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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

1.1 Background 
The San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) and the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), in 
cooperation with the City of San Diego (City) and local community groups, are proposing to 
create a trail system within the canyons located in the Serra Mesa, Mission Valley, and Normal 
Heights communities, all of which fall within the boundaries of the City of San Diego. The Ruffin 
Canyon Trail would be approximately 1.25 miles long and gently traverse the west ridge of the 
canyon, descending from Grammercy Drive toward Mission Valley. A portion of existing 
informal trail segments would be improved at the north end and at the confluence with Sandrock 
Canyon but the trail would be primarily new; designed and constructed for sustainability, ease of 
maintenance and the user experience. The urban walk portion of the trail would connect to the 
Ruffin Canyon trail at Pompeii Lane and run south to the San Diego River Trail. 

Restoration areas would be identified in Ruffin Canyon for the purposes of impact mitigation 
and biological resources restoration. Restoration opportunities exist in the form of disturbed, 
ornamental and non-native grassland areas, invasive species within riparian habitats, and a 
system of informal trails to be decommissioned. 

Section 15004 of the CEQA Guidelines states that before the approval of any project subject 
to CEQA, the lead agency must consider the final environmental document, which in this 
case is this Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Final IS/MND).  

This Final IS/MND has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. This Final 
IS/MND incorporates comments from public agencies and contains appropriate responses by 
the lead agency to those comments. 
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1.2 Use of the Final IS/MND and the CEQA Process 
This Final IS/MND allows the public an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft 
IS/MND. As required by Section 15073(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft IS/MND was 
available for a 30-day public review and comment period from March 22, 2013 through April 
22, 2013. The Final IS/MND contains all comments received during the public review period 
on the contents of the Draft IS/MND, the lead agency’s response to those comments, and 
subsequent revisions and/or corrections to the Draft IS/MND resulting from these comments 
in strikeout/underline text, prior to approval of the project. The Final IS/MND serves as the 
environmental document to support approval of the proposed project, either in whole or in 
part, if the project is approved. After completing the Final IS/MND, and before approving the 
project, the decisionmaking body of the lead agency must make the following considerations, 
as required by Section 15074(b) of the CEQA Guidelines: 

“Prior to approving the projects, the decisionmaking body of the lead agency shall 
consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration 
together with any comments received during the public review process. The 
decisionmaking body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated 
negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record before it 
(including the initial study and any comments received), that there is no substantial 
evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that 
the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the lead agency’s 
independent judgment and analysis.” 

1.3 Method of Organization 
This Final IS/MND for the proposed project contains information in response to concerns raised 
by written comments sent to the San Diego River Conservancy (lead agency). The Final IS/MND 
is organized into the following chapters:  

• Chapter 1, Introduction, consists of a summary of the background for the proposed project, 
information about the certification of the Final IS/MND, and a brief discussion of the 
intended uses of the Final IS/MND.  

• Chapter 2, Draft IS/MND with Strikethrough Revisions, provides a copy of the Draft 
IS/MND with strikeout (deleted text) and underlined (added text) changes implemented in 
response to comments received on the proposed project. 

• Chapter 3, Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, provides a reporting plan 
that identifies each mitigation measure; when the mitigation measure would be required to 
be implemented; and which agency would be responsible for monitoring implementation of 
the mitigation measure. 

• Chapter4, Response to Comments, contains a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals 
that submitted written comments on the Draft IS/MND. It also includes a copy of each 
written comment letter, and a written response to each comment.  
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1.4 Focus of Comments  
Section 15200 of the CEQA Guidelines establishes the purpose of public review of a draft 
environmental document: 

“The purposes of review of EIRs and negative declarations include: 

(a)   Sharing expertise; 

(b)   Disclosing agency analyses; 

(c)   Checking for accuracy; 

(d)   Detecting omissions; 

(e)   Discovering public concerns; 

(f)   Soliciting counter proposals” 

Sections 15204(a) and (c) of the CEQA Guidelines further state: 

“(b) In reviewing negative declarations [or mitigated negative declarations], persons 
and public agencies should focus of the proposed finding that the project will not have 
a significant effect on the environment. If persons and public agencies believe that the 
project may have a significant effect, they should: 

(1) Identify the specific effect,  

(2) Explain why they believe the effect would occur, and  

(3) Explain why they think the effect would be significant.” 

 “(c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” 

1.5 Certification of the Final IS/MND 
The Final IS/MND will be available for public review at the following locations: 

San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC)  SDRC Internet Site: http://sdrc.ca.gov 
Mr. Kevin McKernan, Executive Officer 
1350 Front Street, Suite 3024 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Phone: (619) 645-3183 
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SECTION 1 
Project Description 

1.1 Introduction 
The San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) and State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), in cooperation 
with the City of San Diego (City) and local community groups, are proposing to create a trail 
system within the canyons located in the Serra Mesa, Mission Valley, and Normal Heights 
communities, all of which fall within the boundaries of the City of San Diego. The trail, which 
includes existing sidewalks that would be identified and signed as “urban walks”, is planned to 
eventually provide a path for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel from Serra Mesa to Normal 
Heights via a trail system that intersects with the developing San Diego River Trail in Mission 
Valley. The entire  trail system that would provide upland neighborhood connections to the San 
Diego River is classified as a ‘destination trail’ under City of San Diego trail definitions and is 
referred to as the San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project; however, at this time, only 
planning for the Serra Mesa-to-Mission Valley portion is proceeding. It is referred to as the 
Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk. 

This mitigated negative declaration (MND) covers only the Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 
portion of the San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project. For purposes of this CEQA analysis, 
the Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk connecting Serra Mesa to Mission Valley is the 
proposed project. The proposed project has independent utility as it would serve to connect the 
Serra Mesa community, which includes Serra Mesa residents, the Serra Mesa Public Library, 
Serra Mesa Park, and the Serra Mesa Business District with Mission Valley and the Fenton 
Marketplace, Mission Valley Public Library, and the Fenton Parkway Trolley Station. It would 
serve Mission Valley residents in the Mission City neighborhood with improved access to the 
Ruffin Canyon Open Space and the amenities of Serra Mesa. 

1.2 Project Location 
The proposed project is located in the City of San Diego. The canyon trail segment and a northern 
urban walk segments are within the community of Serra Mesa while a southern urban walk segment 
is within the community of Mission Valley (Figure 1-1). The canyon is located between Interstate 
(I) 15 to the east and I-805 to the west, and is loosely bounded by Gramercy Drive to the north, 
Friars Road to the south, Mission Village Drive to the east, and Murray Ridge Road to the west. 
Figure 1-2 shows the complete project alignment. Figure 1-3 provides a detail of the Ruffin Canyon 
Trail. Access is provided to the proposed Ruffin Canyon Trail site via Gramercy Drive to the north 
and Pompeii Lane/Fenton Parkway to the south via the City-approved public access easement 
linking the Friars Road Pedestrian Tunnel and Fenton Marketplace with the canyon open space. 
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1.3 Environmental Setting  
The project site is set within an urban area of the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities. 
The “urban walks” would occur along existing developed City-approved public access easements 
and other public right-of-way facilities such as including sidewalks and pedestrian street 
crossings. Ruffin Canyon is surrounded primarily by single-family residential land uses. Taft 
Middle School is located to the northeast of Ruffin Canyon and San Diego Gas & Electric’s 
(SDG&E) Mission Control facility is located to the southwest of Ruffin Canyon.  

Ruffin Canyon consists of approximately 100 acres of relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping 
canyon terrain. Elevations within the canyon range from 140 feet above sea level (asl) in the 
southern portions to approximately 400 feet asl in the northern portions. The canyon is 
characterized by low slopes along the canyon bottoms, between 3-10% in most areas, with steeply 
sided slopes, between 50%-100%, on the canyon walls.  

Ruffin Canyon is part of the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). Vegetation within the 
canyon includes Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, native grasslands, southern willow scrub, and 
riparian vegetation. There is also a dominant presence of non-native ornamental vegetation in 
proximity to the residential land uses. (See Section 3.4, under Biological Resources, for more 
information on the existing habitats and plant and wildlife species.)  

Drainage within the canyon follows a north-to-south route. A dry wash along the bottom of the 
canyon carries stormwater runoff from the project site to the San Diego River. Evidence of 
substantial erosion is present along the canyon walls and in higher use areas adjacent to the 
drainage in the upper canyon near Gramercy Drive. 

Informal trails currently exist within Ruffin Canyon, which are use on occasion by pedestrians 
exploring or traversing the canyon. The use of these informal trails contributes to the erosion and 
degradation of the stream environment in the open space areas of the proposed project.   

Resource-specific environmental settings are described in Section 3 of this IS/MND.  

1.4 Project Evolution 
Early in the environmental analysis and design process, the proposed trail system connecting 
Serra Mesa with Mission Valley consisted of two trails: the Ruffin Canyon Trail and the 
Sandrock Canyon Trail. The two trails would have met at the junction of the two canyon 
drainages. During this the early phase of this evaluation phase, however, severe constraints were 
identified with the Sandrock Canyon Trail. These constraints included steep terrain with unstable 
slopes, dense brush, and significant areas of dry wash that formed a barrier at the southern end of 
the canyon. Several options were considered, including avoiding the dry wash to limit 
encroachment into sensitive jurisdictional areas. Ultimately, however, the interrelated constraints 
presented challenges that were judged to be too great at this time and the Sandrock Canyon Trail 
was abandoned as part of this project, leaving only the Ruffin Canyon Trail as part of the 
proposed project.  
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1.5 Project Description 
The proposed project extends over an approximate 2.84 miles and includes two public access 
improvements: construction of a multipurpose earth-surfaced canyon trail along the west ridge of 
Ruffin Canyon and the identification of ‘urban walks’ linking canyon trailheads with community 
centers (Figure 1-2).  

The Ruffin Canyon Trail would be approximately 1.25 miles long and gently traverse the west 
ridge of the canyon, descending from Gramercy Drive toward Mission Valley (Figure 1-3). The 
trail is designed and would be constructed to City trail standards, including consistency with the 
City’s MHPA trail requirements.  An overlook accessible to persons with disabilities would be 
located 500 feet south of the north trailhead. A portion of existing informal trail segments would 
be improved at the north end and at the confluence with Sandrock Canyon but the trail would be 
new primarily, designed and constructed for sustainability, ease of maintenance and the user 
experience. A 630-foot segment of primitive trail remains at the southern trailhead in the dynamic 
environment of the lower canyon wash.  

Urban Walks would be established by installing simple directional signage consisting of concrete-
embedded bronze discs in existing sidewalks and pedestrian crossings, in City right-of-way areas 
and along City-approved public access easements. 

The Serra Mesa Business District Urban Walk and the Serra Mesa Park Urban Walk would link 
two key community centers with the north canyon trailhead. The Mission City Urban Walk would 
link the south trailhead to the Fenton Parkway trolley station and the developing San Diego River 
Trail.   

1.5.1  Ruffin Canyon Trail 
The Ruffin Canyon Trail would be approximately 1.25 miles long with a minimum trail base 
width of 48 inches. This width is consistent with trails located within the MHPA. The trail would 
include a minimum vertical clearance of 80 inches for hikers and bicyclists and would generally 
maintain a linear grade of 1%-8%. Where possible the trail would follow a curvilinear alignment 
and traverse slopes nearly parallel to the contour lines. 

Trail tread would be constructed by removing large gravel and rocks from the native material and 
then re-compacting the native material. Rock armored swale crossings are proposed where natural 
dips occur in the trail corridor to raise the elevation to match the trail. In addition, retaining wall 
soldier pile with timber lagging is proposed for two locations: one to support a more gradual 
slope at Gramercy Drive adjacent to Taft Middle School to make the first 100 feet of the trail 
accessible and consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and a second location, 
approximately 500 feet south of Gramercy Drive, where an overlook accessible to persons with 
disabilities would be located.  

