024), this
(Chorizanthe CRPR1B.1 sandy openings; blooms March-May; 2024). species has potential to occur within
orcuttiana) elevation less than 400 feet. San Diego suitable coastal sage scrub habitat
County endemic. Known from fewer than 20 along the canyon in the northern
occurrences. corner of the Hillcrest FPA Area.
Willowy FE Perennial herb; closed-cone coniferous Present. Known from 66 locations | Not Expected. No historical records
monardella SE forest, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, throughout the Climate Smart occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Monardella CNPS 1B.1 riparian scrub, riparian woodlands, sandy Village Areas. habitat is present.
viminea City of San Diego | seasonal dry washes; blooms June-August;
[=Monardella MSCP elevation 160-740 feet. San Diego County
linoides)) endemic.
San Diego mesa | FE Annual herb; vernal pools; blooms March~ Present. Known from 208 locations | Not Expected. No historical records
mint (Pogogyne | SE July; elevation 300-700 feet. San Diego throughout the Climate Smart occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
abramsii) CRPR1B.1 County endemic. Village Areas. habitat is present.
City of San Diego
NE, VPHCP
Otay mesa mint | FE Annual herb; vernal pools; blooms May- Present. Known from 77 locations | Not Expected. No historical records
(Pogogyne SE July; elevation 300-820 feet. In California, throughout the Climate Smart occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
nudiuscula) CRPR1B.1 known from approximately 10 occurrences | Village Areas (CDFW 2024), habitat is present.
City of San Diego | in Otay Mesa in San Diego County.
NE, VPHCP Additional populations occur in Baja
California, Mexico.
San Diego FT Annual herb; chaparral, coastal sage scrub, | Present. Known from 60 locations | Not Expected. One historical record
thornmint SE and grasslands; friable or broken clay soils; | throughout the Climate Smart occurs from 1936 (COFW 2024);
(Acanthomintha | CRPR 1B.1 blooms April-June; elevation less than 3,200 | Village Areas (CDFW 2024). however, this species is possibly
ilicifolia) City of San Diego | feet. extirpated.
NE, MSCP
Del Mar FE Perennial evergreen shrub; southern Potential. No historical records Not Expected. No historical records
manzanita CRPR 1B.1 maritime chaparral; sandy soil; blooms occur (CDFW 2024); however, occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Arctostaphylos | City of San Diego | December-june; elevation less than 1,200 suitable habitat is present habitat is present.
glandulosa ssp. | MSCP feet. throughout the Climate Smart
Crassifolia) Village Areas.
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Table 4.3-2

Sensitive Plant Species that Occur or have a Potential to Occur within the Project Areas’

Potential to Occur within Climate

Potential to Occur within Hillcrest

Species Sensitivity Description Smart Village Areas FPA Area
Variegated CRPR1B.2 Perennial herb; openings in chaparral, Present. Known from 106 locations | Potential. One historical record
dudleya City of San Diego | coastal sage scrub, grasslands, vernal pools; | throughout the Climate Smart occurs from 1936 (CDFW 2024) and
(Dudleya NE, MSCP blooms April-June; elevation less than 1,900 | Village Areas (CDFW 2024). this species has potential to occur in
variegata) feet. openings in coastal sage scrub and

chaparral along the canyons in the
northwestern corner of the Hillcrest
FPA Area.

! Refer to Appendix D for detail on the sensitive plant species that occur or have a potential to occur within the University CPU area.
SOURCES: Jepson Flora Project 2022; CDFW 2024; Calflora 2023; NatureServe 2023

STATUS CODES

Federal Status

FE = Listed as endangered by the federal government
FT = Listed as threatened by the federal government

tate Statu
SE = Listed as endangered by the state of California

California Native Plant Society (CNPS): California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR)

1B = Species rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. These species are eligible for state listing.
0.1 = Species seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened; high degree and immediacy of threat).
0.2 = Species fairly threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened; moderate degree and immediacy of threat).

City of San Diego

MSCP = City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan covered species.

NE = Narrow Endemic species that have limited distributions in the region and require focused evaluations during project review.
VPHCP = City of San Diego Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan covered species.

Attachment C. Sensitive Wildlife Species Within Project Area
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Table 4.3-3

Sensitive Wildlife Species with a Potential to Occur within the Project Areas
Potential to Occur within Climate Potential to Occur within Hillcrest FPA

Species Sensitivity Habitat Smart Village Areas Area
Invertebrates
Quino checkerspot FE Open, dry areas in foothills, Present. Known from 74 historical | Not Expected. No historical records
butterfly (Euphydryas mesas, lake margins. Larval locations throughout the Climate occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
editha quino) host plant Plantago erecta. Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.
Adult emergence
mid-January through April.
Riverside fairy shrimp | FE Vernal pools. Present. Known from 55 historical | Not Expected. No historical records
(Streptocephalus City of San locations throughout the Climate occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
woottoni) Diego VPHCP Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.
San Diego fairy shrimp | FE Vernal pools. Present. Known from 783 historical | Not Expected. No historical records
(Branchinecta City of San locations throughout the Climate occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
sandiegonensis) Diego VPHCP Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.
Amphibians A2-18
Western spadefoot FPT Vernal pools, floodplains, and | Present. Known from 464 historical | Not Expected. Although 1 historical cont.
(Spea hammondii) SSC alkali flats within areas of locations throughout the Climate record occurs for this species in 1946
open vegetation. Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). (CDFW 2024), much of this species’

natural habitat has been destroyed due
to development and no suitable habitat
is present within the Hillcrest FPA Area.

Arroyo toad (Anaxyrus | FE Open streamside sand/gravel | Present. Known from 94 historical | Not Expected. No historical records
californicus [=Bufo SSC flats. Quiet, shallow pools locations throughout the Climate occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
microscaphus City of San along stream edges are Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.

californicus]) Diego MSCP breeding habitat. Nocturnal

except during breeding
season (March-July).

Reptiles
Southwestern pond SSC Ponds, small lakes, marshes, | Potential. Suitable ponds, small Not Expected. No historical records
turtle MSCP slow-moving, sometimes lakes and marshes with slow- occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
(Emys marmorata) brackish water. moving water habitats are present | habitat is present.
throughout the Climate Smart
Village Areas.
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Potential to Occur within Hillcrest FPA

Potential to Occur within Climate
: Sensitivity Habitat Smart Village Areas Area
San Diegan legless SSC Herbaceous layers with loose | Present. Known from 385 historical | Potential. Known from 1 historical
lizard (Anniella soil in coastal scrub, locations throguhout the Climate location in 1976 (CDFW 2024) and
stebbinsi [=Anniella chaparral, and open riparian. | Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024), suitable coastal scrub and chaparral
pulchra)) Prefers dunes and sandy habitat occurs in the northwestern
washes near moist soil. corner of the Hillcrest FPA Area.
California glossy snake | SSC Scrub and grassland habitats, | Present. Known from 184 historical | Potential. Known from 1 historical
(Arizona elegans often with loose or sandy locations throguhout the Climate location in 1942 (CDFW 2024) and
occidentalis) soils. Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). marginally suitable scrub habitat occurs
in the northwestern corner of the
Hillcrest FPA Area.
Birds
American peregrine City of San Open coastal areas, mud Present. Known from 278 historical | Not Expected. Known from 1 historical
falcon (Falco peregrinus | Diego MSCP | flats. Rare inland. Rare fall locations throughout the Climate location in 1990 (CDFW 2024); however,
anatum) and winter resident, casual in | Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). no suitable habitat is present.
late spring and early
summer. Local breeding
populations extirpated.
California least tern FE Bays, estuaries, lagoons, Present. Known from 32 historical | Not Expected. No historical records
(Sternula =[Sterna) SC, CFP shoreline. Resident. Localized | locations in Point Loma and La Jolla | occur (CDFW 2024) and no suitable
antillarum browni) City of San breeding. (CDFW 2024). habitat is present.
Diego MSCP
Coastal California FT Coastal sage scrub, maritime | Present. Known from 1,648 Potential. No historical records occur
gnatcatcher (Polioptila | SSC succulent scrub. Resident. historical locations throughout the | (CDFW 2024); however, suitable Diegan
californica californica) City of San Climate Smart Village Areas (CDFW | coastal sage scrub is present along the
Diego MSCP 2024). northern site boundary.
Least Bell's vireo (Vireo | FE Willow riparian woodlands. Present. Known from 820 historical | Not Expected. Although 1 historic
bellii pusillus) SE Summer resident. locations throughout the Climate record occurs from 1921 (CDFW 2024),
City of San Smart Village Areas (CDFW 2024). much of this species’ natural habitat has
Diego MSCP been destroyed due to development

and no suitable habitat is present within
the Hillcrest FPA Area.
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Attachment D. Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

Biological Resources (BIO)

Responsible

ensure no missed detection of Crotch’s bumble bee
occurs. Survey results, including negative findings, shall
be submitted to CDFW and the City prior to
implementing project-related ground-disturbing
activities. At minimum, a survey report shall provide the
following:

Mitigation Measure (MM) or Recommendation (REC) Timing Party
. All proposed amendments to the LDC shall be . ,

Recommenda.tlon consistent with the City’s SAP, IA, and NCCP Permit. Prior to City
#1 CDFW Review of : : . approval of

CDFW would appreciate the opportunity to review and .
Future amendment City
Amendments to the comment on any prop_osed amendments to the LDC to s to the
LDC ensure consistency with the SAP. LDC

Within one year prior to vegetation removal and/or

grading, a qualified entomologist with appropriate

handling permits and who is familiar with the species

behavior and life history, shall conduct focused surveys

to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble

bee within and adjacent to a proposed project site. Prior to

Focused surveys shall follow CDFW'’s Survey vegetation
MM-BIO-1-Crotch’s | Considerations for California Endangered Species Act rer%oval Project
Bumble Bee Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023). Focused and around- Applicant/Qualifie

urveys surveys shall also be conducted throughout the entire . : ntomologis

S hall also b ducted th hout th ti dlstugbln d Ent logist

project site during the appropriate flying season to activitiesg
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5)

6)

7

8)

a description and map of the survey area,
focusing on areas that could provide suitable
habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee;

field survey conditions that shall include
name(s) of qualified entomologist(s) and brief
qualifications; date and time of survey; survey
duration; general weather conditions; survey
goals, and species searched;

map(s) showing the location of observations
and any nests/colonies; and,

a description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture,
slope) and biological (e.g., plant composition)
conditions where each nest/colony is found. A
sufficient description of biological conditions,
primarily impacted habitat, shall include native
plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and
abundance) within impacted habitat (e.qg.,
species list separated by vegetation class;
density, cover, and abundance of each
species).

MM-BIO-2-
Avoidance Plan

If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected, the applicant in
consultation with a qualified entomologist shall develop
a plan to fully avoid impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee, if
feasible. The plan shall include effective, specific, and
enforceable measures. An avoidance plan shall be
submitted to the CDFW and City for approval prior to
implementing Project-related ground-disturbing activities
and/or vegetation removal where there may be impacts
to Crotch’s bumble bee.

Prior to
vegetation
removal

and ground-
disturbing
activities

Project
Applicant/City
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If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and if impacts to
Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be feasibly avoided, the
Project applicant shall consult with CDFW and obtain

To facilitate our review of proposed trails, COFW
recommends that the following information be provided
as subsequent trail projects move forward: an aerial
photograph with an overlay of the proposed alignment of

appropriate take authorization from CDFW (pursuant to Egﬁ;;%e of
MM-BIO-3- Fish & G. Code, § 2080 et seq.). The Project applicant di
: s I grading
Incidental Take shall compl_y W|_th the mitigation measures deltalled in the permit and Project Applicant
P - take authorization issued by CDFW. The Project ]
ermit . : ground
applicant shall provide a copy of a fully executed take disturbing
authorization prior to the issuance of a grading permit activities
and before any ground disturbance and vegetation
removal.
Although CDFW acknowledges that trails are allowed
within and adjacent to the MHPA lands consistent with
Section 1.5.2 of the City’s SAP, we strongly recommend
that proposed trails are not pre-emptively depicted in the Prior to
DPEIR given the programmatic nature of the document. issuance of
Prior to implementation of any trail projects, CDFW ect-level
would appreciate the opportunity to evaluate site- prOJe_ct d
Recommendation specific species and habitat information to analyze pgrmlt san Project
#2 Proposed Trails | biological impacts and determine if the proposed trails gréoé A? Applicant/City
and consequent recreational activity are consistent with public
the MSCP. review (if
applicable)
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the trail in relation to any designated or proposed open
space, specifications of trail design, measures to
avoid/minimize impacts related to users straying off-trail
or trail use by unauthorized vehicles such as electric
bicycles, responsibility entity and activities related to
maintenance, and a discussion of how the proposed
location and use of the trail would be consistent with the
SAP.

Recommendation
#3 Wildlife
Agencies’
Concurrence on
Boundary Line
Adjustments

To ensure consistency with the MSCP’s conservation
goals and objectives, future projects under the DPEIR
should provide full disclosure and functional equivalency
analysis of any proposed BLA per Sections 1.1.1 and
5.42 of the MSCP SAP (City of San Diego 1997). The
Wildlife Agencies will need to agree and provide written
concurrence for the requested BLA after we have had
the opportunity to review all information provided by the
City. When evaluating a proposed BLA and habitat
equivalency assessment, the Wildlife Agencies
generally consider the following biological goals:

- No net loss of MHPA acreage;

- No net reduction of higher sensitivity vegetation
communities (i.e., Tier I, I, llla and llIb);

- Net impacts/conservation of covered listed species
resulting from the BLA;

- Net impacts/conservation of covered non-listed
sensitive species resulting from the BLA; and

- Landscape configuration to maintain connectivity of the
MHPA (i.e., net effects to ‘Preserve Design’)

Prior to City
approval of
the BLA

City
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Recommendation
#4 Fish and Game
Code 1600
Notification

To minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant
to section 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the DPEIR
should fully identify the potential impacts to the stream
or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance,
mitigation, monitoring, and reporting commitments for
issuance of the LSAA. CDFW recommends the
Applicant submit a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Notification to CDFW. Notifications can be
submitted through CDFW’s Environmental Permit
Information Management System (EPIMS), which can
be found at Environmental Permit Information
Management System (ca.gov) (CDFW 2024c).

Prior to
issuance of
grading
permit and
ground-
disturbing
activities

Project Applicant
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Responses to Comments

A2: Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment Letter

A2-1: The comment is an introduction to the attached comment letter. No response is necessary.
A2-2: The comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is necessary.

A2-3: The comment is an overview of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW's) role
in the CEQA process. No response is necessary.

A2-4: The comment is a summary of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the University Community Plan
Update (CPU), and the Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment (FPA) and analysis contained in the PEIR.
The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the PEIR. It should be noted that
the City has 52 community plans, not 48 as stated in the letter. The remainder of the summary is
correct. The City of San Diego looks forward to continuing to monitor and manage potential
biological impacts through the Implementing Agreement between the Wildlife Agencies.

A2-5: The comment is a summary of the project’s location. No response is necessary.

A2-6: The comment is a summary of the biological setting as reported in the Draft PEIR. The
comment notes that Crotch’s Bumble Bee was not listed in the Draft PEIR list of species that have
occurred or are likely to occur within the project areas. The Final PEIR Section 4.3.4, under Issue 1
has been revised to note that Crotch’'s Bumble Bee may be present throughout the City including
within Blueprint SD Initiative's Climate Smart Village Areas, Hillcrest FPA area, and University CPU
area. The City acknowledges that Crotch's Bumble Bee is a candidate for listing under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and will continue to work closely with CDFW to ensure impacts to the
species are addressed as individual projects proceed. The City has been engaged with CDFW in
ensuring projects include appropriate surveys, mitigation, and project conditions as necessary to
address potential impacts to Crotch’s Bumble Bee, consistent with CDFW recommendations.
Through regular City and Wildlife Agency project meetings and coordination related to
implementation of the MSCP and VPHCP, the City is ensuring implementation of CDFW guidance at
the project level through required protocol surveys, consistent with the City’s Biology Guidelines
which requires surveys for candidate species and mitigation, as needed.

A2-7: The Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan (Attachment D to the comment letter) is
noted. The City's existing mitigation framework, specifically MM-BIO-1, is sufficient to address the
potential impacts of the project. MM-BIO-1 refers to City regulations and plans that have
incorporated detailed performance standards from the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
Regulations, Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan (MSCP SAP), Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan (VPHCP), and Biology Guidelines. The Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting
Plan provided by CDFW are measures that could be applied by individual projects; however, future
site-specific surveys and evaluation would be required in order to confirm the specific mitigation
requirements of individual projects. At a program level, it would not be appropriate to define
project-specific mitigation requirements at this time.

A2-8: Updates to the City's Land Development Code (LDC) are detailed in Section 3.5.1.4 of the PEIR.
As specified therein, updates would focus on implementation of the City's vision as defined in the
General Plan, Climate Action Plan (CAP), and other City policy plans and documents. Anticipated

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Responses to Comments

future LDC amendments would include amendments that facilitate ministerial processing of
residential and mixed-use development, update the Historical Resources Regulations, modify
parking regulations, or make changes to support development and mobility improvements. At this
time, updates to the LDC that relate to biological resource protection and/or implementation of the
MSCP SAP and/or VPHCP are not anticipated. The PEIR would not cover future changes to the LDC
that remove or reduce any existing regulatory protections for biological resources. However,
consistent with the City's implementing agreement with the Wildlife Agencies, if updates to the LDC
are proposed that would affect the level of regulations and protections for sensitive biological
resources, the City would consult with the Wildlife Agencies prior to any such action.

A2-9: The City's Biology Guidelines include guidance for conducting biological surveys. According to
Section llI(A)(1) of the Biology Guidelines, biological surveys are necessary “for all proposed
development projects which are subject to ESL, and/or where the CEQA review has determined that
there may be a significant impact on other biological resources considered sensitive under CEQA.”
Additionally, page 81 of the Biology Guidelines states, “If sensitive species (e.g., listed threatened or
endangered species, candidate species, etc.) are on the site or are likely to be present, Focused
Survey Reports will be required. Focused Survey Reports shall follow any required state or federal
agency protocols where appropriate.” Site-specific development is not proposed as part of this
project, but as determined in the PEIR, development in accordance with the Blueprint SD Initiative,
the University CPU, and the Hillcrest FPA could result in significant and unavoidable biological
impacts related to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands. Mitigation measure MM-BIO-1
requires future discretionary development projects to comply with the Biology Guidelines, therefore,
to conduct site specific surveys. As Crotch’s Bumble Bee is currently a candidate for sensitivity status
under CESA and CDFW is currently working on guidance regarding surveys for Crotch’s Bumble Bee,
mitigation would be applied as future site-specific surveys are conducted and projects are
implemented. Survey requirements would be determined in coordination with the City and Wildlife
Agencies, as required by the Biology Guidelines. Currently, the City is incorporating Crotch’'s Bumble
Bee surveys with current CDFW guidance on development projects outside of the scope of this PEIR.
The City looks forward to continuing to work with CDFW in incorporating applicable focused surveys
to protect Crotch’s Bumble Bee and mitigate any future impacts to the species from future site-
specific projects.

A2-10: The proposed trails have been removed from the University CPU, the project description in
Section 3.5.3(e) of the PEIR, from Figure 3-26 of the PEIR, and from the impact analysis in Section
4.3.4, Issue 4, of the PEIR.

A2-11: Comment noted. As discussed in Section 4.3.4, Issue 5, of the PEIR, the University CPU would
add City-owned lands to the MSCP, which requires a boundary line correction (BLC). Any future
project proposing a Boundary Line Adjustment (BLA) would continue to require Wildlife Agency
concurrence and would be required to follow the BLA regulations set forth in Section 1.1.1 and 5.4.3
of the MSCP SAP. Please see response to Comment A3-13 in comment letter A3.

A2-12: Comment noted. Any future development or policy plan projects would be required to notify
CDFW if any part or policy of the project could potentially affect the natural flow of, change the bed,
channel, or bank of, or use material from a river, stream, or lake. Per Section 1600 et seq. of the
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California Fish and Game Code, future applicants would be required to coordinate with CDFW
complete a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, if necessary.

As discussed in Section 4.3.4, Issue 3, the project could result in impacts to wetlands and other
jurisdictional areas. Per the proposed mitigation, future projects that could directly and/or indirectly
impact sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and/or wetlands shall comply with the City's ESL
Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and applicable federal, state, and local Habitat Conservation Plans,
including but not limited to, the City’'s MSCP SAP and VPHCP. Future projects shall also implement
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in accordance with the City's ESL Regulations,
Biology Guidelines, and MSCP SAP and VPHCP.

A2-13: The PEIR is a program level analysis and no site-specific species surveys were conducted;
therefore, no field survey data is available to report. As future project-level surveys are conducted,
appropriate reporting to the California Natural Diversity Database would be conducted.

A2-14: Comment noted.
A2-15: Comment noted.

A2-16: Attachment A to the CDFW letter is an excerpt from the PEIR identifying vegetation
communities land cover types present throughout the City. No response is required.

A2-17: Attachment B to the CDFW letter is an excerpt from the PEIR identifying the special status
plant species found in the project areas. No response is required.

A2-18: Attachment C to the CDFW letter is an excerpt from the PEIR identifying the special status
plant wildlife species found in the project areas). No response is required.

A2-19: Attachment D includes CDFW's suggested mitigation measures and recommendations in the
form a Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan. These measures are not proposed to be
adopted as part of the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan but would inform future project
requirements and mitigation consistent with MM-BIO-1. Refer to response A2-7.
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Comment Letter A3 - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo, Ari

Subject: FW: Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan, and University
Community Plan (Hillcrest FPA) and Local Coastal Program (University CPU)

Date: Friday, May 17, 2024 3:54:11 PM

Attachments: 20240517_2024-0090648_CEQA-DPEIR_SD_Blueprint Hillcrest FPA UCPU.pdf

From: Garn, John C <john_garn@fws.gov>

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 3:39 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA <planningcega@sandiego.gov>; Pascual, Elena <EPascual@sandiego.gov>;
Kalinowski, Alison (Ali)@Wildlife <alison.kalinowski@wildlife.ca.gov>;
melanie.burlaza@wildlife.ca.gov

Cc: Zoutendyk, David <David_Zoutendyk@fws.gov>; Eng, Anita <anita_eng@fws.gov>; York, Kelley T
<kelley york@fws.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown
Community Plan, and University Community Plan (Hillcrest FPA) and Local Coastal Program
(University CPU)

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

Good afternoon,

| hope this finds you healthy.

Please see attached.

Please note - some Firewall or email security settings will strip the digital
signature from the letter. Please review the attachment and if the digital
signature is not intact, contact me for an alternate method of transmittal
through the secure FWS fileshare program.

A hard copy letter will not follow.
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Sincerely,
John

John Garn

Administrative Assistant

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, California 92008
760.431.9440
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United States Department of the Interior Frse o
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, California 92008

In Reply Refer To:
2024-0090648-CEQA-DPEIR-SD

May 17, 2024
Sent Electronically

Elena Pascual

Senior Environmental Planner
City Planning Department
202 C Street

San Diego, California 92101

Subject:  Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community
Plan, and University Community Plan (Hillcrest FPA) and Local Coastal Program
(University CPU)

Dear Elena Pascual:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the above-referenced Blueprint SD
Initiative (Blueprint), Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan (FPA),
and University Community Plan Update (UCPU) and Local Coastal Program (LCP) and
associated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) dated March 14, 2024. We
received an extension allowing us to provide comments up to May 17, 2024. The Service
appreciates the City of San Diego’s (City) flexibility and the additional time. Our comments and
recommendations are based on our knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetation communities
and species in San Diego, and the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan (SAP) and Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP).

A3-2

The mission of the Service is working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife,
plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. The Service also
has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds, anadromous fish, and threatened and
endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States and is responsible for administering | A3-3
the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.),
including habitat conservation plans (HCP) developed under section 10(a)(1) of the Act. The
City participates in the HCP program by implementing its approved SAP and VPHCP.

Blueprint is an update to the City’s General Plan that provides a policy framework for land use
decisions, balancing the needs of the City and providing a City-wide vision and comprehensive
approach for development, public services, and maintenance and enhancement of San Diego’s
characteristic features. The strategy of the General Plan is based on a City of Villages concept A3-4
that focuses growth into mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly districts linked by the planned regional
transit system (City 2024a). The City’s community plans are guided by the General Plan and
provide policies and recommendations pertaining to community-specific development over a
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20- to 30-year timeframe. Community plans provide more detailed land use designations and
community-specific policies on topics including housing, mobility, open space and parks, public
facilities, safety, noise, sustainability, environmental justice, urban design, and historic
preservation (City 2024a).

Blueprint serves as an amendment to the General Plan and reflects the City’s goals, policies, and
plans for housing, mobility and transit, environmental protection, and climate change adaptation
and sustainable growth. The Blueprint identifies land use, transportation, and related policies to
support future development according to the revised land use framework designed around the
2050 transportation network in the San Diego Association of Government’s (SANDAG) plan.
The land use and policy amendments would build upon the climate goals outlined in the City’s
Climate Action Plan (CAP) and Climate Resilient SD Plan (City 2024a).

The FPA proposes an amendment to the Uptown Community Plan to re-designate approximately
380 acres of the Hillcrest and Medical Complex neighborhoods with increases to the planned
residential density and non-residential development capacity. The FPA establishes an updated
vision and objectives that align with the SANDAG Regional Plan and the City’s General Plan
policies, as proposed and amended by the Blueprint and the City of Villages Strategy, as well
as adopted policies from the CAP, Parks Master Plan, and Climate Resilient SD. The FPA will
update the land use plan and zoning for the FPA area, amend the existing Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) - Type A - Building Heights within the Uptown
Community Plan area, create three new CPIOZ areas (the Hillcrest District, the Hillcrest
Historic District, and the Commercial Activity Area), and provide Supplemental Development
Regulations (SDRs) for these CPIOZ areas (City 2024a).

The UCPU is a comprehensive update to the existing University Community Plan and Local
Coastal Program. The UCPU revises the community plan consistent with the SANDAG Regional
Plan, and the City’s General Plan policies, as proposed and amended by the Blueprint and recently
adopted policies from the CAP, Parks Master Plan, and Climate Resilient SD. The UCPU
includes changes to the land use plan and zoning and identifies several guiding principles, plan
goals and policies, and procedures for plan implementation (City 2024a).

As stated above, the City participates in the HCP program through its SAP and VPHCP, and the
Service issued the City permits to “take” federally threatened and endangered wildlife species
pursuant to section 10 of the Act based on the City’s preparation and implementation of the SAP
and VPHCP. Therefore, the Service recommends the direct incorporation of language from the
SAP and VPHCP into Blueprint, the FPA, and UCPU to ensure compliance with these plans.

The Conservation Element of Blueprint, for example, identifies broad conservation goals such
as “...protect, restore and enhance urban canyons and other important community open
spaces...including those that have been designated in community plans...” (Section CE-Blc)
and “protect, restore and preservation of wetland and upland areas on City managed lands,
prioritizing areas with the greatest needs” (Section CE-B1g). However, conservation guidelines
and priorities (Section 1.2), land use considerations (Section 1.4), and management goals,
objectives, and priorities within a framework management plan for City managed MHPA lands
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(Section 1.5) already have been developed in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies [Service
and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) respectively] and presented in the SAP
and incorporated into the VPHCP. By utilizing the SAP and VPHVP as the framework/basis of
all conservation strategy discussed in planning documents, the City reinforces its commitment
to implementing these activities consistent with the SAP and implementing agreement (IA) and
the VPHCP.

The relevance of the SAP and VPHCP as the guiding conservation documents for the City
pertains, for example, to the current direction provided in the Blueprint Conservation Element to
“Maximize the incorporation of trails and greenways linking local and regional open space and
recreation areas into the planning and development review processes (CE-BS5).” Section 1.5.2

of the SAP provides general management directives and priorities to address Public Access,
Trails, and Recreation relative to the MHPA. Section 4.2.6 of the VPHVP also states that use of
designated trails is considered a covered activity under the VPHCP, subject to conditions of

the VPHCP and approved area-specific Natural Resource Management Plans (NRMPs). We
recommend that Blueprint’s Conservation Element specifically reference or incorporate these
general management directives, priorities, and conditions to ensure that any trails and greenways
established under Blueprint are consistent with the SAP and VPHCP.

The SAP should be similarly highlighted as the established conservation strategy in the UCPU.
Currently, the UCPU states that “The Community Plan provides guidance for the design of
building, structures, public facilities, parks, open space, and streets. The chapters of this
Community Plan contain goals that express a broad intent for future development or preservation”
(City 2024b, page 11). Guidance to encourage public access to open space in the context of
species and habitat conservation and management of resources has been provided in the SAP.
Including general management directives and priorities from the SAP would facilitate a cohesive
approach to conservation for the City rather than redefining goals through general or community
plan updates. Public access and the importance of public enjoyment of open space is acknowledged
throughout the SAP, particularly in Section 1.5. By incorporating language from the SAP into the
UCPU, the City would ensure that its previous commitment to species and habitat conservation
through its SAP will be consistently applied in its updated planning documents.

The Service is also concerned that graphics provided in Blueprint, UCPU, and the DPEIR
prematurely depict alignments for anticipated recreational or mobility features without
acknowledging or providing analysis of potential impacts to the MHPA. For example, the open
space map in the Recreation Element of Blueprint (Figure RE-1), and figures throughout the
Urban Design, Mobility, and Parks and Recreation sections of the UCPU include connections,
paths, and trails that appear to border or cross the MHPA but provide no MHPA overlay. Figure 6
Urban Design Recommendations of the UCPU, for example, depicts enhanced multi-modal paths
connected to linear parks and open space connections that appear to cross areas of designated
open space, but also fails to show areas designated as MHPA (City 2024b, Page 50). Trails are
also depicted in the UCPU (Figure 27, Page 129) and PEIR (Figures 3-15 and 3-26). These
figures raise concerns as future users of Blueprint, UCPU, or the DPEIR would not be alerted
to the potential constraints on recreational uses due to the necessary protection of sensitive
biological resources associated with the SAP preserve.
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Therefore, we recommend the addition of an MHPA overlay to all maps depicting recreational or
mobility uses in or adjacent to open space as well as accompanying text to clearly indicate that
the alignments are conceptual and that final alignments will be determined in compliance with
General and Specific Management Directives in the SAP as approved by the Wildlife Agencies.
Overall, we recommend that recreational or mobility uses in or adjacent to the MHPA be planned
as part of the NRMPs envisioned by the SAP and VHHCP to help ensure the long-term
biological integrity of the MHPA.

The Service is also concerned with the City’s proposed procedure for processing subsequent
development projects following the preparation of this PEIR. According to the DPEIR, all future
CPUs consistent with the DPEIR, as well as future projects deemed consistent with the General
Plan or the amended CPU, would be evaluated in the context of this PEIR (Sections 1.2 and
3.5.1.3). While we anticipate continuing to work in partnership with the City on the implementation
of the SAP and VPHCP, review of CEQA documents frequently provides the Wildlife Agencies
an opportunity to review and comment on proposed projects to ensure that they are implemented
consistent with the MSCP, SAP and 1A, and VPHCP. Section 9.8 D of the IA for the City’s SAP
envisions tiering off the “program” EIR/EIS prepared for the City’s SAP pursuant to CEQA to
determine if additional environmental review is required. Section 8.6.2 of the VPHCP also states
that additional review and approval by the Wildlife Agencies will be required for projects that
include Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL; San Diego Municipal Code §113.0103)/Wetland
Deviation/biologically superior options; reviewing and commenting on CEQA documents will be
a key means for the Wildlife Agencies to ensure/monitor compliance with the requirements of
the VPHCP. Consistent with our permits, the City’s SAP and IA, and VPHCP, the Wildlife
Agencies review ESL/Wetland Deviation/biologically superior options and CEQA documents to
ensure/monitor compliance with the requirements of the City’s SAP or VPHCP. Therefore, to
ensure consistency with the City’s SAP and VPHCP, we recommend that following language

be added to Blueprint, the FPA and UCPU:

“For future projects that have biological resources in or adjacent to the project site and the
option of tiering from the programmatic documents (e.g., PEIR for General Plans, Community
Plans, CPUs or other programs), the City will coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (i.e., Wildlife Agencies) during
the environmental review and permitting process and prior to staff-level CEQA determinations.
If the City determines that the appropriate environmental documentation does not require
circulation for public review, the Wildlife Agencies will be provided an opportunity to
review and confirm project consistency with the City’s SAP or VPHCP.”

Furthermore, Section 3.5.1.3 of the PEIR also indicates that this DPEIR will likely serve as the
basis for future changes to the Land Development Code. The VPHCP and Section 9.12 of the IA
state that any modifications to the City’s Biology Guidelines for the Environmentally Sensitive
Lands Regulations, the Open Space Residential Zone (OR-1-2) and the CEQA require approval of the
Wildlife Agencies.
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Therefore, we recommend that the City include a provision in Blueprint and the PEIR that
requires all future changes to the Land Development Code to be consistent with the VPHCP and
Section 9.12 of the IA.

Section 4.3.4 of the DPEIR states, “Although the Blueprint SD Initiatives’ policy and land use
framework would apply Citywide, it is anticipated that potential impacts associated with
implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative are most likely to be concentrated within the
Climate Smart Village Areas” (Page 4.3-53). If only Climate Smart Village Areas were analyzed
for Blueprint, it is unclear if an analysis of Blueprint impacts to sensitive biological resources
was completed and if that analysis included the FPA and UCPU project areas. It is also unclear
how Blueprint can apply Citywide or how the City determined the significant impacts of the plan
in the DPEIR if only Climate Smart Village Areas were analyzed.

Section 4.10.2.2.1 of the DPEIR states that impacts to land identified as 100 percent baseline
conservation in the VPHCP can be addressed through a Boundary Line Adjustments (BLA)
consistent with the VPHCP. In 1997, the City Subarea Plan under the MSCP was approved by
the Wildlife Agencies. In 2017, the Service approved the City’s VPHCP. Both plans designated
areas as MHPA that would be established as biological preserves as developments were entitled,
while also identifying areas of permanently conserved lands. Infrastructure such as roads and
utilities are allowed uses in the MHPA consistent with established guidelines; however,
permanently conserved lands (defined as Preserve' lands or Conserved? lands/100 percent
conserved lands in the MSCP and VPHCP) are not anticipated or authorized to be impacted by
development, including infrastructure. Therefore, this section should be amended to clarify that
impacts to general/non-conserved MHPA can be addressed though a BLA but substantive
impacts to 100 percent baseline conservation lands would require an amendment to the VPHCP.

Finally, the Service would like to clarify the procedure anticipated for the comprehensive
community wide MHPA Boundary Line Correction (BLC) proposed as part of the University
Community plan update. This is described in the Biological Technical Report for the UCPU
(Busby 2024) and includes the proposed addition of 25.97 acres to the MHPA, and the exclusion
of legally developed and required uses (i.e., structures, streets, brush management zone 1). We
appreciate the proposed addition of 25.97 acres to the MHPA, but no acreages or maps were
provided for the proposed exclusions. Because the Service has not had the opportunity to review
supporting information or maps depicting the proposed exclusions anticipated with this
comprehensive BLC, we request the UCPU clarify that these will be presented to the Wildlife
Agencies at the time of future project permitting.

Additional specific comments on Blueprint, the FPA, UCPU and LCP and the PEIR are appended
(see appendix). We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these documents. If you have any

' The Preserve is defined as “areas within the MHPA that have been conserved and existing baseline conservation
areas” (VPHCP, p. xi).

2 Conserved lands are defined as “Lands with 100 percent hardline conservation (no development is permitted)”
(VPHCP, p. ix).
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questions regarding this letter or to schedule a meeting to discuss the proposed project or our
recommendations, please contact Anita Eng of the Service at 760-431-9440, extension 302.

Sincerely,

JONATHA Sasaess
N SNYDER?:S:5 475
Jonathan D. Snyder
Assistant Field Supervisor

Appendix
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APPENDIX

Specific comments on Blueprint, the FPA, UCPU and LCP and the PEIR:

Comments on the University CPU:

1.