Access to the north trailhead of the Ruffin Canyon Trail would be from the public right-of-way 
(i.e. on the south side of Gramercy Drive). Access to the south trailhead would be from existing 
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City-approved public access easements linking Pompeii Way with Fenton Marketplace. The north 
trailhead would provide access for all public users whereas the south trailhead connects to a 
primitive trail segment not accessible to persons with disabilities. Additionally, there is no public 
vehicular access to the south trailhead. 

From the northern trailhead and entrance, the trail would follow and incorporate an existing trail 
alignment from the Gramercy Drive sidewalk to the bottom of the first switchback, whereupon it 
would proceed west several feet, turn south paralleling the residential parcels that line the ridge, 
then traverse a native slope in a gentle descent. The trail reaches the canyon bottom and 
converges with the two canyon (i.e. Ruffin and Sandrock) drainages where it traverses a small 
ravine. 

Continuing in a southerly direction, the trail would enter the streambed which is located within a 
public access easement on property owned by the Escala Homeowner’s Association. To maintain 
the integrity of the dynamic wash, the streambed would be left in its natural state and the trail 
user would be required to make their way through a linear field of rock cobble for the 
southernmost 630 feet of the trail corridor. The only improvement would consist of periodic hand 
pruning of vegetation, hand grooming of the streambed cobble to enhance its stability and the 
placement of several two-to-four feet high wooden markers, which would be driven into the 
ground outside the streambed, but within the easement to demarcate the trail through the cobble 
streambed area. At its terminus, the trail would leave the streambed and connect to an existing 
asphalt ramp linking the canyon bottom to Pompeii Lane, the Escala residential community’s 
northernmost roadway. South trailhead directional signage would be located at the existing ramp 
and at the north trailhead on Gramercy Drive in developed areas. No additional improvements are 
proposed for the south trailhead. 

The proposed trail would stay within public property boundaries along the west side of Ruffin 
Canyon and within the city-approved public easement in the south of the canyon. Moreover, the 
majority of the trail would traverse the canyon slope at a level nearly parallel to the contour lines. 
Figure 1-3 provides a detailed view of the Ruffin Canyon Trail alignment.  

1.5.2  Urban Walks 
In addition to the canyon trail, there are three segments of the project that are already existing 
pedestrian sidewalks or pathways that would be identified and signed “urban walks” as part of the 
trail system. In the northwest, an urban walk trail segment would begin at the edge of the Serra 
Mesa business district at the southeast corner of Gramercy Drive and Sandrock Road. The Serra 
Mesa Business District Urban Walk proceeds along the Gramercy Drive south sidewalk to the 
proposed trailhead adjacent to Taft Middle School. In the north, the Serra Mesa Park Urban Walk 
trail would begin at the Serra Mesa Park, proceed west on Village Glen Drive, veer southwest 
onto Glencolum Drive where it would connect to Gramercy Drive, joining  the Serra Mesa 
Business District Urban Walk two blocks west of the canyon’s north trailhead. 

From the canyon’s south trailhead the Mission City Urban Walk  would begin at the southern end 
of the Ruffin Canyon trail along an existing City-approved public access easement extending 
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from  the asphalt ramp at the canyon trailhead to the south along Pompeii Lane and Northside 
Drive, continuing southwest through the Portofino residential community to the Friar’s Road 
pedestrian tunnel. Here the Mission City Urban Walk would pass through the tunnel beneath 
Friar’s Road, continue past the west side of Fenton Marketplace to the Mission Valley Library 
where it would intersect with a short segment of the developing San Diego River Trail at the 
north platform of the Fenton Parkway Trolley Station and terminate. Figure 1-2 provides an 
illustrated view of the urban walk at both the northern and southern portions of the project site. 

1.6 Project Construction 
The Ruffin Canyon Trail improvements would be constructed to California State Parks and City 
of San Diego trail standards. New trails would be constructed to widths of approximately 48 
inches, consistent with the requirements of the trails within the MHPA. Certain locations along 
the trail would require up to 0.75:1 cut slopes. Approximately 1.3 acres of area within the canyon 
would be disturbed, of which approximately half would be temporary disturbance and would be 
restored to an improved condition. The remaining half would be permanent and contain the actual 
trail improvement. Total grading volume would be approximately 2,100 cubic yards (cy), of 
which approximately 250 cy would be used to restore the slope below Gramercy Drive and to 
remove the existing informal trail. The remaining material would be used as backfill at the 
proposed retaining walls, fill for erosion gullies, topsoil for restoration areas (see below), and 
broadcast and spread in disturbed areas at depths between two and three inches. No material will 
be spread within 25 feet of minor drainages or 50 feet of the main dry wash. No soil would be 
imported or exported. Figure 1-4 provides the location of construction activities. 

Trail tread would be constructed by removing large gravel and rocks from the native material and 
then re-compacting the native material. Rock armored swale crossings are proposed where trail 
elevation would need to be raised to match the trail. Retaining wall soldier pile with timber 
laggings are proposed in two locations to allow for a more gradual descent and to allow ADA 
accessibility for a portion of the trail.  

As a project feature, restoration in the Tributary Canyons would include removal of large 
populations of invasive plant species, which benefits the ecology of the San Diego River. 
Restoration areas would be identified for the purpose of impact mitigation and for the purpose of 
biological resources restoration enhancement (See Figure 1-5). Restoration opportunities exist 
within Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons in the form of disturbed, ornamental and non-native 
grassland areas, and invasive species within riparian habitats.  The distribution of excess soil from 
trail grading into disturbed and ornamental areas would provide a seedbed for native habitat 
restoration. The topsoil distribution areas would be seeded with a native upland seed mix (e.g., 
coastal sage scrub) and a restoration plan would be prepared pursuant to City of San Diego 
guidelines. 

Construction of the proposed project would be conducted primarily with the use of hand tools 
(powered and unpowered) such as digging and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, loopers, rakes, 
and wheel barrels. Small construction equipment, suitable for narrow and steep surroundings may  
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be used for some soil movement; however, construction vehicles would primarily be limited to 
workers’ commute vehicles, which would consist primarily of passenger automobiles and/or light 
trucks, and small equipment such as a compact excavator and loader. Construction would take 
place between the hours of 7 A.M. and 7 P.M. and would comply with the City’s noise ordinance. 
Construction is anticipated to start in the third quarter of 2014 with a total construction time of 
one to two months. 

1.7 Project Operation 
Operation and maintenance activities for the proposed trail project would consist of periodic 
inspections of the canyon trail and light work with hand tools to ensure proper establishment of 
the trail and its vegetated corridor, with particular attention to identifying and treating areas of 
erosion. Vegetation would be pruned from time to time to keep the trail free of obstructions, 
consistent with the City’s trail requirements. Trail footing would be inspected to ensure the trail 
remains safe for users. This operation and maintenance activity would occasionally require a 
negligible number of automobile commute trips to the project site and some use of hand tools; 
however, no heavy construction vehicles would access the site for operation and maintenance. It 
is expected that the trail would be maintained by a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit conservation 
organization in coordination with the Parks Department Open Space Division under agreement 
with the City and the San Diego River Conservancy. 
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1.8 Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program Summary 

As discussed in Section 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the project would have the potential to 
result in significant impacts on biological resources and geology/soils. Mitigation is required to 
reduce impacts on these resources to less-than-significant levels. The following table provides a 
summary of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program requirements. The detailed 
mitigation is provided in Section 3 of this MND and within the full project MMRP.  

Mitigation 
Measure Method Summary Timing Responsible Party 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Mitigation 
Measure (MM)-
BIO-1 

Avoidance of the gnatcatcher 
breeding season from March 1 
to August 15 or conduct a 
preconstruction clearance 
survey for active nests no 
more than 3 days prior to the 
initiation of project activities to 
ensure active nests are not 
impacted 

No more than 3 
days prior to 
initiation of 
construction 

Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-BIO-2 Avoid San Diego barrel cactus 
and San Diego viguiera; 
restore and transplant if 
avoidance cannot be fully 
achieved 

During construction Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-BIO-3 Avoid coastal cactus wren 
habitat; restore and transplant 
if avoidance cannot be fully 
achieved 

During construction Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-BIO-4 No disturbances to native and 
non-native vegetation, 
structures, and substrates 
during avian breeding season 
which runs from March 1st - 
August 15th; if avoidance is not 
feasible, conduct a 
preconstruction clearance 
survey for active nests  

No more than 3 
days prior to the 
initiation of 
construction 

Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-BIO-5 Mitigate for permanent impacts 
to Tier II, Tier IIIA and Tier IIIB 
vegetation communities with 
onsite habitat restoration within 
the existing disturbed and 
ornamental areas; prepare a 
revegetation/restoration plan 
consistent with LDC Biology 
Guidelines 

Prior to start of 
construction 

Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-BIO-6 Avoid wetlands and mitigate at 
2:1 ratio if avoidance is not 
fully achieved; incorporate into 
revegetation/restoration plan 
required by MM-BIO-5 

Prior to start of 
construction 

Construction 
manager, general 
contractor, and San 
Diego River 
Conservancy 

Less than 
Significant 

MM-GEO-1 Retain a qualified engineering 
geologist or geotechnical 
engineer to evaluate the 
project’s construction 
schematics and design. 

Prior to any 
earthwork activities 
and after 
preliminary 
construction 

The San Diego 
River Conservancy 
or the SDRC’s 
designee 

Less than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
Measure Method Summary Timing Responsible Party 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Formulate alignment-specific 
engineering recommendations 
to ensure the trail alignment 
does not experience slope 
failure or excess erosion.  

schematics have 
been prepared 

 

1.9 CEQA Finding 
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or 
avoid the project-related significant effects on the environment. 

1.10 Project Review and Approvals 
The San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) has taken on the role of lead agency because SDRC 
would be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the 
project as a whole. The State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) has assumed a role as responsible 
agency because it would provide the financial support to carry out the project. Moreover, a City 
of San Diego (City) site development permit is required due to the proposed project being located 
on City-defined environmentally sensitive lands (ESL) and therefore the City is a responsible 
agency. In addition, the proposed project would potentially cross one or more streambeds as 
defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), waters of the U.S, and 
discharge into a 303(d) listed water body. Therefore, CDFW is a trustee agency; and the U.S. 
Army Corps and RWQCB are reviewing/permitting agencies.  

The following permits and approvals would be required to construct the proposed project: 

• San Diego River Conservancy (Lead Agency) 

– Approval of the Project 

– Approval of the MND 

– Adoption of the MMRP 

– Implementation of the proposed project 

– Implementation of the MMRP 

• State Coastal Conservancy (Responsible Agency) 

– Approval of the Project 

– Approval of the MND 

– Adoption of the MMRP 

– Release of Funding to SDRC 

• City of San Diego (Responsible Agency)  

– Approval of the MND 
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– Adoption of the MMRP 

– Approval of a Site Development Permit and Findings 

– Approval of a Wetland Deviation (Potential) 

• United States Army Corps of Engineers (Federal Reviewing Agency) 

– Project Review/possible 404 Permit Issuance 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (State Reviewing Agency) 

– Project Review/Possible 401 CWA Approval 

– Project Review/possible NPDES Construction General Permit Issuance 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (State Reviewing Agency) 

– Project Review/Possible Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
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Environmental Checklist 

The following discussion of potential environmental effects was completed in accordance with 
Section 15063(d)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines to determine if the proposed project may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

2.1 CEQA Initial Study Form 
Project Title San Diego River – Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban 

Walk Project 

Lead Agency Name San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) 

Lead Agency Address 1350 Front St. Suite 3024  
San Diego, CA 92101 

Contact Person Kevin McKernan, Executive Officer 

Contact Phone Number (619) 645-3183 

Project Sponsor San Diego River Conservancy with funding from State 
Coastal Conservancy 

Project Location Within the communities of Serra Mesa and Mission 
Valley, San Diego 

General Plan Designation Park, Open Space, and Recreation 

Zoning Open Space – Conservation (OC) 

Description of Project Please refer to Section 1, Project Description. 