Section 1 Introduction. We recommend that the UCPU include a summary description
of the City’s SAP and VPHCP along with the descriptions of the CAP, Parks Master
Plan, and Climate Resilient SD.

Section 3.0 Urban Design. Pages 90, 92, and 94 depict potential connections and trails
without corresponding analysis of biological resources in the UCPU BTR to confirm
that these alignments comply with the SAP. Given that specific project-level information
is not currently available, we recommend the addition of language from section 1.5.2 of
the SAP to UCPU to guide design of future trail alignments. A mitigation measure also
should be included in the PEIR to offset program impacts to open space and associated
wildlife corridor and linkages. The measure should require that proposed trail and
pathway connections in the vicinity of the MHPA must be designed consistent with
Section 1.5.2 of the SAP and 4.2.6 of the VPHCP and developed in coordination with
the Wildlife Agencies to ensure the consideration of only those alignments consistent
with SAP and VPHCP implementation.

Figure 24 of the UCPU (Page 117) depicts 2-lane collector roads and 4-lane arterial
roads approaching or adjacent to conserved lands. The UCPU BTR Figure 4 (Page 9)
depicts Open Space areas to be included in the MHPA as 100 percent conserved lands.
We recommend an additional figure with an MHPA overlay on the UCPU street
network map as well as added language to clarify to future users of the plan that
development that encroaches on MHPA is restricted and encroachment into 100 percent
conserved lands is prohibited.

Section 5.0 Parks and Recreation (Page 121). Currently, the presentation of parks and
open space in the UCPU could mislead users of the plan to view parks and open space
interchangeably. In the Parks and Recreation section, for example, goal 4 recommends:
“Improve overall park connectivity by linking population-based parks with resource-based
parks and open space lands through a system of pedestrian paths, bikeways, and transit.”
We recommend revisions to the UCPU to incorporate language directly from Sections
1.5.2 and 4.2.6 of the SAP and VPHCP, respectively. Coordinating language between
the UCPU and the established goals and objectives of the SAP and VPHCP would
reinforce the City’s responsibility to protection and management of open spaces in
accordance with its permit under Section 10(a) of the Act while considering recreation
priorities.

Section 6.0 Open Space and Conservation Element (Page 136) should include a

summary of MSCP SAP and VPHCP objectives. The MSCP already addresses most
issues presented in Goal No. 4 and 6.
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Goal No. 6 should be revised to limit public access to portions of the MHPA until
further project-level analysis can confirm that such access is compatible with specific
areas in the MHPA in accordance with the SAP and VPHCP.

Goal No. 2 should be revised to include restoration of wetland resources and to specify
that enhancement would not involve the installation of man-made structures in wetland
resources.

Open Space Dedications (page 142). The dedication of 183.6 acres of City-owned
properties as open space pursuant to Charter Section 55 was presented as an informational
item to the Wildlife Agencies on Jan. 19, 2024. Following the MHPA boundary line
correction and dedication, these properties would be MHPA — 100 percent Conserved.
Please add this information to the description of Open Space Dedications in the UCPU.

Section 8.0 Implementation (page 177, Table 1 Subcategory B and F). Implementation
of the MSCP SAP and VPHCP is the City’s responsibility in accordance with its permit
and IA under section 10 of the Act and would not be considered a Community Plan
policy that applies only to Trails, Overlooks, and Trailhead Pocket Parks. The UCPU
should be revised accordingly.

Section 8.0 Implementation (Page 177, Table 1 Subcategory G). Compliance with the
ESL Regulations, Biology Guidelines and MSCP SAP are required by the City’s
Municipal Code. It is the City’s responsibility in accordance with its section 10 permit
and IA to ensure project compliance with its ESL regulations. This compliance would
not be considered a Community Plan policy.

Comments on the DPEIR:

9.

10.

Page 4.1-15 “The University CPU does not propose any development within its open
space areas.” This statement is not consistent with potential connections and trail
opportunities (page 94-95) and pocket parks (page 98-99) depicted within canyon open
space areas. The DPEIR should be updated to correct this discrepancy and disclose the
project impact on open space. We also recommend that the DPEIR include a mitigation
measure to require that potential connections and trail opportunities be designed in
accordance with the SAP and VPHCP. Proposed alignments in the vicinity of MHPA
open space would require coordination with the Service (see comment 2).

On DPEIR page 4.3-48 please include the complete text taken from the Municipal Code
to include the reference to the MSCP, MHPA, and SAP:

“It is further intended for the Development Regulations for Environmentally Sensitive
Lands and accompanying Biology, Steep Hillside, and Coastal Bluffs, and Beaches
Guidelines to serve as standards for the determination of impacts and mitigation
under the California Environmental Quality Act and the California Coastal Act.
These standards will also serve to implement the Multiple Species Conservation
Program by placing priority on the preservation of biological resources within the
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11.

12.

Multiple Habitat Planning Area, as identified in the City of San Diego Subarea Plan.
The habitat-based level of protection which will result through implementation of the
Multiple habitat Planning Area is intended to meet the mitigation obligations of the
Covered Species addressed.”

Section 4.3.4 Impact Analysis states, “Although the Blueprint SD Initiatives’ policy
and land use framework would apply Citywide, it is anticipated that potential impacts
associated with implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative are most likely to be
concentrated within the Climate Smart Village Areas” (Page 4.3-53). The Impact
Analysis further states that (Page 4.3-53):

“Sensitive plant species habitat in the City is typically concentrated in areas
designated as Open Space that may be located within the MHPA. Although
development per the Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and University CPU is
anticipated to occur within urban areas that are already developed with commercial,
industrial, residential, or employment uses where there is a low potential to support
extensive sensitive plant species habitat, the details of future site-specific projects
are unknown at this time, and it is possible that some project areas may support
sensitive plant species habitat.”

In Blueprint, a program-level analysis of Project impacts to sensitive biological resources
was completed only for Climate Smart Village Areas. Program-level impacts on the
sensitive biological resources on the rest of the City are not adequately analyzed in the
PEIR because the presence and nature of the biological resources must be established
before a determination of significance of an impact can be made (City 2018, page 71).

The DPEIR recognizes that sensitive plants and wildlife are likely to occur within the
Open Spaces of Blueprint, Hillcrest FPA, and UCPU (City 2024a, pages 4.3-53, 54, 56;
City 2024b, pages 139 and 140). We recommend that the program-level of analysis in
the DPEIR include baseline biological conditions for all undeveloped land included
within the boundaries of Blueprint, not only within the Climate Smart Village Areas.
The literature used to inform the impact analysis should include current species data
for undeveloped lands (including MHPA and all open space) in order to develop a
program-level mitigation framework for the sensitive biological resources existing
within the plan area. Mitigation for species identified in Table 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the
DPEIR should be provided to guide the development of future project specific
mitigation that would include, but not be limited to, mitigation identified at the program
level. Alternatively, the PEIR should specify that the policy and land use framework
described in Blueprint applies only to the Climate Smart Village Areas and future
tiering would be limited to projects located in those areas.

Though future regulatory compliance is anticipated at the project level, specific
measures are necessary to address the anticipated program impacts from the
implementation of Blueprint, FPA, and UCPU. To offset program-level significant
impacts to sensitive species and their habitats, we recommend the addition of a

RTC-54

A3-16
cont.

A3-17

A3-18



Elena Pascual (2024-0090648-CEQA-DPEIR-SD) 12

13.

mitigation measure to the PEIR to facilitate future project avoidance of the MHPA,
requiring that that project design will be consistent with the SAP and VPHCP.

We also recommend that the Blueprint PEIR include, in Table ES-1 and in Chapter 4.0,
the following language from the SAP and Biology Guidelines to recognize the
restrictions on development in the MHPA: “Within the MHPA, development is
limited (SAP page 1). Development impacts on private lands within the remainder
of the MHPA will be restricted to no more than 25 percent of the parcel (75 percent
preservation). Development within the MHPA will be directed to areas of lower
quality habitat and/or areas considered less important to the long-term viability of
the MHPA. Documented populations of covered species within the City’s portion
of the MHPA will be protected to the extent feasible (SAP page 43).” We also
recommend the following language from the Biology Guidelines, “The City’s
permit to ‘take’ Covered Species under the MSCP is based on the concept that

90 percent of lands within the MHPA will be preserved. Any encroachment into the
MHPA (in excess of the allowable encroachment by a project) would be considered
significant and require a boundary line adjustment which would include a habitat
equivalency assessment to ensure that what will be added to the MHPA is at least
equivalent to what would be removed (Biology Guidelines page 73).” The PEIR
should also clarify that Boundary Line Adjustments and Boundary Line Corrections
must be reviewed and approved by the Wildlife Agencies.

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts, Section 4.3 Biological Resources Issue 3 states that
“Although wetlands in the project areas are concentrated in the MHPA, including
canyons, and creeks, since site-specific future development is unknown at this time,
there is a potential that wetlands could be affected. Implementation of the City’s ESL
Regulations, Biology Guidelines, MSCP SAP, and VPCHP would ensure impact to
wetlands would be avoided to the extent feasible and a wetland buffer provided around
all wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and values of the wetland (City 2018).”

We recommend the addition of the following direction from the City’s Biology Guidelines
to Table ES-1 and the corresponding impact analysis in Section 4.0 of the DPEIR:
“Under the ESL, impacts to wetlands should be avoided. Unavoidable impacts should
be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Whether or not an impact is
unavoidable will be determined on a case-by-case basis. Examples of unavoidable
impacts include those necessary to allow reasonable use of a parcel 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. Unavoidable impacts will need to be
mitigated in accordance with Section I11.B.1.a of these Guidelines (Biology Guidelines
pages 11-12).”

Furthermore, the PEIR concludes project impacts to wetlands are significant after

mitigation, but mitigation measures to facilitate avoidance and minimization of wetland
impacts from the program have not been provided. Future review in accordance with
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14.

15.

16.

the City’s ESL Regulations does not directly offset the impact of the project analyzed
by the PEIR. To offset program level impacts, we recommend that the DPEIR include a
mitigation measure that requires compliance with the Biology Guidelines and its directive
to avoid impacts to wetlands.

The DPEIR states, “As no specific projects have been identified, it cannot be
guaranteed that every future project would be able to demonstrate no net loss of
wetland habitat. Therefore, at a program level of review, impacts would be significant.”
(Page 4.3-59). This conflicts with the City’s policy of no-net-loss of wetlands (City
2018, page 37) and Section 9.8 of the IA that requires compliance with the federal
policy of “no net loss” of wetland functions and values. We agree that net loss of
wetlands would constitute a significant impact but recommend that the DPEIR include
the goal of no-net-loss of wetlands in its mitigation measures (see Comment 13).

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts, under Section 4.3 Biological Resources Issue 4
states that, “Regional and local wildlife corridors are not located within the project
areas due to their location within open space and MHPA lands. Open Space land
use designation would not be changed by the proposed plans.” While open space
designations are not changed by the proposed plans, Blueprint represents the MHPA
as a recreational asset in the Recreation Element without acknowledging its
importance as a preserve area and the associated limitations on the extent and
intensity of recreation that is appropriate in these areas. The MHPA is included in
the list of lands considered General Plan - designated open space and parks and
followed by a discussion of various recreation priorities such as equitable access to
a diversity of recreation facilities and programs; partnerships in planning and design
of park and recreation facilities; identification of recreation needs; and preservation
of existing park uses (City 2024d, page RE-19).

The Conservation Element similarly adds undefined “recreational opportunities”
to CE-Blc, a policy that previously focused on the protection, restoration, and
enhancement of urban canyons and other community open spaces for their many
local and regional benefits as part of a Citywide open space system (City 2024c,
page CE-18). Such revisions to the language in these Elements of the General Plan
cause concern, particularly given that these documents were updated for consistency
with the MSCP SAP and VPHCP at the time of the City’s Federal permit issuance.
In order to ensure continued consistency with these permits, the SAP and VPHCP
should guide the proposed recreational uses of MHPA within the City. We request
that where MHPA is referenced in Blueprint, FPA, and UCPU, language taken
directly from the 1A, SAP, and VPHCP be included or referenced to provide
consistent guidance on appropriate recreational uses in the preserve.

The analysis of Issue 4 on page 4.3-59 states “The University CPU identifies potential
new trails in the Open Space area next to Marcy Neighborhood Park; however,
implementation of these trails is not proposed at this time.” While no specific trail
project has been identified at this time, the inclusion of multiple conceptual trails
throughout open space areas within City limits through Blueprint, Hillcrest FPA,
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and UCPU introduce the possibility of recreational uses that have not been analyzed.
We recommend the addition of mitigation in the PEIR for program-level impacts to
open space and associated wildlife use. The measure should require design of trails
in accordance with Section 1.5.2 of the SAP and Section 4.2.6 of the VPHCP.
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Responses to Comments

A3: Response to US Fish and Wildlife Service Comment Letter

A3-1: The comment is an introduction to the attached comment letter. No response is necessary.
A3-2: The comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is necessary.

A3-3: The comment is an overview of the US Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS’s) mission. No
response is necessary.

A3-4: The comment is a summary of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the University Community Plan
Update (CPU), and the Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment (FPA). No response is necessary.

A3-5: As stated in the comment, the City has a Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan (SAP) and a Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP). As described in Section
4.10.2.2(f) of the PEIR, the MSCP establishes adjacency guidelines to be addressed on a project-by-
project basis to minimize direct and indirect impacts and maintain the function of the Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA). The Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would be incorporated as project
conditions of approval, which would preclude indirect impacts to the MHPA. Note that the MHPA
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would apply to land within the MHPA and the expanded MHPA as
adopted by the VPHCP. The conservation goals of the General Plan Conservation Element, as
updated by the Blueprint SD Initiative, provide high-level policy guidance that supports the
implementation of the MSCP SAP or VPHCP. Additional language directly from the MSCP SAP and
VPHCP are not warranted as the suggested language would not increase implementation
requirements of the existing regulatory framework.

A3-6: This comment on the Blueprint SD Initiative is noted. See response to Comment A3-5 above.

A3-7: As stated in the comment, the University CPU includes overarching goals with the intention of
guiding development within the University CPU area. As a land use policy framework, the University
CPU is intended to guide development with the intention of supporting and reinforcing existing land
use plans, such as the MSCP SAP and VPHCP. Additional language directly from the MSCP SAP and
VPHCP is not warranted as suggested language would not increase protections for sensitive
biological resources beyond the existing regulatory framework.

A3-8: This comment is noted. The proposed trails have been removed from the project description
in Section 3.5.3I, from Figure 3-26, and from the impact analysis in Section 4.3.4, Issue 4.

A3-9: The City as the lead agency on future development projects within the City's land use
jurisdiction is responsible for making environmental determinations. In the event no CEQA public
review is required for a development project, the City would continue to consult with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and USWFS in association with the review of proposed
MHPA Boundary Line Adjustments and Biologically Superior Option wetland deviations processed
under the City's ESL Regulations. Specifically, the Biology Guidelines (page 33) requires the City to
seek input and concurrence on proposed Biologically Superior Option wetland deviations.
Specifically, it states, “concurrence shall be in writing and be provided prior to or during the public
review of the CEQA document in which the biologically superior project design has been fully
described and analyzed.” In the case of no public review, the City would be required to obtain
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concurrence prior to project approval. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) also requires wildlife
agency concurrence for any boundary line adjustments. Specifically, Section 1.1.1 of the MSCP SAP
states, “The determination of the biological value of a proposed boundary change will be made by
the City in accordance with the MSCP plan, with the concurrence of the wildlife agencies.”

Additionally, the requirements of MSCP Implementing Agreement (Section 14.0) requires the City to
prepare and submit to the USFWS and the CDFW each year a public report containing an annual
accounting, by project and cumulatively, of habitat acreage lost and conserved within the Subarea
during the previous calendar year. This accounting shall specify acres conserved within the MHPA by
habitat type, as well as acres committed to land development both within and outside of the MHPA
and compare these figures with results obtained utilizing the Habitat Conservation Accounting
Model (HabiTrak). This report shall also describe how habitat preservation is proceeding in rough
step with development. The report will be used by the USFWS and CDFW to evaluate whether
adequate progress toward implementation of the MSCP and the Subarea Plan is being achieved. A
public workshop or meeting will be jointly conducted on an annual basis by staff from the USFWS,
the CDFW and the City to disseminate and discuss the annual report. The Parties review the Annual
Report for the purposes of evaluating the implementation of the MSCP during the preceding year
and the adequacy of the overall progress being made towards reaching the conservation goals of
the MSCP and the Subarea Plan, utilizing HabiTrak. Items to be considered in the evaluation include,
but are not limited to, all contributions towards the preservation of habitat lands, such as public
lands, private mitigation lands, land donations, land acquisitions, and management activities
undertaken or proposed on habitat lands. Habitat management issues are also be discussed. If the
USFWS and the CDFW determine that adequate progress towards implementation of the Subarea
Plan is not being achieved, the USFWS, the CDFW, and the City will take the actions specified in the
Subarea Plan and the Implementing Agreement to remedy that situation. If the USFWS and CDFW
determine that adequate progress towards implementation of the Subarea Plan is being achieved
but is nevertheless not providing sufficient protection to Covered Species, then the Parties work
cooperatively and take appropriate actions consistent with the MSCP and Subarea Plan (such as
altering management activities or redirecting mitigation and acquisition) in order to address the
situation.

A3-10: Updates to the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) are detailed in Section 3.5.1.4. As
specified therein, updates would focus on implementation of the City's vision as defined in the
General Plan, CAP, and other City policy plans and documents. Anticipated future LDC amendments
would include amendments that facilitate ministerial processing of residential and mixed-use
development, update the Historical Resources Regulations, modify parking regulations, or make
changes to support development and mobility improvements. At this time, updates to the LDC that
relate to biological resource protection and/or implementation of the MSCP SAP and/or VPHCP are
not anticipated. The PEIR would not cover future changes to the LDC that remove or reduce any
existing regulatory protections for biological resources. Additionally, consistent with the City's
implementing agreement with the wildlife agencies, if updates to the LDC are proposed that would
affect the level of regulations and protections for sensitive biological resources, the City would
consult with the wildlife agencies prior to any such action.

A3-11: In Section 4.3.4, the biological resources of each planning area—the Blueprint SD Initiative
area, the Hillcrest FPA area, and the University CPU area—were each assessed separately. For the
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University CPU, a separate biological report and survey were conducted because of the higher
quantity of biological resources in that area. The tiering of future CEQA documentation from the
Blueprint SD Initiative, University CPU, and Hillcrest FPA PEIR would be allowed for projects that fall
within the scope of these project components as defined in Chapter 3.0, Project Description. As
described in the significance determination of Section 4.3.5 of the PEIR, the potential biological
resource impacts of future projects consistent with the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and
the University CPU development areas would be assessed at the time future development is
proposed.

A3-12: As described in Section 8.4.2 of the VPHCP, “[BLAs] to the MHPA within the VPHCP Plan Area
may be made without the need for a major amendment to the VPHCP in cases where the new
boundary results in an area of equivalent or higher biological value in the MHPA.” The triggers for
minor and major amendments are identified in Sections 8.4.3 and 8.4.4 of the VPHCP, respectively.
Minor amendments are made in relation to two airports: Montgomery-Gibbs Airport and the Brown
Field Airport. Major amendments are made in special cases when the following conditions occur:

e Increased level of take/impact of a covered species.

e Addition of a covered species.

e Addition or substantial modification to a Covered Activity that could reduce conservation
commitments in the VPHCP.

e Annexations that are inconsistent with the VPHCP.

¢ A material amendment, revision or update to the ESL or Biology Guidelines, General Plan or
other local land use laws or ordinances that would affect implementation of the VPHCP in
accordance with the Permit.

The USFWS suggested revision does not align with the definition of a major amendment in section
8.4.4 of the VPHCP, and the suggested “substantive impacts to the 100% baseline conservation
lands” is not clearly defined. Nevertheless, the City would ensure future development would be in
compliance with the VPHCP and consult with USFWS as necessary to ensure successful
implementation of the VPHCP.

A3-13: Comment noted. No MHPA Boundary Line Corrections (BLCs) exclusions are proposed as
part of the University CPU. As future site-specific projects are proposed, BLC exclusions would be
considered at the staff level where there is evidence of a mapping error due to when the subject
parcel in question was developed prior to MSCP SAP adoption. The language regarding
comprehensive BLCs is in regard to future CPUs and brings forward BLC criteria language prepared
in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies. The University CPU’'s comprehensive BLC addition was
presented at Wildlife coordination meeting on January 19, 2024 and was clarified that no MHPA
deletions were proposed. The City looks forward to continuing to work with USFW and CDFW on
future comprehensive MHPA BLCs.

A3-14: The comments relate to the content of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the University CPU, and the
Hillcrest FPA. See A3-5 through A3-7. The comments are not related to the adequacy of the analysis
in the PEIR. No response is required.

A3-15: See response to comment A3-8.
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A3-16: Comment noted. This language has been added to the Final PEIR, in Section 4.3.2.3(a).

A3-17: The Biological Resources Report was prepared to support a program-level evaluation of
potential impacts. For purposes of implementation of the Blueprint SD Initiative, the primary
location of land use change is anticipated to occur within Climate Smart Village Areas; therefore, the
PEIR discloses the resources present within these areas to provide a good faith effort to disclose the
potentially significant impacts of the project. The City does not agree that the disclosure of baseline
biological conditions should have covered the entire City because that information would not
provide meaningful information about the nature and scope of anticipated impacts.

At a program level of review, it would not be appropriate to develop mitigation frameworks for
specific species or resources at this time. The City's Biology Guidelines and regulatory framework
ensures appropriate project level mitigation is identified. Furthermore, the mitigation framework
MM-BIO-1 identified for the project would apply Citywide as the measure reflects the regulatory
requirements that the City would apply in order to develop project specific mitigation. Please also
see response to comment A3-11.

A3-18: As discussed under Section 4.3.4, Issue 1 (b), of the Draft PEIR, all ministerial and
discretionary projects must comply with the City's MSCP SAP, VPHCP, ESL Regulations and Biology
Guidelines. Additionally, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1, in section 4.3.6 of the PEIR, reinforces this
compliance. Additional mitigation measures are not warranted due to the existing regulatory
framework in place under the MSCP SAP and VPHCP.

A3-19: Table ES-1, the Summary of Environmental Impacts table, in the Executive Summary of the
PEIR, discusses the results of the impact analysis, not necessarily the regulatory conditions. This
information is, however, provided in Section 4.10.2.2 (h) of the PEIR under the heading “MHPA
Boundary Line Adjustments.”

A3-20: The requested information is found in Section 4.10.2.2 (h) of the PEIR under the heading
“MHPA Boundary Line Adjustments.” The information about 90 percent of the lands being preserved
has been added to the Final PEIR.

A3-21: In Section 4.10.4, Issue 2 (f), of the PEIR, the necessity of coordination with the Wildlife
Agencies is stated: “Furthermore, Wildlife Agency concurrence would be required for boundary line
adjustments consistent with the City's MSCP Implementing Agreement.”

A3-22: The requested information is found in Section 4.3.4, Issue 3, of the PEIR (see the bulleted
items). As mentioned in response to comment A3-19, the Summary of Environmental Impacts table,
in the Executive Summary of the PEIR, discusses the results of the impact analysis, not necessarily
the regulatory conditions.

A3-23: Mitigation measure BIO-1, in section 4.3.6 of the PEIR, reinforces required project compliance
with the City's Biology Guidelines and, therefore, its directive to avoid wetland impacts. Additional
mitigation measures are not warranted as the suggested language would not increase protections
for wetlands beyond the existing regulatory framework and MM-BIO-1.
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A3-24: The existing mitigation measure (MM-BIO-1) reinforces required compliance with the City's
ESL Regulations and Biology Guidelines. The Biology Guidelines already includes language enforcing
the “no-net-loss” requirement as detailed in Section B.1.a of the City’s Biology Guidelines; therefore,
it is not necessary to restate this information in the measure. Future development projects would be
required to demonstrate no-net-loss for consistency with the City's ESL Regulations and City's
Biology Guidelines.

A3-25: This comment on the Blueprint SD Initiative's proposed changes to the General Plan
Conservation Element are noted. MHPA and VPHCP areas within the City's designated open space
are protected through the City's regulatory restrictions as described in the City’s ESL Regulations and
Biology Guidelines. Additionally, per Section 131.0204 of the City's Municipal Code (SDMC), open
space zones “...implement the habitat preservation goals of the City and the MHPA by applying
development restrictions to lands wholly or partially within the boundaries of the MHPA.” Not all
lands that are designated as open space are located within the MHPA , but for those that are, the
ESL Regulations, Biology Guidelines, MSCP SAP, and VPHCP would be applicable to future proposed
recreational projects within the MHPA.

A3-26: See response to comment A3-8.
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Comment Letter O1 - Circulate San Diego

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo, Ari

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] University City Community Plan Update (CPU)

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:26:23 PM

Attachments: 4-24-24 UC Plan EIR Comment Letter - FINAL.pdf
~WRDO0001.ipa

From: Jeremy Bloom <jbloom@circulatesd.org>

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2024 11:44 AM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA <planningcega@sandiego.gov>

Cc: Gloria, Todd <MayorToddGloria@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Elo-Rivera
<SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoelLaCava@sandiego.gov>;
CouncilMember Kent Lee <KentLee@sandiego.gov>; Vonblum, Heidi <VonblumH@sandiego.gov>;
Galloway, Tait <TGalloway@sandiego.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] University City Community Plan Update (CPU)

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

Dear Heidi -

On behalf of Circulate San Diego, whose mission is to create excellent mobility
choices and vibrant, healthy neighborhoods, | am writing to express our support
for adopting the most robust and pro-housing, pro-climate options for the
University City Community Plan Update.

Circulate, alongside our allies, has championed a plan addressing the urgent
need for increased homes and access to transit in our region. Our report "Making
the Most of The Mid-Coast Trolley" highlights the significant benefits the University
City community could enjoy from expanding housing options in the area.

We appreciate City Staff for including the most robust plan as an alternative for
the Environmental Impact Report and are thrilled to see that it is recognized as

the "environmentally superior alternative." Adopting this robust alternative would
be a significant win for our region.

Furthermore, Circulate recognizes that the land use plans must account for the
changing needs of the University City area. We support and concur with BioCom
California, as outlined in their attached March 27, 2024 |letter, that adopting
Urban Flex and Prime Flex land use in the EMX-1 zone in the North Torrey Pines
area would open new and important opportunities. Fortunately, including those
designations would not have a significant impact on the City’s environmental
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analysis

University City will be a pivotal regional hub for San Diego for generations to
come, and we are heartened to see that the present EIR and draft Community
Plan Update reflect this reality. As we await the City Council's decision, Circulate
remains committed to making the most of the Mid-Coast Trolley.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this further.

Jeremy Bloom
Chief Operating and Development Officer
Image removed by sender.

Cell: (619) 841-2258
Email: jbloom@circulatesd.org
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Circulate San Diego

’i‘ @) 233 A Street, Suite 206
IRCULA TE San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 544-9255

@CirculateSD
www.circulatesd.org

)
Q!

April 24, 2024

Planning Director Heidi Vonblum

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Dr, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123
VonblumH@sandiego.gov

Re: University City Community Plan Update (CPU)

On behalf of Circulate San Diego, whose mission is to create excellent mobility
choices and vibrant, healthy neighborhoods, | am writing to express our support for
adopting the most robust and pro-housing, pro-climate options for the University City
Community Plan Update.

Circulate, alongside our allies, has championed a plan addressing the urgent need
for increased homes and access to transit in our region. Our report "Making the Most
of The Mid-Coast Trolley" highlights the significant benefits the University City
community could enjoy from expanding housing options in the area.

We appreciate City Staff for including the most robust plan as an alternative for the
Environmental Impact Report and are thrilled to see that it is recognized as the
"environmentally superior alternative." Adopting this robust alternative would be a
significant win for our region.

Furthermore, Circulate recognizes that the land use plans must account for the
changing needs of the University City area. We support and concur with BioCom
California, as outlined in their attached March 27, 2024 letter, that adopting Urban
Flex and Prime Flex land use in the EMX-1 zone in the North Torrey Pines area would
open new and important opportunities. Fortunately, including those designations
would not have a significant impact on the City’'s environmental analysis

University City will be a pivotal regional hub for San Diego for generations to come,
and we are heartened to see that the present EIR and draft Community Plan Update
reflect this reality. As we await the City Council's decision, Circulate remains
committed to making the most of the Mid-Coast Trolley.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this further.

Creating excellent mobility choices and vibrant, healthy neighborhoods.
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Best regards,

Jeremy Bloom
Chief Operating Officer
Circulate San Diego

CC:

Mayor Todd Gloria

Council President Sean Elo-Rivera

Council President Pro Tem Joe LaCava

Councilmember Kent Lee

Tait Galloway, Deputy Director, Community Planning & Housing

Attachment: Letter from Biocom California, dated March 27, 2024.

Creating excellent mobility choices and vibrant, healthy neighborhoods.
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/- Biocom
= Cadlifornia

March 27, 2024

Via Electronic Mail (planuniversity@sandiego.gov)

City of San Diego Planning Department
202 C Street, M.S. 413
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: University Community Plan Update (CPU)
To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of a coalition of life science organizations, Biocom California is writing to request that the city
adopt Urban Flex and Prime Flex land use designations and the EMX-1 zone in an area of the North
Torrey Pines mesa. A graphic of the area is attached for reference purposes.

Biocom California would first like to thank planning department staff for their extensive efforts to bring
the draft CPU forward. The CPU is an innovative, long-range plan that will govern and control the
development of the University Community for the next 30 plus years and will help implement goals and
policies relating to housing, climate, and quality of life.

What we are seeking for the North Torrey Pines mesa through appropriate land use designations and
zoning will help the city meet these goals. This change can bring housing and jobs closer together and
provide flexibility and creativity to further long-range development on the North Torrey Pines mesa,
ensuring that it remains a vibrant national resource of health innovation.

North Torrey Pines is the crown jewel of the San Diego life science cluster because it is home to a high
concentration of renowned research institutions and life science companies. These companies have
made it clear that quality workforce housing near employers has become the number one factor in
employee attraction and retention.

San Diego’s main competitors, Boston/Cambridge and the San Francisco Bay Area, have long been
providing mixed use and residential opportunities within their life science clusters, which is a major
reason they are successful at both attracting companies and producing therapies, research tools, and
diagnostics. San Diego needs to provide the same opportunities to remain competitive and continue to
deliver life changing treatments and cures.

A significant amount of private investment has occurred on the North Torrey Pines mesa to foster
walkability, micro-maobility, and connectivity to transit, along with providing the amenities and services
that life science employees ask for. The industry is actively warking with transit authorities to provide
shuttle services to the Blue Line Trolley, COASTER, and rapid bus stations, and to increase bus frequency.
The proposed Urban Flex designation and EMX-1 zone adds the critical third component of housing to
pursue the city’s goal of fostering communities where residents can live, work and play.
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There are currently substantial land use constraints that limit development on all or most of the North
Torrey Pines mesa, including the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone and MCAS Miramar Accident
Potential Zone (APZ) Il and Transition Zone (TZ). Such constraints will continue to govern and limit
development regardless of the land use designation and hase zone chosen for the area.

As such, making the change to Urban Flex with an EMX-1 implementing zane in the small requested area
does not have a significant impact on the environmental analysis for the CPU. We have engaged a traffic
consultant to undertake a preliminary analysis, which did not identify any impact to vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) or other traffic impacts and should not cause a delay to the CPU review process. Based
on final comment processing times for previous community plan updates such as Mira Mesa, this
change should not present any challenge in being accomplished in this final phase.

If left unchanged, these zones will remain stagnant for two plan cycles, or more than 60 years, and this
portion of the community will fall short of realizing the vision set forth in the Plan to create, “A diverse
and dynamic community with renowned higher education, healthcare, scientific research and technology
institutions and businesses connected through a robust multi-modal transportation network to a vibrant,
mixed-use urban core and varied residential neighborhoods, which protects its unique natural habitat
and canyon systems.”

The revised CPU was released on March 15 and we recognize that the CPU process is nearing
completion. However, we believe it is critical that the city evaluate and incorporate this request into the
CPU as it will govern development in the University Community for the next 30 years or longer. This
change would help the city meet its climate and housing goals and facilitate the growth of the San Diego
life science cluster in a way that increases its competitiveness while providing the housing proximity that
employees are demanding.

Sincerely, G’\_”

Melanie Cohn
Sr. Director, Regional Policy & Government Affairs
Biocom California

Attachment

cc: Honorable Mayor Todd Gloria (MayorToddGloria@sandiego.gov)
Honorable Council President Sean Elo-Rivera (SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov)
Honorable Councilmember Joe LaCava (JoeLaCava@sandiego.gov)
Honaorable Councilmember Kent Lee (KentLee @sandiego.gov)
Heidi Vonblum, Planning Director (VonblumH@sandiego.gov)
Tait Galloway, Deputy Director, Community Planning & Housing (TGalloway@sandiego.gov)
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(Proposed Land Use for North Torrey Pines

Conversion of Scientific Research/IP1-1 to Urban Flex and Prime Flex/EMX-1. Proposal indicated with
diagonal cross hatch below in the North Torrey Pines Village area bounded by Genesee to the south.

/7] Prime Flex - EMX-1

Scientific Research - PIL

| | urban Flex - EMX-1
e - Urban Village - EMX-I

Urban Village - EMX-II

Urban Village -~ EMX-III
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Responses to Comments

01: Responses to Circulate San Diego Comment Letter

01-1: The introductory comment is noted. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). No further response is required.

01-2: Comment noted.

01-3: The commenter appreciates the inclusion of the High Density Alternative in the Draft PEIR and
agrees with the recognition of the alternative as an environmentally superior alternative in the
alternatives section (Chapter 8) of the Draft PEIR. The comment is noted, and no further response is
required.

01-4: The commenter supports Urban Flex and Prime Flex land use designations in the North Torrey
Pines area. These land uses are not proposed as part of the University Community Plan Update, but
this suggestion has been noted by the City. These comments do not relate to the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR. No further response is required.

01-5: The comment is in general support of the proposed project. Comment noted.

01-6: Comment noted. This comment reiterates portions of the comment letter from O1-1 through
01-5, and responses to those comments are incorporated here by reference.

01-7: The comments from Biocom California are noted. These comments do not relate to the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter O2 - Climate Action Campaign

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo, Ari

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] General Plan Amendment, Blueprint SD, and PEIR Climate Action Campaign Comments

Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 9:27:11 AM

Attachments: Final CAC Comment Letter for 2024 Draft General Plan, Blueprint SD, Hillcrest FPA, University CPU, and PEIR.pdf

From: Corinna Contreras <corinna@climateactioncampaign.org>

Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 6:10 PM

To: Blueprint San Diego <BlueprintSD@sandiego.gov>; PLN_PlanningCEQA
<planningceqa@sandiego.gov>

Cc: Catherine Walker <catherine@climateactioncampaign.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] General Plan Amendment, Blueprint SD, and PEIR Climate Action Campaign
Comments

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

Hello,

Please accept our comments on the General Plan Amendment, Blueprint SD, and PEIR.
Thank you,

Corinna Contreras (she/her)

Policy Advocate

Climate Action Campaign

(619) 419-1222 ext 702

www.climateactioncampaign.org

Twitter: @sdclimateaction
Instagram: @sdclimateaction
Facebook.com/ClimateActionCampaign

Like what we do? Support Climate Action Campaign today.

Our mission is simple: create a zero carbon future through
effective and equitable policy action.
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CLIMATE ACTION
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SAN DIEGO | ORANGE COUNTY | LOS ANGELES

April 29, 2024

The City of San Diego

Planning Department

Attn: Heidi Vonblum

202 C Street, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92101

via Email blueprintsd@sandiego.gov and planningceqa@sandiego.gov

Re: General Plan Amendment, Blueprint SD, and PEIR Climate Action Campaign
Comments

Climate Action Campaign (CAC), is a non-profit organization based in San Diego and Orange
County, CA with a simple mission: create a zero carbon future through effective and equitable
policy action.