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting Please refer to Section 1, Project Description. 

Responsible/Trustee Agencies State Coastal Conservancy (SCC); City of San Diego 
(City); California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

Reviewing Agencies Army Corps of Engineers; United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service; Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
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2.2 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agricultural Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Quality  

 Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

2.3 Determination: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 
 

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

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.  

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.  

  March 21, 2013  
Kevin McKernan, Executive Officer  Date 
San Diego River Conservancy   
 
  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 2-2 ESA / 120929.00 
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT
SECTION 3 
Environmental Impact Analysis 

3.1 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

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

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

    

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

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project is located in the City of San Diego and is within the communities of Serra 
Mesa and Mission Valley. The canyon is located between Interstate (I)-15 to the east and I-805 to 
the west, and is  loosely bounded on the north by Gramercy Drive, on the south by Friars Road, 
on the east by Mission Village Drive, and on the west by Murray Ridge Road. The project site’s 
urban canyon setting is surrounded primarily by single-family residential land uses. In addition, 
Taft Middle School is located to the northeast and San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E) Mission 
Control facility is located at the site’s southwest. See Figure 1-1 for the project location.  

The Serra Mesa Community Plan does not reference scenic vistas and consequently no formally 
recognized scenic vistas are present within or immediately surrounding the project site. The 
City’s General Plan Transportation Element identifies official scenic highways (State) and scenic 
routes (City); however, the project is not in the vicinity of a designated scenic highway or route. 
Moreover, there are no designated scenic trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings onsite. 
Lighting is not present within the canyon, but sidewalk and commercial lighting is present within 
the proposed Urban Walk areas.  
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Discussion 

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

No Impact. The project area consists of relatively flat mesas with single-family 
residential atop to steep sloping canyon terrain that drops to a narrow wash at the canyon 
floor. The proposed trail would construct low-lying retaining and erosion control 
structures such as rock armored swale crossings and two retaining wall soldier piles with 
timber lagging. No project features would have the potential to block existing views. 
Furthermore, as discussed in the environmental setting above, no formally recognized 
scenic vistas are identified on site. Moreover, no changes related to urban walk portion of 
the project would occur with the exception of a few low-profile way-finding signs at 
strategic locations, all of which would be designed to City standards.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not adversely impact, block, or alter views of any scenic vistas. 
As a result, no impact related to scenic vistas would occur. 

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

No Impact. The nearest highways to the project site are I-15 to the east, I-805 to the 
west, and I-8 to the south. The portions of these highways nearest the project site are not 
designated as scenic. Moreover, the project site is not readily visible from any of these 
highways.  

The project site does contain scenic resources such as natural habitat, steep topography, 
and wildlife habitat. The project’s objective is to make the existing trails more sustainable 
and improve the habitat function of the project site. Thus, the proposed project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources.  

Therefore, because the project site is not visible from a scenic highway and the proposed 
project would not substantially damage a scenic resource, no impact related to damaging 
scenic resources within the viewshed of a state scenic highway would occur.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The existing visual character of the project area consists 
of relatively flat mesas with single-family homes atop and steeply sloped, vegetated 
canyon terrain that drops to a narrow wash at the canyon floor. The proposed project 
would construct a segment of new trail and enhance segments of existing trails in a 
manner that would enhance the visual character of the canyon and provide the public with 
a greatly improved opportunity to experience it. The new trail would be more sustainable 
and protect the existing habitat and visual character from degradation due to public use. 
Construction activities would be minimally invasive and would employ mainly hand 
tools (powered and unpowered) by a small number of individuals as well as small, nimble 
construction equipment suitable for narrow trails and steep elevations. No large 
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construction equipment such as cranes would be used that might cause a temporary visual 
impact. The remainder of the project would formally identify “urban walks” along 
existing pedestrian walkways and paths located at the intersection of Sandrock Road and 
Gramercy Drive to Taft Middle School in the northwest, from Serra Mesa Park to 
Gramercy Drive to Taft Middle School in the north, and from Pompeii Street to the 
Fenton Parkway Trolley Station in the south. No changes would occur to the existing 
urban walkways with the exception of unobtrusive directional signage to assist 
pedestrians and bicyclists in following the trail. Therefore, impacts on the existing visual 
character of the site and its surroundings would be less than significant. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

No Impact. In accordance with the City’s municipal code, Section 59.5.0404, 
construction activities would only be permitted during the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 
7:00 P.M. No nighttime construction would be performed and consequently the use of 
external night lighting would not be required. Operational inspection and maintenance 
activities would be conducted at regular intervals, but would be infrequent and during 
daylight hours. No security lighting would be installed by the proposed project and no 
project features would contribute to glare in the project vicinity. The portion of the trail 
referred to as the “urban walk” would simply use existing sidewalks that are already 
illuminated with street lights. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial new source of light or glare that could affect nighttime views in 
the area. No impact would occur. 
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3.2 Agricultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  
Would the project: 

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

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

Under the California Land Conservation Act of 1975 (Williamson Act) and the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), farmlands are mapped by the State of California 
Department of Conservation (CDC) in order to provide data for decision makers to use in 
planning for current and future uses of the state’s agricultural lands. The project area contains 
relatively flat mesa tops and steep sloping canyon terrain and is zoned as Open Space-
Conservation (OC). There are no parcels within the project vicinity that are considered Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local 
Importance and the project site does not contain any Williamson Act contracts (CDC 2012).  

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The project site has a land use designation of Park, Open Space, and 
Recreation and is zoned as OC, both of which are designed to protect natural and cultural 
resources and environmentally sensitive lands (Figure 3-1). The adjoining areas are also 
designated Park, Open Space, and Recreation and zoned OC as well as Open Space-Parks 
(OP). The project area is an urban canyon site with an existing unofficial and non-
maintained trail. According to the FMMP, there is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
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or Farmland of Statewide Important within or adjacent to the project site.1 Therefore, the 
proposed project would not convert designated farmland to a non-agricultural use; no 
impact would occur. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agriculture 
since it would be located on land that is currently disturbed and designated as non-
irrigated farmland and nonagricultural or natural vegetation under the FMMP (CDC 
2012). Additionally, the project site is not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract, and the 
proposed trail would be consistent with existing OC zoning. Therefore, there would be no 
conflicts with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts. No impacts 
would occur. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would be located on land that is currently zoned for 
open space and conservation. There is no Farmland within the project site and any 
changes made to the existing environment would not result in the conversion of Farmland 
to non-agricultural use. Therefore, there would be no conversion of existing Farmland 
and no impact would occur. 

  

  

1 Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Index.aspx. Accessed 1/10/2013. 
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3.3 Air Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), the boundaries of which are 
coincident with San Diego County. The agency responsible for administering state and federal air 
quality laws and regulating sources of air pollution in the county is the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD).  

As required by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) established federal standards for air pollutants, known as the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The State of California sets and maintains California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (CAAQS) that are equal to or more restrictive than the NAAQS and include 
pollutants not included in the NAAQS. 

Areas are classified as either "attainment" or "nonattainment" areas for each pollutant based on 
whether the NAAQS and CAAQS have been achieved. The SDAB is currently designated as a 
nonattainment area for the state and federal ozone standards, as well as the state standards for 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). Portions of 
the SDAB are designated as a maintenance area for the federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards.  

The clean air strategy of SDAPCD includes preparing plans and programs for the attainment of 
the NAAQS and CAAQS, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations, and issuing permits for 
stationary sources. SDAPCD also inspects stationary sources, responds to citizen complaints, 
monitors ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, and implements other programs and 
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regulations required by the CAA, Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA), and the 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA). 

All projects are subject to SDAPCD rules and regulations in effect at the time of construction. 
Specific rules applicable to the proposed project include: 

• Rule 51, Nuisance, states that a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever 
such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public; or which 
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public; or which 
cause or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property. 

• Rule 55, Fugitive Dust, establishes standards for visible dust emissions and visible road 
dust from construction or demolition activities.  

The applicable air quality plan for the SDAB is the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), which 
is prepared by SDAPCD. The RAQS establishes the plans and control measures designed to 
attain the state air quality standards for ozone. The RAQS is part of the California State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for attaining the NAAQS for ozone. There are no air quality plans for 
particulate matter. 

The RAQS contain pollutant emission budgets that are based upon existing and planned 
development in the region. Projects that conflict with the RAQS are those that would change land 
uses or undertake actions resulting in pollutant emissions that are greater than anticipated in the 
RAQS/SIP.  

Discussion 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not change any land uses nor 
would it lead to any growth-related impacts. Long-term operation of the proposed project 
(i.e., use and maintenance of the proposed trails) would not result in the use of any new 
stationary or area sources of emissions in the project area. Once construction activities 
are complete, onsite operational activities would be similar to existing air quality 
conditions. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to lead to a substantial increase in 
traffic. The proposed project would construct a new multi-purpose trail and upgrade 
existing multipurpose trail segments that connect the communities of Serra Mesa and 
Mission Valley. The trail would enhance pedestrian and cyclist accessibility and 
connectivity and would encourage use of these alternate modes of transportation. The 
project would not lead to an increase in long term emissions in the SDAB. Therefore the 
proposed project would not conflict with the RAQS, and the impact would be less than 
significant. 
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include short-term, limited 
construction activities to construct new trail, improve or replace  existing trail segments, 
and utilize existing public right-of-way facilities (i.e. sidewalks, designated crossings) as 
Urban Walks. The principal sources of pollutant emissions during construction are 
fugitive dust and construction equipment engine exhaust. Due to the minimal amount of 
soil movement and the steep elevations, construction of the proposed project would be 
conducted primarily with the use of hand tools such as digging and transfer shovels, pick 
mattocks, loopers, and rakes; small powered hand equipment; and possibly small 
construction equipment suitable for narrow, steep areas such as a compact excavator and 
loader. The construction work does not include extensive grading of undeveloped land or 
significant vehicle travel on unpaved roads. Use of large heavy-duty construction 
equipment would not occur onsite. In addition, construction traffic would be limited and 
any increase in trips and associated emissions would be temporary. Therefore, the 
quantity of particulate pollutant emissions would be negligible. Similarly, the relative 
size of the construction site would limit both construction equipment and the duration of 
its use; therefore, the quantity of ozone-forming emissions would also be negligible.  

Operation of the trails is not anticipated to differ substantially from existing conditions. 
The project would construct new trail and improve existing trail segments to make it 
more accessible to users. The project would not lead to an increase in operational 
emissions compared to existing conditions. Therefore, construction and operation of the 
proposed project would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation and the impact would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in b) above, project-generated construction- 
and operational activities would not lead to a substantial increase in criteria air pollutant 
or precursor emissions. The project would comply with all applicable SDAPCD rules to 
minimize air emissions. Thus, project-generated emissions would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. The 
impact would be less than significant.  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact. Portions of the proposed trails are located in proximity to 
residential uses that are considered sensitive to air emissions. As discussed in b) above, 
project-generated construction and operational activities would not lead to a substantial 
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increase in criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions. The project would comply with 
all applicable SDAPCD rules to minimize air emissions. Moreover, construction 
activities would be temporary and would primarily utilize hand tools (powered and non-
powered) with minimal-to-no running emissions and small construction equipment 
suitable for narrow trails and steep slopes. Construction activities would not occur in 
proximity to any sensitive receptors for an extended period and project operation would 
not lead to an increase in emissions over existing conditions. Thus, project generated 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. The impact would be less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on 
numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind 
speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors. Although offensive odors 
rarely cause any physical harm, they still can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable 
distress and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory 
agencies. 