San Diegans deserve access to high quality, sustainable, reliable, and affordable housing and
transportation networks that are connected to important resources like schools, high road high
wage jobs, healthcare centers, grocery stores, and recreation.

The current draft form of the General Plan Amendment referred to as Blueprint SD Initiative
(Blueprint SD), Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment (FPA), University Community Plan Update
(CPU) as well as the draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) do not demonstrate a
land use growth strategy that will address the sustainable and net zero greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions future Climate Action Plan (CAP) 2.0 legally promises to all residents.

CAC stands firm in its commitment to ensure the city achieves net zero emissions and 50%
mode shift to walking/rolling, cycling, and public transit by 2035, therefore we insist on a
Blueprint SD, Hillcrest FPA, University CPU and PEIR that helps the city of San Diego attain
critical CAP milestones.

Natural Gas and Building Decarbonization
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Natural gas used as a source of energy is unsafe and aids in the deterioration of our climate.
CAP 2.0 set guidelines for reducing GHGs from natural gas in Strategy 1. The decarbonization
of new development is foundational to achieving GHG reductions set in CAP 2.0.

Gas stoves and heating/cooling systems are just a few appliances that utilize natural gas. The
use of these appliances indoors creates a hazardous secondary condition; the air pollution
generated by burning fossil fuels indoors significantly impacts residents and workers health
leading to significant health disparities between those with electric appliances and those
powered by natural gas.

The City of San Diego emissions GHG inventory for 2019 shows 18% from natural gas.
Blueprint SD does not, at the time of its drafting, implement performance measures nor does it
set the bare minimum threshold of no more natural gas for new development. In fact, the PEIR
states, “new development occurring under the project may result in the need for new electric
and natural gas transmission lines....” And it cites “residential consumption of natural gas for
heating and cooking is the second highest percentage....”

Without the adoption of a City Building Electrification policy that sets performance standards,
reduction in GHG emissions from natural gas will not be met. While the Zero Emissions
Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy (ZEMBOP) aids the city in removing natural gas from
new municipal facilities, without creating and adopting a policy that helps move the city towards
reductions in natural gas use in residential and commercial buildings, GHG emissions will
continue to grow.

Higher density development will not result in “less energy” consumption as stated in the PEIR
unless there are regulatory mechanisms to incentivize the development of all electric buildings.
In fact, the PEIR admits that “as new development is constructed, new or renovated buildings
would use electricity and natural gas to run various appliances and equipment, including space
and water heaters, air conditioners, ventilation equipment, lights, and numerous other devices.
Generally, electricity use is higher in the warmer months due to increased air conditioning
needs, and natural gas use is highest when the weather is colder as a result of high heating
demand.” The impacts would certainly be found significant with the addition of more natural gas
in new developments. The PEIR however, inaccurately states the impact would be “less than
significant.”

CAC insists that this inaccuracy be rectified in the current draft of Blueprint SD, Hillcrest FPA,
University CPU and the PEIR. Without this change, the public has no transparency of the
PEIR’s impact on increasing GHG emissions and the city will certainly not achieve net zero
emissions by 2035.

50% Mode Shift by 2035

CAP 2.0 set the stage for the reduction of GHG emissions from the most GHG intense sector,
transportation. The creation of land use and mobility actions and policies are critical first steps
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but these alone will not help the city achieve its CAP goal of shifting all trips to 50%
non-vehicular. Blueprint SD and DEIR are negligent regarding mobile source emissions.

Blueprint SD and PEIR need to be consistent with CAP Strategy 3. The impact analysis of
greenhouse gas emissions highlights the discrepancy between the PEIR and CAP 2.0. The
cornerstone of Strategy 3 is the Mobility Master Plan (MMP). In its current draft form, the MMP
is not sufficient to reach CAP mode share targets of 50% of all trips via walking/rolling, cycling,
and public transit. The MMP does not benchmark for annual progress for these targets. The 135
project prioritization list falls short of implementing mobility projects as many of the projects are
not shovel ready and lack funding. The Land Use and Community Planning Element and the
Mobility Element of the General Plan Amendment and the PEIR do not take into account the
increase of GHG emissions from transportation and the significant GHG impact growth and land
use will have under the status quo.

This is detailed in the modeling done in the memo titled “Making Progress Toward Mode Share
Goals” that is additional material for the draft Blueprint SD. The three model runs illustrate the
discrepancy between CAP mode share targets and Blueprint SD. Even when projected to 2050,
under the best case scenario, the vehicular total would be 72.3%. The CAP calls for 50%
vehicular total by 2035.

The vehicular mode share data in this table is an important first step in assessing mode shift
targets however it falls short of the type of comprehensive mode share data needed to plan
growth in a more sustainable manner. This table only addresses land use. It is silent on mode
share projections from various mobility policies, programs, and projects that are discussed in the
draft MMP. The MMP needs a projected mode share table such as this for testing the general
mode shift if MMP projects, policies, and programs are implemented.

In the draft MMP, Figure 6-7 displays the MMP Focus Areas. There are 11 focus areas. In

comparing the Mobility Element Figure ME-18, the Land Use and Community Planning Element
Figure LU-1, and MMP Figure 6-7, there are some overlaps between Village Propensity, current
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mobility infrastructure and transit service, and future MMP focus area projects. The issue
remains that between the MMP focus areas and high level Village Propensity areas there are
little to no strategies, policy, programs, projects that help facilitate mobility options outside of
driving. Due to the lack of these planning documents accounting for more vehicular traveling,
there is absolutely no way that impacts associated with GHG emissions should be considered
as less than significant.

Blueprint SD and the PEIR need to have mode share modeling that includes both land use and
mobility projects, policies, and programs. The latter should be part of the MMP as the MMP
should feed into Blueprint SD and the PEIR. CAC insists this discrepancy is rectified.

Conclusion

While steps have been taken to address growth and development within the CAP framework,
the scope is too limited. The potential of new development to include natural gas would have
significant impacts on the city’s ability to achieve its 2030 and 2035 CAP targets for reducing
GHG emissions via elimination of fossil fuels in the form of natural gas for residential and
commercial development.

As the number one contributor to GHG emissions, transportation emissions will have a
significant impact on GHG emissions if the growth and development in Blueprint SD and the
PEIR do not include GHGs from increased vehicular use in the absence of implemented mobility
options. The MMP does not include mode share data for the focus areas and the SANDAG
Regional Transportation Plan falls short of meeting the city’s mobility needs between now and
2050 as was detailed in CAC’s Missing the Mark report. More must be done to create reliable,
sustainable, and affordable mobility options to reach CAP 2.0 GHG reduction targets. These
documents do not meet the needs of the city.

Blueprint SD and the PEIR need to be reconfigured with transparency and accountability for
achieving CAP 2.0 targets.

Sincerely,
Corinna Contreras

Policy Advocate
Climate Action Campaign
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Responses to Comments

02: Response to Climate Action Campaign Comment Letter

02-1: Introductory comment noted. As discussed in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR), a key objective of the project is to align the City’s land use plan with the goals
of the Climate Action Plan (CAP). As detailed in Section 3.5.1 of the Draft PEIR,

“The Blueprint SD Initiative includes a comprehensive amendment to the General Plan to
better align the City of Villages Strategy to reflect the latest goals, policies, and plans for
housing, environmental protection, and climate change adaptation and sustainable growth.
The Blueprint SD Initiative would amend the General Plan to reflect an updated citywide land
use and policy framework designed around the 2050 regional transportation network to
promote reductions in per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and vehicle miles
traveled (VMT). The Blueprint SD Initiative identifies complementary land use, transportation,
and related policies to support future development according to the revised land use
framework. The land use and policy amendments would build upon climate goals outlined in
the CAP and Climate Resilient SD Plan.”

The project has been designed with a land use and mobility network that would reduce VMT per
capita to the maximum extent feasible to achieve GHG reductions goals of the CAP (see Appendix N
of the PEIR). While the project supports CAP implementation, this project alone is not intended to
demonstrate a net zero GHG emissions future, as no plan alone, with no additional actions can do
so. The City anticipates adoption of future actions, programs and regulations that implement the
CAP, as well as implementation of VMT-reducing capital project investments. The Blueprint SD
Initiative sets a framework supporting future City actions to achieve the net zero goals of the CAP.
The environmental impacts of the CAP were addressed in the Final PEIR for the CAP (Project No.
416603 /SCH No. 2015021053), and the environmental impacts of the 2022 CAP Update and CAP
Consistency Regulations were addressed in the Final Addendum to the CAP PEIR for the 2022 CAP
Update (Project No. 416603/SCH No. 2015021053).

02-2: Comment noted. See response to comment O2-1 and 02-3.

02-3: Refer to response to comment O2-1. The analysis correctly applies the City’s CEQA thresholds
of significance for GHG and concludes impacts would be less than significant based on project
consistency with the CAP and key CAP and General Plan policies. The project does not preclude
future actions to limit natural gas in new developments that may be needed to achieve CAP goals.
Adoption of prohibitions on natural gas and an adoption of a City Building Electrification Policy is
outside of the scope of the project. Additionally, Section 4.5.4 of the Draft PEIR states that “future
projects facilitated by the Blueprint SD Initiative, the Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU would be
required to meet the mandatory energy requirements of the California Green Building Code
(CALGreen; Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]) and the Energy Code (Title
24, Part 6 of the CCR) in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit. Adherence to the state
mandatory energy requirements would reduce future operational impacts in regard to energy
resources.

02-4: Comment noted. GHG impacts are discussed in Section 4.7.4, Issue 1 of the Draft PEIR. The
method for determining significance as it relates to the project's consistency with the CAP is
accomplished through evaluation of the project’s consistency with General Plan policies LU-A.8,

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
RTC-77



Responses to Comments

ME-D.16, CE-).2, and CE-J.3 and consistency with the CAP's strategies, specifically Strategy 3.
Quantification of GHG emissions is not required for the project based on the City's CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (2022). Pursuant to the City Planning Department’s June 17,
2022, memorandum—Climate Action Plan Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level Environmental
Documents and Infrastructure Projects—the environmental analysis for plan- and policy-level
documents such as the Blueprint SD Initiative, University CPU, and Hilcrest FPA should address the
ways in which the plan or policy is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and
CAP. A key goal of the project is to support a shift in mode share. The focus of the project is to
establish and update the General Plan, University Community Plan, and Uptown Community Plan’s
policy, land use, and mobility framework consistent with the CAP that would support GHG reduction
goals and help meet CAP targets. The project is supportive of the CAP, and demonstrates a
commitment to meet CAP goals. In fact, the Blueprint SD Initiative land use framework is based on a
model that shows the areas of the City with the greatest propensity to achieve the City’'s mode share
goals. Future City actions, such as the adoption of a Mobility Master Plan as suggested in CAP
Strategy 3: Mobility and Land Use, would be needed to aid CAP GHG reduction targets. However, the
City's Mobility Master Plan is a not a part of this project and has not been adopted by the City. The
commenters comment on the draft Mobility Master Plan have been noted. It is important to note
that a land use framework alone cannot feasibly achieve GHG reductions and shift mode share. On a
very simplified level, to achieve the desired mode shift, there must be a land use framework that
supports investments in walking/rolling, biking and transit, and then the corresponding investment
in that infrastructure. The Blueprint SD Initiative provides the land use framework and includes
policies that would support the necessary infrastructure investment to ultimately achieve the mode
share and GHG reduction goals. This information is detailed in the Draft PEIR Section 4.7 related to
GHG emissions. See also response to comment O2-1 and response to comment O11-8 under
comment letter O11.

02-5: Comment noted. GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft PEIR. Mode share
modeling is not required per CEQA but has been included as Appendix N of the Draft PEIR. While
the Blueprint SD Initiative focuses on land use changes and growth, the Mobility Master Plan, a
separate project, will continue to build off those established transportation and land use
relationships acknowledged in Blueprint SD Initiative. See response to comment 02-4.

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Comment Letter O3 - Forest Advisory Board

From:
To:

Jim Smith
PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Blueprint comment on trees

Date:

Sunday, April 28, 2024 8:42:34 PM

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

| appreciate all of the attention on trees.

My first suggestion is to put more effort into measuring where the city is relative to
goals. The climate action plan calls for an aggressive goal of 35% canopy by 2035.
However, the city hasn’t measured tree canopy in a decade. The city has planted
thousands of trees but there is no follow-up to know which trees are still living or why.
Data is scattered in many different formats. So, the city should invest in a modern
system of tracking progress towards the great goals that exist. Much of this is in the
draft Climate Action Implementation Plan Measure 5.2.

More tree code enforcement is needed. Development Services permits eight times
more trees than the transportation & parks departments combined. Yet there is no
follow-up to know if those trees were planted or most importantly survived.

City tree codes should be revised. Developers do the minimum preparation required
to plant a tree even when the horticulturist knows that the tree will be stunted and
dead in a decade. To get the benefits of trees we need mature trees.

Increase focus on native trees and shrubs. Conservation Element A11 mentions
natives and that they should be planted for their drought tolerance. Many foreign
species will provide drought tolerance but the native species provide ecological
services for insects, pollinators, reptiles, and birds.

More fruit trees. | commonly get asked about fruit trees. Especially in food deserts in
economically challenged areas. The city might consider giving away a limited
selection of fruit trees to designated communities along with educational material on
how to care for the trees.

Best regards,
Jim Smith
Chair of San Diego’s Community Forest Advisory Board
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Responses to Comments

03: Response to Forest Advisory Board Comment Letter

03-1: Comment noted. Comments relating to tracking progress and data collection, tree code
enforcement, tree codes, increased focus on native trees and shrubs, and encouraging fruit trees
are outside of the scope of the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the
adequacy of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. No further response is required.

Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest FPA, and the University CPU Program EIR
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Comment Letter O4 - Friends of Rose Canyon

From: Ash-Reynolds, Tara on behalf of PLN_PlanningCEQA

To: Lombrozo, Ari

Subject: FW: SMW/Friends of Rose Canyon comments on Blueprint SD/UCP Draft PEIR
Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 9:33:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

SMW-FRC Comments on DPEIR for Blueprint San Diego 4.29.2024.pdf

From: Kristi Bascom <kbascom@smwlaw.com>

Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 11:18 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA <planningcega@sandiego.gov>

Cc: Heather M. Minner <Minner@smwlaw.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] SMW/Friends of Rose Canyon comments on Blueprint SD/UCP Draft PEIR

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

City of San Diego Planning Department,

On behalf of our client, Friends of Rose Canyon, please find attached to this email comments

from this firm on the Draft Program EIR for Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan
Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan, and University Community Plan and ocal Coastal

Program Update.

04-1

Please confirm receipt of this email and let me know if you have any trouble accessing the
attachment.

Kind regards,
Kristi Bascom

Kristi Bascom
Urban Planner
)/ Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
(

396 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102-4421

office: 415/552-7272 x 202 | direct: 925/872-6327
www.smwlaw.com | A San Francisco Green Business
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 HEATHER M. MINNER
T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816 Attorney
www.smwlaw.com Minner@smwlaw.com

April 29, 2024

Via Electronic Mail Only

City of San Diego
Planning Department
E-Mail: planningceqa@sandiego.gov

Re: Comments on Draft Program EIR for Blueprint SD Initiative,
Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan,
and University Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Update

Dear City of San Diego Planning Department:

This firm represents Friends of Rose Canyon in matters related to the
University Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (“UCP Update”), Blueprint
San Diego, (collectively the “Project”) and the City’s associated environmental review
for adoption of the proposed Project, the Draft Program EIR for Blueprint SD Initiative,
Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community Plan, and University
Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Update (“DPEIR”).

There are several changes in the draft UCP Update that will place the City
on good footing to protect critical natural resources. Friends of Rose Canyon appreciates
that the Draft UCP Update proposes to dedicate several City-owned properties as open
space pursuant to Charter Section 55. Friends of Rose Canyon also appreciates that the
Plan includes Multi Habitat-Planning Area (“MHPA”) boundary line corrections to add a
total of approximately 25.97 acres of City-owned land into the MHPA and, critically, that
approximately 2.70 acres of City-owned right-of-way traversing Rose Canyon, located
within the MHPA, would be vacated and the MHPA conservation status changed from
MHPA 75 percent conserved to MHPA 100 percent conserved. Likewise, Friends of
Rose Canyon appreciates that the Plan adds park space at the dead ends of Regents Road.
These are important measures to protect Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP)
lands, and special status species and their habitats and Friends of Rose Canyon fully
supports these updates.
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City of San Diego
April 29, 2024
Page 2

Friends of Rose Canyon is concerned, however, that the Draft UCP Update
includes several proposed new and formalized trails within the MHPA. See, e.g. Draft
UCP Update Figure 27, p. 130, and Project #32, p. 212 to 213. Trails within the MHPA
cannot be proposed until the City has conducted recent, adequate biological surveys and a
thorough environmental review, considered consistency with MSCP policies, prepared
Resource Management Plans. We discussed these issues in detail in August 12, 2022 and
June 30, 2023 letters to the City’s Planning Department (Attachments 1 and 2, attached
hereto and incorporated herein).

In an April 15, 2024 email to our client, after the City released the draft
UCP Update, the City’s Community Planning Program Manager stated that “we are
removing proposed/ existing informal trails from the trails map in the draft plan. We had
updated policies in the plan to reflect feedback, however had missed the map
(apologies).”

Currently, the DPEIR is wholly deficient for failing to analyze the
biological impacts associated with the proposed new and formalized trails in MHPA
lands. These legal deficiencies, however, would be largely corrected if the City indeed
entirely removed the proposed trails in the final Draft UCP Update figures, maps, and
text.! We hope that the City will do so, as indicated, in the Final UCP Update. Because
the trails are currently in the draft plan and DPEIR, to assist with the removal, we detail
the DPEIR’s legal deficiencies below, in order to submit these comments within the 45
day comment period.

On behalf of Friends of Rose Canyon, we respectfully submit these
comments to ensure that the City’s decision-makers fully comply with the California

! This includes removing references to the proposed trails in the Draft UCP Update on
Figure 27 and the textual reference on page 130, as well as Project number 32 on page
212 and 213 that recommends constructing new trails within Rose Canyon. The City has
not yet determined if any new trails can be constructed within Rose Canyon consistent
with the MSCP, in part because they have not prepared area-specific management
directives such as a NRMP. Project number 32 should instead refer to closing existing
informal trails, as required by the MSCP. The DPEIR must also be revised to remove
Figure 3-26 and the textual reference on page 3-63. In addition, trails in the MHPA are
referenced or depicted on the following pages of the Draft UCP Update: 50 (Figure 6),
110 (Figure 20), 82/83, 84/85, 86/87, 88/89, 90/91, 92/93, 94/95, 96/97, 98/99, and
100/101. Any other references to establishing new or formalizing existing informal trails
in the MHPA in the Draft UCP, the DPEIR, and the Draft Blueprint San Diego must also
be removed.

SHUTE, MIHALY
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City of San Diego
April 29, 2024
Page 3

Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 ef seq., and the
CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 ef seq. (“CEQA
Guidelines”). After carefully reviewing the DPEIR for the Project, we have concluded
that the DPEIR fails to comply with CEQA in numerous respects.

We are also submitting comments prepared by a third-party expert biologist
retained by Friends of Rose Canyon, Robert Hamilton at Hamilton Biological, to review
and comment on the Project and the DPEIR. Hamilton Biological’s report, dated April
27,2024, is attached to this letter as Attachment 3 and incorporated herein by reference.
The report also constitutes independent comments to the City by Robert Hamilton on the
inadequacy of the DPEIR. Incorporated herein by reference are previous comments
provided to the City by Robert Hamilton, dated June 30, 2023 and July 7, 2023, included
as Attachments 4 and 5 to this letter.

An EIR is “the heart of CEQA.” Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v.
Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. It is “an environmental ‘alarm bell’
whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental
changes before they have reached ecological points of no return. The EIR is also
intended ‘to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact,
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.” Because the EIR must
be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability.” Id.
(citations omitted).

Where, as here, the DPEIR fails to fully and accurately inform decision-
makers, and the public, of the environmental consequences of proposed actions, it does
not satisfy the basic goals of the statute. See Pub. Res. Code § 21061 (“The purpose of
an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the public in general
with detailed information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the
environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be
minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project.”)

As a result of the DPEIR’s numerous and serious inadequacies, there can be
no meaningful public review of the proposed Project. The City must revise and
recirculate the DPEIR in order to permit an adequate understanding of the environmental
issues at stake.

/1
11
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L. Species and Habitat Protection in the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan

The City must recognize its legal obligations under the state and federal
Endangered Species Acts when planning for and analyzing the impacts of the use of
MHPA lands. We provide an overview of these obligations here.

In 1997, the City of San Diego finalized the MSCP Subarea Plan (“MSCP”)
to meet the requirements of California’s Natural Communities Conservation Planning
(NCCP) Act and to allow the City to issue take permits under the state and federal
Endangered Species Acts. The Legislative purpose of NCCPs is “to sustain and restore
those species and their habitat identified by the department that are necessary to
maintain the continued viability of those biological communities impacted by human
changes to the landscape.” Fish & Game Code § 2800(1). NCCPs achieves this by
allowing development over some habitat in exchange for conserving larger habitat areas
where viability can be maintained. As the Legislature explained “Natural community
conservation planning promotes coordination and cooperation among public agencies,
landowners, and other private interests, provides a mechanism by which landowners and
development proponents can effectively address cumulative impact concerns, promotes
conservation of unfragmented habitat areas, [and] promotes multispecies and
multihabitat management and conservation.” Id. § 2800(d).

Similarly, as the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California
has emphasized, the Federal Endangered Species Act establishes a strict conservation and
recovery standard for listed species and measures implementing the City of San Diego’s
MSCP Subarea Plan must be adequate to actually achieve that standard. Southwest
Center For Biological Diversity v. Bartel (S.D. Cal. 2006) 470 F.Supp.2d 1123-24.

As the MSCP itself explains that “the overarching MSCP goal is to
maintain and enhance biological diversity in the region and conserve viable populations
of endangered, threatened, and key sensitive species and their habitats, thereby
preventing local extirpation and ultimate extinction, and minimizing the need for future
listings, while enabling economic growth in the region.” MSCP at 49.

The MSCP sets out to achieve this goal (and authorize development in
unpreserved lands) by establishing the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), which
“delineates core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation.”
MSCP at 1. Rose Canyon is one of these critical conservation areas, among others. This
context helps explain why development within MHPA lands is extremely limited and is
only allowed to the extent consistent with maintaining and conserving the protected
biological resources. We discuss these limits in detail below.
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A. The MSCP Requires the City to Prioritize Protection of Biological
Resources

The creation of the MHPA was not the end of the City’s legal
obligations under state and federal Endangered Species Acts. The City is
obligated, under the MSCP, to continually manage these lands to protect the
conserved resources. As the MSCP emphasizes, “management is necessary to
continue to ensure that the biological values are maintained over time, and that the
species and habitats that have been set aside are adequately protected and remain

viable.” MSCP at 49.

The MSCP establishes core objectives that the City’s management of
MHPA lands must achieve “to assure that the goal of the MHPA is attained and
fulfilled.” Id. Specifically, management must:

1. “ensure the long-term viability and sustainability of native
ecosystem function and natural processes throughout the MHPA.”

2. “protect the existing and restored biological resources from
intense or disturbing activities within and adjacent to the MHPA while
accommodating compatible public recreational uses.”

3. “enhance and restore, where feasible, the full range of native plant
associations in strategic locations and functional wildlife connections to adjoining
habitat in order to provide viable wildlife and sensitive species habitat.”

4. “facilitate monitoring of selected target species, habitats, and
linkages in order to ensure long-term persistence of viable populations of priority
plant and animal species and to ensure functional habitats and linkages.

5. “provide for flexible management of the preserve that can adapt
to changing circumstances to achieve the above objectives.”

The City’s current management of MHPA lands, and Rose Canyon
in particular, is falling woefully short of these objectives. To begin with, the City
has not conducted site-specific biological resource assessments or developed
management directives to ensure the long-term viability of protected ecosystems.
Further, the City’s lack of enforcement against off-trail use and the creation of
illegal trails is failing to protect existing biological resources. And the City is not
restoring those resources that have been disturbed by unauthorized uses. For a
discussion of these current, degraded conditions see Hamilton Biological report
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I1.

pages 10-12 (discussing numerous illegal trails through sensitive resources,
Attachment 3). Finally, while the MSCP imposes ongoing monitoring
requirements on the City (MSCP page 96), it has failed to conduct monitoring of
MHPA lands in the UC Plan area, even before proposing the new trails in this
UCP Update.

In light of the degradation currently occurring in protected MHPA
lands, the City must focus its efforts on meeting the MSCP’s management
objectives for current use of these areas. It must not expand and intensify use of
Rose Canyon and other MHPA lands by proposing new trails, when the use of
existing trails already threatens protected ecosystems.

Further, as the MSCP’s second management objective makes clear,
recreational uses in MHPA lands are only allowed where they are compatible with
protecting existing and restored biological resources. The MSCP’s description of
management policies for Urban Habitat Lands, such as Rose Canyon, states as
follows: “The optimum future condition for the urban habitat lands scattered
throughout the City of San Diego is a system of canyons that provide habitat for
native species remaining in urban areas, “stepping stones” for migrating birds and
those establishing new territories, and environmental educational opportunities for
urban dwellers of all ages.”

These areas were not intended to serve as commuter corridors or to
host uses that would impact protected habitats and covered species. The Hamilton
Biological Report discusses fragmentation, edge, and recreation/trail effects that
caution against any intensified use of MSCP Urban Habitat Lands. Hamilton
Biological Report, pp. 21-25, Attachment 3.

With this regulatory background, we discuss a few of the DPEIR’s
most glaring legal inadequacies below.

The DPEIR Fails to Adequately or Accurately Describe the Project’s Existing
Biological Setting.

It is essential that an EIR accurately and fully describe a project’s

environmental setting, because this description forms the baseline for evaluating the
project’s environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). This requirement is

crucial

to a valid EIR: “[k]nowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment

of environmental impacts . . .. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and
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discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the
full environmental context.” CEQA Guidelines § 15125(c) (emphasis added). In other
words, it is impossible for an EIR to fulfill its informational purpose when it does not
adequately describe the existing environment that may be impacted by a project.

Here, the DPEIP fails to provide basic information about the presence and
location of sensitive biological species within MHPA lands, and some of the information
it does provide is flatly inaccurate.

The Hamilton Biological report describes how the DPEIR provides
inadequate and erroneous information on locations of special-status plant and wildlife
species. See Hamilton Biological report, Attachment 3, pages 19-20. For instance, the
DPEIR fails to provide information on where various special-status species are known or
expected to occur within the UCP area. Instead, all the DPEIR does is state whether the
species might occur within this entire planning area, not where it would occur. Further,
the DPEIR fails to acknowledge that certain endangered species, such as the Least Bell’s
Vireo, are present at all. The City has failed to provide even basic, readily available
information about the location of sensitive species. For instance, Hamilton Biological
explains that the DPEIR failed to provide maps from the California Natural Diversity
Data Base (“CNDDB”) showing the locations of the Project area where special-status
species have been documented. /d. at 20.

In addition, Figure 29 in the DPEIR incorrectly identifies the MSCP Core
Biological Resource Area Corridor running north/south on the wrong side of 1-805. It
should be on the east side of I-805, where there is open space (the west side is
developed).

The City must revise and recirculate the DPEIR to provide adequate
information about the biological environmental setting. Without this information, it is
impossible for the document to provide an accurate analysis of the Project’s biological
impacts.

III. The DPEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Biological Impacts

The Draft UCP Update, Figure 27 (current and Proposed Trail Facilities)
lists three entirely new trails and four formal trails in the location where existing illegal
trails currently exist. Figure 27 notes that the exact location for the entirely new trails will
be determined later. But the maps are actually specific about the locations within MSCP
areas where the new trails would be located—within certain side-canyons or connecting
to specific roads and informal trails. And of course, the exact location of the proposed
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formalized trails along existing informal trails is known. While “exact alignments” of the
new trails within the marked locations may still be developed in the design phase, in fact,
it is not feasible to place any trail within the areas marked for the topographic, biological,
and legal reasons discussed herein and in our August 12, 2022 and June 30, 2023 letters,
attached to this letter as Attachments 1 and 2, and incorporated herein by reference.

Despite the fact that the Project proposes specific new and formalized trails
in specific locations, the DPEIR entirely refuses to analyze the impacts of these trails—at
any level of detail. This omission violates core CEQA principles and black letter law.

The PDEIR lists five thresholds for determining significant biological
impacts. DPEIR, p. 4.3-52. The first asks if the Project would have a substantial adverse
effect on certain (1) sensitive species, (2) sensitive habitats, and (3) wetlands. The fourth
threshold asks if the project would substantially interfere with wildlife corridors or
nursery sites. The fifth threshold asks if the Project would conflict with the provisions of
the MSCP or other habitat conservation plans.

CEQA sets a high bar for the City’s evaluation of the Project, and the
DPEIR does not come close to clearing it. The “fundamental purpose of an EIR is ‘to
provide public agencies and the public in general with defailed information about the
effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment.’” Vineyard Area
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 428
(emphasis added).

The DPEIR’s analysis of impacts to sensitive species illustrates the flaws
for all of the first four thresholds. To begin with, despite the proposed trails being listed
in the DPEIR’s Project description (page 3-63), the impacts analysis omits any discussion
of these trails and assumes that no development or changes will occur within MHPA
lands. For example, it states “Sensitive plant species habitat in the City is typically
concentrated in areas designated as Open Space that may be located within the MHPA.
Although development per the [Project] is anticipated to occur with urban areas that are
already developed . . . the details of future site-specific projects are unknown at this time,
and it is possible that some project areas my support sensitive plant species habitat.”
DPEIR, p. 4.3-53.

This statement is factually incorrect because the project does propose
development outside of urban areas that are not developed. Further, these MHPA lands in
support sensitive plant and animal species, and this fact is well known. The DEIR is thus
fatally flawed for failing to analyze the impacts of the full proposed Project. See San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 654 (an
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agency is obligated to analyze the impacts from the whole of the project, and “not some
smaller portion of it.”).

Having generally acknowledged that it is possible that some projects may
impact sensitive species (even though the DPEIR assumes that this will occur from
development outside MHPA lands), the DPEIR states that as projects are proposed in
those areas “site specific surveys ... will be required to determine the potential
occurrence of sensitive plant species in the project area [and] impacts would be mitigated
and/or conserved in accordance with” existing plans. The DPEIR suggests that mitigation
will “reduce” biological impacts, but does not disclose what those impacts would be or
how much they will be reduced by. The DPEIR thus impermissibly delays any analysis of
the specific proposed trails. Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammoth Lakes
Redevelopment Agency (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 511, 535-36; Cleveland National Forest
Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Govs. (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 440-43 (“fact that
more precise information may be available during the next tier of environmental review
does not excuse [the agency] from providing what information it reasonably can now”).

The DEIR’s generic approach prevents the sort of environmental analysis
that CEQA envisions. CEQA requires public agencies to evaluate a Project’s impacts to
the extent “reasonably feasible.” CEQA Guidelines § 15151. An EIR must make a “good
faith effort at full disclosure.” Here, however, the City has made no effort to disclose the
location of species and habitats in relation to the proposed trails, or to analyze the impacts
of the trails on those protected resources.

The fact that the City is preparing a program-level EIR is no excuse for
failing to analyze the impacts of the proposed trails. “The degree of specificity required
in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity
which is described in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15146; Cleveland National Forest
Foundation, 17 Cal.App.5th at 426, 439 (rejecting agency argument that its CEQA
analysis was sufficiently detailed for a program-level EIR.”).

Here, the Project proposes specific trails, and it is more than possible, and
entirely reasonable, to collect and analyze information about existing biological
conditions in those locations, as the expert biological report by Hamilton Biological
discusses. Hamilton Biological Report, Attachment 3, pp. 19-20. Even where the Project
proposes trails in Rose Canyon generally (Draft UCP Update pages 212 to 213), that
provides sufficient information to analyze potential impacts to sensitive species and
habitats known to be present in this Canyon. The DPEIR must consider impacts to these
biological resources caused directly by construction of proposed trails, as well as by
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increased illegal trail use resulting from the new trails, and the expected increased
population in the University Community Plan Area.

This includes an analysis of the impacts to MSCP lands from densifying the
“village” areas. Those village areas are along the edges of steep slopes and MSCP
habitat. Densification will increase light, noise, human intrusion, invasives, and barriers
to wildlife movement. Hamilton Biological’s expert report describes the well-document
fragmentation, edge, and recreation trail/effects that adversely affect protected biological
resources. Hamilton Biological Report, Attachment 3, pp. 22-27.

By failing to analyze the direct and indirect impacts to biological resources,
the DPEIR violates CEQA’s requirement for a detailed analysis of project impacts. In
short, because the City failed to “find out and disclose all that it reasonably can”
regarding the Project’s impacts on biological resources, it violated CEQA. Berkeley
Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Board of Port Cmrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1370
(“Berkeley Keep Jets”) (quoting Guidelines § 15144).

In an attempt to paper over this lack of analysis, the DPEIR baldly
concludes that the first four biological impacts will be significant. DPEIR, pp. 4.3-62 to
63 (“at a program level of review it cannot be ensured that all impacts could be reduced
to less than significant; therefore, impacts to [the protected species/resources] would be
considered significant.”). Courts have rejected this sloppy approach, however. Galante
Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1123

(“acknowledgement is inadequate”; “a sufficient degree of analysis” is required”)
(emphasis added).

For instance, in Galante Vineyards, plaintiffs challenged an EIR for dam
and reservoir construction as inadequately addressing impacts on viticulture and
horticulture. The EIR acknowledged that impacts from fugitive dust caused by additional
traffic and construction would be “significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation
measures.” Galante Vineyards, at 1123. The court determined that this acknowledgment
of potentially significant impacts was inadequate, stating that an EIR should contain “a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables
them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences.” Id. at 1123. The court thus concluded that the EIR’s discussion of
impacts to viticulture were inadequate. /d. at 1124.

The DPEIR fails to comply with CEQA in the same respect as the EIR in
Galante Vineyards. It cannot avoid analyzing the Project’s biological impacts by simply
declaring those impacts to be significant.
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Further, there is no guarantee of comprehensive future environmental
review that will provide a detailed analysis of or consideration of alternatives or
mitigation for, the Project’s biological impacts. Preparing a “program EIR” does not
excuse a lax analysis; it necessitates an even more comprehensive review. Because
CEQA “allows agencies to limit future environmental review for later activities that are
found to be ‘within the scope’ of the program EIR,” once a program EIR is approved, “a
court generally cannot compel an agency to perform further environmental review for any
known or knowable information about the project’s impacts omitted from the EIR.”
Forest Foundation, 17 Cal.App.5th at 425-26; id. at 440 (impacts not analyzed in a
program EIR “may potentially escape analysis in a later tier EIR”).

This is why it 1s so critical that the City remove discussion of proposed
trails on MHPA lands from the UCP Update. At the very least the City must commit that
no trails will be proposed until biological surveys and local-specific management
directives are prepared. Otherwise, the City must fully analyze and consider alternatives
and mitigation for the potentially significant biological impacts from these trails to
sensitive species. There is no doubt that these impacts exist, See Hamilton Biological
Report, Attachment 3, pages 2, 9, 12, 13, 17 (discussing potentially significant impacts
on protected species from proposed trails). The public and decisionmakers, and the state
and federal wildlife agencies, must be given this information.

A. The Proposed Trails are Inconsistent with the MSCP

The DPEIR’s fifth threshold for significant biological impacts asks whether
the project would “conflict with the provisions of the MSCP, VPHCP” or other adopted
conservation plans. The DPEIR, however, entirely fails to analyze the Project’s
consistency with the policies and directives of the MSCP or VHCP. DPEIR, pp. 43.-63,
4.10-79 to 80. Instead, the DPEIR defers all analysis, stating that “future development
within the project areas would be evaluated for compliance with the City’s MSCP [and
other plans].” /d. It then concludes, in a circular manner, that because future projects will
be required to comply with the MSCP and other plans, the Project would not conflict with
such plans and this biological impact is therefore less than significant. /d. at 4.3-64, 4.10-
80.

Such an approach makes a mockery of this significance threshold. As
discussed above, the City may not defer analysis in this manner. It must analyze
consistency with the MSCP and other plans reflective of the level of detail in the Project.
Here, the Project proposes specific trails through MHPA lands that are, in fact, not
consistent with the MSCP.
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The MSCP includes the following General Management Directive for
Public Access Trials, and Recreation, Priority 1, Number 2 (MSCP, p. 52):

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

The MSCP requires the City to comply with this and other Priority 1 Directives, which
“protect the resources in the MHPA, including management actions that are necessary to
ensure that Covered Species are adequately protected.” MSCP, p. 50.

In contravention of this Directive, the Project proposes new and formalized
trails that are not “located along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA.” See
DPEIR Figure 3-26. Further, as explained in detail in the Hamilton Biological Report
(Attachment 3, pages 2-17) and our June 30, 2023 letter (pages 3-9), these trails are in
fact “entering habitat” and ““sensitive areas,” locations prohibited by the MSCP.

The Project also conflicts with the MSCP’s Priority 1, General
Management Directive 1 (MSCP, p. 52), which provides as follows:

Provide sufficient signage to clearly identify public access to
the MHPA. Barriers such as vegetation, rocks/boulders or
fencing may be necessary to protect highly sensitive areas.
Use appropriate type of barrier based on location, setting and
use. For example, use chain link or cattle wire to direct
wildlife movement, and natural rocks/boulders or split rail
fencing to direct public access away from sensitive areas.
Lands acquired through mitigation may preclude public
access in order to satisfy mitigation requirements.

While the Project proposes to close a handful of existing informal trails, it
allows numerous other informal trails to remain in use. See DPEIR Figure 3-26, and
Hamilton Biological Report, pp. 10-12. This conflicts with Directive 1, because it is not
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proposing sufficient signage and barriers to protect highly sensitive areas, and direct
public access away from those areas.

Further, proposing any new trails in Rose Canyon prior to preparing area-
specific management directives (such as a Natural Resource Management Plan) for this
Rose Canyon itself conflicts with the MSCP. See Implementing Agreement To Establish
a Multiple Species Conservation Program (“MSCP”) for the Conservation of Threatened,
Endangered, and other Species in the Vicinity of San Diego, California, section 10.4
(requiring the City to maintain protected lands “for habitat value” “until such time that
area-specific management directives are formulated and applied to logical and discrete
areas within the subarea Plan.”); MSCP p. 74 (requiring preparation of NRMP for natural
resource parks); Hamilton Biological Report, Attachment 3, p. 27.

IV. Failure to Disclose Significant Land Use Impacts

Because the proposed trails in MSCP lands conflict with the MSCP, as
discussed above, the DPEIR also fails to disclose significant land use impacts under
section 4.10 of the DPEIR. See DPEIR p. 4.10-80.

In addition, as described in the attached Hamilton Biological Report, the
proposed trails will significantly impact sensitive biological resources, including vernal
pools. The trails will also be located on steep hillsides that are not suitable for public
access trails. See Hamilton Report, Attachment 3, p. 17. Accordingly, the Project will
conflict with the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations, and VPHCP—
significant impacts that the PDEIR fails to disclose. PDEIR p. 4.10-72.

V. Inadequate Mitigation of Biological Impacts
A. The Biological Mitigation is Not Sufficiently Detailed

The DEIR’s description of the Project’s mitigation lacks adequate detail to
properly inform decision-makers and the public. CEQA requires that a lead agency adopt
all feasible mitigation measures that can substantially lessen a project’s significant
impacts. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. California courts have clarified that an EIR is
inadequate where its proposed mitigation measures are so undefined that it is impossible
to evaluate their effectiveness. San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County
of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79. In particular, a mitigation measure must
include criteria or performance standards against which the mitigation’s actual
implementation can be measured. See San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. County of

Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 670 (“County of Merced’’). The reader must be
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able to discern what steps will be taken to mitigate the project’s impacts. Id. Without
such detail, there is no way for decision-makers and the public to weigh whether the
proposed measures will sufficiently mitigate a project’s impacts, causing the EIR to fail
in its core, informational purpose.

The DPEIR’s proposed biological mitigation fails to satisfy CEQA’s
mandate, because it is vague, poorly-defined, and infeasible. The single mitigation
measure for the Project’s numerous significant biological impacts vaguely provides as
follows:

MM-BIO-1 — Impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources

Future projects that could directly and/or indirectly impact
sensitive species, sensitive habitats and/or wetlands shall
comply with the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands
(ESL) Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and applicable
federal, state, and local Habitat Conservation Plans including,
but not limited to, the City’s Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan and Vernal Pool Habitat
Conservation Plan (VPHCP) and shall implement avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures in accordance with the
City’s ESL Regulations, Biology Guidelines, and MSCP
Subarea Plan and VPHCP.

This sweeping measure does not allow the public and decisionmakers to
now what “avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures’ are contained in these
k hat “avoid t d mitigat ” tained in th
plans or to evaluate their effectiveness in reducing significant biological impacts.

Moreover, these existing laws are insufficient to avoid significant
biological impacts. For example, the City’s lack of area-specific management directives
in a NRMP and drastically inadequate funding for monitoring and enforcement has led to
illegal trail creation and use within Rose Canyon and associated significant biological
impacts. As another example, measures must be proposed to avoid trail construction
impacts during nesting seasons. Accordingly, additional measures must be considered

and adopted here.
/1
/1
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B. The Biological Mitigation Impermissibly Delays Development Of
Specific Mitigation Measures

As a general rule, CEQA requires that the EIR fully describe a project’s
proposed mitigation measures. CEQA prohibits deferral of mitigation, except in the
following narrow circumstances: (1) there must be practical considerations that preclude
development of the measures at the time of project approval, (2) the EIR must contain
specific criteria to govern the future actions implementing the mitigation, and (3) the
agency must have assurances that the future mitigation will be both “feasible and
efficacious.” Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Dept. of Food & Agric. (2005)
136 Cal.App.4th 1, 17.

Conversely, deferral is not permitted “when an EIR puts off analysis or
orders a report without either setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be
mitigated in the manner described in the EIR.” Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee
(2012) 210 Cal App.4th 260, 280-81.

Here, the DPEIR fails to satisfy CEQA’s requirements because it relies on
mitigation measures that are improperly deferred. It states that “Mitigation measures are
provided at the program level to serve as the basis for more specific refinement of future
mitigation measures to be developed as specific projects are proposed.” However,
specific trails through sensitive biological habitats and where protected species are
known to occur are being proposed in the UCP Update.

In addition, the DPEIR fails to provide any performance standards for its
deferred mitigation, or for evaluating whether compliance with existing plans would be
sufficient mitigation. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1). Instead, it simply states that
“MM-BIO-1 would be implemented to minimize and avoid impacts related to sensitive
species, habitats, and wetlands to the extent feasible.” DPEIR, p. 4.3-64. “To the extent
feasible” is not a legally adequate performance standard. King & Gardiner Farms, LLC
v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 857-859 (“The terms “increase” and
“reduce”—even though preceded by the mandatory term “shall” and modified by the
phrase “to the extent feasible”—are not specific performance standards.).

The DPEIR neither explains why deferral of mitigation for the significant
biological impacts of these trails is necessary nor provides the criteria necessary to ensure
that feasible and effective mitigation will be developed in the future. As discussed, the
DEIR must contain a high level of detail now, both in analyzing impacts to protected
biological resources in MHPA lands, and in developing alternatives and mitigation
measures to avoid or lessen those impacts.
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C. The Biological Mitigation is Misleading

As it stands, the DPEIR misleads the public and decisionmakers into
thinking that trails proposed in MHPA lands can be developed and significant biological
impacts reduced through compliance with the MSCP. This is not correct. As discussed in
detail above, it is not possible for the Project’s proposed trails to comply with the MSCP
because they conflict with the Subarea Plan’s Priority 1 General Management Directive
No. 2’s requirements for where trails are located. The DPEIR must acknowledge that
compliance with this Mitigation Measure will prohibit the proposed trails from being
constructed. Mira Monte Homeowners Assn. v. County of Ventura (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d
357, 365 (EIR protects “the right of the public to be informed in such a way that it can
intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of a[] contemplated action™).
Without doing so, the UCP Update erroneously assumes that additional trails will be
constructed in Rose Canyon, and that these trails will provide additional Recreational
Park Value. See Draft UCP Update page 212-213 (despite the fact that the City’s own
policies make clear that “the Value Standard is not intended to be applied to . . . open
space parks.”) (DPEIR, p. 4.13-5).

VI. The DPEIR’s Analysis of Alternatives is Legally Flawed

Every EIR must describe a range of alternatives to the proposed project and
its location that would feasibly attain the project’s basic objectives while avoiding or
substantially lessening the project’s significant impacts. Pub. Resources Code §
21100(b)(4); CEQA Guidelines § 15126(f). A proper analysis of alternatives is essential
to comply with CEQA’s mandate that significant environmental damage be avoided or
substantially lessened where feasible. Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(f); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount
Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-45. Additionally, as stated in Laurel Heights I,
“[w]ithout meaningful analysis of alternatives in the [D]EIR, neither the courts nor the
public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process. . . . [Courts will not]
countenance a result that would require blind trust by the public, especially in light of
CEQA'’s fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the environmental
consequences of action by their public officials.” 47 Cal.3d at 404. By contrast, this
DPEIR fails to adequately identify, evaluate, and clearly present a comparison of the
alternatives to the proposed Project.

A. The DPEIR Fails to Analyze a Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

A “reasonable range” of alternatives should be guided by the purpose of
offering substantial environmental advantages over the Proposed Project which may be
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“feasibly accomplished in a successful manner” considering the economic,
environmental, social, ,and technological factors involved. See Citizens of Goleta Valley
v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564-66.

A fundamental mandate of CEQA is that “public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects
of such projects.” Pub. Resources Code § 21002; see also id. § 21081. By examining a
range of alternatives, the Lead Agency can demonstrate that it has taken a “hard look™ at
the project objectives to select alternatives that allow for meaningful comparison. See
Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Bd. of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 287.
This DEIR side-steps a thorough analysis of alternatives, as explained in the following
sections.

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) states: “The range of potential alternatives
to the Proposed Project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the
basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the
alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process
and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. . . . Among
the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an
EIR are: (1) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (i1) infeasibility, or (iii)
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.”

Here, the DPEIR did not include any alternatives (aside from the mandated
no-project alternative), that would “substantially lessen” the significant environmental
effects of the Project as CEQA required. Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002, 21081. Instead,
the selected alternatives make only minor adjustments to the impacts of the Project, at
times increasing some and reducing others. See DPEIR p. 8-4, Table 8-1 (Alternatives
Comparison to the Project).

B. Labeling the High Density Alternative as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative is Misleading and Incorrect.

A result of the DPEIR’s inadequate range of alternatives is that an
alternative that would actually increase numerous project impacts is misleadingly labeled
“the environmentally superior alternative.” Under CEQA, “if the environmentally
superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” CEQA Guidelines §
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15126.6 (e)(2). Because the DPEIR failed to include an alternative that actually
substantially lessens the Project’s significant effects, the University Community Plan
Update and Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment High Density Alternative was selected as
the claimed next-best alternative, making it the putative environmentally superior
alternative. This is an entirely misleading label, however, because there are several
alternatives that the DPEIR did not evaluate that would actually be environmentally
superior to this high-density alternative.

In addition, based on the City’s own analysis the High-Density Alternative
increases four of the Project’s significant impacts. Tellingly, this is the same number of
impacts it decreases in the City’s analysis. DEIR p. 8-4. And in fact, the High-Density
Alternative actually increases five significant impacts, because the City incorrectly
concluded that its biological impacts would be the same as the Project’s. See subsection
D, below. As a result, this alternative is not superior to the Project.

Further, the University High-Density Alternative was already rejected by
the City as infeasible during the UCP update process (during which time the City called it
Alternative 1, and presented it at numerous public meetings before withdrawing it). See,
e.g., City’s presentation at Feb. 22, 2022 public meeting of the UC Plan Update
Subcommittee Meeting, pasted below:

) 8 8 O 00D OB OD B BB - @© Meetings | Plan University [ nttps://pfscasad-191f-4d3a-t

DRAFT PROPOSED

LAND USE
SCENARIO 1

Universty Cammuniy Plan Updote
SCENARIO IPROPOSED LAND USE
Lepend

Scenario | Metrics *

Jobs
150,000

Homes

83,000

Jobs to Housing Ratio
1.81

*estimated jobs and housing buildout (includes existing) v{‘
t

It thus should not have been included in the DPEIR’s alternatives analysis
at all. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) (“The range of potential alternatives to the
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Proposed Project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project.”).

C. The DPEIR Must Include an Alternative that Substantially Lessens the
Project’s Significant Effects, which Would Be a Proper
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

To comply with CEQA, and to provide decision-makers with the
information they need, the DPEIR should have considered a range of alternatives that
would reduce or avoid the Project’s impacts, and it should have selected from among
these alternatives the environmentally superior project. Without this analysis, the public
and decision-makers cannot make a fully-informed decision about whether or not the
Proposed Project is worth its environmental consequences. If there are feasible
alternatives that could provide some benefits while limiting the impacts, the public and
the City deserve to know—and CEQA requires that the EIR inform them. The DPEIR
fails to meet this obligation.

The DPEIR should evaluate the Community Planning Group Subcommittee
Input Scenario, which was based on extensive input from the Subcommittee and the
community at large. See Discussion Draft UCP, PDF page 204-212, included after the
end of the April 2023 Discussion Draft as numbered page 30-37. It would accommodate
a reduced level of development: 22,000 new homes (compared to the 30,000 in the Draft
Plan) and 55,000 new jobs (compared to 70,000 new jobs in the Draft Plan). This
alternative would achieve the project objectives, and, because of its reduced development
intensity, would reduce several significant Project impacts, including aesthetics, air
quality, biological resources, hydrology, and water quality, among others.

D. The DPEIR Fails to Discuss the City’s Rejection of Proposed
Alternatives

The Discussion Draft of the UC Plan included a map and description of the
Community Planning Group Subcommittee Input Scenario Alternative and committed the
City to studying this alternative during environmental review. See Discussion Draft UCP,
PDF page 204-212, included after the end of the April 2023 Discussion Draft as
numbered page 30-37 (“This scenario will be considered throughout the Environmental
Review process.”). The DPEIR, however, contains no mention of the Community
Planning Group Subcommittee Input Scenario, or explanation of why the City rejected it.
This failure to address an alternative that the City considered and rejected violates
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) (The EIR should also identify any alternatives
that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the
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scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s
determination”).

E. The DPEIR Improperly Analyzed the Alternatives

The DPEIR fails to adequately analyze and compare the biological impacts
of the project Alternatives. For instance, because the No Project Alternative would not
propose new trails in MHPA lands or increase the intensity of use in these areas, it would
have a reduced biological impact compared to the Project. The DPEIR, however,
concludes that the impacts would be the same, failing to recognize this difference. DPEIR
p, 8-6.

Similarly, for the High Density Alternative, the DPEIR incorrectly
concludes that this alternative would result in the same level of biological resource
impacts as the project. DPEIR, p. 8-20. But this conclusion fails to account for the
increased impacts from edge and recreation/trail effects that this Alternative would have
on MHPA lands. See Hamilton Biological Report, Attachment 3, pp. 21-25. The High
Density Alternative would increase these adverse biological impacts as a result of
increased development intensity on property adjacent to MHPA lands and the intensified
recreational use that would occur on MHPA lands as population increases while the City
does not build other recreational facilities to serve that population. See DPEIR p. 4.13-9
(acknowledging that future developments could result in an increased use and
deterioration of existing recreational facilities). This is another reason that this High
Density Alternative is not, in fact, the environmentally superior alternative.

VII. A Revised DPEIR Must Be Recirculated for Public Review and Comment.

Because of the inadequacies discussed above, the DPEIR cannot form the
basis of a Final PEIR. CEQA requires lead agencies to prepare and recirculate a
supplemental draft “[w]hen significant new information is added to an environmental
impact report” after public review and comment on the earlier draft EIR. Pub. Res. Code
§ 21092.1. The opportunity for meaningful public review of significant new information
1s essential “to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed judgment as to
the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom.” Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v.
Sutter County Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822; see also City of San
Jose v. Great Oaks Water Co. (1987) 192 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1017. An agency cannot
simply release a draft report “that hedges on important environmental issues while
deferring a more detailed analysis to the final [EIR] that is insulated from public review.”
Mountain Lion Coalition v. California Fish and Game Comm ’n (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d
1043, 1052.

SHUTE, MIHALY
WEINBERGER wp

RTC-101

04-26
cont.

04-27

04-28




City of San Diego
April 29, 2024
Page 21

the City must obtain substantial new information to adequately assess the proposed
Project’s environmental impacts, and to identify effective mitigation and alternatives
capable of alleviating the Project’s significant impacts. CEQA then requires that the
public be given a meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon this significant
new information in the form of a recirculated DPEIR.

In order to cure the egregious flaws in the DPEIR identified in this letter,

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Heather M. Minner

Attachments:

1.
2.

3.

1774414.1

SMW letter to Heidi Vonblum, dated August 12, 2022

SMW letter to City of San Diego re Community Discussion Draft UCP, dated June
30, 2023

Biological comments prepared by Robert Hamilton, President of Hamilton
Biological, Inc. dated April 27, 2024

Biological comments prepared by Robert Hamilton, President of Hamilton
Biological, Inc. dated June 30, 2023

Biological comments prepared by Robert Hamilton, President of Hamilton
Biological, Inc. dated July 3, 2023
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www.smwlaw.com Minner@smwlaw.com

August 12, 2022

Via Electronic Mail Only

Heidi Vonblum

Planning Director

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Dr, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: VonblumH@sandiego.gov

Re:  The City Cannot Propose New Trails in Rose Canyon Open Space at
this Time.

Dear Ms. Vonblum:

This firm represents Friends of Rose Canyon in matters related to the
University Community Plan Update and the adoption of Blueprint San Diego, the City’s
General Plan Update.

Friends of Rose Canyon is a community-based organization dedicated to
the protection, preservation and restoration of Rose Canyon and the Rose Creek
watershed. It has an active Board of Directors and dedicated membership base. Since
2019, Friends of Rose Canyon Executive Director Deborah Knight has participated in the
University Community Plan (“UCP”’) Update Subcommittee, which the City convened to
include resident, business and non-profit organization representatives.

At a July 21, 2020 meeting of the Subcommittee, the Planning Department
provided a status update on the project and information on open space, habitat, and trails.
This presentation included a “Draft Proposed Trails Network” that, unfortunately,
suggested proposing new and new formal trails within Rose Canyon as part of the UCP
Update. Such a proposal, however, is premature under both state law and City policies.

The City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (“MSCP”)

and the City’s recently approved Parks Master Plan requires the City to take additional
steps before any new trail locations can be proposed for Rose Canyon. Specifically, the
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City must adopt a Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP) for Rose Canyon, and it
must then engage in the planning process committed to for a Citywide Trails Master Plan.

As discussed in more detail below, because the City has not yet undergone
these critical assessments, the Draft UCP Update released for public review cannot
blindly propose new trails in Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands in the University
Community Plan area. Instead it could include policy language reiterating that any new
trail proposals for Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands in the Plan area must come after
and be informed by a completed NRMP and the Trails Master Planning process.

The City of San Diego must create and fund implementation of a reliable Natural
Resource Management Plan for Rose Canyon to ensure that covered species are
adequately protected.

In 1997, the City of San Diego finalized a Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan to meet the requirements of the California Natural
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act and to allow the City to issue take
permits under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. The City’s Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) delineates core biological resource areas and corridors targeted
for conservation as part of the Subarea Plan. The Subarea Plan document identifies Rose
Canyon as one of these critical conservation areas.

Like other urban habitat areas within the MHPA, Rose Canyon provides
habitat for native species and shelter for migrating species. The MSCP also protects
habitat linkages that occur in the UC Plan area. In fact, the Subarea Plan document
indicates that seventeen species covered under the MSCP are found in urban habitat areas
such as Rose Canyon (MSCP, 1997). Several of these species are unique to San Diego
County. Some of the species are classified as threatened. One, the Coastal California
Gnatcatcher, is listed as federally threatened. It is found in both Rose Canyon and other
MSCP lands within the UC Plan area. Preserving Rose Canyon’s habitat and natural
resources is essential to the survival of these covered species. The City must not propose
further trail development that could jeopardize species survival and recovery.

The City must approach Rose Canyon with particular caution in light of its
failure to comply with the Subarea Plan’s requirements. The Subarea Plan calls for
specific management policies for urban habitats—Ilike Rose Canyon—that form part of a
natural resource park. In fact, the Subarea Plan notes that the Park and Recreation
Department “has prepared or is preparing a Natural Resource Management Plan for
adoption by City Council to govern management of these lands.” (MSCP, 1997). Twenty-
five years later, the City has yet to adopt such a plan for Rose Canyon. As a result, the
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City has not identified appropriate management policies and has not conducted site-
specific biological resource assessments. It may not expand uses within Rose Canyon
until the requisite plan is complete and potential mitigation measures are assessed.

The failure to complete a Natural Resource Management Plan is
exacerbated by the City’s lack of monitoring, management, and enforcement of activities
currently taking place in Rose Canyon. The natural resources that were intended to be
protected through the MSCP process are not being properly safeguarded and are
experiencing degradation due to unauthorized activities as well as erosion and invasive
species. These impacts are evident throughout Rose Canyon and must be assessed in a
Natural Resource Management Plan before adding additional impacts to this
environmentally sensitive resource.

Indeed, as the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California has
emphasized, the Endangered Species Act establishes a strict conservation and recovery
standard for listed species and mitigation measures in the City of San Diego’s MSCP
Subarea Plan must be adequate to actually achieve that standard. (Southwest Center For
Biological Diversity v. Bartel (S.D. Cal. 2006) 470 F.Supp.2d 1123-24.) The court thus
held that conservation measures within the City’s MHPA cannot be “ineffective” or
“untested.” (/d., 470 F.Supp.2 at 1141.)

The City’s failure to develop and enforce a Natural Resource Management
Plan means that it is relying on unevaluated an ineffective measures to preserve the
habitat and natural resources of Rose Canyon. As Bartel indicates, this is impermissible.
The City must assess existing resources and have a plan to properly manage and support
covered species before it can consider expanding uses with new trails.

Adopted City policies also require comprehensive assessments of resource
conservation and use as part of the Trails Master Plan before new trails are
proposed.

In its recently-adopted Parks Master Plan, the City likewise emphasized
that Natural Resource Management Plans and criteria and guidelines for establishing
thresholds of access and use in MSCP lands must be prepared before new trails may be
proposed for evaluation by the City. In particular, the City committed to the following
specific policies:

PP10: To ensure the City adheres to its conservation commitments, all proposals for
new or revised access, trails, and active uses in resource/open space parklands must
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comply with all applicable limitations, such as the MSCP consistency findings,
Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations, Natural Resource Management Plans,
etc. before being formally proposed for City evaluation and funding (see policies
CSR25 and RP5S).

CSR 25: Develop, adopt, and update a Citywide Trails Master Plan to guide the
provision and enhancement of open space multi-purpose trails that accommodate
pedestrians, hikers, bicyclists, mountain bikers, and equestrians, where appropriate,
and to provide safe and convenient linkages to parks, recreation facilities, and open
space areas consistent with policies PP10, CO3, CO10, CSR16, and CSR22. A Trails
Master Plan shall include a set of criteria and guidelines for evaluating and
establishing thresholds of access and use for Open Space parks that prioritize habitat
management planning and other requirements in ESL policy and MSCP obligations in
advance of specific trails planning. These criteria and guidelines will reflect and
encompass the current science of recreation ecology.

The City’s adopted policies thus emphasize that new trails should not be
proposed in open space parklands such as Rose Canyon before specific resource
assessments and plans have been prepared. To propose new trails in Rose Canyon as part
of the draft University Community Plan Update before those steps have been taken would
run counter to these policies.

Ensuring that the UCP Update does not propose new trails uninformed by
the required assessments is also consistent with your own commitments. When the Parks
Master Plan was adopted on August 3, 2021, you assured the City Council that a
comprehensive review of the state of San Diego’s MSCP lands would be incorporated
into the Trails Master Planning process as a first step. This comprehensive review is
critical. It will allow the City (with community input) to make informed decisions about
what can and should be prioritized in order to provide the necessary habitat quantity,
quality, and connectivity and the necessary resources for monitoring, management, and
enforcement to support the viability of San Diego’s unique biodiversity .

& %k sk ok

Friends of Rose Canyon appreciates your commitment to good planning,
and is confident that you share the same goal of ensuring that Rose Canyon and other
MSCP lands in the UC Plan area continue to be a community amenity and high-
functioning habitat resource that fulfills the requirements of the MSCP. Completing a
Natural Resource Management Plan for Rose Canyon and the planning process for the
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Trails Mater Plan are required steps before proposing new trails in Rose Canyon and
other MSCP lands. Friends of Rose Canyon looks forward to discussing new trail
proposals informed by these planning processes at those times.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Heather M. Minner

cc:  Deborah Knight, Executive Director, Friends of Rose Canyon (via email)
Nancy Graham, AICP, Development Project Manager, City of San Diego,
Planning Department (via email)

1529175.5
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June 30, 2023

Via Electronic Mail Only

UCP Update Project Manager

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Dr, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: planuniversity@sandiego.gov

Re: Comments on the University Community Plan and Local Coastal
Plan Community Discussion Draft (April 2023)

Dear UCP Project Manager:

This firm represents Friends of Rose Canyon in matters related to the University
Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (“UCP/LCP Update” or “UCP”) and the
adoption of Blueprint San Diego, the City’s General Plan Update.

Friends of Rose Canyon remains concerned about an issue that has been brought to the
City’s attention before: the premature identification of new trails in Rose Canyon Open
Space Park and other sensitive habitat areas within the UCP boundary. We provided a
comment letter to Planning Director Heidi Vonblum dated August 12, 2022 regarding the
“Draft Proposed Trails Network” that was presented at the July 21, 2020 meeting of the
Subcommittee. In our letter, provided again as Exhibit A, we noted that proposing new
(or formalizing illegitimate) trails within Rose Canyon, or other MSCP-designated
properties, as part of the UCP Update is premature under both State law and City
policies. However, the recently-released UCP Discussion Draft (April 2023) does just
that. In fact, new trail locations are identified liberally throughout the UCP, including in
Figures 5, 17, and 24 as well on illustrative graphics on pages 77-79, 81, 83-85, and 87-
92. For several marked new trails, the UCP notes that the exact location will be
determined later. But it is not feasible to place any trail within the areas marked for the
topographic, biological, and legal reasons discussed in this letter.
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We are also submitting expert biological comments prepared by Robert Hamilton,
President of Hamilton Biological, Inc., which are included as Exhibit B to this letter. Mr.
Hamilton’s analysis has concluded the following:

[T]he City’s exclusion of the relevant MSCP Management
Policies and Directives from the UCP violates the Parks
Master Plan, undermines the UCP’s credibility as a planning
document, and puts the City’s MSCP Take Authorization at
risk of revocation by the resource agencies. Furthermore, by
prematurely proposing new trails in the absence of a current
biological technical report that credibly demonstrates the
UCP’s consistency with the MSCP and Subarea Plan, the City
is improperly raising expectations among the public that these
trails can and will be built. The predictable result is
unwarranted conflict between environmental and recreational
user groups. For these important reasons, the City should
withdraw all proposed trails through the MHPA until a
credible analysis of MSCP consistency can be completed.

We also urge the City to remove the proposed new trails and proposed formal trails from
the draft UCP. Attempting to consider new trails as a part of this process has shortcut
necessary MSCP consistency and biological analysis and will only lead to further conflict
and delay of the General Plan Update.

I. The City Must Complete the Citywide Trails Master Plan Process Before
Proposing New Trails in MSCP Lands.

New proposed trails should not be identified on the exhibits within the UCP for two key
reasons: (1) This sets expectations for future trail locations, many of which will not be
feasible due to topographic constraints, damage to biological resources, or conflicts with
other land use and resource policy plans; and (2) Identifying trail locations without first
demonstrating compliance with the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program
(“MSCP”), the City’s Parks Master Plan, and conducting adequate environmental review
runs afoul of local regulations and State law.

The Parks Master Plan requires the City to take additional steps before any new trail
locations can be proposed for sensitive areas, including Rose Canyon. Specifically, the
City must first engage in the planning process committed to for a Citywide Trails Master
Plan. Policy CSR 25 from the Parks Master Plan states that the City shall: “Develop,
adopt, and update a Citywide Trails Master Plan to guide the provision and enhancement
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of open space multi-purpose trails that accommodate pedestrians, hikers, bicyclists,
mountain bikers, and equestrians, where appropriate, and to provide safe and convenient
linkages to parks, recreation facilities, and open space areas consistent with policies
PP10, CO3, CO10, CSR16, and CSR22. A Trails Master Plan shall include a set of
criteria and guidelines for evaluating and establishing thresholds of access and use for
Open Space parks that prioritize habitat management planning and other requirements in
ESL policy and MSCP obligations in advance of specific trails planning. These criteria
and guidelines will reflect and encompass the current science of recreation ecology.”
(underline added)

To propose new trails in Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands in the UCP before criteria
and guidelines for prioritizing habitat management and other MSCP obligations have
been developed through the Trails Master Plan runs counter to this policy, responsible
planning, and good stewardship practices of the City’s recognized open space resources.

As noted in our August 12, 2022 letter, ensuring that the UCP Update does not propose
new trails uninformed by required assessments is also consistent with the commitment
expressed by Planning Director Heidi Vonblum. When the Parks Master Plan was
adopted on August 3, 2021, Ms. Vonblum assured the City Council at the public hearing
that a comprehensive review of the state of San Diego’s MSCP lands would be
incorporated into the Trails Master Planning process as a first step. Ms. Vonblum was
right to make this commitment — this comprehensive review is critical. It will allow the
City (with community input) to make informed decisions about what can and should be
prioritized in order to provide the necessary habitat quantity, quality, and habitat
connectivity and the necessary resources for monitoring, management, and enforcement
to support the viability of San Diego’s unique biodiversity. To propose new trail locations
in the UCP at this time runs counter to these commitments.

IL. The City Must Consider Consistency with the MSCP Before Proposing New
Trails.

In 1997, the City of San Diego finalized the MSCP Subarea Plan to meet the
requirements of the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act
and to allow the City to issue take permits under the state and federal Endangered Species
Acts. The City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) delineates core biological
resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation as part of the Subarea Plan. The
Subarea Plan document identifies Rose Canyon as one of these critical conservation
areas. The City must abide by the MSCP protections in place for Rose Canyon and other
MHPA lands as part of its legal obligations to comply with the California Natural
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Communities Conservation Planning Act (NCCP) and the Federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA).

Indeed, as the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California has emphasized,
the Endangered Species Act establishes a strict conservation and recovery standard for
listed species and measures implementing the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan
must be adequate to actually achieve that standard. (Southwest Center For Biological
Diversity v. Bartel (S.D. Cal. 2006) 470 F.Supp.2d 1123-24.) The court thus held that
conservation measures within the City’s MHPA cannot be “ineffective” or “untested.”
(Id., 470 F.Supp.2 at 1141.)

The UCP Discussion Draft itself notes that “trails and recreation on lands subject to the
Multi-Habitat Planning Areas (“MHPA”) should comply with the MSCP for
compatibility. For adjacent areas not deemed sensitive, there are opportunities to improve
existing trail systems and pedestrian connections for public use to better promote active
and passive recreation. However, development not in compliance with MHPA policies is
not allowed within the MHPA (refer to the Parks Master Plan section on Conservation,
Sustainability, and Resilience Policies for more information).” See UCP at 126. Further,
the Parks Master Plan (PMP) section on Conservation, Sustainability, and Resilience
referenced above contains additional policies that support the prioritization of MHPA
protections and allowing recreation if and when habitat is not jeopardized. These include
Policy CSR 25 (noted previously in this letter), which calls for “criteria and guidelines
for evaluating and establishing thresholds of access and use for Open Space parks that
prioritize habitat management planning and other requirements in ESL policy and MSCP
obligations in advance of specific trails planning.”

Despite acknowledging the City’s adopted policy guidance, the UCP Community
Discussion Draft released for public review errs by blindly proposing new trails in Rose
Canyon and other MSCP lands without considering resource values or whether the trails
could comply with MHPA policies. In fact, many of the proposed trails directly conflict
with the MSCP and MHPA. The City should remove all these proposed trails from all
exhibits in the UCP.

Furthermore, in its recently-adopted Parks Master Plan, the City likewise emphasized that
criteria and guidelines for establishing thresholds of access and use in MSCP lands must
be prepared before new trails may be proposed for evaluation by the City. In addition to
the policies listed above, the City also committed to the following specific policy in the
Parks Master Plan:
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PP10: To ensure the City adheres to its conservation commitments, all proposals for
new or revised access, trails, and active uses in resource/open space parklands must
comply with all applicable limitations, such as the MSCP consistency findings,
Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations, Natural Resource Management Plans,
etc. before being formally proposed for City evaluation and funding (see policies
CSR25 and RP5).

The City must therefore consider whether new and formal trials within MHPA lands
could be consistent with the MSCP resource preservation mandates before proposing
areas for these trails in the draft UCP. The City cannot propose trails in this Plan that will
never be able to move forward because they conflict with the MSCP.

A. The MSCP Subarea Plan prioritizes protection of biological resources
and prohibits activities that disturb those resources.

The MCSP Subarea Plan makes clear that “[TThe overarching MSCP goal is to maintain
and enhance biological diversity in the region and conserve viable populations of
endangered, threatened, and key sensitive species and their habitats.” See MSCP Subarea
Plan at 49. Furthermore, the Subarea Plan lists management objectives for the MHPA,
which includes “[T]o protect the existing and restored biological resources from intense
or disturbing activities within and adjacent to the MHPA while accommodating
compatible public recreational uses.” See MSCP Subarea Plan at 50. All of the proposed
trails identified in Figure 24 of the UCP (Exhibit C) are in MHPA lands, which are
shown in Exhibit D.

While the UCP Discussion Draft acknowledges the habitat value of Rose Canyon and
other MCSP lands on page 145, it fails to appreciate the MSCP Subarea Plan goals and
objectives that protection of special status species and habitat is the overriding aim, and
passive recreation is only appropriate to the extent that it is compatible with maintaining
those resources. Activities that degrade or disturb them are prohibited.

To reflect these MSCP requirements, the text on page 145 of the UCP must be amended
as follows “[T]he approximately 8,676-acre University community area supports a
variety of vegetation communities and land cover types in its open space including both
upland and wetland vegetation communities. The majority of these open space areas are
subject to compliance with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan where preservation-balanees
the-preteetion-of natural resources must be preserved, with the allowance of public
passive recreation only where compatible with that mandate.”
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B. The MSCP Subarea Plan prohibits locating trails in sensitive habitat
areas and requires trails to follow existing dirt roads.

The MCSP Subarea Plan lists the following as one of the General Management
Directives: “Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of
the MHPA. Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the
seam between land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much
as possible rather than entering habitat or wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails
between two different habitat types (ecotones) for longer than necessary due to the
typically heightened resource sensitivity in those locations.” See MSCP Subarea Plan at
52.

Contrary to this Directive, the draft UCP proposes several new and formalized trials
directly through some of the most sensitive, least fragmented habitats in the MHPA and
extends trails beyond existing dirt roads. Specific examples are discussed below.

III.  Several of the Proposed Trails are Inconsistent with MSCP Subarea Plan
Policies or are Otherwise Infeasible.

Despite failing to conduct any type of analysis for consistency with the MSCP, the draft
UCP charges ahead to blindly propose areas for new and formalized trails. Figure 24 of
the UCP shows the “Existing Formal Trail” in Rose Canyon, which is the only approved
trail in the Rose Canyon Open Space Park. Additional trails, identified as “Existing
Informal Trail — to be Closed”, have been illegally created — some through sensitive
habitat. Thankfully, those trails are proposed to be eliminated. Figure 24 identifies two
remaining types of trail, however: “Proposed New Trail (location to be determined)” and
“Existing Informal Trail, Proposed as a Formal Trail.” Most of these trails would require
extensive grading and/or intrusion into sensitive habitat, and must therefore be removed
from further consideration on all UCP maps.