Land uses potentially affected by odors include residences located adjacent to portions of 
the proposed trails. The proposed project would result in limited diesel exhaust emissions 
from onsite construction equipment. The diesel exhaust emissions would be intermittent 
and temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. 
Construction would be conducted primarily through use of hand tools (powered and non-
powered) and possibly a compact excavator and loader with limited associated odor 
emissions. In addition the project would not include the long term operation of any new 
sources of odor. Thus, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. The impact would be less than significant.  
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3.4 Biological Resources  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

The biological resources study area is defined as the areas within Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn 
Canyons within the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Subarea 
(City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan) and within the MSCP Preserve—the Multi-ple Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA). The study area lies between Gramercy Drive to the north and the 
SDG&E Mission Control Center facility to the south and is shown in Figure 1-2. With the 
exception of signage installed within the existing developed areas, no changes would occur within 
the urban walk portion of the project from Sandrock Road to Gramercy Drive in the northwest, 
Village Glen Drive to Gramercy Drive in the north, and from Pompeii Lane to the Fenton 
Parkway trolley station in the south. Consequently, the urban walk portion of the project would 
have no impact to biological resources and is not part of the biological technical report. 

The study area supports relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping canyon terrain ranging in 
elevation from approximately 140 feet (43 m) in the southernmost portion of the property to 
approximately 400 feet (122 m) above sea level in the northern portion. The three prominent 
canyons that surround the property, Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons, are characterized by 
low slopes along the canyon bottoms (3-10 percent in most areas) surrounded by steep-sided 
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slopes (50-100 percent) on the canyon walls (Foothill Associates 2010). The primary habitat 
communities include chaparral, grassland, and coastal sage scrub communities which provide 
habitat for a variety of native and non-native plants and animals.  

Existing Habitats 

Although the study area is situated within an urban environment, and is often highly disturbed, 
Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons support native plant communities that include coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, native grasslands, riparian scrub, and marsh vegetation and approximately 
200 native plant species (Appendix A). 

A total of thirteen (13) vegetation communities are depicted in Figure 3-2. A general description 
of each community is discussed below. Table 3-1 lists each community or habitat and the acreage 
mapped within the study area.  

TABLE 3-1 
SUMMARY OF STUDY AREA VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

MSCP Status City of San Diego Habitat Types  
Acres within 
Study Area 

UPLAND HABITATS 

Tier I Native Grassland (NG)  1.39 

Tier II Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS)  88.74 

Tier IIIA 
Mixed Chaparral (MS) 51.43 

Chamise Chaparral (CC) 1.10 

Tier IIIB Non-Native Grassland (NNG)  5.94 

Tier IV 

Ornamental (OR)  20.59 

Disturbed (DS)  7.20 

Developed (DV)  0.53 

WETLAND HABITATS [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] 

Riparian 
Riparian Scrub (RS) 5.7 

Riparian Woodland (RW) 0.38 

Marsh 
Freshwater Marsh (FM) 0.33 

Alkali Marsh (AM) 0.27 

Unvegetated Freshwater Non-Vegetated Channel (NC) 1.81 

GRAND TOTAL 185.41 

 
 
Native Grassland [Tier I] – Native grasslands are uncommon is the study area and are limited to 
small patches on the north-facing slopes of the lower reaches of Sandrock Canyon, totaling 
1.39 acres. The species composition of the native grassland onsite resembles that of Southern 
Coastal Needlegrass Grassland described in Holland (1986). Species in this habitat type include 
purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra), splendid mariposa lily (Calochortus splendens), Fremont’s 
death camus (Zigadenus fremontii), common goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea), and other native 
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herbs such as sanicle (Sanicula spp.), scapose checker bloom (Sidalcea malvaeflora), California 
blue-eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and coastal 
goldfields (Lasthenia gracilis). Non-native wild oat (Avena spp.), brome grasses (Bromus 
hordeaceus, B. madritensis subsp. rubens) and forbs such as tocolote (Centaurea melitensis) and 
red-stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium) are also common.  

Coastal Sage Scrub [Tier II] - Coastal sage scrub is a drought-deciduous community comprised 
of aromatic shrubs and subshrubs that has a diverse understory of annual and perennial herbs, and 
perennial and annual native and non-native grasses. Coastal sage scrub occurs primarily on dry 
slopes and hillsides. It is widespread throughout the study area totaling 88.74 acres. Characteristic 
species include coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasiculatum), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), red bush monkeyflower (Mimulus puniceus), 
coastal goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. vernonioides), California everlasting 
(Pseudognaphalium californicum), common sand-aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), foothill 
needlegrass (Stipa lepida), ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens), and many other species.  

San Diego viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) is common and often is a locally dominant component 
of coastal sage scrub on site. Several species of native cacti are also often locally common in the 
study area, including coastal cholla (Cylindropuntia prolifera), coastal and chaparral prickly-pear 
(Opuntia littoralis, Opunita oricola), San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), and fish-
hook cactus (Mammillaria dioica).  

Coastal sage scrub can also be found along the stream terraces on the canyon bottoms where it is 
dominated by dense broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides). Other characteristic species along 
the canyon bottoms include coastal sagebrush, California buckwheat, coast goldenbush, and black 
sage (Salvia mellifera).  

Mixed Chaparral [Tier III A] - This community is widespread throughout the study area, totaling 
51.43 acres, and is comprised mostly of broad-leaved sclerophyll shrubs. Characteristic species 
within the study area include holly-leaved cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), San Diego mountain 
mahogany (Cercocarpus minutiflorus), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), fushia-flowered 
gooseberry (Ribes speciosum), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), and lemonadeberry (Rhus 
integrifolia). Many native forbs also grow in this habitat, including wild cucumber (Marah 
macrocarpus), southern honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata var. denudata), and San Diego sweet 
pea (Lathyrus vestitus subsp. alefeldii).  

Chamise Chaparral [Tier III A] - Chamise chaparral is dominated by dense to open stands of 
chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum var. fasciculatum). Scattered to dense patches of other shrubs, 
including mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor), deerweed (Acmispon glaber), and California 
buckwheat are also present. A diverse but generally sparse understory of annual and perennial 
herbs, and perennial and annual native and non-native grasses are present, including early onion 
(Allium praecox), coastal goldenbush, brome grasses, pygmy sandcrop (Crassula connata), and 
many others. A total of 1.10 acres of chamise chaparral occurs within the study area, which occur 
only in the northern stretch of Sandrock Canyon. 
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Non-Native Grassland [Tier III B] - Non-native grasslands contain annual exotic grass species, 
including bromes, wild oat, ryegrass (Lolium spp.), and fescues (Vulpia spp.). Typically, non-
native grasslands supports at least 50 percent cover of exotic grasses in the herbaceous layer, 
although other plant species (native or non-native) may be present. Other native and non-native 
forbs are frequently associated with non-native grasslands including castor bean (Ricinus 
communis), garland chrysanthemum (Chrysanthemum coronarium), pineappleweed (Chamomilla 
suaveolens), Australian saltbush (Atriplex semibaccata), sow-thistle (Sonchus spp.), tree tobacco 
(Nicotiana glauca), southern thistle (Salsola autralis), black mustard (Brassica nigra), tocolote, 
knotweeds (Polygonum spp.), burclover (Medicago polymorpha), sweet fennel (Foeniculum 
vulgare), filaree (Erodium spp.), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and dove weed 
(Eremocarpus setigerus). In San Diego County the presence of wild oat, brome grasses, filaree 
and mustard are common indicators of this habitat. A total of 5.94 acres of non-native grassland 
occur throughout the Study Area. 

Ornamental Vegetation [Tier IV] - Owing to the close proximity to residential housing 
development, street landscape plantings and home gardens, escaped non-native ornamental 
vegetation comprises a significant portion of the study area. Several species of ice plants (Aptenia 
cordifolia, Caprobrotus edulis, and Malephora crocea.), cacti and succulents are common, 
including species such as Canary Island aeonium (Aeonium arboretum), aloe (Aloe spp.), pig ear 
(Cotyledon spp.), jade plant (Crassula argentea), Chinese pine (Crassula tetragona), spiny nopal 
(Opuntia dejecta), Indian fig (Opuntia ficus-indica), wheel cactus (Opuntia robusta) and greater 
Mexican stonecrop (Sedum praealtum). Non-native ornamental grasses, such as African fountain 
grass (Pennisetum setaceum), are also highly invasive on the canyon slopes. Several non-native 
plants were identified during the Project surveys that have not been reported previously for San 
Diego County (Rebman& Simpson 2006; CCH 2012), which include, carob tree (Ceratonia 
siliqua), Preaux’s sea lavender (Limonium preauxii), peduncled oak (Quercus robur), spiny nopal 
and greater Mexican stonecrop. 

Ornamental vegetation makes up 20.59 acres of the study area and is mainly concentrated near 
the top of the slopes where the ecotone between the urban development areas and the native 
habitats within the canyon exists.  

Developed/Disturbed [Tier IV] - Developed land on the property consists of paved roads and 
areas where adjacent residential development has encroached into the study area. Very little 
developed land exists within the study area. Approximately 0.53 acre occurs in the northern 
portion of Ruffin Canyon and is associated with the adjacent residential development. 

Disturbed areas represent cleared areas that may support a sparse vegetation cover of non-native 
species that germinate and persist following routine maintenance activities. Disturbed areas occur 
throughout the study area, totaling 7.2 acres, and are mainly concentrated near the top of the 
slopes and canyon entrances where anthropogenic activities are greatest.  

Riparian Scrub [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - Riparian scrub within the study area is 
dominated by dense thickets of mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), willows (Salix spp.), and 
scattered trees and saplings of cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and western sycamore (Platanus 
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racemosa). Some areas of riparian scrub along the canyon bottoms, which receive year-round 
urban water runoff, are also highly invaded habitats. Many native wetland and riparian species in 
these areas have been displaced by a number of aggressive non-native tree species, including 
Canary Island and Mexican palms (Phoenix canariensis, Washingtonia robusta), Brazilian pepper 
tree (Schinus terebinthifolius), and Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), and many grass and sedge 
species, including kikuyu grass (Pennisetum clandestinum) and African umbrella sedge (Cyperus 
involucratus). Because of the dense thickets, only a few hardy native plants survive here. Most 
stands of riparian scrub onsite are too dense to allow much understory development; however, a 
few willow saplings and facultative wetland forbs can also be found in this habitat. Riparian scrub 
within the study area totals 5.7 acres. 

Riparian Woodland [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - This community is developed along 
the stream terraces of the canyon bottoms in the southern portion of the study area, totaling 0.38 
acre. The community is dominated by blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra subsp. caerulea); 
formerly known as Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana) (Baldwin et al. 2012) with a few 
saplings of mule fat and broom baccharis mixed into the understory. 

Freshwater Marsh [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - Freshwater dominant species, 
including southern cattail (Typha domingensis) and tule (Schoenoplectus acutus), occur scattered 
throughout the reaches of the canyon bottoms where perennial flows support this vegetation 
community. The total area of freshwater marsh within the study area is 0.33 acre. 

Alkali Marsh [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - In the study area, alkali marsh supports 
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), African umbrella sedge, tule, annual beard grass (Polypogon 
monspeliensis), heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum), western ragweed (Ambrosia 
psilostachya), marsh fleabane (Plucheaodorata), southern cattail, common celery (Apium 
graveolens), and rushes (Juncus spp.). Only a small patch (0.27 acre) of alkali marsh occurs 
within the study area and can be found in the northernmost portion of Ruffin Canyon. 