A Biological Resources Report was prepared in June 2020 as part of the UCP Update
(“Bio Report™), but it did not examine any of the areas within the UCP in detail or
evaluate the proposed tails in the discussion draft UCP. The report contains broad
information regarding the regulatory environment, an incomplete compendium of
sensitive species that could exist in the Plan Area, and a summary of existing conditions.
Friends of Rose Canyon has deep concerns regarding the adequacy and accuracy of this
Bio Report. Yet, even the high-level summary of existing conditions in the Bio Report
and the most cursory assessment of topographic conditions indicates that the proposed
trails will conflict with the MSCP’s conservation mandates or are otherwise infeasible.
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Many of the proposed trails would also conflict with policies in the draft UCP
recognizing the need to respect hillside and canyon areas and to avoid degradation to
these areas. The UCP contains policies that identify the need to preserve topography and
minimize grading, which would be impossible to accomplish given the locations of
several proposed trails in steep canyon areas. For example, UCP Implementation Policy
5.4A states, “Prevent development, grading, or alterations of steep slopes greater than 25
percent grade or in open space canyons.” All of the proposed trails discussed below are
in steep open space canyons, so by the UCP’s own policy guidance, these trails should
not be considered.

A. The Two Blue “Proposed New Trail, location to be Determined”
Sections in Rose Canyon are Infeasible.

These two proposed trail locations (identified by “A” label on Exhibit C) are in steep
canyon areas with sensitive resources and are completely infeasible and inappropriate for
consideration. No additional trails should be proposed anywhere in these two canyon
“fingers”. The trail designation on Figure 24, “Location to be determined,” suggests that
there is a location within these canyon areas that might be suitable, but that is misleading.
Figure 7-2 from the UCP Bio Report illustrates the Sensitive Vegetation Communities
that exist in this area (Exhibit E), which includes Wetlands, Tier I Native Grasslands, and
Tier II Coastal Sage Scrub. The City of San Diego’s Land Development Manual —
Biology Guidelines states that “Vegetation Communities within the MSCP study area
have been divided into four tiers of sensitivity (the first includes the most sensitive, the
fourth the least) based on rarity and ecological importance.”! See Land Development
Manual at 7. Furthermore, these guidelines note that “lands containing Tier I, II, IIla and
IIIb [communities] and all wetlands . . . are considered sensitive and declining habitats.
As such, impacts to these resources may be considered significant.” See Land
Development Manual at 73.

In addition to containing documented sensitive resources, this area consists of steep
topography that cannot accommodate public trails. There is also serious erosion occurring
in these locations that would only be exacerbated if trails were somehow constructed in
this steep terrain.

1

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/amendment to the land development man

| Field Coc

ual biology guidelines_february 2018 - clean.pdf
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B. The Proposed Formal Trial and Trailhead that Links Rose Canyon to
Nobel Drive Traverses Critical Habitat.

This proposed trail location is identified by “B” label on Exhibit C. Under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designates certain
areas as ‘“critical habitat” if they determine that these geographic areas are essential for
the conservation and/or recovery of a federally listed threatened or endangered species,
whether or not the species currently occupies the area. The UCP Biological Resources
Report notes that “[U]nder the FESA, USFWS designates certain areas as “critical
habitat” if they determine that these geographic areas are essential for the conservation
and/or recovery of a federally listed threatened or endangered species, whether or not the
species currently occupies the area.” See UCP Bio Report at 95.

Figure 8 in the UCP Bio Report identifies locations of USFWS Critical Habitat and
demonstrates that the Informal Trail section connecting to Nobel Drive is routed directly
through Critical Habitat for Spreading navarretia, a rare species of flowering plant. See
Exhibit F. This trail should not only be removed as a proposed formal trail from the UCP
exhibits, but it should be eliminated and the area protected from future informal trail
establishment. In addition, there are roughly six other informal trails in this area that the
UCP should also identify and designate as “To Be Closed.”

C. The Proposed Formal Trail on the south side of Rose Canyon from
Genesee Avenue east towards I-805 Passes Through Sensitive Habitat.

These proposed trail locations are identified by “C” label on Exhibit C. The Sensitive
Vegetation Communities figure from the UCP Bio Report (Exhibit E) illustrates that this
proposed trail location is in perennial stream/wetland habitat. It also encroaches on
private railroad property. If a trail were to avoid the perennial stream and private
property, it would be located on steep slopes with high-quality habitat. Only the western
third of this trail is potentially feasible and consistent with MSCP policies, given it would
be located on the San Diego Unified School District’s existing dirt road.

Where the proposed trail turns south and heads towards the proposed tail head, it passes
through Tier II Coastal Sage Scrub and Tier IIIA Mixed Chapparal, which are considered
sensitive and declining habitats, and into steep topography. This southern stretch is
extremely steep and narrow with very unsafe conditions.

The City cannot meet its connectivity goals with unsafe trails through sensitive habitats
in MHPA lands. The Community Discussion draft already includes appropriate
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connectivity infrastructure for this area of the plan with protected bike lanes on Genesee
Avenue and Governor Drive.

D. The Blue Proposed New Trail Section between Campus Point Drive
and Towne Center Drive north of Eastgate Mall Passes Through
Sensitive Habitat.

This proposed trail location is identified by “D” label on Exhibit C. -This area east of
Campus Point Drive and northwest of Towne Centre Drive, all of which is in the MHPA
(Exhibit D). The area is covered in sensitive habitat (Exhibit G). The location of the
blue “Proposed New Trail”, in particular, is directly through sensitive habitat.

E. SANDAG’s Antiquated Bike Network Trail Should be Removed from
the UCP.

UCP Figure 17 contains an outdated reference to a previous alignment of the Coastal Rail
Trail (CRT). Exhibit H is Figure 3-3 from SANDAG’s 2021 Regional Plan, which
incorrectly notes the CRT alignment on the north side of Rose Canyon (Trail ID #11)
instead of identifying the “Gilman Connector” (Trail ID #17) as the official CRT
alignment. Gilman Drive is the route that the City has selected and approved in
accordance with the process identified for each city to “plan, design and construct
segments of the trail within their respective jurisdictions.”? The UCP correctly shows the
alignment of the Coastal Rail Trail on pages 84-85, so the SANDAG trail included on
Figure 17 can be removed. This is especially critical since the SANDAG Rose Canyon
alignment is through Spreading navarretia and Cuyamaca larkspur habitat, as shown in
the Impacted Listed Plant Species table in the 2021 Regional Plan (Exhibit I).

IV. New and Amended Draft Policies

In addition to removing proposed trails from the exhibits throughout the UCP, there are
also additional policy considerations that should be addressed in the UCP, including:

Suggested new policies:
e “New and formalized trails for passive recreation in Rose Canyon and other

MSCP lands will only be considered after sustained habitat conservation and
MHPA/MCSP compliance is demonstrated. New trails will be located and

2 Coastal Rail Trail information on City of San Diego website:
https://www.sandiego.gov/cip/projectinfo/featuredprojects/railtrail

| Field Cod
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designed so as not interfere with the primary purpose of Rose Canyon and other
MSCP lands as open space for the preservation of sensitive habitat areas.”

Background: Ensures compliance with Policy PP10 of the Parks Master Plan,
language in the UCP itself (page 126), and the goals of the MSCP Subarea Plan.

e “Identify ongoing sources of funding for open space trail enforcement. Actively
manage MHPA lands and enforce trail boundaries to ensure conservation
directives are met.”

Background: The existing trails within Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands
experience constant degradation and the construction of new, illegal trails that are
damaging to sensitive resources. Electric mountain bikes are enabling motorized
travel through the canyon trails that did not exist several years ago. Such
motorized uses are not passive recreation allowed under the MSCP. There is
limited monitoring of illegal uses on trails within the MHPA boundaries, and
habitat resources are suffering. The MSCP Subarea Plan states that “[W]here land
is preserved as part of the MSCP through acquisition, regulation, mitigation or
other means, management is necessary to continue to ensure that the biological
values are maintained over time, and that the species and habitats that have been
set aside are adequately protected and remain viable. The City will be responsible
for and will continue the management and maintenance of its existing public lands
(including those with conservation easement), at current levels. The City will also
manage and maintain lands obtained as mitigation where those lands have been
dedicated to the City in fee title or easement, and land acquired with regional
funds within the City’s MHPA boundaries.” See MSCP Subarea Plan at 49.
Furthermore, the MCSP Subarea Plan lists the following as one of the General
Management Directives: “Clearly demarcate and monitor trails for degradation
and off-trail access and use. Provide trail repair/maintenance as needed.” See
MSCP Subarea Plan at 52. This work is not currently being done, and financial
resources to support trail enforcement and habitat protection in Rose Canyon is
paramount.

e “To ensure preservation of sensitive areas, new and formalized trails within
MHPA boundaries shall be proposed only where they follow alignment of existing
roads/rights of way. New trails can be exempt from this policy if the new trail is
proposed for an area that is documented to contain no sensitive biological
resources and dedicated funding for ongoing enforcement is established.”

SHUTE, MIHALY
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Background: The MCSP Subarea Plan lists the following as one of the General
Management Directives: “Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the
least sensitive areas of the MHPA. Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses
adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat),
and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rather than entering habitat or
wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different habitat types
(ecotones) for longer than necessary due to the typically heightened resource
sensitivity in those locations.” See MSCP Subarea Plan at 52. This proposed UCP
policy reiterates and restates anew this important guidance.

In addition to the creation of the new policy statement noted above, there are several
existing UCP policies that should be clarified and/or strengthened to support the
protection of the University Community Plan area’s important natural assets. The
revisions to existing policies include (shown in red underline for suggested additions and
strikethrough for suggested deletions):

Policy 2.9B: Design buildings to reduece-climinate light and glare on building
frontages facing canyons and open space.

Policy 2.9C: Where possible and permitted by governing codes and regulations,
developments that are adjacent to natural open space should consider providing
provide-multi-use trails for hiking, bicycling, jogging, and other uses on their site
adjacent to the open space and consistent with MHPA adjacency guidelines so that
residents have visual access to and can appreciate the open space.

Policy 2.9D: Maximize views from the development to open spaces the-canyon-by
orienting the building to the eanyeropen space, and by locating common amenities
and pnvate open spaces adjacent to the eaﬂyeﬂ—edgepubhc open space;-and

SR - . For MHPA
ad] acent development, common amenities that involve outdoor lighting and potential
noise should be located away from the open space or other MHPA edge and on the other
side of buildings from the open space or MHPA edge.

Policy 4.2C: Through the Citywide Trails Master Plan process, examine locations
where neighborhoods and communities can be connected to adjacent parks and
trails (if in conformance with MCSP and MHPA guidelines). Conneet-adjacent
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e Policy 5.1A: Promote open space conservation of natural lands and provide open
space linkages (where-appropriate), trailheads and bike/pedestrian access with
clearly marked entrances where appropriate and in conformance with MCSP and
MHPA guidelines.

e Policy 5.1B: Connect open space trails with major canyons, neighborhood parks,
schools and private open space areas where feasible and where appropriate and in
conformance with MCSP and MHPA guidelines. The proposed trail system is

illustrated in Figure H-24 in-the Franspertation Element-and-in-the UrbanDesign
Element.

e Policy 5.1C: Provide opportunities for public access to open space, including
portions of the MHPA, through low impact recreation, scenic overlooks,
environmental education and research where appropriate and in conformance with
MCSP and MHPA guidelines.

o Policvs1E: C ; » s and trailad -

extending existing trails-or providing new ones Suggest deleting — repetitive and
same as Policy 4.2C

aetw&rses—feq—uﬁmg—majer—gfam&g—aﬂd—eeﬂs%me&eﬂ Suggest deletlng adds no

value and “for future uses” is confusing.

V. Mobility and Connectivity Improvements on Existing City Streets Should be
Prioritized.

The City cannot meet its connectivity goals with unsafe trails through sensitive habitats
in MHPA lands. Instead, the City should use its limited dollars on upgrading existing on-
street bike facilities, installing bike-safe infrastructure, and creating protected bike lanes
on existing streets. It will also advance important public safety goals. Proposing new and
formalized trails in MHPA lands detract from these important priorities.

V1. Conclusion.

This is a pivotal point in the planning process, and we urge the City to produce a Draft
UCP that complies with its MSCP obligations. New trails in Rose Canyon and other
MHPA lands should follow the appropriate process of assessment before identification,
as required and as promised by City staff.

SHUTE, MIHALY
Cr—~WEINBERGER e

RTC-121



UCP Update Project Manager
June 30, 2023
Page 13

We look forward to reviewing the Draft UCP and its accompanying CEQA document.

CC:

Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
e "0V i
Heather M. Minner
Deborah Knight, Executive Director, Friends of Rose Canyon (via email)

Nancy Graham, AICP, Development Project Manager, City of San Diego,
Planning Department (via email)

Exhibits:

A.
B.

Letter to Heidi Vonblum dated August 12, 2022
Biological comments prepared by Robert Hamilton, President of Hamilton
Biological, Inc. dated June 29 , 2023

C. Annotated UCP Discussion Draft Figure 24

m o

1661481.1

—E QM

UCP Biological Resources Report Figure 4 — MHPA Lands

UCP Biological Resources Report Figure 7-2 — Sensitive Vegetation Communities
(south)

UCP Biological Resources Report Figure 8 — Critical Habitat

UCP Biological Resources Report Figure 7-1 — Sensitive Vegetation Communities
(north)

SANDAG 2021 Regional Plan Figure 3-3 — Regional Bicycle Network

SANDAG 2021 Regional Plan Table E-7-3 — Impacted Listed Plant Species
within the San Diego Regional Up to the Year 2035
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 HEATHER M. MINNER
T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816 Attorney
www.smwlaw.com Minner@smwlaw.com

August 12, 2022

Via Electronic Mail Only

Heidi Vonblum

Planning Director

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Dr, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: VonblumH@sandiego.gov

Re:  The City Cannot Propose New Trails in Rose Canyon Open Space at
this Time.

Dear Ms. Vonblum:

This firm represents Friends of Rose Canyon in matters related to the
University Community Plan Update and the adoption of Blueprint San Diego, the City’s
General Plan Update.

Friends of Rose Canyon is a community-based organization dedicated to
the protection, preservation and restoration of Rose Canyon and the Rose Creek
watershed. It has an active Board of Directors and dedicated membership base. Since
2019, Friends of Rose Canyon Executive Director Deborah Knight has participated in the
University Community Plan (“UCP”’) Update Subcommittee, which the City convened to
include resident, business and non-profit organization representatives.

At a July 21, 2020 meeting of the Subcommittee, the Planning Department
provided a status update on the project and information on open space, habitat, and trails.
This presentation included a “Draft Proposed Trails Network” that, unfortunately,
suggested proposing new and new formal trails within Rose Canyon as part of the UCP
Update. Such a proposal, however, is premature under both state law and City policies.

The City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (“MSCP”)

and the City’s recently approved Parks Master Plan requires the City to take additional
steps before any new trail locations can be proposed for Rose Canyon. Specifically, the
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City must adopt a Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP) for Rose Canyon, and it
must then engage in the planning process committed to for a Citywide Trails Master Plan.

As discussed in more detail below, because the City has not yet undergone
these critical assessments, the Draft UCP Update released for public review cannot
blindly propose new trails in Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands in the University
Community Plan area. Instead it could include policy language reiterating that any new
trail proposals for Rose Canyon and other MSCP lands in the Plan area must come after
and be informed by a completed NRMP and the Trails Master Planning process.

The City of San Diego must create and fund implementation of a reliable Natural
Resource Management Plan for Rose Canyon to ensure that covered species are
adequately protected.

In 1997, the City of San Diego finalized a Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan to meet the requirements of the California Natural
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act and to allow the City to issue take
permits under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. The City’s Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) delineates core biological resource areas and corridors targeted
for conservation as part of the Subarea Plan. The Subarea Plan document identifies Rose
Canyon as one of these critical conservation areas.

Like other urban habitat areas within the MHPA, Rose Canyon provides
habitat for native species and shelter for migrating species. The MSCP also protects
habitat linkages that occur in the UC Plan area. In fact, the Subarea Plan document
indicates that seventeen species covered under the MSCP are found in urban habitat areas
such as Rose Canyon (MSCP, 1997). Several of these species are unique to San Diego
County. Some of the species are classified as threatened. One, the Coastal California
Gnatcatcher, is listed as federally threatened. It is found in both Rose Canyon and other
MSCP lands within the UC Plan area. Preserving Rose Canyon’s habitat and natural
resources is essential to the survival of these covered species. The City must not propose
further trail development that could jeopardize species survival and recovery.

The City must approach Rose Canyon with particular caution in light of its
failure to comply with the Subarea Plan’s requirements. The Subarea Plan calls for
specific management policies for urban habitats—Ilike Rose Canyon—that form part of a
natural resource park. In fact, the Subarea Plan notes that the Park and Recreation
Department “has prepared or is preparing a Natural Resource Management Plan for
adoption by City Council to govern management of these lands.” (MSCP, 1997). Twenty-
five years later, the City has yet to adopt such a plan for Rose Canyon. As a result, the
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City has not identified appropriate management policies and has not conducted site-
specific biological resource assessments. It may not expand uses within Rose Canyon
until the requisite plan is complete and potential mitigation measures are assessed.

The failure to complete a Natural Resource Management Plan is
exacerbated by the City’s lack of monitoring, management, and enforcement of activities
currently taking place in Rose Canyon. The natural resources that were intended to be
protected through the MSCP process are not being properly safeguarded and are
experiencing degradation due to unauthorized activities as well as erosion and invasive
species. These impacts are evident throughout Rose Canyon and must be assessed in a
Natural Resource Management Plan before adding additional impacts to this
environmentally sensitive resource.

Indeed, as the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California has
emphasized, the Endangered Species Act establishes a strict conservation and recovery
standard for listed species and mitigation measures in the City of San Diego’s MSCP
Subarea Plan must be adequate to actually achieve that standard. (Southwest Center For
Biological Diversity v. Bartel (S.D. Cal. 2006) 470 F.Supp.2d 1123-24.) The court thus
held that conservation measures within the City’s MHPA cannot be “ineffective” or
“untested.” (/d., 470 F.Supp.2 at 1141.)

The City’s failure to develop and enforce a Natural Resource Management
Plan means that it is relying on unevaluated an ineffective measures to preserve the
habitat and natural resources of Rose Canyon. As Bartel indicates, this is impermissible.
The City must assess existing resources and have a plan to properly manage and support
covered species before it can consider expanding uses with new trails.

Adopted City policies also require comprehensive assessments of resource
conservation and use as part of the Trails Master Plan before new trails are
proposed.

In its recently-adopted Parks Master Plan, the City likewise emphasized
that Natural Resource Management Plans and criteria and guidelines for establishing
thresholds of access and use in MSCP lands must be prepared before new trails may be
proposed for evaluation by the City. In particular, the City committed to the following
specific policies:

PP10: To ensure the City adheres to its conservation commitments, all proposals for
new or revised access, trails, and active uses in resource/open space parklands must

SHUTE, MIHALY
-WEINBERGER e

RTC-126



Heidi Vonblum
August 12, 2022
Page 4

comply with all applicable limitations, such as the MSCP consistency findings,
Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations, Natural Resource Management Plans,
etc. before being formally proposed for City evaluation and funding (see policies
CSR25 and RP5S).

CSR 25: Develop, adopt, and update a Citywide Trails Master Plan to guide the
provision and enhancement of open space multi-purpose trails that accommodate
pedestrians, hikers, bicyclists, mountain bikers, and equestrians, where appropriate,
and to provide safe and convenient linkages to parks, recreation facilities, and open
space areas consistent with policies PP10, CO3, CO10, CSR16, and CSR22. A Trails
Master Plan shall include a set of criteria and guidelines for evaluating and
establishing thresholds of access and use for Open Space parks that prioritize habitat
management planning and other requirements in ESL policy and MSCP obligations in
advance of specific trails planning. These criteria and guidelines will reflect and
encompass the current science of recreation ecology.

The City’s adopted policies thus emphasize that new trails should not be
proposed in open space parklands such as Rose Canyon before specific resource
assessments and plans have been prepared. To propose new trails in Rose Canyon as part
of the draft University Community Plan Update before those steps have been taken would
run counter to these policies.

Ensuring that the UCP Update does not propose new trails uninformed by
the required assessments is also consistent with your own commitments. When the Parks
Master Plan was adopted on August 3, 2021, you assured the City Council that a
comprehensive review of the state of San Diego’s MSCP lands would be incorporated
into the Trails Master Planning process as a first step. This comprehensive review is
critical. It will allow the City (with community input) to make informed decisions about
what can and should be prioritized in order to provide the necessary habitat quantity,
quality, and connectivity and the necessary resources for monitoring, management, and
enforcement to support the viability of San Diego’s unique biodiversity .

& %k sk ok

Friends of Rose Canyon appreciates your commitment to good planning,
and is confident that you share the same goal of ensuring that Rose Canyon and other
MSCP lands in the UC Plan area continue to be a community amenity and high-
functioning habitat resource that fulfills the requirements of the MSCP. Completing a
Natural Resource Management Plan for Rose Canyon and the planning process for the
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Trails Mater Plan are required steps before proposing new trails in Rose Canyon and
other MSCP lands. Friends of Rose Canyon looks forward to discussing new trail
proposals informed by these planning processes at those times.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Heather M. Minner

cc:  Deborah Knight, Executive Director, Friends of Rose Canyon (via email)
Nancy Graham, AICP, Development Project Manager, City of San Diego,
Planning Department (via email)

1529175.5
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HAMILTON BIOLOGICAL

June 29, 2023

UCP Update Project Manager

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: planuniversity@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE ISSUES
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN
COMMUNITY DISCUSSION DRAFT (APRIL 2023)

Dear UCP Project Manager,

The Friends of Rose Canyon is a community organization concerned with the protection
of sensitive natural resources in Rose Canyon Open Space Park, and other sensitive hab-
itat areas within the UCP planning area, consistent with existing regulations. At the re-
quest of the Friends of Rose Canyon, Hamilton Biological has reviewed the University
Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (hereafter “UCP/LCP Update” or
“UCP”). Hamilton Biological’s review includes the Biological Resources Report, University
Community Plan Update, City Of San Diego, San Diego County, California, dated June 26,
2020, prepared for the City of San Diego (the City) by Busby Biological Consulting, Inc.
(Busby [2020] or the Busby Report).

OVERVIEW OF MSCP AND MHPA

The San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) was prepared pursuant
to an outline developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to meet the requirements of the
California Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1992. The Sub-
area Plan forms the basis for the implementing agreement, which is the contract be-
tween the City and the wildlife agencies that ensures implementation of the Subarea
Plan and thereby allows the City to issue take permits at the local level. The Subarea
Plan also qualifies as a stand-alone document to implement the City’s portion of the
MSCP preserve.

The City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) was developed by the City
in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, property owners, developers, and environ-
mental groups. The MHPA delineates core biological resource areas and corridors tar-
geted for conservation. The MHPA represents a “hard line” preserve, in which

316 Monrovia Avenue —— Long Beach, CA 90803 —_—562-477-2181 —— robb@hamiltonbiological.com
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boundaries have been specifically determined. It is considered an urban preserve which
is constrained by existing or approved development, and is comprised of linkages con-
necting several large areas of habitat.

Subarea Plan Section 1.5.2, General Management Directives

Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan outlines the plan’s general Management Directives
that support the MSCP’s Conservation Objectives. The Directives are organized by Pri-
ority to assist decisions on where to spend limited funds and direct mitigation efforts.
Priority 1 refers to Directives that protect management actions needed to adequately
protect MSCP-covered species within the MHPA, and Priority 2 refers to Directives that
address the long-term conservation actions that can be implemented during the life of
the City Subarea Plan as funds become available. The following Priority 1 Directives,
from Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan, apply to projects within the UCP planning area.

Priority 1 Directives for Public Access, Trails, and Recreation

1. Provide sufficient signage to clearly identify public access to the MHPA. Barriers
such as vegetation, rocks/boulders, or fencing may be necessary to protect highly
sensitive areas. Use an appropriate type of barrier based on location, setting, and
use. For example, use chain link or cattle wire to direct wildlife movement, and
natural rocks/boulders or split rail fencing to direct public access away from sensi-
tive areas. Lands acquired through mitigation may preclude public access to satisfy
mitigation.

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

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

4. Minimize trail widths to reduce impacts to critical resources. For the most part, do
not locate trails wider than four (4) feet in core areas or wildlife corridors. Excep-
tions are in the San Pasqual Valley, where other agreements have been made; in
Mission Trails Regional Park, where appropriate; and in other areas where neces-
sary to safely accommodate multiple uses or disabled access. Provide trail fences or
other barriers at strategic locations when protection of sensitive resources is re-
quired.
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5.

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

Off-road or cross-country vehicle activity is an incompatible use in the MHPA, ex-
cept when these vehicles are used for law enforcement, preserve management, or
emergency purposes. Restore disturbed areas to native habitat where possible or
critical, or allow to regenerate.

Limit recreational uses to passive uses such as birdwatching, photography, and trail
use. Locate developed picnic areas near MHPA edges or specific areas within the
MHPA to minimize littering, feeding of wildlife, and attracting or increasing popu-
lations of exotic or nuisance wildlife (e.g., opossums, raccoons, skunks). Where
permitted, restrain pets on leashes.

Remove homeless and itinerant worker camps in habitat areas as soon as found
pursuant to existing enforcement procedures.

Maintain equestrian trails on a regular basis to remove manure (and other pet feces)
from the trails and preserve system in order to control cowbird invasion and preda-
tion. Design and maintain trails where possible to drain into a gravel bottom or
vegetated (e.g., grass-lined) swale or basin to detain runoff and remove pollutants.

A portion of the UCP planning area, including Torrey Pines State Park, lies within the
“Northern Area” described in Section 1.2.4 of the Subarea Plan. The Subarea Plan does
not identify any additional Management Policies and Directives for this portion of the
UCP planning area that warrant discussion in these comments.

Most of the UCP planning area lies within the “Urban Area” described in Section 1.2.3
of the Subarea Plan. The following Management Policies and Directives, from Section
1.5.7 of the Subarea Plan, apply to projects within the “Urban Area” portion of the UCP
planning area.

Overall Management Policies and Directives for Urban Habitat Lands

1.

Where the MHPA’s Urban Habitat Lands are part of a natural resource park, the
City Park and Recreation Department shall manage these lands in accordance with
a Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP). The NRMPs for Urban Habitat
Lands include the Marian Bear Memorial Park NRMP, Mission Bay Park NRMP,
First San Diego River Improvement Project, and Los Pefrasquitos Canyon Preserve
NRMP.

. All other Urban Habitat Lands included within the MHPA should be managed, to

the extent possible, according to the general management policies and directives as
described in the City Subarea Plan and summarized above.
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3. Special management needs or issues for specific Urban Habitat Lands should be re-
solved by the MHPA Preserve Managers according to an appropriate adaptive man-
agement strategy and through coordination with the MSCP habitat management
technical committee.

UCP PURPOSE AND CONTEXT IS INCOMPLETE AND FLAWED FOR FAILING
TO INCORPORATE THE SUBAREA PLAN’S MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND
DIRECTIVES

Page 11 of the UCP (Plan Purpose and Context) lists four citywide policy documents
and one regional plan that the City took into account in preparing the UCP:

The policies in this plan are based on several previously adopted citywide policy documents,
including the General Plan, Climate Action Plan, Parks Master Plan and Climate Resilient SD.
The purpose of this Community Plan is to apply and in some instances tailor the strategies
and policies in those plans as appropriate for the University Community. In addition, the
regional plan prepared by SANDAG, San Diego Forward, serves as a basis for policies related
to mobility and how the University community relates to the region as a whole.

Rather than incorporating the Subarea Plan’s adopted Management Policies and Direc-
tives into the policies of the UCP, the City treats these requirements as afterthoughts
that may be considered in the future, after the UCP has been adopted. For example,
page 126 of the UCP states:

Note that trails and recreation on lands subject to the Multi-Habitat Planning Areas (MHPA)
should comply with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) for compatibility.

Other sections of the UCP state that the ultimate alignments of the new trails proposed
within MHPA “shall comply” with the MSCP (versus “should comply”). In either case,
the problem is that the UCP proposes trails in areas known to have sensitive biological
resources and/or steep topography that would necessitate extensive disturbance for
trail construction. The City’s approach violates the Subarea Plan as well as Policy PP10
in the City’s adopted Parks Master Plan:

To ensure the City adheres to its conservation commitments, all proposals for new or revised
access, trails, and active uses in resource/open space parklands must comply with all appli-
cable limitations, such as the MSCP consistency findings, Environmentally Sensitive Land
regulations, Natural Resource Management Plans, etc. before being formally proposed for
City evaluation and funding (see policies CSR25 and RP5). [emphasis added]

As discussed subsequently in this letter, some or all of the new trails proposed in the
UCP cannot possibly be implemented in compliance with the Subarea Plan, regardless
of their ultimate alignments. In particular, Priority 1 Directive No. 2 restricts the con-
struction of trails through sensitive areas:

Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.
Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between
land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rather
than entering habitat or wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different
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habitat types (ecotones) for longer than necessary because of the typically heightened re-
source sensitivity in those locations. [emphasis added]

As discussed previously, the City is required to implement all Priority 1 Directives as a
condition of its MSCP Take Authorization. Thus the City’s refusal to explicitly incorpo-
rate all relevant MSCP Management Policies and Directives into the UCP not only vio-
lates the Parks Master Plan and undermines the UCP’s credibility as a planning docu-
ment, but it puts the City’s MSCP Take Authorization at risk of revocation by the re-
source agencies.

VISION AND LAND USE FRAMEWORK IGNORES MSCP REQUIREMENTS

Page 17 of the UCP (Vision and Land Use Framework) lists the seven Goals of the plan.
None of the UCP’s goals mentions complying with the City’s existing commitment to
MSCP land-use planning by implementing the Subarea Plan.

Pages 20-29 of the UCP list 15 Priorities of the plan. One of them, on page 27, touches
upon open-space planning;:

Dedicating and Celebrating Open Space: Open space defines the character of this commu-
nity. Within this plan there are opportunities to expand open space dedications to ensure
their long term conservation. This plan also seeks to strike a balance to allow access for peo-
ple to appreciate open space and the benefits its protection affords.

This statement implies that the MSCP places too many restrictions on recreational uses
within MHPA, and that increased human access into sensitive habitat areas is needed to
“strike a balance” between recreation and conservation. Please refer to Exhibit A, below.

Exhibit A. For simplicity, this exhibit focuses on
the southern part of the UCP planning area—the
i triangle formed by Interstate 5, Interstate 805,
and State Route 52. No ecologist, or other con-
servation-minded person, looking at this land-
scape would conclude that building new trails in
o v the few preserved areas not already serviced by
i B formal trails would somehow “strike a balance”
between the needs of humans and the needs of
sensitive native plant and wildlife species.
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As shown in Exhibit A on the previous page, roads and structures occupy nearly all of
the hilltops, ridges, and relatively flat grasslands in the southern part of the UCP plan-
ning area. The undeveloped canyons that remain (i.e., the MHPA) are crossed by nu-
merous paved roads and laced with an extensive network of trails —authorized or infor-
mal —that facilitates access for large numbers of people, bicycles, e-bikes, and dogs.

MSCP planners, recognizing the tremendous challenge of maintaining important eco-
logical values in a highly fragmented landscape over long periods of time, developed
the Subarea Plan’s Management Policies and Directives specifically to establish guard-
rails against further fragmentation and degradation of the few natural areas that re-
main. Disregarding these existing conservation mandates, the UCP targets for new trails
precisely the least disturbed, most intact blocks of sensitive habitats in the MHPA.
Without irony, the UCP does so in the name of striking a balance between habitat conser-
vation and increased human mobility and recreation. The bottom line is that only trails
that satisfy all relevant Management Policies and Directives contained in the Subarea
Plan are allowable under the MSCP. The UCP must acknowledge that the primary pur-
pose of MHPA lands is resource conservation, with other uses allowed only to the ex-
tent they comply with the MSCP Subarea Plan’s Management Policies and Directives.

“NATURE BASED PARK” VS. GENERIC “OPEN SPACE”

Figure 3 on page 31 of the UCP (Planned Land Use) designates Torrey Pines State Natu-
ral Reserve as “Nature Based Park” but designates the remaining MHPA as generic
“open space.” Under the MSCP Subarea Plan, MHPA represents a “hard line” preserve
consisting of core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation. As
an objective and straightforward planning document, the UCP should clearly and con-
sistently identify the Subarea Plan’s MHPA open space designations and acknowledge,
rather than obfuscate, the City’s conservation commitments wherever they exist in the
UCP planning area.

URBAN FORESTRY

The Urban Forestry section of the UCP proposes plantings of the following species of
tree known to be invasive in San Diego County!: Evergreen Ash (Fraxinus uhdei), Chi-
nese Elm (Ulmus parvifolia), Red River Gum (Eucalyptus camadulensis), and Mexican Fan
Palm (Washingtonia robusta). No exotic plant species known to be invasive in San Diego
County should be planted in the UCP area. Additional plantings of species native to the
local area would be appropriate.

Trees should not be planted along roads adjacent to MHPA, as they can shade native
scrub habitat, reduce habitat suitability for the California Gnatcatcher and other scrub-
dependent wildlife, and provide suitable nesting habitat for the Cooper’s Hawk, an in-
creasingly common raptor that preys mainly on small birds.

1 https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/Landscape/WELDManual-Appendix-].pdf
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OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION

The Open Space and Conservation section of the UCP provides brief summaries of the
MSCP and other conservation planning efforts that affect the UCP. Lacking, however, is
a straightforward listing of the relevant Management Policies and Directives from the
Subarea Plan and a credible determination by the City that any new trails proposed in
the UCP comply with all MSCP requirements.

TABLE 6: UCP PLAN POLICIES

Because the City has committed to adhering to all Management Policies and Directives
contained in the MSCP Subarea Plan, a reader of the UCP should be able to evaluate the
extent to which proposed actions comply with these MSCP requirements. Toward this
end, the relevant Management Policies and Directives from the Subarea Plan should be
included in the Table 6. Excluding these policies establishes a perceptual gap between
what is required under the MSCP and what is being proposed in the UCP, a gap that
does not serve any legitimate planning purpose.

REVIEW OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES REPORT (BUSBY 2020)

As part of my review, I evaluated the adequacy of the Biological Resources Report, Univer-
sity Community Plan Update, City of San Diego, San Diego County, California, (Busby 2020
or the Busby Report) as an informational and analytical document provided in support
of the UCP.

Busby Report is Out of Date

As an initial observation, such reports are generally considered valid for one year after
preparation, so the Busby Report is two years out of date.

Busby Report Contains No Analyses
Page 1 of the Busby Report (Introduction) summarizes the report’s purpose:

To inform the UCP update (UCPU), this biological resources report provides a summary of
the existing biological resources within the UCP area and assesses potential impacts to these
biological resources that may occur through implementation of the updated UCP.

The Busby Report summarizes the regulatory framework of federal, state, and local re-
source-protection policies and regulations that may be relevant to future impact anal-
yses, but the authors did not use them to analyze the potential effects of implementing
the UCP on any natural resource.

Page 41 of the Busby Report (Methods) states, “this UCPU biological resources report is
intended to provide a broad-scale analysis of biological resources,” but the report in-
cludes no impact analysis at any scale.

Given that the Busby Report provides no assessment of potential impacts to biological
resources, or conflicts with regulatory requirements, that could occur due to
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implementation of the UCP, the City would have no basis for referring to this document
as supporting any conclusions of the UCP with regard to impact analysis or regulatory
compliance.