Non-Vegetated Channel [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - This habitat supports sandy, 
gravelly, or cobbly ephemeral streambeds or channels, which generally are unvegetated. Variable 
water flows inhibit the growth of vegetation, although some weedy species of grasses including 
purple false brome (Brachypodium distachyon) may grow along the outer edges of the wash. 
Other species that grow here, usually less than 10 percent cover, include cocklebur (Xanthium 
strumarium) and California brickellbush (Brickellia californica).  

Non-Sensitive Wildlife 

The study area is composed of primarily chaparral, grassland, and coastal sage scrub communities 
which provide habitat for a variety of native and non-native plants and animals. Wildlife species 
include resident and migratory birds such as the American kestrel (Falco sparverius), mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), western scrub-jay (Aphelocoma 
californica), common raven (Corvus corax), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), northern mockingbird 
(Mimus polyglottos), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), yellow-rumped warbler 
(Dendroica coronata), California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), 
white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and 
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lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria). The vegetation communities within the study area are also 
considered important by the MSCP because they provide valuable raptor foraging habitat for 
species such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus). 
Non-native grasslands are sometimes referred to as a naturalized community, and their sensitivity 
varies depending upon location, wildlife use, and composition. Grasslands serve as habitat for 
small mammals such as the pocket gopher (Geomyidae), California vole (Microtus californicus), 
and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) that in turn provide a prey base for 
foraging raptors.  

Special-Status Species  

A complete list of common and sensitive wildlife species documented during all focused survey 
efforts is included in Appendix A. The study area does not occur within or adjacent to a USFWS 
critical habitat designation for federally listed plants or wildlife species. Furthermore, no species 
adopted by the City of San Diego as narrow endemic have been recorded within the study area. 

Wildlife  

Following the literature review for MSCP-covered/special-status plant and wildlife species that 
have historically occurred within and adjacent to the study area (Figure 3-2), a habitat assessment 
was conducted by Cadre Environmental throughout the study area during the spring of 2012 to 
characterize potential resources for these species.  

Suitable habitat was documented within the study area for the following listed/MSCP-covered 
wildlife species:  

• Coastal California Gnatcatcher (federally threatened; MSCP-covered). 

Based on a lack of suitable habitat, the following species are not expected to occur within or 
adjacent to the study area and focused surveys are not warranted: 

• Least Bell’s Vireo (federally and state endangered; MSCP-covered) – minimal low 
quality riparian habitat occurs within the study area;  

• Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (federally and state endangered; MSCP-covered) – no 
suitable riparian breeding habitat occurs within the study area; 

• San Diego Fairy Shrimp (federally endangered; MSCP-covered) – No vernal pools or 
seasonally-ponded depressions were documented within the study area; and 

• Arroyo Toad (federally endangered; MSCP-covered) – No suitable breeding habitat 
documented within or adjacent to the study area. 

According to the CNDDB (2012), one MSCP-covered species and state Species of Special 
Concern, orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidorphorus hyperythrus ssp.beldingi), has been 
documented historically within the study area (Figure 3-3). Orange throated whiptails inhabit 
semi-arid brushy areas typically with loose soil and rocks, including washes, streamsides, rocky 
hillsides, and coastal chaparral from sea level to approximately 2,000 feet in elevation. No 
orange-throated whiptails were observed during the biological surveys. 
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Coastal California Gnatcatcher. A total of five (5) pair of coastal California gnatcatchers and a 
single (1) male were detected during the focused and monitoring surveys conducted within the 
study area during the spring of 2012. Two (2) of these pairs occur within proximity to the 
proposed Project alignment. A status of “Pair” was cited when both a female and male individual 
were documented in close proximity (less than 50 ft). The delineated habitat utilization 
distribution areas are shown in Appendix A, Figure 13 and should be interpreted as the minimum 
extent of habitat used for foraging and movement observed during the 2012 survey efforts. All 
suitable coastal sage scrub vegetation communities documented within the study area are 
expected to be utilized for foraging, breeding and movement by the coastal California gnatcatcher 
as annual populations and habitat utilization naturally fluctuate. All remaining habitats are 
expected to occasionally be utilized for foraging and movement primarily based on the isolated 
condition of the study area and limitations on dispersal opportunities to suitable habitats within 
the region.  

Plants 

Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, CESA/FESA, or other regulations and species that are considered 
sufficiently rare or sensitive by the scientific community to qualify for such listing. A list of 
sixty-eight (68) target special-status plant species was created to evaluate potential occurrence in 
the study area prior to conducting fieldwork, and to aid documentation of presence or absence of 
each plant during the project surveys. This target list contains species that have some potential to 
occur in the study area based on published literature and available information, CNDDB (2012; 
see Figure 3-3), CNPS (2012), CCH (2012), other record searches, and field experiences in San 
Diego County.  

Focused surveys and floristic inventories were conducted by Cadre Environmental from February 
– October 2012 to determine presence/absence for the target listed/MSCP-covered or special-
status plant species. No FESA/CESA endangered or threatened plants were detected within the 
study area. However, of the sixty-eight (68) special-status plants species, thirteen (13) were 
observed within the study area. Of the 13 sensitive plants observed, only two (2) were detected 
along or adjacent to the proposed Project alignment in Ruffin Canyon – San Diego barrel cactus, 
which is also a MSCP-covered species, and San Diego viguiera. Sensitive plant species observed 
in the study area are shown in Appendix A, Figure 9. For a complete table of all 68 species and 
their presence within the study area, please refer to Appendix A.  

San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens) [CRPR 2.1] – The San Diego or coast barrel 
cactus is a perennial succulent (Cactaceae) that blooms May through June. It is a Non-
Listed/MSCP Covered special-status species and is known only from San Diego County and Baja 
California, Mexico, and grows in chaparral, coastal scrub, grasslands, and around vernal pools. 
San Diego barrel cactus is most frequent on dry, often south-facing hillsides on cobbly soils or 
ridge crests in open coastal sage scrub communities. San Diego barrel cactus is widespread in 
Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons in open, cobbly scrub habitats as shown in Appendix A, 
Figure 9. This was one of two special-status plants that were observed on or near the proposed 
Project alignment in Ruffin Canyon. 
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San Diego viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) [CRPR 4.2] – San Diego viguiera (formerly known as 
Viguiera laciniata; Baldwin et al. 2012) is a perennial shrub in the Asteraceae and is a Non-
Listed/Non-MSCP Covered special-status species. It ranges from Ventura County south into Baja 
California, Mexico; it likely has been introduced in the northern parts of its range. San Diego 
viguiera is frequently common in San Diego County and may be locally dominant, especially in 
the southern part of the county. San Diego viguiera occupies chaparral and coastal scrub habitats 
generally away from the immediate coast, but below 2500 feet in elevation. It blooms February 
through August. San Diego viguiera is common and often is a locally dominant component of 
arid coastal scrub habitats throughout the study area as shown in Appendix A, Figure 9. This was 
the second of two special-status plants that were observed on or near the proposed Project 
alignment in Ruffin Canyon. 

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Listed/MSCP-Covered Species  
Wildlife 

As discussed in the environmental setting, coastal California gnatcatcher is present within 
the study area and is a federally threatened/MSCP-Covered Species. The coastal 
California gnatcatcher could potentially be directly and permanently impacted through 
mortality, nest abandonment/failure, and habitat reduction as a result of removal of 0.368 
acre of coastal sage scrub habitat. Because the Project is within the MHPA, all impacts to 
coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat are considered significant. In addition, for 
occupied California gnatcatcher habitat within the MHPA, construction or operational 
noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) (or exceeding the existing ambient noise level if already 
above 60 dB(A)) during the breeding season (March 1st to August 15th) is considered 
significant. Consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is not required for 
costal California gnatcatcher as the proposed project shall be subject to the MSCP.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-4, and MM-BIO-5 would 
reduce direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher to less than significant. See the 
discussions under Section 3.4(b) below, for more details regarding impacts to sensitive 
natural communities. 

Indirect impacts to the federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher can include 
construction noise, and other phenomena which are the result of Project construction 
which can alter the breeding and behavior patterns of the gnatcatcher. Any potential 
indirect impacts to the federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher within the 
MHPA lands would be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation 
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Measures MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-4, and MM-BIO-5 and preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the Site Development Permit and 
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The SWPPP will list and implement 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in order to minimize water quality impacts during 
construction, which will also consist of fugitive dust control and erosion prevention 
measures, thereby also reducing impacts to adjacent biological resources. 

Post construction, indirect impacts may include increased anthropogenic disturbances 
from trail use such as noise; however, use of the trail, while potentially greater than under 
existing conditions, will not be constant and will be pedestrian in nature. No motorized 
vehicles will be permitted to access the trail; therefore it is highly unlikely that ambient 
noise levels will exceed 60 dB(A). Furthermore, public access, pedestrian hiking trails 
(passive recreation) are a compatible land use in the MHPA and gnatcatchers are known 
to habituate to slight incremental increases in noise associated with intermittent 
pedestrian traffic. No indirect impacts from post construction operation of the trail are 
anticipated to occur to coastal California gnatcatcher. 

Plants 

No listed/MSCP-covered plant species were observed onsite and within the project 
alignment. 

Non-Listed/MSCP-Covered Species  
Wildlife 

Coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) is considered a 
Species of Special Concern (SSC) by the state and also covered under the MSCP and 
protected by the MBTA. Although the species was not detected or observed during the 
biological surveys within the study area, there is still potential for the species to utilize 
the large patches of cacti found within the Project alignment for nesting. Direct impacts 
to coastal cactus wren can include loss of nesting habitat, including the large cactus 
stands throughout the coastal sage scrub, mixed chaparral, and ornamental vegetation; 
and take of nests due to Project implementation; both of which are considered a 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-3, MM-BIO-4, and 
MM-BIO-5 would reduce direct impacts to coastal cactus wren to less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to coastal cactus wren can include noise as a result of construction 
activities, and ambient noise as a result of trail use, both of which may disrupt breeding 
and behavior patterns. Indirect impacts to this species, located within the MHPA lands, 
would be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-
3 and MM-BIO-4, and preparation of a SWPPP. 

Western bluebird (Sialia mexicana) was detected within the study area. Direct impacts to 
western bluebird can include loss of nesting habitat, including 0.368 acre of coastal sage 
scrub, 0.521 acre of mixed chaparral, 0.048 acre of riparian scrub habitat within the 
proposed alignment, and take of nests due to project implementation. Implementation of 
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Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-4 and MM-BIO-5 would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant.  

Indirect impacts to the MSCP-covered western bluebird can include noise as a result of 
construction activities and Project implementation, which may disrupt breeding and 
behavior patterns. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 and preparation of 
a SWPPP would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Although orange-throated whiptail has been historically documented within the study 
area, the species was not observed during the biological surveys and is not anticipated to 
be impacted by project activities. 

Plants 

San Diego barrel cactus, a non-listed/MSCP-covered species, was found in proximity to 
the proposed project alignment in Ruffin Canyon and may be directly and permanently 
impacted by project implementation. Direct impacts would include trampling, crushing, 
grubbing, trimming or completely removing the plants during project construction; all of 
which are considered significant impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-2, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-5 would reduce direct impacts to San Diego barrel 
cactus to less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts to San Diego barrel cactus can include spatial competition, which may 
occur from the introduction of invasive plant species through construction activities or 
trail use. Indirect impacts to San Diego barrel cactus, located within the MHPA lands, 
would be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-
2 and preparation of a SWPPP. 

Non-Listed/Non-MSCP Covered Special-Status Species 
Wildlife 

Direct impacts to non-listed special-status wildlife species include those impacts to 
migratory birds covered by the MBTA. A total of 59 raptor and passerine bird species 
protected under the MBTA were detected or observed within the study area (see 
Appendix A). Direct impacts to migratory birds can include loss of nesting habitat and 
take of nests due to Project implementation; both of which are considered a significant 
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-5 would 
reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Plants 

Twelve (12) non-listed/non-MSCP covered special-status plant species were observed in 
the study area, including desert fragrance, Coulter’s saltbush, San Diego viguiera, small-
flowered morning-glory, Palmer’s grapplinghook, graceful tarplant, southwestern spiny 
rush, Robinson's peppergrass, small-flowered microseris, Nuttall’s scrub oak , Munz’s 
sage, and ashy spike-moss. Of those 12, only San Diego viguiera [CRPR 4.2] occurs 
within the proposed Project alignment and could be potentially impacted by Project 
implementation (see Appendix A, Figure 9). Direct impacts would include trampling, 
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crushing, grubbing, trimming or completely removing the plants during Project 
construction; all of which are considered significant impacts. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-2, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-5 would reduce direct 
impacts to sensitive plants to less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to non-listed special-status plant species such as San Diego viguiera can 
include spatial competition, which may occur from the introduction of invasive plant 
species through construction activities or trail use. Indirect impacts to non-listed special-
status wildlife species including migratory birds and raptors can include noise as a result 
of construction activities which may disrupt breeding and behavior patterns. Indirect 
impacts to these special-status species located within the MHPA lands would be less than 
significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-2 and MM-BIO-4, 
and preparation of a SWPPP.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading or construction 
permit and/or prior to the preconstruction meeting, the City shall verify that the Multi-
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following Project requirements 
regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans: 

• In order to avoid “take” of coastal California gnatcatcher, no clearing, grubbing, 
grading or other noise-generating construction activities shall occur between 
March 1st and August 15th. Areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or 
fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist. 

• If avoidance of the breeding season is not feasible a permitted biologist approved 
by USFWS to conduct breeding bird surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher 
shall conduct a preconstruction clearance survey for active nests no more than 3 
days prior to the initiation of Project activities. If an active nest is found, the 
Project proponent shall delay all Project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-
site suitable nesting habitat until August 15th. Alternatively, if an active nest is 
located the biologist can monitor the nest and any Project activities within 300 
feet of the nest or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no 
evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction 
fencing shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet 
between the Project activities and the nest. Project personnel, including all 
contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. A 
biological monitor must be present during all vegetation clearing and noise-
generating construction activities during the breeding season in order to prevent 
take of active nests and to ensure that noise levels are not exceeding 60dB(A). If 
noise levels at the edge of occupied gnatcatcher habitat exceed 60dB(A), noise 
attenuation methods shall be installed and monitored. 
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In order to avoid impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, all vegetation clearing, 
grubbing or grading shall take place outside of the nesting season, which spans from 
March 1st to August 15th. If avoidance of the breeding season is not feasible, a permitted 
biologist approved by USFWS to conduct breeding bird surveys for coastal California 
gnatcatcher shall conduct a preconstruction clearance survey for active nests no more 
than 3 days prior to the initiation of project activities. If an active nest is found, the 
project proponent shall delay all project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-site 
suitable nesting habitat until August 15th. Alternatively, if an active nest is located the 
biologist can monitor the nest and any Project activities within 300 feet of the nest 
(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall 
be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence 
of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction fencing shall be used 
to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet between the Project activities 
and the nest. Project personnel, including all contractors working on site, shall be 
instructed on the sensitivity of the area. A biological monitor must be present during all 
vegetation clearing during the breeding season in order to prevent adverse impacts to 
active nests and to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 60dB(A). 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2: San Diego barrel cactus and San Diego viguiera shall 
be avoided. A biological monitor shall be present during all vegetation clearing to ensure 
impacts stay within the proposed Project footprint and to ensure impacts to these two 
species are avoided. If complete avoidance of these special-status plants is not feasible, 
then the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Viguiera shall be restored by including seed of this species in coastal upland 
restoration seed mixes, per the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development 
Code (see Mitigation Measure MM BIO-5 below). Prior to removal of viguiera, 
duff and soil from the base of the plant that contains seeds shall be collected and 
used for restoration and revegetation. 

• San Diego barrel cactus will be salvaged and transplanted within the identified 
upland restoration areas on the Project site, subject to approval by the City (see 
Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3 below). 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3: Within the MHPA, impacts to coastal cactus wren 
habitat must be avoided. If avoidance of cactus wren habitat is not feasible, then prior to 
the issuance of the grading permit, all listed species below actually present onsite (as 
appropriate) shall be described in a salvage plan (included in the restoration plan) to the 
satisfaction of the City.  

Scientific Name Common Name 
Cylindropuntia californica var. californica snake cholla 
*Cylindropuntia prolifera coast cholla 
*Dudleya edulis ladies’-fingers 
*Dudleya lanceolata coastal dudleya 
*Dudleya pulverulenta chalky live-forever 
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Euphorbia misera cliff spurge 
*Ferocactus viridescens San Diego barrel cactus 
*Mammillaria dioica fish-hook cactus 
*Opuntia littoralis coastal prickly pear 
*Opuntia oricola chaparral prickly pear 
*Yucca whipplei our Lord’s candle 
*Yucca schidigera Mojave yucca 

 
*Species present onsite based on site specific biology reports & City staff input – this list is also subject to future 
refinements at the discretion of the City and Wildlife Agencies. 

 

The salvage plan is required to provide appropriate species for use within City sanctioned 
coastal cactus wren mitigation sites. These sites are currently as follows: Northern- Lake 
Hodges and Wild Animal Park; Southern – Rancho Jamul/San Diego National Wildlife 
Refuge Sites. 

Prior to construction, the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Prior to the first preconstruction meeting, the applicant shall provide a letter of 
verification to the City stating that a qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of 
San Diego Biological Resource Guidelines, has been retained to implement the 
salvage plan.  

• At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction meeting, the qualified Biologist shall 
verify that a coastal cactus wren plant salvage/relocation plan (including species, 
locations, numbers, timing and handling, etc.) has been completed and approved 
by the City and the appropriate contact from the receiving site (the City can aid 
notification by phone and/or email). 

Post construction, the following measure shall be implemented: 

• Prior to the release of the grading bond, the project biologist shall submit a letter 
report to the Environmental Review Manager that assesses any project impacts 
resulting from construction. Any actions taken related to coastal cactus wren 
protection, including salvage of species, shall also be included in this letter. This 
letter report shall be submitted to City Staff. 

Within the MHPA, impacts to coastal cactus wren habitat must be avoided. This includes 
areas containing coast cholla (Cylindropuntia prolifera ), ladies’-fingers (Dudleya 
edulis), coastal dudleya (D. lanceolata), chalky live-forever (D. pulverulenta), San Diego 
barrel cactus, fish-hook cactus (Mammillaria dioica), coastal prickly pear (Opuntia 
littoralis), chaparral prickly pear (Opuntia oricola), our Lord’s candle (Yucca whipplei), 
and Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera). If avoidance of cactus wren habitat is not feasible, 
then restoration of impacted habitat shall include salvage and transplantation of the 
aforementioned species within the Project site, subject to approval by the City. 
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Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4: Proposed project activities (including, but not limited 
to, staging and disturbances to native and non-native vegetation, structures, and 
substrates) should not occur during the avian breeding season which runs from 
MarchFebruary 1st - AugustSeptember 15th to avoid impacts to birds or their eggs.  

If avoidance of the avian breeding season is not feasible a qualified biologist with 
experience conducting breeding bird surveys shall conduct a preconstruction clearance 
survey for active nests no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of project activities. If a 
protected native bird is found, the project proponent shall delay all project activities 
within 300 feet of on- and off-site suitable nesting habitat (within 500 feet for suitable 
raptor nesting habitat) until AugustSeptember 15th. Alternatively, if an active nest is 
observed, the biologist can monitor the nest and any project activities within 300 feet of 
the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests), or as determined by a qualified biological 
monitor, shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there 
is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction 
fencing shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet (or 500 
feet) between the Project activities and the nest. Project personnel, including all 
contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  

If the biological monitor determines that a narrower buffer between the project activities 
and observed active nests is warranted, he/she shall submit a written explanation (e.g., 
species-specific information; ambient conditions and birds’ habituation to them; and the 
terrain, vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight between the project activities and the nest and 
foraging areas) to the City. Based on the submitted information, the City will determine 
whether to allow a narrower buffer. 

The biological monitor shall be present on site during all grubbing and clearing of 
vegetation to ensure that these activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., outside 
the demarcated buffer) and that the flagging/stakes/fencing is being maintained, and to 
minimize the likelihood that active nests are abandoned or fail due to project activities. 
The biological monitor shall send weekly monitoring reports to the City during the 
grubbing and clearing of vegetation, and shall notify the City immediately if project 
activities damage active avian nests.  

The weekly reports shall also include, if necessary, additional mitigation in conformance 
with the City’s Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e., 
appropriate follow up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction/noise barriers, and 
specific buffer widths [see below], etc.) to the satisfaction of the City. 

In addition to the previous requirements, any development inside the MHPA which 
identifies the occurrence of the following species must include an impact avoidance area 
as follows: 

• 300 feet from any nesting site of Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 

• 900 feet from any nesting sites of northern harriers (Circus cyaneus) 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-28 ESA / 120929.00 
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

3. Environmental Impact Analysis 

 

• 4,000 feet from any nesting sites of golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) 

• 300 feet from any occupied burrow of burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia)  

These conditions are requirements of the Incidental Take Authorization in order to 
consider these species adequately conserved under the MSCP. Although these species 
were not observed during the biological surveys, incidental observations during 
construction may warrant specific avoidance and minimization measures described in the 
Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Code. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5: Mitigation for permanent and temporary impacts to 
Tier II, Tier IIIA and Tier IIIB vegetation communities will occur through onsite habitat 
restoration within the existing disturbed and ornamental areas of the study area (see 
Figure 1-5). A Revegetation / Restoration Plan shall be prepared consistent with 
Attachment B of the Land Development Code 2012 Biology Guidelines. In addition, 
habitat enhancement shall be implemented through removal of exotic, invasive and 
ornamental species in areas identified for mitigation. No mitigation shall occur within the 
100-foot brush management zone below adjoining residential parcels as any onsite 
mitigation efforts shall need to remain in perpetuity without the risk of clearing or 
removal. In addition, all sensitive vegetation communities temporarily disturbed during 
Project implementation shall be restored to their original condition post construction. Per 
the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Code: 

• Impacts to 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub and 0.521 acre of mixed chaparral 
will be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside the 
MHPA1:1 ratio through creation of 1.051.5 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat 
along the unauthorized trails and within the MHPA, within the existing disturbed 
areas at the north end of Ruffin Canyon and the far eastern end of Shawn Canyon 
(see Figure 1-5). 

• A conceptual restoration plan pursuant to City guidelines will be prepared that 
includes the restoration of coastal sage scrub in disturbed habitats inside and 
outside the MHPA, and restoration of the unauthorized trail system in Ruffin and 
Sandrock Canyons. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Impacts to vegetation 
communities as a result of Project implementation include on-site impacts to coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, non-native grassland, disturbed/ornamental, and riparian/wetland 
habitats. A total of 0.604 acre of vegetation communities would be permanently 
impacted, and 0.647 acre would be temporarily impacted as a result of Project 
implementation. It should be noted that the City only recognizes “impacts” on a general 
scale and does not decipher between temporary and permanent impacts. While temporary 
impacts (defined as areas where the root systems of upland vegetation are maintained and 
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vegetation may reestablish on its own) are anticipated to occur from project 
implementation, all impacts, whether temporary or permanent shall be mitigated as if 
they were “permanent” according to the City’s Biology Guidelines. Project impacts to 
vegetation communities are summarized in Table 3-2.  