Busby Report’s Sensitive Species Information is Incomplete

Much of the Busby Report consists of Table 3, Sensitive Plant Species with a Potential to
Occur within the University Community Plan Update Area, and Table 4, Sensitive Wildlife
Species with a Potential to Occur in University Community Plan Update Area. These tables,
however, are three years old and fail to incorporate relevant information from public
online databases routinely used by field ecologists determining and evaluating the local
occurrences of special-status species. Specifically, Busby’s literature review excludes
iNaturalist and eBird, both of which document, or at least report, occurrences of special-
status species, many of which are never reported to the California Natural Diversity
Data Base, Calflora, or other sources referenced in the Busby Report.

The reports in both iNaturalist and eBird are vetted by experts to weed out obviously
false reports and to verify evidence that can be confirmed, such as photos showing char-
acteristic field marks. By omitting these important sources of information, the Busby Re-
port provides incomplete and in some cases misleading information on the special-sta-
tus species known or expected in parts of the UCP planning area. An egregious example
is provided by the Yellow-breasted Chat, a California Species of Special Concern found
in and around riparian areas. Chats have been known to summer in Rose Canyon for
more than a decade, yet the species is not mentioned in the Busby Report. The following
Exhibit B, a screen-grab from http:/ /eBird.org, provides a partial summary of Yellow-

breasted Chat records from Rose Canyon Open Space Park that were available at the
time the Busby Report was prepared in 2020.

Exhibit B. Screen grab
from eBird showing a
partial list of numerous
records of the Yellow-
breasted Chat at Rose
Canyon Open Space
Park from 2017 to 2020,
some documented with
photographs. The
species has also been
recorded at several other
locations within the
UCP planning area.
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Page 89 of the Busby Report characterizes the Least Bell’s Vireo, a species listed as en-
dangered by federal and state governments, as “not expected” as a nesting species in
the UCP planning area despite potentially suitable riparian habitat in Rose Canyon and
scattered smaller pockets of riparian vegetation elsewhere in the planning area. From
May 15 to July 19, 2021, birders P.J. Nell and Jim Roberts repeatedly observed Least
Bell’s Vireos in Rose Canyon, including an adult feeding a begging juvenile on July 5
(https://ebird.org/checklist/S91321310) and July 9 (https:/ebird.org/checklist/S91518140). Although
these observations post-date the 2020 Busby Report, they occurred two years before the
UCP was released and would be included in a current and adequate report. This nest-
ing record contradicts the Busby Report’s conclusion that nesting by the Least Bell’s
Vireo is “not expected” within the UCP planning area.

No Maps of Special-Status Species or Wildlife Use Areas

In evaluating the appropriateness of potential trail alignments, biologists and planners
normally utilize maps showing the locations where special-status plant and wildlife
species have been observed. Also valuable in this regard are maps showing areas used
as wildlife denning sites or other forms of refugia for wildlife species that may be sensi-
tive to human disturbance (e.g., nesting raptors, Bobcats). The Busby Report provides
no such maps.

No Evaluation of Fragmentation, Edge, and Recreation/Trail Effects

The UCP planning area is mostly developed in the existing condition, with natural open
space occurring in fragments constrained by surrounding development (see, for exam-
ple, Exhibit A on page 5 of this letter). Nevertheless, some of these habitat fragments re-
tain important ecological values, as reflected by their designation as MHPA. If these re-
serve lands are protected from significant habitat degradation resulting from habitat
fragmentation, edge effects, and recreation/trail effects, as required under the MSCP,
many sensitive plant and wildlife populations can be expected to persist in these frag-
ments over the long term. Without adequate protection, however, the ecological value
of these fragments will degrade over time. Given the importance of addressing these
topics across the MHPA, it is surprising and disappointing that the Busby Report con-
tains only four mentions of habitat fragmentation, three of which are in reference to
construction policies for roads and utilities passing through MHPA (page 15). The
fourth reference, on page 98, is contained in the report’s perfunctory and inaccurate dis-
cussion of “Wildlife Movement Corridors.” Even more surprising is the Busby Report’s
lack of discussion of edge effects or recreation/trail effects, which are of paramount im-
portance to MSCP planning. The following overview of these concepts, as distilled from
the peer-reviewed literature, is offered as a useful contribution to the UCP planning
process. The City must take into account these adverse effects before considers propos-
ing any new trails in the MHPA.

Fragmentation and Edge Effects

Urbanization typically includes residential, commercial, industrial, and road-related de-
velopment (i.e., the “built” environment). At the perimeter of the built environment is
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an area known as the urban/wildland interface, or “development edge.” In ecology,
“edges” are places where natural communities interface, vegetation or ecological condi-
tions within natural communities interact (Noss 1983), or patches with differing quali-
ties abut one another (Ries and Sisk 2004). “Edge effects” are spillover effects from the
adjacent human-modified matrix that cause physical gradients in light, moisture, noise,
etc. (Camargo and Kapos 1995; Murcia 1995, Sisk et al. 1997) and/ or changes in biotic
factors such as predator communities, density of human-adapted species, and food
availability (Soulé et al. 1988; Matlack 1994; Murcia 1995; Ries and Sisk 2004).

Edge effects and habitat fragmentation are among the principal threats to persistence of
biological diversity (Soulé 1991). Edge-related impacts may include:

¢ Introduction/expansion of invasive exotic vegetation carried in from vehicles, peo-
ple, animals or spread from backyards or fuel modification zones adjacent to
wildlands.

e Higher frequency and/or severity of fire as compared to natural fire cycles or inten-
sities.

e Companion animals (pets) that often act as predators of, and/or competitors with,
native wildlife.

e Creation and use of undesignated trails that often significantly degrade the reserve
ecosystems through such changes as increases in vegetation damage and noise.

e Introduction of or increased use by exotic animals which compete with or prey on
native animals.

¢ Influence on earth systems and ecosystem processes, such as solar radiation, soil
richness and erosion, wind damage, hydrologic cycle, and water pollution that can
affect the natural environment.

Any of these impacts, individually or in combination, can result in the effective loss or
degradation of habitats used for foraging, breeding or resting, with concomitant effects
on population demographic rates of sensitive species.

Harrison and Bruna (1999) completed a review of a suite of studies dealing with frag-
mentation and edge effects and concluded that there is a general pattern of reduction of
biological diversity in fragmented habitats compared with more intact ones, particu-
larly with regard to habitat specialists. While physical effects associated with edges
were predominant among species impacts, they found evidence for indirect effects in-
cluding altered ecological interactions. Fletcher et al. (2007) found that distance from
edge had a stronger effect on species than did habitat patch size, but they acknowl-
edged the difficulty in separating those effects empirically. Many southern California
plant and animal species are known to be sensitive to fragmentation and edge effects;
that is, their abundance declines with fragment size and proximity to an edge (Wilcove
1985; Soulé et al. 1992; Bolger et al. 1997a,b; Suarez et al. 1998; Burke and Nol 2000).
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Wildlife populations are typically changed in proximity to edges, either by changes in
their demographic rates (survival and fecundity), or through behavioral avoidance of or
attraction to the edge (Sisk et al. 1997; Ries and Sisk 2004). For example, coastal sage
scrub areas within 250 meters of urban edges consistently contain significantly less bare
ground and more coarse vegetative litter than do more “intermediate” or “interior” ar-
eas, presumably due increased human activity/disturbance of the vegetation structure
near edges (Kristan et al. 2003). Increases in vegetative litter often facilitate growth of
non-native plants (particularly grasses), resulting in a positive feedback loop likely to
enhance plant invasion success (Wolkovich et al. 2009). In another coastal southern Cali-
fornia example, the abundance of native bird species sensitive to disturbance is typi-
cally depressed within 200 to 500 meters (650 to 1640 feet) of an urban edge, and the
abundance of disturbance-tolerant species is elevated up to 1000 meters (3280 feet) from
an urban edge, depending on the species (Bolger et al. 1997a).

Habitat fragmentation is usually defined as a landscape scale process involving habitat
loss and breaking apart of habitats (Fahrig 2003). Habitat fragmentation is among the
most important of all threats to global biodiversity; edge effects (particularly the diverse
physical and biotic alterations associated with the artificial boundaries of fragments) are
dominant drivers of change in many fragmented landscapes (Laurance and Bierregaard
1997; Laurance et al. 2007).

Fragmentation decreases the connectivity of the landscape while increasing both edge
and remnant habitats. Urban and agricultural development often fragments wildland
ecosystems and creates sharp edges between the natural and human-altered habitats.
Edge effects for many species indirectly reduce available habitat use or utility in sur-
rounding remaining areas; these species experience fine-scale functional habitat losses
(e.g., see Bolger et al. 2000; Kristan et al. 2003; Drolet et al. 2016). Losses of coastal sage
scrub in southern California have resulted in the increased isolation of the remaining
habitat fragments (O’Leary 1990). Fragmentation has a greater relative negative impact
on specialist species (e.g., the Coastal Cactus Wren, Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus)
that have strict vegetation structure and area habitat requirements (Soulé et al. 1992).

Specialist species have an increased risk of extirpation in isolated habitat remnants be-
cause the specialized vegetative structures and/ or interspecific relationships on which
they depend are more vulnerable to disruption in these areas (Vaughan 2010). In stud-
ies of the coastal sage scrub and chaparral systems of coastal southern California, frag-
ment area and age (time since isolation) were the most important landscape predictors
of the distribution and abundance of native plants (Soulé et al. 1993), scrub-breeding
birds (Soulé et al. 1988; Crooks et al. 2001), native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b), and in-
vertebrates (Suarez et al. 1998; Bolger et al. 2000).

Edge effects that emanate from the human-dominated matrix can increase the extinction
probability of isolated populations (Murcia 1995; Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). In
studies of coastal sage scrub urban fragments, exotic cover and distance to the urban
edge were the strongest local predictors of native and exotic carnivore distribution and
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abundance (Crooks 2002). These two variables were correlated, with more exotic cover
and less native shrub cover closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002).

The increased presence of human-tolerant “mesopredators” in southern California rep-
resents an edge effect of development; they occur within the developed matrix and are
thus more abundant along the edges of habitat fragments, and they are effective preda-
tors on birds, bird nests, and other vertebrates in coastal sage scrub and chaparral sys-
tems and elsewhere (Crooks and Soulé 1999). The mammalian carnivores more typically
detected in coastal southern California habitat fragments are resource generalists that
likely benefit from the supplemental food resources (e.g., garden fruits and vegetables,
garbage, direct feeding by humans) associated with residential developments. As a re-
sult, the overall mesopredator abundance, of such species as raccoons (Procyon lotor),
opossums (Didelphis virginiana), and domestic cats (Felis catus), increases at sites with
more exotic plant cover and closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002). Although some car-
nivores within coastal sage scrub fragments seem tolerant of disturbance, many frag-
ments have (either actually or effectively) already lost an entire suite of predator spe-
cies, including mountain lion, bobcats (Lynx rufus), spotted skunks (Spilogale gracilis),
long-tailed weasels (Mustela frenata), and badgers (Taxidea taxus) (Crooks 2002). Most
“interior” sites within such fragments are still relatively near (within 250 meters of) ur-
ban edges (Crooks 2002).

Fragmentation generally increases the amount of edge per unit land area, and species
that are adversely affected by edges can experience reduced effective area of suitable
habitat (Temple and Cary 1988), which can lead to increased probability of extirpa-
tion/extinction in fragmented landscapes (Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). For example,
diversity of native bees (Hung et al. 2015) and native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b) is
lower, and decomposition and nutrient cycling are significantly reduced (Treseder and
McGuire 2009), within fragmented coastal sage scrub ecosystems as compared to larger
core reserves. Similarly, habitat fragmentation and alterations of sage scrub habitats
likely have reduced both the genetic connectivity and diversity of coastal-slope popula-
tions of the Cactus Wren in southern California (Barr et al. 2015). Both Bell’s Sparrows
(Artemisiospiza belli) and California Thrashers (Toxostoma redivivum) show strong evi-
dence of direct, negative behavioral responses to edges in coastal sage scrub; that is,
they are edge-averse (Kristan et al. 2003), and California Thrashers and California Quail
(Callipepla californica) were found to be more vulnerable to extirpation with smaller frag-
ment size of the habitat patch (Bolger et al. 1991), demonstrating that both behavioral
and demographic parameters can be involved. Other species in coastal sage scrub eco-
systems, particularly the Cactus Wren and likely the California Gnatcatcher and San Di-
ego Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus fallax), are likely vulnerable to fragmentation, but for
these species the mechanism is likely to be associated only with extirpation vulnerabil-
ity from habitat degradation and isolation rather than aversion to the habitat edge (Kris-
tan et al. 2003). Bolger (et al. 1997b) found that San Diego coastal sage scrub and chapar-
ral canyon fragments under 60 acres that had been isolated for at least 30 years support
very few populations of native rodents, and they suggested that fragments larger than
200 acres in size are needed to sustain native rodent species populations.
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The penetration of exotic species into natural areas can reduce the effective size of a re-
serve in proportion to the distance they penetrate within the reserve: Argentine Ants
serve as an in-depth example of edge effects and fragmentation. Spatial patterns of Ar-
gentine Ant abundance in scrub communities of southern California indicate that they
are likely invading native habitats from adjacent developed areas, as most areas sam-
pled greater than 200 to 250 meters from an urban edge contained relatively few or no
Argentine Ants (Bolger 2007, Mitrovich et al. 2010). The extent of Argentine Ant inva-
sions in natural environments is determined in part by inputs of urban and agricultural
water run off (Holway and Suarez 2006).

Native ant species were more abundant away from edges and in areas with predomi-
nately native vegetation. Post-fragmentation edge effects likely reduce the ability of
fragments to retain native ant species; fragments had fewer native ant species than simi-
lar-sized plots within large unfragmented areas, and fragments with Argentine Ant-free
refugia had more native ant species than those without refugia (Suarez et al. 1998). They
displace nearly all surface-foraging native ant species (Holway and Suarez 2006) and
strongly affect all native ant communities within about 150 to 200 meters from fragment
edges (Suarez et al. 1998; Holway 2005; Fisher et al. 2002; Bolger 2007; Mitrovich et al.
2010). Argentine Ants are widespread in fragmented coastal scrub habitats in southern
California, and much of the remaining potential habitat for Blainville’s Horned Lizards
(Phrynosoma blainvillii) is effectively unsuitable due to the penetration of Argentine Ants
and the subsequent displacement of the native ant species that horned lizards need as
prey (Fisher et al. 2002). Invasion of Argentine Ants into coastal sage scrub has also
shown a strong negative effect on the abundance of the Gray Shrew (Notiosorex craw-
fordi) (Laakkonen et al. 2001).

Recreation and Trail Effects

In the introduction to their study on the efficacy and perception of trail use enforcement
at the 866-acre Del Mar Mesa Preserve in the City of San Diego, Greer et al. (2017:56-57)
briefly summarized adverse effects of recreation upon ecological functions and values:

The field of Recreation Ecology studies the impacts of recreation users on various biotic and
abiotic elements of the landscape. Studies have shown that various types of passive outdoor
recreation can result in displacement and reduction of wildlife, the trampling of native habitat
and species, impacts to soil and water resources [although] users may not be aware of their
impacts or legality of their actions. This balance between recreational use and natural re-
source conservation has become a key element of land management around the world. [ci-
tations omitted]

Greer et al. (2017) evaluated different approaches to resolving problems associated with
creation, use, and maintenance of unpermitted trails at the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, ac-
tivities that had fragmented and degraded the Preserve’s natural communities for at
least a decade at that time. They concluded, in part:

This Study showed that soft enforcement aimed at public education and redirecting social

norms was not sufficient in curbing illegal trail use in an urban natural area. The movement
towards citations and the threat of citations was effective at redirecting behavior by making
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non-compliance more risky. This in turn had an unintended consequence of promoting hos-
tility amongst a large user base.

The long-standing resource management problems associated with illegal trails at the
Del Mar Mesa Preserve persist, with no clear resolution in sight (e.g., Karen Billing, San
Diego Union Tribune, July 6, 2022: Del Mar Mesa Preserve Tunnel Trail Vandalized

https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/local/story/2022-07-06/del-mar-mesa-preserve-trail-vandal ized) .

EVALUATION OF TWO PROPOSED NEW TRAILS IN UCP

All trails, including those that are carefully sited and well-designed, necessarily contrib-
ute to habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and recreation impacts. To minimize these in-
sidious forms of habitat degradation, Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan identifies several
Priority 1 Directives for Public Access, Trails, and Recreation. As discussed previously
in this letter, the most important of these for the UCP project is No. 2:

Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.
Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between
land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rather
than entering habitat or wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different
habitat types (ecotones) for longer than necessary because of the typically heightened re-
source sensitivity in those locations.

I have not yet visited the specific areas that would be impacted by proposed new trails,
but examination of aerial imagery and Figure 7-2 in the Busby Report (Sensitive Vegeta-
tion Communities) demonstrate to me that construction of at least two of the proposed
new trails —from Governor Drive and from Stresemann Street to the bottom of Rose
Canyon—would be grossly inconsistent with the MSCP’s conservation goals. These two
trails would be built through sensitive wetlands, native grasslands, and coastal sage
scrub in two major side-canyons to Rose Canyon that lack substantial trails in the exist-
ing condition (see Exhibit C on the next page). According to Debby Knight (in litt.):

The canyons there are incredibly steep and are crisscrossed by huge, deep erosion gullies
caused by storm drain pipes that empty out from the streets along the edges of development.
This causes wide erosion gullies that are 8-10" deep and simply uncrossable. These criss-
crossing the whole area. Topo maps should show how steep the terrain is in areas. A few of
us tried to walk these two trails several years ago. We tried to walk from the west end of
Governor down, and found it nearly impossible to walk due to how steep the slope is, and
the fact that we had to repeatedly climb down into deep erosion gullies and back up again.
We made it only a small distance of the way in over an hour. We tried to walk from the
bottom up of the proposed trail alignment from Stresemann St., and that was also literally
impossible to walk - a giant erosion gully about 8" deep and 10’ across, and then slopes so
steep we could barely keep our footing. We stopped less than half way up.

Because of their prohibitive topography, the sensitive natural communities, and lack of
substantial trails, these two side-canyons to Rose Canyon currently provide habitat for
those wildlife species that are most sensitive to habitat fragmentation, human presence
(hiking, cycling), and presence of dogs. Constructing new trails through these im-
portant areas of refuge would be completely antithetical to MSCP conservation goals.
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UCP proposes to connect from Governor Drive (northern trail) and Stresemann Street (southern trail) to the
southern end of the existing Rose Canyon Trail. Contrary to MSCP planning principles, these trails would be
built through steep terrain vegetated with sensitive plant communities (wetlands, native grassland, coastal sage
scrub) in canyons that currently lack substantial trails. Such areas are especially valuable for wildlife that is
sensitive to habitat fragmentation, human presence (hiking, cycling), and interactions with dogs.

ALL PROPOSED TRAILS MUST BE EVALUATED FOR MSCP CONSISTENCY

The two trails discussed previously and shown in Exhibit C present the most obvious
conflicts with the MSCP and the MHPA. Given the hard line reserve status of the urban
reserve lands in the MHPA, it is unlikely that any new trails, apart from trails proposed
entirely on existing dirt roads, could be legitimately determined to be consistent with
MSCP requirements. The City must conduct a thorough and credible evaluation for
MSCP consistency before proposing any new trails in the MHPA.

CONCLUSION

As discussed herein, the City’s exclusion of the relevant MSCP Management Policies
and Directives from the UCP violates the Parks Master Plan, undermines the UCP’s
credibility as a planning document, and puts the City’s MSCP Take Authorization at
risk of revocation by the resource agencies. Furthermore, by prematurely proposing
new trails in the absence of a current biological technical report that credibly demon-
strates the UCP’s consistency with the MSCP and Subarea Plan, the City is improperly
raising expectations among the public that these trails can and will be built. The predict-
able result is unwarranted conflict between environmental and recreational user
groups. For these important reasons, the City should withdraw all proposed trails
through the MHPA until a credible analysis of MSCP consistency can be completed.
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If any recipient has questions, please send e-mail to robb@hamiltonbiological.com or
call me at (562) 477-2181.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Hamilton
President, Hamilton Biological, Inc.

cc: David Zoutendyk, USFWS
Jonathan Snyder, USFWS
Scott Sobiech, USFWS
David Mayer, CDFW
Susan Wynn, CDFW
Karen Drewe, CDFW
Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League
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Appendix E: Biological Resources Appendix

Table E-7-3
Impacted Listed Plant Species within the San Diego Region Up to the Year 2035

2025 Summary X X X X X X X X X X X

2035 Regional Growth and Land Use Change X X X X X X X X X X
Coastal Rail Trail - Rose Canyon X X

Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 5 Palomar Airport Rd
to Poinsettia Station

Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - UTC to Rose Canyon X X
San Diego River Bikeway Connections X

Santee - El Cajon Corridor X

Complete Corridors
1-15 (SR 52) X
SR 125 (Jamacha Road to Amaya Drive) X
SR 163 (1-805 to SR 52) X X
SR 52 (I-15 to Mast Boulevard) X
SR52 (I-805 to I-15) X X X
SR 52 (Mast Boulevard to SR 125) X
SR 78 (I-5 to Twin Oaks) X
[-15 (Clairemont Mesa Boulevard) X
I-15 (I-8 to SR 163) X
[-5 (H Street to Pacific Highway) X
I-5 (I-805 to SR 56) X
Transit Leap
LRT 399 X
Commuter Rail 398 X X X

1Species potential impact based on known locations existing data sources (e.g,, CNDDB, SANDAG) and presence of suitable habitat. Listed species not shown are not anticipated to be impacted.
2 Transportation network improvements not listed are not anticipated to impact listed plant species.

San Diego Forward: The 2021 Regional Plan Page E-71
Program Environmental Impact Report
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HAMILTON BIOLOGICAL

April 27, 2024

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: planningcega@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE ISSUES:
DRAFT PROGRAM EIR FOR BLUEPRINT SD INITIATIVE,
HILLCREST FOCUSED PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE UPTOWN
COMMUNITY PLAN, AND UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM UPDATE

Dear City of San Diego Planning Department,

Friends of Rose Canyon is a community organization concerned with the protection of
sensitive natural resources in Rose Canyon Open Space Park, and other sensitive habitat
areas within the UCP planning area, consistent with existing regulations. At the request
of Friends of Rose Canyon, Hamilton Biological has reviewed the Draft Program EIR for
the Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused Plan Amendment to the Uptown Community
Plan, and University Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Update (hereafter the
“DPEIR”). Hamilton Biological’s review includes the Biological Resources Report, Univer-
sity Community Plan Update, City of San Diego, San Diego County, California, dated March
2024, prepared for the City of San Diego (the City) by Busby Biological Services, Inc.
(Busby [2024] or the Busby Report).

OVERVIEW OF MSCP AND MHPA

The San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (City of
San Diego 1997) was prepared pursuant to an outline developed by the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) — collectively referred to as the “wildlife agencies” — to satisfy the require-
ments of the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of
1992. The Subarea Plan forms the basis for the Implementing Agreement, which is the
contract between the City and the wildlife agencies that ensures implementation of the
Subarea Plan and thereby allows the City to issue take permits at the local level. The
Subarea Plan also qualifies as a stand-alone document to implement the City’s portion
of the MSCP preserve.

316 Monrovia Avenue —~— Long Beach, CA 90803 —~~—562-477-2181 —~~— robb@hamiltonbiological.com
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The City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) was developed by the City
in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, property owners, developers, and environ-
mental groups. The MHPA delineates core biological resource areas and corridors tar-
geted for conservation. The MHPA represents a “hard line” preserve, in which bounda-
ries have been specifically determined. It is considered an urban preserve which is con-
strained by existing or approved development, and is comprised of linkages connecting
several large areas of habitat.

PROPOSED ACTIONS CONFLICT WITH MSCP PRIORITY T MANAGEMENT
DIRECTIVE NO. 2 AND WOULD HAVE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE EFFECTS ON
SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The MSCP Subarea Plan commits the City to following several specific management di-
rectives. As acknowledged on page 4.10-44 of the DPEIR:

Those actions identified as Priority 1 are required to be implemented by the City as a condi-
tion of the MSCP Take Authorization to ensure that covered species are adequately protected.
[emphasis added in bold]

Priority 1 Management Directive No. 2 requires the City to “Locate trails, view over-
looks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.” In violation of this
MSCP requirement, the Figure 3-26 in DPEIR (Figure 27 in the Draft University Com-
munity Plan Update, hereinafter referred to as “the Project”) proposes the establish-
ment of several new formal trails through extremely sensitive habitat areas. On April
16, 2024, I visited the project area to see and photograph several areas of sensitive
MHPA proposed for trail impacts in the University Community Plan area and covered
under the DPEIR.

University Village Park to Genesee Avenue

The DPEIR (Figure 3-26) proposes to establish approximately 1.5 miles of formal trail
from University Village Park north and west through existing MHPA conserved lands
in the Rose Canyon watershed. The area proposed for establishing the new, formal trail
is now served by a narrow, informal trail that passes through sensitive and minimally
disturbed coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and riparian natural communities. During my
site visit on April 16, 2024, I observed a pair of the federally threatened Coastal Califor-
nia Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) in this area, as well as extensive stands
of Nuttall’s Scrub Oak (Quercus dumosa), a species with a California Rare Plant Ranking
(CRPR) of 1B.1, referring to species “threatened, or endangered in California and else-
where; seriously threatened in California.” As shown in the following Exhibit 1 and
Photos 1-11, there would be no way to establish 1.5 miles of formal trail through this
area without incurring large-scale significant impacts to these and other sensitive natu-
ral resources in direct violation of MSCP Priority 1 Management Directive No. 2.

RTC-164
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Exhibit 1. Showing the locations of 11 photos depicting current habitat and trail conditions in the Rose Canyon
watershed, University Village Park to Genesee Avenue. The image is oriented with North at the left margin,
South at the right margin, East at the top margin, and West at the bottom. All photos by Robert Hamilton, April 04-33
16, 2024. cont.

Photo 1. View to
southwest showing the
existing narrow,
informal trail through
sensitive coastal sage
scrub habitat.

| observed a pair of
California Gnat-
catchers here at the
time of this photo.
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Photo 2. View to
southwest showing a
narrow, informal trail
through sensitive
coastal sage scrub
habitat, next to a
seasonal drainage.

04-33
cont.

Photo 3. View to north
showing narrow,
informal trail through
sensitive coastal sage
scrub and chaparral
habitat.
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Photo 4. Blossoms of
checkerbloom
(Sidalcea malviflora), a
native perennial herb
typically found in
minimally disturbed
riparian habitats.

04-33
cont.

Photo 5. Underside of the leaf of Nuttall’s
Scrub Oak, a species considered “threatened,
or endangered in CA and elsewhere; seriously

threatened in California.” This species grows in
dense stands in the areas shown from Photo 5
through Photo 11. Any trail “improvements”
through this area, as proposed in the DPEIR,
would necessarily impact large numbers of this
highly sensitive plant species.
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Photo 7. A large, healthy specimen of
Chalk Dudleya (Dudleya pulverulenta)
growing with Sticky Monkeyflower
(Diplacus puniceus), further evidence of
intact, minimally disturbed habitat along
the existing informal trail.
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Photo 6. Photo, facing
north, showing nar-
row, informal trail
through sensitive
coastal sage scrub and
Nuttall’s Scrub Oak
habitat.
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Photo 9. Dense stand
of Nuttall’s Scrub Oak
immediately south of
the existing informal
trail that runs along
and through the
bottom of Rose
Canyon.
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Photo 8. View to the
north showing the
narrow, informal trail
passing through
sensitive Nuttall’s
Scrub Oak and
riparian habitat.
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Photo 11. View to the
east showing that the
existing informal trail

disappears into the
streambed in the
bottom of Rose

Canyon. Any effort to

establish a formal trail

here would require
impacting the
streambed and/or
adjacent sensitive
habitats.
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Photo 10. View to the
east showing how the
existing informal trail
runs straight into the
streambed in the bot-
tom of Rose Canyon.
Any effort to establish
a formal trail here
would require impact-
ing the streambed
and/or adjacent
sensitive habitats (see
Photos 9, 11).
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The DPEIR fails to disclose the general magnitude of impacts proposed to special-status
species, such as the California Gnatcatcher and Nuttall’s Scrub Oak, that are known or
likely to occur in the proposed trail impact area.

The DPEIR also fails to describe a credible and feasible mitigation approach that would
reduce impacts to special-status species and natural communities to less than signifi-
cant.

In the DPEIR’s impact analysis, Issue 5, Conservation Planning, asks:

Would the project conflict with the provisions of the MSCP, VPHCP, other an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan, such as introducing a land use within an area adjacent to
the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects or introduce invasive species of plants
into a natural open space area?

In response, the DPEIR asserts on page 4.3-60: “The Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest
FPA, and University CPU do not propose policies that would conflict with the MSCP.”
The proposed establishment of 1.5 miles of formal trail through the sensitive habitats
shown in Photos 1-11 would conflict with Priority 1 Management Directive No. 2 of the
MSCP Subarea Plan, which requires trails to be located “in the least sensitive areas of
the MHPA.” Because the MSCP Subarea Plan requires the City to implement all Priority
1 directives as a condition of the MSCP Take Authorization, the proposed formal trail
between University Village Park and Genesee Avenue, and the other proposed trials
discussed in this report, must be removed from the DPEIR. Failure to remove the trails
will cause the Project to conflict with the MSCP, and will result in significant impacts to
multiple special-status species and sensitive/protected natural communities.

Page 4.3-61 of the DPEIR promises, “Future site-specific developments are required to
demonstrate compliance with the City’s MSCP thereby ensuring potential impacts asso-
ciated with conflicts with the MSCP would be less than significant.” The City’s assur-
ances of future compliance lack credibility. For reasons discussed herein, constructing
any formal trail through this area would violate the Subarea Plan’s most important Pri-
ority 1 Management Directive, thus negating any potential to demonstrate compliance
with the MSCP.

Furthermore, as reported on page 109 of Appendix D to the DPEIR, the MSCP Subarea
Plan requires: “Where the MHPA’s Urban Habitat Lands are part of a natural resource
park, the City Park and Recreation Department shall manage these lands in accordance
with a Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP).” Yet, for 27 years, the City has
managed the Rose Canyon Open Space Park without benefit of an NRMP.

Agency-approved NRMPs must be prepared for Rose Canyon, Nobel Hill, and all of the
City’s other natural resource parks, and all trails proposed in sensitive habitat areas
must be removed from the project. Until both of these MSCP requirements have been
satisfied, the City has no basis for assuring the public that all proposed project actions
will comply with the MSCP and other applicable conservation plans.
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Nobel Hill

This area supports the federally threatened California Gnatcatcher (I observed a pair
there during my site visit on April 16, 2024) and 38 acres of vernal pools designated as
Critical Habitat for the federally threatened Spreading Navarretia (Navarretia fossalis).
The DPEIR (Figure 3-26) proposes to convert approximately 0.3 mile of existing infor-
mal trail through this sensitive habitat area into formal trail, and to eliminate one infor-
mal trail. Exhibit 2 and Photos 12-14 show existing conditions in this area. Because the
proposed trail would be located through sensitive habitat areas, it would conflict with
the MSCP.

Exhibit 2. Showing the locations of three photos depicting current habitat and trail conditions in the Nobel
Hill area. Note the extensive network of illegal trails. All photos by Robert Hamilton, April 16, 2024.

Photo 12. View to the northwest

showing the existing informal trail
up Nobel Hill that would be con-
verted to a formal trail. The adja-
cent habitat is coastal sage scrub.
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Photo 14. View to
northwest showing the
existing informal trail
through sensitive
grass/scrub habitat.
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Photo 13. View to
north showing the
existing informal trail
through sensitive
coastal sage scrub and
chamise chaparral
habitats. | observed a
pair of California
Gnatcatchers in this
patch of chamise at
the time of this photo.
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As discussed on page 9 of this letter, the MSCP is predicated upon the City managing
important urban habitat areas, such as Nobel Hill, under Natural Resource Manage-
ment Plans that the City is required to prepare. In the absence of the required plans, and
enforcement efforts, we see the unchecked creation of more and more illegal trails
through sensitive MHPA — sensitive lands putatively conserved under the MSCP. The
Nobel Hill conservation area is crisscrossed by numerous illegal trails that seriously de-
grade and fragment the sensitive resources in this important area (see Exhibit 2 on page
10 of this letter). The City has taken no meaningful actions to reduce or otherwise miti-
gate these threats to the sensitive resource in this natural area. The Project, however,
proposes to close only one of these illegal trails. Allowing these informal trials to re-
main is having substantial adverse effects on special status species that will increase
over time.

Failure of the DPEIR to designate all illegal trails for closure also conflicts with the
MSCP Priority 1 Policy #1, which requires barriers and signage to direct public access
away from sensitive areas.

The DPEIR’s proposed establishment of a formal trail through the Nobel Hill conserva-
tion area would only increase human traffic into this sensitive, unmanaged area. This
would predictably lead to the creation of even more unauthorized trails through the
habitat, with potentially significant adverse effects upon the California Gnatcatcher,
Spreading Navarretia, San Diego Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis), Orcutt’s
Brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii), and numerous other special-status plant and wildlife species
found on Nobel Hill.
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Proposed New Trails to Lower Rose Canyon Trail

The DPEIR identifies completely new trails, one from the southern terminus of Gover-
nor Drive and the other from Marcy Neighborhood Park, that would connect to the
lower end of the Rose Canyon Trail in the Rose Canyon Open Space Park. As shown in
Exhibit 3 and Photos 15-20, both trail alignments would pass through sensitive wet-
lands, native grasslands, and coastal sage scrub, incurring massive and significant im-
pacts to these and other sensitive natural resources. This would be a significant biologi-
cal impact under all five significance thresholds identified in the DPEIR. It is also a sig-
nificant biological impact because it is in direct violation of MSCP Priority 1 Manage-
ment Directive No. 2.
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Exhibit 3. Showing in red the two proposed trail alignments, one from the end of Governor Drive (Photos 15—
17) and the other from Marcy Neighborhood Park (Photos 18-20). All photos by Robert Hamilton, April 16,
2024.
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Photo 15. View to
southeast showing sen-
sitive coastal sage
scrub habitat where
the DPEIR proposes a
new trail from Gover-
nor Drive to the lower
Rose Canyon Trail.

04-41
cont.

Photo 16. View to
southwest showing
sensitive coastal sage
scrub and riparian
habitat where the
DPEIR proposes a new
trail from Governor
Drive to the lower
Rose Canyon Trail.
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Photo 17. View to
west showing sensitive
coastal sage scrub and
riparian habitat where
the DPEIR proposes a
new trail from Gover-
nor Drive to the lower
Rose Canyon Trail.
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cont.

Photo 18. View to
northeast showing
sensitive coastal sage
scrub, riparian, and
grassland habitat
where the DPEIR pro-
poses a new trail from
Marcy Neighborhood
Park to the lower Rose
Canyon Trail.
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Photo 20. View to
northwest showing
sensitive coastal sage
scrub and riparian
habitat where the
DPEIR proposes a new
trail from Marcy
Neighborhood Park to
the lower Rose
Canyon Trail.

RTC-178

Hamilton Biological, Inc.
Page 16 of 28

Photo 19. View to
northwest showing
sensitive coastal sage
scrub, riparian, and
grassland habitat
where the DPEIR pro-
poses a new trail from
Marcy Neighborhood
Park to the lower Rose
Canyon Trail.
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As described by a local resident, Deborah Knight (in litt.):

The canyons there are incredibly steep and are crisscrossed by huge, deep erosion gullies
caused by storm drain pipes that empty out from the streets along the edges of development.
This causes wide erosion gullies that are 8-10" deep and simply uncrossable. These crisscross
the whole area. Topo maps should show how steep the terrain is in areas. A few of us tried
to walk these two trails several years ago. We tried to walk from the west end of Governor
down, and found it nearly impossible to walk due to how steep the slope is, and the fact that
we had to repeatedly climb down into deep erosion gullies and back up again. We made it
only a small distance of the way in over an hour. We tried to walk from the bottom up of the
proposed trail alignment from Stresemann St., and that was also literally impossible to walk -
a giant erosion gully about 8" deep and 10 across, and then slopes so steep we could barely
keep our footing. We stopped less than half way up.