TABLE 3-2 
PROJECT VEGETATION COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

Community Tier Permanent 
Impacts (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts (acres) 

Total Impact 
(acres) 

Upland Habitat  

Coastal Sage Scrub II 0.173 0.195 0.368 

Mixed Chaparral IIIA 0.255 0.266 0.521 

Non-Native Grassland IIIB 0.003 0.004 0.007 

Disturbed/Ornamental IV 0.127 0.165 0.292 

Wetland Habitat  

Riparian Scrub N/A 0.035 0.013 0.048 

Non-Vegetated Channel N/A 0.011 0.004 0.015 

Total Combined Project Impacts 0.604 0.647 1.251 

 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

The permanent Project impact to coastal sage scrub (Tier II) from the construction of the 
trail is 0.173 acre. The temporary Project impact to coastal sage scrub from construction 
staging alongside the trail and staging areas is 0.195 acre. Total impacts to coastal sage 
scrub as a result of Project implementation is 0.368 acre. Impacts to coastal sage scrub 
are considered significant according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds and, if mitigation occurs inside the MHPA, must shall be mitigated at a 1:1 
ratio inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside the MHPA1:1 ratio. Implementation of 
mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 would reduce impacts to coastal sage scrub to below a 
level of significance. 

Mixed Chaparral 

The permanent Project impact to mixed chaparral (Tier IIIA) is 0.255 acre. The 
temporary Project impact to mixed chaparral is 0.266 acres. Total impacts to mixed 
chaparral as a result of Project implementation is 0.521 acre. Impacts to chaparral are 
considered significant according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds and must shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio 
outside the MHPA1:1 ratio if mitigation occurs inside the MHPA. Implementation of 
mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 would reduce impacts to chaparral to below a level of 
significance. 

Non-Native Grassland 

The permanent Project impact to non-native grassland (Tier IIIB) is 0.003 acre. The 
temporary Project impact to non-native grassland is 0.004 acre. Total impacts to non-
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native grassland as a result of Project implementation is 0.007 acre. Impacts to non-native 
grassland are considered insignificant according to the City’s CEQA Significance 
Determination Thresholds (impacts are less than 1 acre), therefore no mitigation is 
required. 

Disturbed/Ornamental  

The permanent Project impact to disturbed/ornamental habitat (Tier IV) is 0.127 acre. 
The temporary Project impact to disturbed/ornamental habitat is 0.165 acres. Total 
impacts to disturbed/ornamental habitat as a result of Project implementation is 0.292 
acre. The City’s MSCP does not require mitigation for disturbed/ornamental habitat. 

Impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands under the jurisdiction of CDFW, 
RWQCB, and City would occur from the project as indicated in Table 3-3. 

TABLE 3-3 
SUMMARY OF JURISDICTIONAL IMPACTS 

Agency Acres 

USACE 0.063 

CDFW 0.063 

RWQCB 0.063 

City 0.063 

 

The build-out of the Project would directly impact approximately 686 linear feet (at 4 feet 
in width; totaling 0.063 acre) of non-wetland ephemeral streambed with riparian scrub 
vegetation (waters of the U.S./State/RWQCB/City) located in the southern stretch of the 
alignment just north of the Escala community and a single tributary crossing near the 
northern end of the alignment (Figure 3-4). 

USACE Jurisdiction 

The USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) was used as 
the basis to delineate waters of the U.S., including wetlands within the proposed impact 
footprint (including Sandrock Canyon).  Potential USACE and CDFW jurisdictional 
areas were also mapped within the entire Study Area; however, mapping was conducted 
using visual indicators of riparian plant boundaries and Ordinary High Water Mark 
(OHWM)/streambank; delineation pits were not excavated in any areas that were not 
proposed for trail improvements. The existing ephemeral stream was determined to be 
connected to the Pacific Ocean via San Diego River through a culvert in the southern 
portion of the Project area (Figure 3-4), and is assumed to be under the jurisdiction of the 
USACE. Approximately 0.063 acre of non-wetland waters under the jurisdiction of the 
USACE occur within the proposed project alignment. This includes the 0.015 acre of 
unvegetated channel and 0.048 acre of riparian scrub that falls within the OHWM. No 
federal wetlands occur on, within, or adjacent to the proposed project alignment. 
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CDFW Jurisdiction 

Based on the presence of a distinguishable channel with bed and bank, 0.063 acre was 
mapped as CDFW-jurisdictional unvegetated streambeds and riparian habitats within the 
proposed Project alignment. This includes 0.015 acre of non-vegetated channel and 0.048 
acre of riparian scrub. Areas identified in the jurisdictional delineation report that area 
within CDFW jurisdiction are regulated pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and 
Game Code. 

RWQCB Jurisdiction 

All areas mapped as USACE-jurisdictional waters and CDFW-jurisdictional habitats fall 
with the Section 401 authorities of the RWQCB.  

City Jurisdiction 

All areas mapped as USACE-jurisdictional waters and CDFW-jurisdictional habitats fall 
under the jurisdiction of the City. 

Impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S./State and City wetlands are considered 
significant. Per the City Regulations, impacts to wetlands must be avoided. If there are no 
feasible measures to avoid the wetlands then mitigation is required at a 2:1 ratio. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6 would reduce impacts to non-wetland 
waters to below a level of significance. 

Indirect Impact 

The project falls within the City’s MHPA lands. As such, indirect impacts to preserved 
habitat, including impacts from edge effects such as wildfire, invasive species 
introduction, planting with ornamentals and introduction of pesticides and fertilizers from 
neighboring residences, could potentially result in a significant impact to sensitive 
habitats and species within the MHPA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-
5 and preparation of a SWPPP would reduce potential indirect impacts to less than 
significant. The buildout of the project would not have any indirect impacts on any 
jurisdictional resources. 

Summary of Impacts 
Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

The Project would result in significant impacts to the following sensitive vegetation 
communities: coastal sage scrub, chaparral and non-native grassland; and could have a 
significant effect on adjacent habitats and species within the MHPA. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-5 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce these impacts to 
below a level of significance. 
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Wetland Habitats 

The Project would permanently and temporarily impact non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
and waters of the State associated with the on-site unvegetated ephemeral streambeds. 
Permanent impacts are mainly the result of routing the trail along the streambed within 
the narrow public use easement in the southern portion of Study Area within the Escala 
community.  Temporary impacts are the result of trail construction staging alongside the 
trail. Impacts to these habitats are considered significant according to the City’s CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds and would be mitigated at a ratio of 2:1 through 
the construction of an unvegetated ephemeral channel. In addition, the riparian scrub to 
be impacted by the Project is considered jurisdictional by CDFW, RWQCB, and the City. 
Permanent direct impacts to these jurisdictional resources are considered significant and 
must be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio per the City guidelines.  

Compliance with the City’s ESL Regulations (Section 143.0141) requires that a 100-foot 
buffer be maintained around riparian scrub as appropriate to protect the functions and 
values of the habitat. The southern portion of the trailhead near the Escala Community 
will permanently impact 0.048 acre of riparian scrub and 0.015 acre of non-vegetated 
channel. This alignment represents the most feasible alternative with the least amount of 
potential impacts to wetlands; however, the required 100-foot buffer cannot be fully 
maintained. It should be noted that implementation of the designated trail would benefit 
the surrounding wetland habitat through dissuasion of the public from sensitive wetland 
areas, thereby allowing the wetland habitat to flourish; however, because the Project 
would impact City wetlands and wetland buffers, a deviation to the ESL Regulations 
would need to be granted by the City, as part of the Site Development Permit process. 
According to the City Land Use and Community Planning Element of the City’s General 
Plan, and the Land Use Considerations in the MSCP, passive recreation (including linear 
hiking trails) is a compatible land use in the MHPA and City-designated Open Spaces. 
The project qualifies as an Essential Public Service Project according to the City Wetland 
Deviations as it will service the community at large and not just a single property. The 
100-foot buffer shall be observed with respect to the created mitigation habitat. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6 would reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-5. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6: Prior to the issuance of any construction permits for 
the project, the project proponent shall obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act Nationwide 
Permit (NWP #42) from the USACE, Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the 
RWQCB, and Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW to address 
impacts to 0.063 acre of non-wetland waters of the U.S. and waters of the State.  

As part of the Section 404 process, the results from the recent formal delineation of 
potential wetlands and other waters of the U.S. located within the project area shall be 
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submitted to the USACE for verification. State and federal regulations require that the 
Project applicant avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and waters and develop 
appropriate protection for wetlands. Wetlands that cannot be avoided must be 
compensated to result in “no net loss” of wetlands to ensure that the Project would 
maintain the current functions and values of on-site wetland habitats. Impacts to non-
wetland waters of the U.S. and State within the Project boundary shall be mitigated for at 
a 2:1 ratio through the on-site creation of riparian scrub habitats and an ephemeral 
channel. The ephemeral channel shall be designed with a clear bed and bank such that an 
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) shall establish itself over time.  

A Revegetation / Restoration Plan, also consistent with USACE guidelines for Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMP), will be prepared consistent with Attachment 
B of the Land Development Code 2012 Biology Guidelines. Mitigation for the 0.063-acre 
impact to jurisdictional resources would occur onsite (see Figure 3-4), within the MHPA 
at a 2:1 ratio. The required mitigation would be fulfilled through the conversion of 0.2 
acre of disturbed habitat along the canyon floor in the northern stretch of Ruffin Canyon 
into functioning native wetland habitat comprised of riparian scrub and non-vegetated 
channel. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within or in the vicinity of federally 
protected wetlands. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The canyon provides a north-south wildlife movement 
corridor through urban development as well as a point of refuge for several migrating 
species. The existing trails and unvegetated ephemeral streambeds provide easily 
traversable routes for wildlife to disperse within the canyon. The areas surrounding the 
canyon are composed of residential and urban development. No designated wildlife 
corridor exists in the immediate vicinity of the project site. As this project does not 
include the construction of obstacles to wildlife movement or designated wildlife 
corridors and may actually enhance wildlife movement within the canyon, it is in 
compliance with the area-specific management directives of the City’s MSCP Subarea 
Plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
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Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is within the City’s 
MSCP Subarea Plan and on Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL), as defined in the 
Land Development Code (LDC). The Project site is subject to the policies, guidelines, 
and regulations of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the ESL regulations (Chapter 14, 
Division 1, San Diego Municipal Code), and the Biology Guidelines and Biology Survey 
Guidelines (20022012). The Project has been designed to minimize, to the extent 
feasible, impacts to ESL through avoidance, enhancement, and creation of habitat. The 
ESL Regulations do not allow impacts to wetlands unless a deviation is requested and 
granted. The Project would impact wetlands (unvegetated channel), and a deviation to the 
ESL Regulations would need to be granted by the City, as part of the Site Development 
Permit process.  

The Project also complies with the requirement that mitigation for impacts associated 
with a deviation achieves the goal of no-net-loss and retains the in-kind function. The 
owner/operator would be provided with a permit/authorization/agreement from the 
USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW for impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S. and waters 
of the State as part of the required project approval.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6 would ensure 
that the Project is in compliance with local policies and ordinances protecting biological 
resources.  

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6.  

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located within 
the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and would be subject to meeting the terms and 
conditions of the MSCP and associated regulations. The MSCP is a regional plan that 
seeks to ensure the long-term survival of special-status plant and animal species and 
protects the native vegetation found throughout the City of San Diego. The MSCP 
addresses the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and species 
endangerment and creates a plan to mitigate for the potential loss of special-status species 
and their habitats. The MSCP Subarea Plan has been approved by CDFW and USFWS. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6, the 
Project would not be in conflict with the terms, conditions, and provisions of the MSCP. 