Due to their prohibitive topography, sensitive natural communities, and lack of sub-
stantial trails, these two side-canyons to Rose Canyon currently provide habitat for
those wildlife species that are most sensitive to habitat fragmentation, human presence
(hiking, cycling), and presence of dogs. Constructing new trails through these im-
portant areas of refuge would not only directly contradict Priority 1 Management Di-
rective No. 2 of the MSCP Subarea Plan, which requires trails to be located “in the least
sensitive areas of the MHPA,” but such an undertaking would be antithetical to the
MSCP’s most basic conservation goals. By identifying these potential new trail align-
ments in the DPEIR, the City demonstrates a lack of understanding about the MSCP,
MHPA, and the City’s conservation responsibilities under the MSCP.

If these proposed new trails remain in the proposed Project, they will have substantial
adverse effect upon sensitive riparian, coastal sage scrub, and grassland habitats, feder-
ally protected wetlands, and wildlife nursery sites. The edge effects and habitat frag-
mentation effects associated with these new trails would be massive. The DPEIR should
disclose and evaluate all of these significant impacts in detail.

Proposed New Trail Between Campus Point Drive and Towne Centre Drive

The DPEIR (Figure 3-26) identifies another new trail through sensitive coastal sage
scrub habitat east of Campus Point Drive and northwest of Towne Centre Drive, all of
which is designated as MHPA. This would cause significant impacts to sensitive coastal
sage scrub habitat and associated special-status species, such as the California Gnat-
catcher, and it would violate Priority 1 Management Directive No. 2 of the MSCP Sub-

area Plan, which requires trails to be located “in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.”
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DPEIR PROVIDES INADEQUATE AND ERRONEOUS INFORMATION ON
LOCATIONS OF SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES

The DPEIR provides inadequate, and in some cases erroneous, information on the loca-
tions where special-status plant and wildlife species are known or likely to occur within
the project area. Page 4.3-23 states:

The Biological Resources Report completed for the University CPU (Appendix D) identified
47 sensitive plant species either known to occur or with a potential to occur within the Uni-
versity CPU area. Refer to Table 4 of Appendix D for additional information regarding the
sensitive plant species that occur or have a potential to occur within the University CPU area.

Page 4.3-27 states:

The Biological Resources Report completed for the University CPU (see Appendix D) identi-
fied 37 sensitive wildlife species either known to occur or with a potential to occur within
the University CPU area. Refer to Table 6 of Appendix D for sensitive species with a potential
to occur within the University CPU area.

Referring to Appendix D, the reader finds Table 4, “Sensitive Plant Species with a Po-
tential to Occur in the UCPA” and Table 6, “Sensitive Wildlife Species with a Potential
to Occur in the UCPA.” These tables provide only vague information on the locations
where various special-status species are known or expected to occur within the Univer-
sity CPU planning area. For example, the status of Nuttall's Scrub Oak, a highly sensi-
tive species with an important population in Rose Canyon, is given as follows:

Present. Known from many historical locations scattered throughout the UCPA and 1-mile
buffer (Alden 2023; Calflora 2023; CDFW 2023a; HELIX 2022; RECON 2023; SDNHM
2023). May occur in other suitable habitat within the UCPA.

As documented in this letter, the DPEIR’s proposal to establish approximately 1.5 miles
of formal trail from University Village Park north and west through existing MHPA
conserved lands in the Rose Canyon watershed would unavoidably impact dense, intact
stands of Nuttall’s Scrub Oak. Readers of the DPEIR are not given any useful infor-
mation on the known distribution of Nuttall’s Scrub Oak within the DPEIR planning
area, on the locations of the most important stands of this rare plant, or on the general
magnitude of impacts to this species anticipated from creating the proposed formal trail
through Rose Canyon. In fact, the DPEIR gives no indication that the proposed trail
would impact Nuttall’s Scrub Oak at all. The same is true for all sensitive species, such
that readers have no way of evaluating the potential adverse effects of constructing any
of the trails proposed in the DPEIR.

Table 5 on page 76 of Appendix D characterizes the Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusil-
lus), a species listed as endangered by federal and state governments, as “not expected”
as a nesting species in the UCP planning area despite potentially suitable riparian habi-
tat in Rose Canyon and scattered smaller pockets of riparian vegetation elsewhere in the
planning area. In comments submitted to the City on the UCP Community Discussion
Draft dated June 29, 2023, I noted that, from May 15 to July 19, 2021, birders P.J. Nell

RTC-180

04-44

04-45



Biological Comments, Hillcrest FPA and University CPU Draft Program EIR Hamilton Biological, Inc.
April 27, 2024 Page 19 of 28

and Jim Roberts repeatedly observed Least Bell’s Vireos in Rose Canyon, including an
adult feeding a begging juvenile on July 5 (https:/ebird.org/checklist/S91321310) and July 9
(https://ebird.org/checklist/S91518140). My earlier letter included these links to the eBird
checklists. The observations of Mr. Nell and Mr. Roberts contradict the DPEIR’s deter-
mination that the Least Bell’s Vireo can be excluded from analysis because this listed
species is “not expected” within the project area.

The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) provides maps showing the loca-
tions where special-status plants and wildlife have been documented. CEQA practition-
ers routinely use these occurrence maps to prepare adequate CEQA documents. The Fi-
nal PEIR (FPEIR) should include maps from CNDDB showing the locations in the pro-
ject area where special-status species have been documented, and the FPEIR’s impact
analysis should identify any and all special-status species known or likely to occur
within proposed impacts areas. The FPEIR’s impact analysis should take this relevant
information into account to avoid or minimize any potentially significant impacts to
special-status plant and wildlife species.

DPEIR’S IMPACT ANALYSIS PROVIDES INADEQUATE DETAIL TO EVALUATE
IMPACTS OR TO IDENTIFY LESS-DAMAGING ALTERNATIVES

On a practical level, it makes little difference whether the EIR preparer has included or
excluded the Least Bell’s Vireo or any other special-status species from the DPEIR, be-

cause the impact analysis in Section 4.3 fails to describe or analyze the potential effects
of any proposed action on any special-status species.

See, for example, the analysis of impacts to sensitive plants on page 4.3-53 of the DPEIR:

As future site-specific projects are proposed, implementation of the City’s regulatory frame-
work for addressing biological resources impacts including the MSCP SAP, VPHCP, ESL Reg-
ulations, and Biology Guidelines would reduce potential impacts to sensitive plant species.
However, at a program level of review and in the absence of project specific analysis, it is
unknown whether all impacts to sensitive plant species would be fully mitigated to a less than
significant level. Therefore, at the program level of review, impacts to sensitive plant species
resulting from project implementation would be significant. [emphasis added in bold]

The same generic approach applies to sensitive wildlife (DPEIR at page 4.3-54):

As future site-specific projects are proposed, implementation of the City’s regulatory frame-
work for addressing biological resources impacts including the MSCP SAP, VPHCP, ESL Reg-
ulations and Biology Guidelines would reduce potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species.
However, at a program level of review and in the absence of project specific analysis, it is
unknown whether all impacts to sensitive wildlife species would be fully mitigated to a less
than significant level. Therefore, at the program level of review, impacts to sensitive wildlife
species resulting from project implementation would be significant. [emphasis added in
bold]
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The same generic approach applies to critical habitats (DPEIR at page 4.3-55):

Future development anticipated under the project that could potentially impact designated
critical habitat would be required to comply with the applicable avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures of the MSCP SAP and VPHCP, as well as the regulatory requirements
of the MSCP SAP, ESL Regulations, and Biology Guidelines. As future site-specific projects
are proposed, implementation of the City’s regulatory framework for addressing biological
resources impacts including the MSCP SAP, VPHCP, ESL Regulations and Biology Guidelines
would reduce potential impacts to designated critical habitats. However, at a program level
of review and in the absence of project specific analysis, it is not possible to ensure all impacts
could be fully mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, at the program level of
review, impacts to critical habitat would be significant. [emphasis added in bold]

The same generic approach applies to sensitive habitats (DPEIR at page 4.3-57):

Required compliance with the established development standards contained in the City’s ESL
Regulations, Biology Guidelines, MSCP SAP, and VPHCP would reduce potential impacts on
sensitive vegetation communities resulting from future development. However, at a program
level of review without project specific development proposals, it is cannot be guaranteed
that every impact to sensitive habitats can be fully to a less than significant level. Therefore,
at the program level of review, impacts to sensitive habitats would be significant. [emphasis
added in bold]

The same generic approach applies to wetlands (DPEIR at page 4.3-59):

In addition to the City regulatory requirements, all impacts on wetlands or other jurisdictional
areas would be subject to regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in accordance with
Section 404 of the CWA, Regional Water Quality Control Board in accordance with Section
401 of the CWA, and CDFW under Section 1600 of California Fish and Game Code, as ap-
plicable. As no specific projects have been identified, it cannot be guaranteed that every
future project would be able to demonstrate no net loss of wetland habitat. Therefore, at a
program level of review, impacts would be significant. [emphasis added in bold]

The purpose of a Program EIR, or any CEQA document, is not simply to acknowledge
that potentially significant impacts may occur from future actions, but to give the public
and decision-makers adequate information upon which to evaluate the environmental
costs of one or more proposed actions. Would a proposed trail wipe out one Nuttall’s
Scrub Oak or would it eviscerate a major grove of Nuttall’s Scrub Oaks? Both impacts
would be considered significant, but their magnitudes and regulatory implications are
vastly different. The DPEIR is deficient in not providing the public and decision-makers
with enough information to reach informed opinions about the environmental costs of
the proposed actions.

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the lead agency to provide mean-
ingful analysis of alternatives that “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.” Section 15126.6(b) requires the lead agency to “focus on alternatives to the pro-
ject or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any signifi-
cant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” By providing only vague
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information about the distribution of special-status plant and wildlife species in the pro-
ject area, and issuing only generic acknowledgments of significant impacts to various
broad categories of resources (sensitive plants, sensitive wildlife, sensitive habitats,
etc.), the DPEIR fails to explain whether or how the project’s basic objectives could be
accomplished while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant adverse effects
of the project. This is another serious inadequacy of the DPEIR as a CEQA document.

DPEIR Provides No Information Regarding Fragmentation, Edge, and Recre-
ation/Trail Effects

Without adequate protection, the ecological value of urban habitats designated as
MHPA will degrade over time due to habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and recrea-
tion/trail effects. The City did not take these effects into account before proposing new
formal trails within the MHPA. Because the DPEIR provides almost no information
about these categories of adverse effects, the information is provided here.

Fragmentation and Edge Effects

Urbanization typically includes residential, commercial, industrial, and road-related de-
velopment (i.e., the “built” environment). At the perimeter of the built environment is
an area known as the urban/wildland interface, or “development edge.” In ecology,
“edges” are places where natural communities interface, vegetation or ecological condi-
tions within natural communities interact (Noss 1983), or patches with differing quali-
ties abut one another (Ries and Sisk 2004). “Edge effects” are spillover effects from the
adjacent human-modified matrix that cause physical gradients in light, moisture, noise,
etc. (Camargo and Kapos 1995; Murcia 1995, Sisk et al. 1997) and/or changes in biotic
factors such as predator communities, density of human-adapted species, and food
availability (Soulé et al. 1988; Matlack 1994; Murcia 1995; Ries and Sisk 2004).

Edge effects and habitat fragmentation are among the principal threats to persistence of
biological diversity (Soulé 1991). Edge-related impacts may include:

e Introduction/expansion of invasive exotic vegetation carried in from vehicles, peo-
ple, animals or spread from backyards or fuel modification zones adjacent to
wildlands.

e Higher frequency and/or severity of fire as compared to natural fire cycles or inten-
sities.

e Companion animals (pets) that often act as predators of, and/or competitors with,
native wildlife.

¢ Creation and use of undesignated trails that often significantly degrade the reserve
ecosystems through such changes as increases in vegetation damage and noise.

e Introduction of or increased use by exotic animals which compete with or prey on
native animals.
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¢ Influence on earth systems and ecosystem processes, such as solar radiation, soil
richness and erosion, wind damage, hydrologic cycle, and water pollution that can
affect the natural environment.

Any of these impacts, individually or in combination, can result in the effective loss or
degradation of habitats used for foraging, breeding or resting, with concomitant effects
on population demographic rates of sensitive species.

Harrison and Bruna (1999) completed a review of a suite of studies dealing with frag-
mentation and edge effects and concluded that there is a general pattern of reduction of
biological diversity in fragmented habitats compared with more intact ones, particu-
larly with regard to habitat specialists. While physical effects associated with edges
were predominant among species impacts, they found evidence for indirect effects in-
cluding altered ecological interactions. Fletcher et al. (2007) found that distance from
edge had a stronger effect on species than did habitat patch size, but they acknowl-
edged the difficulty in separating those effects empirically. Many southern California
plant and animal species are known to be sensitive to fragmentation and edge effects;
that is, their abundance declines with fragment size and proximity to an edge (Wilcove
1985; Soulé et al. 1992; Bolger et al. 1997a,b; Suarez et al. 1998; Burke and Nol 2000).

Wildlife populations are typically changed in proximity to edges, either by changes in
their demographic rates (survival and fecundity), or through behavioral avoidance of or
attraction to the edge (Sisk et al. 1997; Ries and Sisk 2004). For example, coastal sage
scrub areas within 250 meters of urban edges consistently contain significantly less bare
ground and more coarse vegetative litter than do more “intermediate” or “interior” ar-
eas, presumably due to increased human activity/disturbance of the vegetation struc-
ture near edges (Kristan et al. 2003). Increases in vegetative litter often facilitate growth
of non-native plants (particularly grasses), resulting in a positive feedback loop likely to
enhance plant invasion success (Wolkovich et al. 2009). In another coastal southern Cali-
fornia example, the abundance of native bird species sensitive to disturbance is typi-
cally depressed within 200 to 500 meters (650 to 1640 feet) of an urban edge, and the
abundance of disturbance-tolerant species is elevated up to 1000 meters (3280 feet) from
an urban edge, depending on the species (Bolger et al. 1997a).

Habitat fragmentation is usually defined as a landscape scale process involving habitat
loss and breaking apart of habitats (Fahrig 2003). Habitat fragmentation is among the
most important of all threats to global biodiversity; edge effects (particularly the diverse
physical and biotic alterations associated with the artificial boundaries of fragments) are
dominant drivers of change in many fragmented landscapes (Laurance and Bierregaard
1997; Laurance et al. 2007).

Fragmentation decreases the connectivity of the landscape while increasing both edge
and remnant habitats. Urban and agricultural development often fragments wildland
ecosystems and creates sharp edges between the natural and human-altered habitats.
Edge effects for many species indirectly reduce available habitat use or utility in sur-
rounding remaining areas; these species experience fine-scale functional habitat losses
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(e.g., see Bolger et al. 2000; Kristan et al. 2003; Drolet et al. 2016). Losses of coastal sage
scrub in southern California have resulted in the increased isolation of the remaining
habitat fragments (O’Leary 1990). Fragmentation has a greater relative negative impact
on specialist species (e.g., the Coastal Cactus Wren, Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus)
that have strict vegetation structure and area habitat requirements (Soulé et al. 1992).

Specialist species have an increased risk of extirpation in isolated habitat remnants be-
cause the specialized vegetative structures and/ or interspecific relationships on which
they depend are more vulnerable to disruption in these areas (Vaughan 2010). In stud-
ies of the coastal sage scrub and chaparral systems of coastal southern California, frag-
ment area and age (time since isolation) were the most important landscape predictors
of the distribution and abundance of native plants (Soulé et al. 1993), scrub-breeding
birds (Soulé et al. 1988; Crooks et al. 2001), native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b), and in-
vertebrates (Suarez et al. 1998; Bolger et al. 2000).

Edge effects that emanate from the human-dominated matrix can increase the extinction
probability of isolated populations (Murcia 1995; Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). In
studies of coastal sage scrub urban fragments, exotic cover and distance to the urban
edge were the strongest local predictors of native and exotic carnivore distribution and
abundance (Crooks 2002). These two variables were correlated, with more exotic cover
and less native shrub cover closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002).

The increased presence of human-tolerant “mesopredators” in southern California rep-
resents an edge effect of development; they occur within the developed matrix and are
thus more abundant along the edges of habitat fragments, and they are effective preda-
tors on birds, bird nests, and other vertebrates in coastal sage scrub and chaparral sys-
tems and elsewhere (Crooks and Soulé 1999). The mammalian carnivores more typically
detected in coastal southern California habitat fragments are resource generalists that
likely benefit from the supplemental food resources (e.g., garden fruits and vegetables,
garbage, direct feeding by humans) associated with residential developments. As a re-
sult, the overall mesopredator abundance, of such species as raccoons (Procyon lotor),
opossums (Didelphis virginiana), and domestic cats (Felis catus), increases at sites with
more exotic plant cover and closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002). Although some car-
nivores within coastal sage scrub fragments seem tolerant of disturbance, many frag-
ments have (either actually or effectively) already lost an entire suite of predator spe-
cies, including mountain lion, bobcats (Lynx rufus), spotted skunks (Spilogale gracilis),
long-tailed weasels (Mustela frenata), and badgers (Taxidea taxus) (Crooks 2002). Most
“interior” sites within such fragments are still relatively near (within 250 meters of) ur-
ban edges (Crooks 2002).

Fragmentation generally increases the amount of edge per unit land area, and species
that are adversely affected by edges can experience reduced effective area of suitable
habitat (Temple and Cary 1988), which can lead to increased probability of extirpa-
tion/extinction in fragmented landscapes (Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). For example,
diversity of native bees (Hung et al. 2015) and native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b) is
lower, and decomposition and nutrient cycling are significantly reduced (Treseder and
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McGuire 2009), within fragmented coastal sage scrub ecosystems as compared to larger
core reserves. Similarly, habitat fragmentation and alterations of sage scrub habitats
likely have reduced both the genetic connectivity and diversity of coastal-slope popula-
tions of the Cactus Wren in southern California (Barr et al. 2015). Both Bell’s Sparrows
(Artemisiospiza belli) and California Thrashers (Toxostoma redivivum) show strong evi-
dence of direct, negative behavioral responses to edges in coastal sage scrub; that is,
they are edge-averse (Kristan et al. 2003), and California Thrashers and California Quail
(Callipepla californica) were found to be more vulnerable to extirpation with smaller frag-
ment size of the habitat patch (Bolger et al. 1991), demonstrating that both behavioral
and demographic parameters can be involved. Other species in coastal sage scrub eco-
systems, particularly the Cactus Wren and likely the California Gnatcatcher and San Di-
ego Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus fallax), are likely vulnerable to fragmentation, but for
these species the mechanism is likely to be associated only with extirpation vulnerabil-
ity from habitat degradation and isolation rather than aversion to the habitat edge (Kris-
tan et al. 2003). Bolger (et al. 1997b) found that San Diego coastal sage scrub and chapar-
ral canyon fragments under 60 acres that had been isolated for at least 30 years support
very few populations of native rodents, and they suggested that fragments larger than
200 acres in size are needed to sustain native rodent species populations.

The penetration of exotic species into natural areas can reduce the effective size of a re-
serve in proportion to the distance they penetrate within the reserve: Argentine Ants
serve as an in-depth example of edge effects and fragmentation. Spatial patterns of Ar-
gentine Ant abundance in scrub communities of southern California indicate that they
are likely invading native habitats from adjacent developed areas, as most areas sam-
pled greater than 200 to 250 meters from an urban edge contained relatively few or no
Argentine Ants (Bolger 2007, Mitrovich et al. 2010). The extent of Argentine Ant inva-
sions in natural environments is determined in part by inputs of urban and agricultural
water run off (Holway and Suarez 2006).

Native ant species were more abundant away from edges and in areas with predomi-
nately native vegetation. Post-fragmentation edge effects likely reduce the ability of
fragments to retain native ant species; fragments had fewer native ant species than simi-
lar-sized plots within large unfragmented areas, and fragments with Argentine Ant-free
refugia had more native ant species than those without refugia (Suarez et al. 1998). They
displace nearly all surface-foraging native ant species (Holway and Suarez 2006) and
strongly affect all native ant communities within about 150 to 200 meters from fragment
edges (Suarez et al. 1998; Holway 2005; Fisher et al. 2002; Bolger 2007; Mitrovich et al.
2010). Argentine Ants are widespread in fragmented coastal scrub habitats in southern
California, and much of the remaining potential habitat for Blainville’s Horned Lizards
(Phrynosoma blainvillii) is effectively unsuitable due to the penetration of Argentine Ants
and the subsequent displacement of the native ant species that horned lizards need as
prey (Fisher et al. 2002). Invasion of Argentine Ants into coastal sage scrub has also
shown a strong negative effect on the abundance of the Gray Shrew (Notiosorex craw-
fordi) (Laakkonen et al. 2001).
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Recreation and Trail Effects

In the introduction to their study on the efficacy and perception of trail use enforcement
at the 866-acre Del Mar Mesa Preserve in the City of San Diego, Greer et al. (2017:56-57)
briefly summarized adverse effects of recreation upon ecological functions and values:

The field of Recreation Ecology studies the impacts of recreation users on various biotic and
abiotic elements of the landscape. Studies have shown that various types of passive outdoor
recreation can result in displacement and reduction of wildlife, the trampling of native habitat
and species, impacts to soil and water resources [although] users may not be aware of their
impacts or legality of their actions. This balance between recreational use and natural re-
source conservation has become a key element of land management around the world. [ci-
tations omitted)]

Greer et al. (2017) evaluated different approaches to resolving problems associated with
creation, use, and maintenance of unpermitted trails at the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, ac-
tivities that had fragmented and degraded the Preserve’s natural communities for at
least a decade at that time. They concluded, in part:

This Study showed that soft enforcement aimed at public education and redirecting social
norms was not sufficient in curbing illegal trail use in an urban natural area. The movement
towards citations and the threat of citations was effective at redirecting behavior by making
non-compliance more risky. This in turn had an unintended consequence of promoting hos-
tility amongst a large user base.

The long-standing resource management problems associated with illegal trails at the
Del Mar Mesa Preserve persist, with no clear resolution in sight (e.g., Karen Billing, San
Diego Union Tribune, July 6, 2022: Del Mar Mesa Preserve Tunnel Trail Vandalized

https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/local/story/2022-07-06/del-mar-mesa-preserve-trail-vandal ized) .

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

MSCP planners, recognizing the tremendous challenge of maintaining important eco-
logical values in a highly fragmented landscape over long periods of time, developed
the Management Policies and Directives specifically to establish guardrails against fur-
ther fragmentation and degradation of the few natural areas that remain. Specifically,
the Subarea Plan requires trails be sited “in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.” Dis-
regarding these existing commitments, the DPEIR targets for the establishment of for-

mal trails some of the least disturbed, most-intact blocks of sensitive habitats in the
MHPA.

Furthermore, where the MHPA’s Urban Habitat Lands are part of a natural resource
park, the Subarea Plan requires that the City manage these lands in accordance with a
Natural Resource Management Plan. The City has not complied in Rose Canyon or at
Nobel Hill, and is now proposing additional formal trails from which new illegal trails
are likely to stem. Until detailed and adequate biological studies are conducted and en-
forcement strategies and implementation plans are developed, no new formal trails
should be proposed in MHPA within the project area.
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Apart from these problems, the DPEIR fails to provide the public and decision-makers
with enough information to reach informed opinions about the environmental costs of
the proposed actions. Additionally, by providing only vague information about the dis-
tribution of special-status species in the project area, and issuing only generic acknowl-
edgments of significant impacts to various broad categories of resources, the DPEIR
fails to explain whether or how the project’s basic objectives could be accomplished
while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant adverse effects of the project.
In these ways, the DPEIR is inadequate as a CEQA document.

The available data, and the observations I made during my recent site visit, indicate to
me that the proposed trails are likely to have significant adverse effects under each of
the five thresholds identified in the DPEIR. Apart from the one-time loss of sensitive
habitats from Project grading, the proposed trails would result in ongoing, long-term
significant adverse effects to the remaining MHPA due to habitat fragmentation, crea-
tion of new habitat edges, and increased recreation/ trail effects (as reviewed on pages
21-25 of this letter). These classes of impacts, which would be extensive and unavoida-
ble, are not adequately evaluated or disclosed in the DPEIR. For these reasons, all trails
through MHPA should be removed from the Project.

If any recipient of this letter has questions, please call me at (562) 477-2181 or send e-
mail to robb@hamiltonbiological.com.

Sincerely,

Vol Al

Robert A. Hamilton
President, Hamilton Biological, Inc.

cc: David Zoutendyk, USFWS
Anita Eng, USFWS
Jonathan Snyder, USFWS
Susan Wynn, USFWS
Scott Sobiech, USFWS
Melanie Burlaza, CDFW
Karen Drewe, CDFW
Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League
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HAMILTON BIOLOGICAL

June 29, 2023

UCP Update Project Manager

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: planuniversity@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE ISSUES
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN
COMMUNITY DISCUSSION DRAFT (APRIL 2023)

Dear UCP Project Manager,

The Friends of Rose Canyon is a community organization concerned with the protection
of sensitive natural resources in Rose Canyon Open Space Park, and other sensitive hab-
itat areas within the UCP planning area, consistent with existing regulations. At the re-
quest of the Friends of Rose Canyon, Hamilton Biological has reviewed the University
Community Plan and Local Coastal Plan Update (hereafter “UCP/LCP Update” or
“UCP”). Hamilton Biological’s review includes the Biological Resources Report, University
Community Plan Update, City Of San Diego, San Diego County, California, dated June 26,
2020, prepared for the City of San Diego (the City) by Busby Biological Consulting, Inc.
(Busby [2020] or the Busby Report).

OVERVIEW OF MSCP AND MHPA

The San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) was prepared pursuant
to an outline developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to meet the requirements of the
California Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1992. The Sub-
area Plan forms the basis for the implementing agreement, which is the contract be-
tween the City and the wildlife agencies that ensures implementation of the Subarea
Plan and thereby allows the City to issue take permits at the local level. The Subarea
Plan also qualifies as a stand-alone document to implement the City’s portion of the
MSCP preserve.

The City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) was developed by the City
in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, property owners, developers, and environ-
mental groups. The MHPA delineates core biological resource areas and corridors tar-
geted for conservation. The MHPA represents a “hard line” preserve, in which

316 Monrovia Avenue —— Long Beach, CA 90803 —_—562-477-2181 —— robb@hamiltonbiological.com
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boundaries have been specifically determined. It is considered an urban preserve which
is constrained by existing or approved development, and is comprised of linkages con-
necting several large areas of habitat.

Subarea Plan Section 1.5.2, General Management Directives

Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan outlines the plan’s general Management Directives
that support the MSCP’s Conservation Objectives. The Directives are organized by Pri-
ority to assist decisions on where to spend limited funds and direct mitigation efforts.
Priority 1 refers to Directives that protect management actions needed to adequately
protect MSCP-covered species within the MHPA, and Priority 2 refers to Directives that
address the long-term conservation actions that can be implemented during the life of
the City Subarea Plan as funds become available. The following Priority 1 Directives,
from Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan, apply to projects within the UCP planning area.

Priority 1 Directives for Public Access, Trails, and Recreation

1. Provide sufficient signage to clearly identify public access to the MHPA. Barriers
such as vegetation, rocks/boulders, or fencing may be necessary to protect highly
sensitive areas. Use an appropriate type of barrier based on location, setting, and
use. For example, use chain link or cattle wire to direct wildlife movement, and
natural rocks/boulders or split rail fencing to direct public access away from sensi-
tive areas. Lands acquired through mitigation may preclude public access to satisfy
mitigation.

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

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

4. Minimize trail widths to reduce impacts to critical resources. For the most part, do
not locate trails wider than four (4) feet in core areas or wildlife corridors. Excep-
tions are in the San Pasqual Valley, where other agreements have been made; in
Mission Trails Regional Park, where appropriate; and in other areas where neces-
sary to safely accommodate multiple uses or disabled access. Provide trail fences or
other barriers at strategic locations when protection of sensitive resources is re-
quired.
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5.

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

Off-road or cross-country vehicle activity is an incompatible use in the MHPA, ex-
cept when these vehicles are used for law enforcement, preserve management, or
emergency purposes. Restore disturbed areas to native habitat where possible or
critical, or allow to regenerate.

Limit recreational uses to passive uses such as birdwatching, photography, and trail
use. Locate developed picnic areas near MHPA edges or specific areas within the
MHPA to minimize littering, feeding of wildlife, and attracting or increasing popu-
lations of exotic or nuisance wildlife (e.g., opossums, raccoons, skunks). Where
permitted, restrain pets on leashes.

Remove homeless and itinerant worker camps in habitat areas as soon as found
pursuant to existing enforcement procedures.

Maintain equestrian trails on a regular basis to remove manure (and other pet feces)
from the trails and preserve system in order to control cowbird invasion and preda-
tion. Design and maintain trails where possible to drain into a gravel bottom or
vegetated (e.g., grass-lined) swale or basin to detain runoff and remove pollutants.

A portion of the UCP planning area, including Torrey Pines State Park, lies within the
“Northern Area” described in Section 1.2.4 of the Subarea Plan. The Subarea Plan does
not identify any additional Management Policies and Directives for this portion of the
UCP planning area that warrant discussion in these comments.

Most of the UCP planning area lies within the “Urban Area” described in Section 1.2.3
of the Subarea Plan. The following Management Policies and Directives, from Section
1.5.7 of the Subarea Plan, apply to projects within the “Urban Area” portion of the UCP
planning area.

Overall Management Policies and Directives for Urban Habitat Lands

1.

Where the MHPA’s Urban Habitat Lands are part of a natural resource park, the
City Park and Recreation Department shall manage these lands in accordance with
a Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP). The NRMPs for Urban Habitat
Lands include the Marian Bear Memorial Park NRMP, Mission Bay Park NRMP,
First San Diego River Improvement Project, and Los Pefrasquitos Canyon Preserve
NRMP.

. All other Urban Habitat Lands included within the MHPA should be managed, to

the extent possible, according to the general management policies and directives as
described in the City Subarea Plan and summarized above.
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3. Special management needs or issues for specific Urban Habitat Lands should be re-
solved by the MHPA Preserve Managers according to an appropriate adaptive man-
agement strategy and through coordination with the MSCP habitat management
technical committee.

UCP PURPOSE AND CONTEXT IS INCOMPLETE AND FLAWED FOR FAILING
TO INCORPORATE THE SUBAREA PLAN’S MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND
DIRECTIVES

Page 11 of the UCP (Plan Purpose and Context) lists four citywide policy documents
and one regional plan that the City took into account in preparing the UCP:

The policies in this plan are based on several previously adopted citywide policy documents,
including the General Plan, Climate Action Plan, Parks Master Plan and Climate Resilient SD.
The purpose of this Community Plan is to apply and in some instances tailor the strategies
and policies in those plans as appropriate for the University Community. In addition, the
regional plan prepared by SANDAG, San Diego Forward, serves as a basis for policies related
to mobility and how the University community relates to the region as a whole.

Rather than incorporating the Subarea Plan’s adopted Management Policies and Direc-
tives into the policies of the UCP, the City treats these requirements as afterthoughts
that may be considered in the future, after the UCP has been adopted. For example,
page 126 of the UCP states:

Note that trails and recreation on lands subject to the Multi-Habitat Planning Areas (MHPA)
should comply with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) for compatibility.

Other sections of the UCP state that the ultimate alignments of the new trails proposed
within MHPA “shall comply” with the MSCP (versus “should comply”). In either case,
the problem is that the UCP proposes trails in areas known to have sensitive biological
resources and/or steep topography that would necessitate extensive disturbance for
trail construction. The City’s approach violates the Subarea Plan as well as Policy PP10
in the City’s adopted Parks Master Plan:

To ensure the City adheres to its conservation commitments, all proposals for new or revised
access, trails, and active uses in resource/open space parklands must comply with all appli-
cable limitations, such as the MSCP consistency findings, Environmentally Sensitive Land
regulations, Natural Resource Management Plans, etc. before being formally proposed for
City evaluation and funding (see policies CSR25 and RP5). [emphasis added]

As discussed subsequently in this letter, some or all of the new trails proposed in the
UCP cannot possibly be implemented in compliance with the Subarea Plan, regardless
of their ultimate alignments. In particular, Priority 1 Directive No. 2 restricts the con-
struction of trails through sensitive areas:

Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.
Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between
land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rather
than entering habitat or wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different
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habitat types (ecotones) for longer than necessary because of the typically heightened re-
source sensitivity in those locations. [emphasis added]

As discussed previously, the City is required to implement all Priority 1 Directives as a
condition of its MSCP Take Authorization. Thus the City’s refusal to explicitly incorpo-
rate all relevant MSCP Management Policies and Directives into the UCP not only vio-
lates the Parks Master Plan and undermines the UCP’s credibility as a planning docu-
ment, but it puts the City’s MSCP Take Authorization at risk of revocation by the re-
source agencies.

VISION AND LAND USE FRAMEWORK IGNORES MSCP REQUIREMENTS

Page 17 of the UCP (Vision and Land Use Framework) lists the seven Goals of the plan.
None of the UCP’s goals mentions complying with the City’s existing commitment to
MSCP land-use planning by implementing the Subarea Plan.

Pages 20-29 of the UCP list 15 Priorities of the plan. One of them, on page 27, touches
upon open-space planning;:

Dedicating and Celebrating Open Space: Open space defines the character of this commu-
nity. Within this plan there are opportunities to expand open space dedications to ensure
their long term conservation. This plan also seeks to strike a balance to allow access for peo-
ple to appreciate open space and the benefits its protection affords.

This statement implies that the MSCP places too many restrictions on recreational uses
within MHPA, and that increased human access into sensitive habitat areas is needed to
“strike a balance” between recreation and conservation. Please refer to Exhibit A, below.

Exhibit A. For simplicity, this exhibit focuses on
the southern part of the UCP planning area—the
i triangle formed by Interstate 5, Interstate 805,
and State Route 52. No ecologist, or other con-
servation-minded person, looking at this land-
scape would conclude that building new trails in
o v the few preserved areas not already serviced by
i B formal trails would somehow “strike a balance”
between the needs of humans and the needs of
sensitive native plant and wildlife species.
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As shown in Exhibit A on the previous page, roads and structures occupy nearly all of
the hilltops, ridges, and relatively flat grasslands in the southern part of the UCP plan-
ning area. The undeveloped canyons that remain (i.e., the MHPA) are crossed by nu-
merous paved roads and laced with an extensive network of trails —authorized or infor-
mal —that facilitates access for large numbers of people, bicycles, e-bikes, and dogs.

MSCP planners, recognizing the tremendous challenge of maintaining important eco-
logical values in a highly fragmented landscape over long periods of time, developed
the Subarea Plan’s Management Policies and Directives specifically to establish guard-
rails against further fragmentation and degradation of the few natural areas that re-
main. Disregarding these existing conservation mandates, the UCP targets for new trails
precisely the least disturbed, most intact blocks of sensitive habitats in the MHPA.
Without irony, the UCP does so in the name of striking a balance between habitat conser-
vation and increased human mobility and recreation. The bottom line is that only trails
that satisfy all relevant Management Policies and Directives contained in the Subarea
Plan are allowable under the MSCP. The UCP must acknowledge that the primary pur-
pose of MHPA lands is resource conservation, with other uses allowed only to the ex-
tent they comply with the MSCP Subarea Plan’s Management Policies and Directives.

“NATURE BASED PARK” VS. GENERIC “OPEN SPACE”

Figure 3 on page 31 of the UCP (Planned Land Use) designates Torrey Pines State Natu-
ral Reserve as “Nature Based Park” but designates the remaining MHPA as generic
“open space.” Under the MSCP Subarea Plan, MHPA represents a “hard line” preserve
consisting of core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation. As
an objective and straightforward planning document, the UCP should clearly and con-
sistently identify the Subarea Plan’s MHPA open space designations and acknowledge,
rather than obfuscate, the City’s conservation commitments wherever they exist in the
UCP planning area.

URBAN FORESTRY

The Urban Forestry section of the UCP proposes plantings of the following species of
tree known to be invasive in San Diego County!: Evergreen Ash (Fraxinus uhdei), Chi-
nese Elm (Ulmus parvifolia), Red River Gum (Eucalyptus camadulensis), and Mexican Fan
Palm (Washingtonia robusta). No exotic plant species known to be invasive in San Diego
County should be planted in the UCP area. Additional plantings of species native to the
local area would be appropriate.

Trees should not be planted along roads adjacent to MHPA, as they can shade native
scrub habitat, reduce habitat suitability for the California Gnatcatcher and other scrub-
dependent wildlife, and provide suitable nesting habitat for the Cooper’s Hawk, an in-
creasingly common raptor that preys mainly on small birds.

1 https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/Landscape/WELDManual-Appendix-].pdf
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OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION

The Open Space and Conservation section of the UCP provides brief summaries of the
MSCP and other conservation planning efforts that affect the UCP. Lacking, however, is
a straightforward listing of the relevant Management Policies and Directives from the
Subarea Plan and a credible determination by the City that any new trails proposed in
the UCP comply with all MSCP requirements.

TABLE 6: UCP PLAN POLICIES

Because the City has committed to adhering to all Management Policies and Directives
contained in the MSCP Subarea Plan, a reader of the UCP should be able to evaluate the
extent to which proposed actions comply with these MSCP requirements. Toward this
end, the relevant Management Policies and Directives from the Subarea Plan should be
included in the Table 6. Excluding these policies establishes a perceptual gap between
what is required under the MSCP and what is being proposed in the UCP, a gap that
does not serve any legitimate planning purpose.

REVIEW OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES REPORT (BUSBY 2020)

As part of my review, I evaluated the adequacy of the Biological Resources Report, Univer-
sity Community Plan Update, City of San Diego, San Diego County, California, (Busby 2020
or the Busby Report) as an informational and analytical document provided in support
of the UCP.

Busby Report is Out of Date

As an initial observation, such reports are generally considered valid for one year after
preparation, so the Busby Report is two years out of date.

Busby Report Contains No Analyses
Page 1 of the Busby Report (Introduction) summarizes the report’s purpose:

To inform the UCP update (UCPU), this biological resources report provides a summary of
the existing biological resources within the UCP area and assesses potential impacts to these
biological resources that may occur through implementation of the updated UCP.

The Busby Report summarizes the regulatory framework of federal, state, and local re-
source-protection policies and regulations that may be relevant to future impact anal-
yses, but the authors did not use them to analyze the potential effects of implementing
the UCP on any natural resource.

Page 41 of the Busby Report (Methods) states, “this UCPU biological resources report is
intended to provide a broad-scale analysis of biological resources,” but the report in-
cludes no impact analysis at any scale.

Given that the Busby Report provides no assessment of potential impacts to biological
resources, or conflicts with regulatory requirements, that could occur due to
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implementation of the UCP, the City would have no basis for referring to this document
as supporting any conclusions of the UCP with regard to impact analysis or regulatory
compliance.

Busby Report’s Sensitive Species Information is Incomplete

Much of the Busby Report consists of Table 3, Sensitive Plant Species with a Potential to
Occur within the University Community Plan Update Area, and Table 4, Sensitive Wildlife
Species with a Potential to Occur in University Community Plan Update Area. These tables,
however, are three years old and fail to incorporate relevant information from public
online databases routinely used by field ecologists determining and evaluating the local
occurrences of special-status species. Specifically, Busby’s literature review excludes
iNaturalist and eBird, both of which document, or at least report, occurrences of special-
status species, many of which are never reported to the California Natural Diversity
Data Base, Calflora, or other sources referenced in the Busby Report.

The reports in both iNaturalist and eBird are vetted by experts to weed out obviously
false reports and to verify evidence that can be confirmed, such as photos showing char-
acteristic field marks. By omitting these important sources of information, the Busby Re-
port provides incomplete and in some cases misleading information on the special-sta-
tus species known or expected in parts of the UCP planning area. An egregious example
is provided by the Yellow-breasted Chat, a California Species of Special Concern found
in and around riparian areas. Chats have been known to summer in Rose Canyon for
more than a decade, yet the species is not mentioned in the Busby Report. The following
Exhibit B, a screen-grab from http:/ /eBird.org, provides a partial summary of Yellow-

breasted Chat records from Rose Canyon Open Space Park that were available at the
time the Busby Report was prepared in 2020.

Exhibit B. Screen grab
from eBird showing a
partial list of numerous
records of the Yellow-
breasted Chat at Rose
Canyon Open Space
Park from 2017 to 2020,
some documented with
photographs. The
species has also been
recorded at several other
locations within the
UCP planning area.
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Page 89 of the Busby Report characterizes the Least Bell’s Vireo, a species listed as en-
dangered by federal and state governments, as “not expected” as a nesting species in
the UCP planning area despite potentially suitable riparian habitat in Rose Canyon and
scattered smaller pockets of riparian vegetation elsewhere in the planning area. From
May 15 to July 19, 2021, birders P.J. Nell and Jim Roberts repeatedly observed Least
Bell’s Vireos in Rose Canyon, including an adult feeding a begging juvenile on July 5
(https://ebird.org/checklist/S91321310) and July 9 (https:/ebird.org/checklist/S91518140). Although
these observations post-date the 2020 Busby Report, they occurred two years before the
UCP was released and would be included in a current and adequate report. This nest-
ing record contradicts the Busby Report’s conclusion that nesting by the Least Bell’s
Vireo is “not expected” within the UCP planning area.

No Maps of Special-Status Species or Wildlife Use Areas

In evaluating the appropriateness of potential trail alignments, biologists and planners
normally utilize maps showing the locations where special-status plant and wildlife
species have been observed. Also valuable in this regard are maps showing areas used
as wildlife denning sites or other forms of refugia for wildlife species that may be sensi-
tive to human disturbance (e.g., nesting raptors, Bobcats). The Busby Report provides
no such maps.

No Evaluation of Fragmentation, Edge, and Recreation/Trail Effects

The UCP planning area is mostly developed in the existing condition, with natural open
space occurring in fragments constrained by surrounding development (see, for exam-
ple, Exhibit A on page 5 of this letter). Nevertheless, some of these habitat fragments re-
tain important ecological values, as reflected by their designation as MHPA. If these re-
serve lands are protected from significant habitat degradation resulting from habitat
fragmentation, edge effects, and recreation/trail effects, as required under the MSCP,
many sensitive plant and wildlife populations can be expected to persist in these frag-
ments over the long term. Without adequate protection, however, the ecological value
of these fragments will degrade over time. Given the importance of addressing these
topics across the MHPA, it is surprising and disappointing that the Busby Report con-
tains only four mentions of habitat fragmentation, three of which are in reference to
construction policies for roads and utilities passing through MHPA (page 15). The
fourth reference, on page 98, is contained in the report’s perfunctory and inaccurate dis-
cussion of “Wildlife Movement Corridors.” Even more surprising is the Busby Report’s
lack of discussion of edge effects or recreation/trail effects, which are of paramount im-
portance to MSCP planning. The following overview of these concepts, as distilled from
the peer-reviewed literature, is offered as a useful contribution to the UCP planning
process. The City must take into account these adverse effects before considers propos-
ing any new trails in the MHPA.

Fragmentation and Edge Effects

Urbanization typically includes residential, commercial, industrial, and road-related de-
velopment (i.e., the “built” environment). At the perimeter of the built environment is
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an area known as the urban/wildland interface, or “development edge.” In ecology,
“edges” are places where natural communities interface, vegetation or ecological condi-
tions within natural communities interact (Noss 1983), or patches with differing quali-
ties abut one another (Ries and Sisk 2004). “Edge effects” are spillover effects from the
adjacent human-modified matrix that cause physical gradients in light, moisture, noise,
etc. (Camargo and Kapos 1995; Murcia 1995, Sisk et al. 1997) and/ or changes in biotic
factors such as predator communities, density of human-adapted species, and food
availability (Soulé et al. 1988; Matlack 1994; Murcia 1995; Ries and Sisk 2004).

Edge effects and habitat fragmentation are among the principal threats to persistence of
biological diversity (Soulé 1991). Edge-related impacts may include:

¢ Introduction/expansion of invasive exotic vegetation carried in from vehicles, peo-
ple, animals or spread from backyards or fuel modification zones adjacent to
wildlands.

e Higher frequency and/or severity of fire as compared to natural fire cycles or inten-
sities.

e Companion animals (pets) that often act as predators of, and/or competitors with,
native wildlife.

e Creation and use of undesignated trails that often significantly degrade the reserve
ecosystems through such changes as increases in vegetation damage and noise.

e Introduction of or increased use by exotic animals which compete with or prey on
native animals.

¢ Influence on earth systems and ecosystem processes, such as solar radiation, soil
richness and erosion, wind damage, hydrologic cycle, and water pollution that can
affect the natural environment.

Any of these impacts, individually or in combination, can result in the effective loss or
degradation of habitats used for foraging, breeding or resting, with concomitant effects
on population demographic rates of sensitive species.

Harrison and Bruna (1999) completed a review of a suite of studies dealing with frag-
mentation and edge effects and concluded that there is a general pattern of reduction of
biological diversity in fragmented habitats compared with more intact ones, particu-
larly with regard to habitat specialists. While physical effects associated with edges
were predominant among species impacts, they found evidence for indirect effects in-
cluding altered ecological interactions. Fletcher et al. (2007) found that distance from
edge had a stronger effect on species than did habitat patch size, but they acknowl-
edged the difficulty in separating those effects empirically. Many southern California
plant and animal species are known to be sensitive to fragmentation and edge effects;
that is, their abundance declines with fragment size and proximity to an edge (Wilcove
1985; Soulé et al. 1992; Bolger et al. 1997a,b; Suarez et al. 1998; Burke and Nol 2000).
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Wildlife populations are typically changed in proximity to edges, either by changes in
their demographic rates (survival and fecundity), or through behavioral avoidance of or
attraction to the edge (Sisk et al. 1997; Ries and Sisk 2004). For example, coastal sage
scrub areas within 250 meters of urban edges consistently contain significantly less bare
ground and more coarse vegetative litter than do more “intermediate” or “interior” ar-
eas, presumably due increased human activity/disturbance of the vegetation structure
near edges (Kristan et al. 2003). Increases in vegetative litter often facilitate growth of
non-native plants (particularly grasses), resulting in a positive feedback loop likely to
enhance plant invasion success (Wolkovich et al. 2009). In another coastal southern Cali-
fornia example, the abundance of native bird species sensitive to disturbance is typi-
cally depressed within 200 to 500 meters (650 to 1640 feet) of an urban edge, and the
abundance of disturbance-tolerant species is elevated up to 1000 meters (3280 feet) from
an urban edge, depending on the species (Bolger et al. 1997a).

Habitat fragmentation is usually defined as a landscape scale process involving habitat
loss and breaking apart of habitats (Fahrig 2003). Habitat fragmentation is among the
most important of all threats to global biodiversity; edge effects (particularly the diverse
physical and biotic alterations associated with the artificial boundaries of fragments) are
dominant drivers of change in many fragmented landscapes (Laurance and Bierregaard
1997; Laurance et al. 2007).

Fragmentation decreases the connectivity of the landscape while increasing both edge
and remnant habitats. Urban and agricultural development often fragments wildland
ecosystems and creates sharp edges between the natural and human-altered habitats.
Edge effects for many species indirectly reduce available habitat use or utility in sur-
rounding remaining areas; these species experience fine-scale functional habitat losses
(e.g., see Bolger et al. 2000; Kristan et al. 2003; Drolet et al. 2016). Losses of coastal sage
scrub in southern California have resulted in the increased isolation of the remaining
habitat fragments (O’Leary 1990). Fragmentation has a greater relative negative impact
on specialist species (e.g., the Coastal Cactus Wren, Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus)
that have strict vegetation structure and area habitat requirements (Soulé et al. 1992).

Specialist species have an increased risk of extirpation in isolated habitat remnants be-
cause the specialized vegetative structures and/ or interspecific relationships on which
they depend are more vulnerable to disruption in these areas (Vaughan 2010). In stud-
ies of the coastal sage scrub and chaparral systems of coastal southern California, frag-
ment area and age (time since isolation) were the most important landscape predictors
of the distribution and abundance of native plants (Soulé et al. 1993), scrub-breeding
birds (Soulé et al. 1988; Crooks et al. 2001), native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b), and in-
vertebrates (Suarez et al. 1998; Bolger et al. 2000).

Edge effects that emanate from the human-dominated matrix can increase the extinction
probability of isolated populations (Murcia 1995; Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). In
studies of coastal sage scrub urban fragments, exotic cover and distance to the urban
edge were the strongest local predictors of native and exotic carnivore distribution and
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abundance (Crooks 2002). These two variables were correlated, with more exotic cover
and less native shrub cover closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002).

The increased presence of human-tolerant “mesopredators” in southern California rep-
resents an edge effect of development; they occur within the developed matrix and are
thus more abundant along the edges of habitat fragments, and they are effective preda-
tors on birds, bird nests, and other vertebrates in coastal sage scrub and chaparral sys-
tems and elsewhere (Crooks and Soulé 1999). The mammalian carnivores more typically
detected in coastal southern California habitat fragments are resource generalists that
likely benefit from the supplemental food resources (e.g., garden fruits and vegetables,
garbage, direct feeding by humans) associated with residential developments. As a re-
sult, the overall mesopredator abundance, of such species as raccoons (Procyon lotor),
opossums (Didelphis virginiana), and domestic cats (Felis catus), increases at sites with
more exotic plant cover and closer to the urban edge (Crooks 2002). Although some car-
nivores within coastal sage scrub fragments seem tolerant of disturbance, many frag-
ments have (either actually or effectively) already lost an entire suite of predator spe-
cies, including mountain lion, bobcats (Lynx rufus), spotted skunks (Spilogale gracilis),
long-tailed weasels (Mustela frenata), and badgers (Taxidea taxus) (Crooks 2002). Most
“interior” sites within such fragments are still relatively near (within 250 meters of) ur-
ban edges (Crooks 2002).

Fragmentation generally increases the amount of edge per unit land area, and species
that are adversely affected by edges can experience reduced effective area of suitable
habitat (Temple and Cary 1988), which can lead to increased probability of extirpa-
tion/extinction in fragmented landscapes (Woodroffe and Ginsberg 1998). For example,
diversity of native bees (Hung et al. 2015) and native rodents (Bolger et al. 1997b) is
lower, and decomposition and nutrient cycling are significantly reduced (Treseder and
McGuire 2009), within fragmented coastal sage scrub ecosystems as compared to larger
core reserves. Similarly, habitat fragmentation and alterations of sage scrub habitats
likely have reduced both the genetic connectivity and diversity of coastal-slope popula-
tions of the Cactus Wren in southern California (Barr et al. 2015). Both Bell’s Sparrows
(Artemisiospiza belli) and California Thrashers (Toxostoma redivivum) show strong evi-
dence of direct, negative behavioral responses to edges in coastal sage scrub; that is,
they are edge-averse (Kristan et al. 2003), and California Thrashers and California Quail
(Callipepla californica) were found to be more vulnerable to extirpation with smaller frag-
ment size of the habitat patch (Bolger et al. 1991), demonstrating that both behavioral
and demographic parameters can be involved. Other species in coastal sage scrub eco-
systems, particularly the Cactus Wren and likely the California Gnatcatcher and San Di-
ego Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus fallax), are likely vulnerable to fragmentation, but for
these species the mechanism is likely to be associated only with extirpation vulnerabil-
ity from habitat degradation and isolation rather than aversion to the habitat edge (Kris-
tan et al. 2003). Bolger (et al. 1997b) found that San Diego coastal sage scrub and chapar-
ral canyon fragments under 60 acres that had been isolated for at least 30 years support
very few populations of native rodents, and they suggested that fragments larger than
200 acres in size are needed to sustain native rodent species populations.
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The penetration of exotic species into natural areas can reduce the effective size of a re-
serve in proportion to the distance they penetrate within the reserve: Argentine Ants
serve as an in-depth example of edge effects and fragmentation. Spatial patterns of Ar-
gentine Ant abundance in scrub communities of southern California indicate that they
are likely invading native habitats from adjacent developed areas, as most areas sam-
pled greater than 200 to 250 meters from an urban edge contained relatively few or no
Argentine Ants (Bolger 2007, Mitrovich et al. 2010). The extent of Argentine Ant inva-
sions in natural environments is determined in part by inputs of urban and agricultural
water run off (Holway and Suarez 2006).

Native ant species were more abundant away from edges and in areas with predomi-
nately native vegetation. Post-fragmentation edge effects likely reduce the ability of
fragments to retain native ant species; fragments had fewer native ant species than simi-
lar-sized plots within large unfragmented areas, and fragments with Argentine Ant-free
refugia had more native ant species than those without refugia (Suarez et al. 1998). They
displace nearly all surface-foraging native ant species (Holway and Suarez 2006) and
strongly affect all native ant communities within about 150 to 200 meters from fragment
edges (Suarez et al. 1998; Holway 2005; Fisher et al. 2002; Bolger 2007; Mitrovich et al.
2010). Argentine Ants are widespread in fragmented coastal scrub habitats in southern
California, and much of the remaining potential habitat for Blainville’s Horned Lizards
(Phrynosoma blainvillii) is effectively unsuitable due to the penetration of Argentine Ants
and the subsequent displacement of the native ant species that horned lizards need as
prey (Fisher et al. 2002). Invasion of Argentine Ants into coastal sage scrub has also
shown a strong negative effect on the abundance of the Gray Shrew (Notiosorex craw-
fordi) (Laakkonen et al. 2001).

Recreation and Trail Effects

In the introduction to their study on the efficacy and perception of trail use enforcement
at the 866-acre Del Mar Mesa Preserve in the City of San Diego, Greer et al. (2017:56-57)
briefly summarized adverse effects of recreation upon ecological functions and values:

The field of Recreation Ecology studies the impacts of recreation users on various biotic and
abiotic elements of the landscape. Studies have shown that various types of passive outdoor
recreation can result in displacement and reduction of wildlife, the trampling of native habitat
and species, impacts to soil and water resources [although] users may not be aware of their
impacts or legality of their actions. This balance between recreational use and natural re-
source conservation has become a key element of land management around the world. [ci-
tations omitted]

Greer et al. (2017) evaluated different approaches to resolving problems associated with
creation, use, and maintenance of unpermitted trails at the Del Mar Mesa Preserve, ac-
tivities that had fragmented and degraded the Preserve’s natural communities for at
least a decade at that time. They concluded, in part:

This Study showed that soft enforcement aimed at public education and redirecting social

norms was not sufficient in curbing illegal trail use in an urban natural area. The movement
towards citations and the threat of citations was effective at redirecting behavior by making

RTC-204



Comments on the University Community Plan, City of San Diego Hamilton Biological, Inc.
June 29, 2023 Page 14 of 18

non-compliance more risky. This in turn had an unintended consequence of promoting hos-
tility amongst a large user base.

The long-standing resource management problems associated with illegal trails at the
Del Mar Mesa Preserve persist, with no clear resolution in sight (e.g., Karen Billing, San
Diego Union Tribune, July 6, 2022: Del Mar Mesa Preserve Tunnel Trail Vandalized

https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/local/story/2022-07-06/del-mar-mesa-preserve-trail-vandal ized) .

EVALUATION OF TWO PROPOSED NEW TRAILS IN UCP

All trails, including those that are carefully sited and well-designed, necessarily contrib-
ute to habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and recreation impacts. To minimize these in-
sidious forms of habitat degradation, Section 1.5.2 of the Subarea Plan identifies several
Priority 1 Directives for Public Access, Trails, and Recreation. As discussed previously
in this letter, the most important of these for the UCP project is No. 2:

Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the MHPA.
Locate trails along the edges of urban land uses adjacent to the MHPA, or the seam between
land uses (e.g., agriculture/habitat), and follow existing dirt roads as much as possible rather
than entering habitat or wildlife movement areas. Avoid locating trails between two different
habitat types (ecotones) for longer than necessary because of the typically heightened re-
source sensitivity in those locations.

I have not yet visited the specific areas that would be impacted by proposed new trails,
but examination of aerial imagery and Figure 7-2 in the Busby Report (Sensitive Vegeta-
tion Communities) demonstrate to me that construction of at least two of the proposed
new trails —from Governor Drive and from Stresemann Street to the bottom of Rose
Canyon—would be grossly inconsistent with the MSCP’s conservation goals. These two
trails would be built through sensitive wetlands, native grasslands, and coastal sage
scrub in two major side-canyons to Rose Canyon that lack substantial trails in the exist-
ing condition (see Exhibit C on the next page). According to Debby Knight (in litt.):

The canyons there are incredibly steep and are crisscrossed by huge, deep erosion gullies
caused by storm drain pipes that empty out from the streets along the edges of development.
This causes wide erosion gullies that are 8-10" deep and simply uncrossable. These criss-
crossing the whole area. Topo maps should show how steep the terrain is in areas. A few of
us tried to walk these two trails several years ago. We tried to walk from the west end of
Governor down, and found it nearly impossible to walk due to how steep the slope is, and
the fact that we had to repeatedly climb down into deep erosion gullies and back up again.
We made it only a small distance of the way in over an hour. We tried to walk from the
bottom up of the proposed trail alignment from Stresemann St., and that was also literally
impossible to walk - a giant erosion gully about 8" deep and 10’ across, and then slopes so
steep we could barely keep our footing. We stopped less than half way up.

Because of their prohibitive topography, the sensitive natural communities, and lack of
substantial trails, these two side-canyons to Rose Canyon currently provide habitat for
those wildlife species that are most sensitive to habitat fragmentation, human presence
(hiking, cycling), and presence of dogs. Constructing new trails through these im-
portant areas of refuge would be completely antithetical to MSCP conservation goals.
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UCP proposes to connect from Governor Drive (northern trail) and Stresemann Street (southern trail) to the
southern end of the existing Rose Canyon Trail. Contrary to MSCP planning principles, these trails would be
built through steep terrain vegetated with sensitive plant communities (wetlands, native grassland, coastal sage
scrub) in canyons that currently lack substantial trails. Such areas are especially valuable for wildlife that is
sensitive to habitat fragmentation, human presence (hiking, cycling), and interactions with dogs.

ALL PROPOSED TRAILS MUST BE EVALUATED FOR MSCP CONSISTENCY

The two trails discussed previously and shown in Exhibit C present the most obvious
conflicts with the MSCP and the MHPA. Given the hard line reserve status of the urban
reserve lands in the MHPA, it is unlikely that any new trails, apart from trails proposed
entirely on existing dirt roads, could be legitimately determined to be consistent with
MSCP requirements. The City must conduct a thorough and credible evaluation for
MSCP consistency before proposing any new trails in the MHPA.

CONCLUSION

As discussed herein, the City’s exclusion of the relevant MSCP Management Policies
and Directives from the UCP violates the Parks Master Plan, undermines the UCP’s
credibility as a planning document, and puts the City’s MSCP Take Authorization at
risk of revocation by the resource agencies. Furthermore, by prematurely proposing
new trails in the absence of a current biological technical report that credibly demon-
strates the UCP’s consistency with the MSCP and Subarea Plan, the City is improperly
raising expectations among the public that these trails can and will be built. The predict-
able result is unwarranted conflict between environmental and recreational user
groups. For these important reasons, the City should withdraw all proposed trails
through the MHPA until a credible analysis of MSCP consistency can be completed.
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If any recipient has questions, please send e-mail to robb@hamiltonbiological.com or
call me at (562) 477-2181.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Hamilton
President, Hamilton Biological, Inc.

cc: David Zoutendyk, USFWS
Jonathan Snyder, USFWS
Scott Sobiech, USFWS
David Mayer, CDFW
Susan Wynn, CDFW
Karen Drewe, CDFW
Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League

LITERATURE CITED

Barr, K. R., B. E. Kus, K. L. Preston, S. Howell, E. Perkins, and A. G. Vandergast. 2015. Habitat fragmentation
in coastal southern California disrupts genetic connectivity in the cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brun-
neicapillus). Molecular Ecology 24: 2349-2363.

Bolger, D. T. 2007. Spatial and temporal variation in the Argentine ant edge effect: Implications for the
mechanism of edge limitation. Biological Conservation 136: 295-305.

Bolger, D. T., A. C. Alberts, and M. E. Soulé. 1991. Occurrence patterns of bird species in habitat fragments:
sampling, extinction, and nested species subsets. The American Naturalist 137(2): 155-166.

Bolger, D. T., T. A, Scott, J. T. Rotenberry. 1997a. Breeding bird abundance in an urbanizing landscape in
coastal southern California. Conservation Biology 11(2): 406-421.

Bolger, D. T., A. C. Alberts, R. M. Sauvajot, P. Potenza, C. McCalvin, D. Tran, S. Mazzoni, and M. E. Soulé.
1997b. Response of rodents to habitat fragmentation in coastal southern California. Ecological Applica-
tions 7(2): 552-563.

Bolger, D. T., A. V. Suarez, K. R. Crooks, S. A. Morrison, and T. J. Case. 2000. Arthropods in urban habitat
fragments in southern California: area, age, and edge effects. Ecological Applications 10(4): 1230-1248.

Burke, D. M. and E. Nol. 2000. Landscape and fragment size effects on reproductive success of forest-breed-
ing birds in Ontario. Ecological Applications 10(6): 1749-1761.

Busby Biological Services, Inc. 2020. Biological Resources Report, University Community Plan Update, City
Of San Diego, San Diego County, California. Report dated June 26, 2020, prepared in coordination with
DUDEK for the City of San Diego, Planning Department. 102 pp.

Camargo, J. L. C., and V. Kapos. 1995. Complex edge effects on soil moisture and microclimate in central
Amazonian forest. Journal of Tropical Ecology 11(2): 205-221.

Crooks, K. R. 2002. Relative sensitivities of mammalian carnivores to habitat fragmentation. Conservation
Biology 16(2): 488-502.

Crooks, K. R. and M. E. Soulé. 1999. Mesopredator release and avian extinctions in a fragmented system.
Nature 400: 563-566.

RTC-207



Comments on the University Community Plan, City of San Diego Hamilton Biological, Inc.
June 29, 2023 Page 17 of 18

Crooks, K. R., A. V. Suarez, D. T. Bolger, and M. E. Soulé. 2001. Extinction and colonization of birds on
habitat islands. Conservation Biology 15(1):159-172.

Drolet, A., C. Dussault and S.D. C6té. 2016. Simulated drilling noise affects the space use of a large terres-
trial mammal. Wildlife Biology 22(6): 284-293.

Fahrig, L. 2003. Effects of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and
Systematics 34: 487-515.

Fisher, R. N., A. V. Suarez, and T. J. Case. 2002. Spatial patterns in the abundance of the coastal horned liz-
ard. Conservation Biology 16(1): 205-215.

Fletcher, Jr., R. J., L. Ries, J. Battin, and A. D. Chalfoun. 2007. The role of habitat area and edge in frag-
mented landscapes: definitively distinct or inevitably intertwined? Canadian Journal of Zoology 85:
1017-1030.

Harrison, S. and E. Bruna. 1999. Habitat fragmentation and large-scale conservation: what do we know for
sure? Ecography 22(3): 225-232.

Holway, D. A. 2005. Edge effects of an invasive species across a natural ecological boundary. Biological
Conservation 121: 561-567.

Holway, D. A. and A. V. Suarez. 2006. Homogenization of ant communities in Mediterranean California:
The effects of urbanization and invasion. Biological Conservation 127: 319-326.

Hung, K. ., J. S. Ascher, J. Gibbs, R. E. Irwin, and D. T. Bolger. 2015. Effects of fragmentation on a distinc-
tive coastal sage scrub bee fauna revealed through incidental captures by pitfall traps. Journal of Insect
Conservation DOI 10.1007.

Kristan, W. B. lll, A.J. Lynam, M. V. Price, and J. T. Rotenberry. 2003. Alternative causes of edge-abundance
relationships in birds and small mammals of California coastal sage scrub. Ecography 26: 29-44.

Laakkonen, J., R. N. Fisher, and T. J. Case. 2001. Effect of land cover, habitat fragmentation and ant colonies
on the distribution and abundance of shrews in southern California. Journal of Animal Ecology 70(5):
776-788.

Laurance, W. F. and R. O. Bierregaard Jr., eds. 1997. Tropical forest remnants: ecology, management, and
conservation of fragmented communities. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Laurance, W. F., H. E. M. Nascimento, S. G. Laurance, A. Andrade, R. M. Ewers, K. E. Harms, R. C. C.
Luizdo, and ). E. Ribeiro. 2007. Habitat fragmentation, variable edge effects, and the landscape-diver-
gence hypothesis. PLoS ONE 2(10): e1017.

Matlack, G. R. 1994. Vegetation dynamics of the forest edge—trends in space and successional time. Journal
of Ecology 82(1): 113-123.

Mitrovich, M., T. Matsuda, K. H. Pease, and R. N. Fisher. 2010. Ants as a Measure of Effectiveness of Habitat
Conservation Planning in Southern California. Conservation Biology 24: 1239-1248.

Murcia, C. 1995. Edge effects in fragmented forests: implications for conservation. Trends in Ecology & Evo-
lution 10(2): 58-62.

Noss, R. F. 1983. A regional landscape approach to maintain diversity. BioScience 33(11): 700-706.

O'Leary, J. F. 1990. California coastal sage scrub: general characteristics and considerations for biological
conservation. In: A. A. Schoenherr (ed.). Endangered Plant Communities of Southern California, South-
ern California Botanists Special Publication No. 3.

Ries, L. and T. D. Sisk. 2004. A predictive model of edge effects. Ecology 85(11): 2917-2926.

Sisk, T. D., N. M. Haddad, and P. R. Ehrlich. 1997. Bird assemblages in patchy woodlands: modeling the
effects of edge and matrix habitats. Ecological Applications 7(4): 1170-1180.

RTC-208



Comments on the University Community Plan, City of San Diego Hamilton Biological, Inc.
June 29, 2023 Page 18 of 18

Soulé, M. E. 1991. Theory and strategy. In: W.E. Hudson (ed.). Landscape Linkages and Biodiversity. Island
Press, Covello, CA.

Soulé, M. E., A. C. Alberts, and D. T. Bolger. 1992. The effects of habitat fragmentation on chaparral plants
and vertebrates. Oikos 63(1): 39-47.

Soulé, M. E., D. T. Bolger, A. C. Alberts, ]. Wright, M. Sorice, and S. Hill. 1988. Reconstructed dynamics of
rapid extinctions of chaparral-requiring birds in urban habitat islands. Conservation Biology 2(1): 75-92.

Suarez, A. V., D. T. Bolger and T. J. Case. 1998. Effects of fragmentation and invasion on native ant commu-
nities in coastal southern California. Ecology 79(6): 2041-2056.

Temple, S. A. and J. R. Cary. 1988. Modeling dynamics of habitat-interior bird populations in fragmented
landscapes. Conservation Biology 2(4): 340-347.

Treseder, K. K., and K. L. McGuire. 2009. Links Between Plant and Fungal Diversity in Habitat Fragments of
Coastal Sage Scrub. The 94th ESA Annual Meeting, 2009.

Vaughan, J. R. 2010. Local Geographies of the Coastal Cactus Wren and the Coastal California Gnatcatcher
on Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton. Master of Science thesis, San Diego State University, San Di-
ego, California. 97 pp.

Wilcove, D. S. 1985. Nest predation in forest tracks and the decline of migratory songbirds. Ecology 66(4):
1211-1214.

Wolkovich, E. M., D. T. Bolger, and K. L. Cottingham. 2009. Invasive grass litter facilitates native shrubs
through abiotic effects. Journal of Vegetation Science 20: 1121-1132.

Woodroffe, R. and J. R. Ginsberg. 1998. Edge effects and the extinction of populations inside protected ar-
eas. Science 280: 2126-2128.

RTC-209



Attachment 5

RTC-210



HAMILTON BIOLOGICAL

July 3, 2023

Blueprint SD Project Manager

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92123

E-Mail: blueprintsd@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE ISSUES
BLUEPRINT SD, DISCUSSION DRAFT

Dear Blueprint SD Project Manager,

The Friends of Rose Canyon is a community organization concerned with the protection
of sensitive natural resources in Rose Canyon Open Space Park, and other sensitive hab-
itat areas in the City of San Diego, consistent with existing regulations. At the request of
the Friends of Rose Canyon, Hamilton Biological has reviewed the Blueprint SD pro-
posed amendments to the City of San Diego’s General Plan and provides these com-
ments on items relevant to the San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) and other biological resource issues.

CONSERVATION ELEMENT
Tree Planting, Urban Forestry
Proposed language that may be improved:

CE-A.12. Identifying City lands and spaces that need trees and identify ways to increase per-
meable areas for new trees. Prioritize implementation in areas with the greatest needs.

CE-A.13. Plant trees (consistent with habitat and water conservation policies) for their many
environmental benefits, including natural carbon sequestration.

CE-J.1.1. Identifying City lands and spaces that need trees and identify ways to increase per-
meable areas for new trees. Prioritize implementation in areas with the greatest needs.

Existing policies that may be strengthened:

CE-B.1.e. Encourage the removal of invasive plant species and the planting of native plants
near open space preserves.

CE-G.1.e. Remove, avoid, or discourage the planting of invasive plant species.
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The City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) delineates core biological
resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation. Many rare and declining plant
and wildlife species dependent upon maritime succulent scrub and coastal sage scrub
vegetation communities — most notably the California Gnatcatcher and Cactus Wren—
are deemed to be “covered” under the MSCP based upon determinations that their pop-
ulations are being effectively conserved within the MHPA.

Scrub-dependent species require open, low-growing habitats such as maritime succu-
lent scrub and coastal sage scrub. Planting tall trees adjacent to scrub habitat can reduce
habitat suitability for gnatcatchers, wrens, and other scrub-dependent wildlife, through
shading or displacement of scrub, reductions in line-of-sight that may be important to
some species, or by creating arboreal nesting habitat for the Cooper’s Hawk, an increas-
ingly common raptor across the region that preys mainly on small birds.

Carefully considered plantings of appropriate native tree species in degraded areas,
even within MHPA, can be an effective conservation and management tool. The indis-
criminate addition of trees to a natural landscape, however, can be detrimental to exist-
ing sensitive resources. Therefore, any proposed plantings of trees within or adjacent to
MHPA should be carefully evaluated conducted according to a Natural Resource Man-
agement Plan (per policy CE-B.1.h) subject to review and comment by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, and members of the public.

Existing General Plan policies CE-B.1.e, which encourages “removal of invasive plant
species and the planting of native plants near open space preserves,” and CE-G.1.e
which “discourage[s] the planting of invasive plant species,” should both be updated
and strengthened to prohibit all plantings of invasive species. Even when planted
away from preserved lands, the seeds of invasive trees and other landscape plants are
carried by birds and the storm drain system into local canyons, resulting in harmful es-
tablishment of many exotic plants in the MHPA.

In general, the City’s tree planting policies should more strongly encourage the use of
locally native species that are adapted to the San Diego area, and that provide valuable
habitat for native pollinators and other forms of wildlife. Plantings of appropriate na-
tive species, which require minimal or no irrigation once established, should be encour-
aged over non-native ones that require more extensive irrigation and that will be in-
creasingly vulnerable to drought-stress as the climate warms.

Please refer to comments submitted to the City in a letter dated June 29, 2023, from the
San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) regarding the pro-
posed University Community Plan Update. The letter, prepared by chapter President
Justin Thomas Daniel, contains numerous useful and valid suggestions for using
drought-tolerant native tree species in landscaping.
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CE-B.1: Recreation in Urban Canyons
Proposed language (bold represents City-proposed additions):

CE-B.1.c. Protect, restore and enhance urban canyons and other important community open
spaces including those that have been designated in community plans for the many benefits
they offer locally, and regionally, including environmental education and recreation oppor-
tunities, as part of a collective citywide open space system (see also Recreation Element,
Sections C and F; Urban Design Element, Section A).

This call for increased “recreation opportunities” in urban canyons echoes proposals for
new trails in the City’s University Community Plan Update (UCPU). Some of the trails
proposed in the UCPU would pass through areas of sensitive habitat in the M