The Project occurs within the City’s designated MHPA; however passive recreation such 
as public hiking trails is a compatible land use within the MHPA (MSCP 1997).  

Existing conditions of the project alignment within the MHPA include disturbed areas, 
exotic ornamental vegetation, and non-native grassland subject to disturbance during 
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construction of the trail. As a result, there is the potential for introduction of invasive 
plant species from these areas into adjacent native habitat patches. In addition, increased 
human activity may indirectly affect MSCP-covered species utilizing the MHPA lands. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce 
these impacts to less than significant. 

Construction of the proposed project would be conducted primarily with the use of hand 
tools (powered and unpowered) such as digging and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, 
loopers, rakes, and wheel barrels. Small construction equipment, suitable for narrow and 
steep surroundings may be used for some soil movement; however, construction vehicles 
would primarily be limited to workers’ commute vehicles, which would consist primarily 
of passenger automobiles and/or light trucks, and small equipment such as a compact 
excavator and loader. The proposed Project would prepare a SWPPP in accordance with 
the Site Development Permit and SWRCB. The SWPPP will list and implement BMPs in 
order to minimize water quality impacts during construction. Once operational, the trail 
would be more sustainable than the existing trail and would improve existing runoff 
patterns and reduce erosion along the alignment, thereby reducing sediment runoff into 
downstream water bodies. Potential adjacency impacts to MSCP-covered habitats and 
species inside the MHPA would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6. 
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Environmental Setting 

The project site is an urban canyon setting that is surrounded primarily by single-family 
residential land uses. The project site also includes an “urban walk” as indicated on Figure 1-2. 
The project site consists of relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping canyon terrain leading down 
to a wash at the bottom of the canyon. Based on previous cultural studies and records search, no 
existing prehistoric or historical structures or sites are located within the project site (See 
Appendix B).  

Previous Cultural Studies 

A total of 32 cultural resource studies have been completed within one quarter-mile radius of the 
APE. Two of the previous studies have included portions of the area of potential effect (APE). 
The existing trail systems in the Ruffin Canyon and northern Sandrock Canyon were surveyed in 
2007 and the southern portion of Sandrock Canyon was surveyed in 2002. No artifacts were 
discovered during either survey. (ASM 2012)  

Records Search 

A records search was conducted at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at San Diego State University on December 2, 
2011 (ASM 2011). The record search area, which occurred over a one quarter-mile buffer zone 
around the APE, included all relevant site records on file with the SCIC, the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and local 
registries.  

The records search identified two cultural resources, consisting of a prehistoric lithic scatter site 
and a prehistoric isolate, that have been recorded within a one quarter-mile radius of the APE. 
Neither resource occurs in the proposed APE. 
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In addition to the SCIC search, a sacred lands records search was requested from Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on December 6, 2011. NAHC’s response indicated that 
there were no Native American resources in the project area. 

Paleontological City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds  

The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego, 2011) determines 
paleontological impacts to be significant if the project would require over 1,000 cubic yards and 
10 feet or more deep of excavation in a high resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock 
unit, and/or require over 2,000 cubic yards and 10 feet or more deep of excavation in a moderate 
resource potential geologic deposit formation or rock unit. The project site lies within the Mission 
Valley Formation which is known to have a high potential of containing paleontological 
resources. 

Discussion 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5? 

No Impact. CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 provides guidance on defining when an existing 
structure may be a historical resource. As noted in the environmental setting, no 
structures are located within the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in the CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. No impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 defines an archaeological 
resource as artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, 
without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that 
the resource:  

• Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions 
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; or 

• Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the 
best available example of its type; or 

• Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person. 

As noted in the environmental setting, past archaeological surveys have not discovered 
archaeological resources within the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would 
only have soil disturbance related to improving existing trails and, in certain areas, 
constructing a new, more sustainable alignment for the trail. Consequently, given the lack 
of archaeological resources in the project site and the limited area of soil disturbance, an 
archaeological monitor is not recommended. Impacts related to the project causing a 
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substantial adverse chance in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5 would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not directly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature. As stated in the environmental 
setting, the project is within the Mission Valley Formation, a formation considered to 
have a high potential of containing paleontological resources. The project’s related soil 
cut, while greater than 1,000 cubic yards, would be limited to a depth of four feet or 
less, and most of which would occur within previous fill soils from surrounding 
development. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required.  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would improve existing trails and 
create new trails on steep slopes. Records searches and review of past surveys have not 
uncovered any evidence of prehistoric activities in the project APE. Based on the limited 
soil cut and the lack of resources in the project area, it is highly unlikely that human 
remains would be encountered during construction of the proposed project. Moreover, in 
the unlikely event that human remains are discovered, the San Diego River Conservancy 
and the project construction manager are required to comply with Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.  

Health and Safety Code 7050.5 addresses the protection of human remains discovered in 
any location other than a dedicated cemetery and makes it a misdemeanor for any person 
who knowingly mutilates or disinters, wantonly disturbs, or willfully removes any human 
remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery without authority of law, 
except as provided in PRC Section 5097.99. It states further that in the event of discovery 
or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, 
there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which 
the human remains are discovered has determined that the remains are not subject to the 
provisions concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner and cause of any death, 
and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains 
have been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized 
representative, in the manner provided in PRC Section 5097.98. If the coroner determines 
that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if the coroner recognizes the 
human remains to be those of a Native American, or has reason to believe that they are 
those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the 
Native American Heritage Commission. 
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PRC Section 5097 specifies the procedures to be followed in the event of the unexpected 
discovery of human remains on non-federal public lands. PRC Section 5097.5 considers 
it a misdemeanor to knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, 
or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate 
paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, 
rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on 
public lands, except with the express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction 
over the lands. The disposition of Native American burials falls within the jurisdiction of 
the NAHC, which prohibits willfully damaging any historic, archaeological, or vertebrate 
paleontological site or feature on public lands (PRC Section 5097.9). PRC Section 
5097.98 stipulates that whenever the NAHC receives notification of a discovery of 
Native American human remains from the county corner, it shall immediate notify those 
people it believes to be the most likely descendant of the deceased Native American. The 
descendants may inspect the site of discovery and make recommendations on the removal 
or reburial of the remains. 

Therefore, given the low likelihood of discovering human remains onsite as well as the 
existing laws in place that govern the handling of human remains encountered during 
excavation work, impacts related to the disturbance of human remains would be less than 
significant.  
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

6. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

    

Environmental Setting 

A geologic reconnaissance study was prepared for the proposed project by Ninyo & Moore on 
January 28, 2013 (Appendix C). The study provides preliminary conclusions and 
recommendations regarding the geologic aspects of the proposed project.  

The project is located within the existing open space area of Ruffin Canyon. The canyon drainage 
flows south into Mission Valley and the San Diego River. Site elevations range from 
approximately 400 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the northern portions of the site near 
Gramercy Drive, to approximately 125 feet MSL at the southern end of the site, near the mouth of 
Ruffin Canyon.  

In general, hazards associated with faulting and seismic activity include ground surface rupture, 
strong ground motion, and liquefaction. The project site is considered to be in a seismically active 
area; however, the project site is not within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone (formally 
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known as Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone). The nearest active faults to the project site are 
Rose Canyon Fault Zone (RCFZ) which is located approximately four miles west of the site.  

Earth units within the project site consist of fill, topsoil/colluviums, alluvium and formation earth 
materials of very old paralic deposits (formerly designated the Lindavista Formation), the 
Mission Valley Formation, and Stadium Conglomerate. Fill soils are expected to underlie 
portions of the site due to construction of trails, adjacent housing development, and buried utility 
lines. The fill soil is expected to be shallow and generally composed of locally derived, reworked 
sand, silt, and gravel. Topsoil consists of reddish brown and brown, silty fine to medium sand and 
gravel and is located across the proposed site over most of the canyon slopes.  

Currently, the existing informal trail is subject to extensive erosion and further contributes to the 
erosional process. Continued use of the existing trail is not sustainable. 

Discussion 

a.i) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.) 

No Impact. The project site is not located within a State of California Earthquake Zone. 
The project site is not underlain by known or active or potentially active faults (i.e., faults 
that exhibit evidence of ground displacement in the last 11,000 years and 2,000,000 years 
respectively). The closest active fault is the RCFZ, located approximately 4 miles west of 
the site, but since surface ground rupture along faults is generally limited to linear zone a 
few feet wide, fault ground rupture at the project site is highly unlikely. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.  

a.ii) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact. As stated above in 3.6(a)(i), the proposed project is not 
located within an established State of California Earthquake Fault Zone. However, the 
project site is within a seismically active region and earthquakes in the region could 
produce strong ground shaking on the project site. Since habitable structures would not 
be built as part of the proposed project, and onsite activities would be limited to 
construction and infrequent maintenance of the trail, exposure to substantial adverse 
effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic ground shaking would 
be highly unlikely. Impacts would be less than significant. 

a.iii) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 
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Less than Significant Impact. Majority of the project site, which includes the side walls 
of the main canyons and side ravines, is underlain by dense formational materials and 
therefore not susceptible to liquefaction. Liquefaction of cohesionless soils can be caused 
by strong vibratory motion due to earthquakes. Soil liquefaction is generally limited to 
relatively loose, unconsolidated granular soils located below the water table that are 
subjected to large ground accelerations form earthquake activity. The bottoms of the 
canyons are underlain by sandy alluvial soils with a shallow groundwater table and may 
be subject to liquefaction. However, the potential for liquefaction or seismically induced 
settlement is considered low at the base of the Ruffin Canyon and in the southern portion 
of the site. Moreover, the only structures proposed within the canyon are proposed to help 
address erosion and increase trail stability and sustainability. Therefore, the project would 
not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the geologic 
reconnaissance study, indications of deep-seated land sliding have not been mapped or 
identified underlying the project site. There are several existing shallow surface failures 
and areas of excessive erosion. Due to the steep terrain along portions of the proposed 
trail alignment, similar shallow surficial failures are anticipated and such failures may 
impact portions of the proposed trail. Mitigation is required to address potential shallow 
surface slope failures and excess erosion. Impacts associated with landslides would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.   

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1: Prior to any earthwork activities and after 
preliminary construction schematics have been prepared, the San Diego Conservancy or 
the SDRC’s designee shall retain a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
engineer to evaluate the project’s construction schematics and design. Depending on the 
professional recommendation of the qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
engineer, the geotechnical evaluation may require subsurface exploration and laboratory 
testing to formulate alignment-specific engineering recommendations to ensure the trail 
alignment does not experience slope failure or excess erosion. Incorporation of the 
geotechnical recommendations will ensure impacts related to geology and soils would be 
less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would require 
compliance with the Construction General Permit and would require preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the construction phase of the 
proposed project in accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-45 ESA / 120929.00 
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

3. Environmental Impact Analysis 

 

(NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges associated with Construction and 
Land Disturbance Activities. The SWPPP would list practicable and applicable BMPs in 
order to prevent erosion during construction. Compliance with the NPDES standards 
would ensure that no substantial adverse construction related erosion impacts would 
occur, and impacts would be less than significant. As described below in Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would implement best management 
practices (BMPs) to minimize the occurrence of soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Therefore, 
impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Refer to discussions in responses 
3.6(a)(i) through 32.6(a)(iv). The project site is not located within an area that is subject 
to liquefaction, although there is evidence of canyon wall erosion and surficial slope 
failure. Thus, there may be impacts related to surficial surface stability that would require 
mitigation (See MM-GEO-1).  

Subsidence occurs when a void is located or created underneath the ground surface 
causing the surface to collapse. Causes can include, tunnels, wells, covered quarries, and 
caves beneath a surface. No such conditions exist within the project site. 

When operational, the trail would be more sustainable than the existing trail and would 
improve existing runoff patterns and reduce erosion along the alignment. The proposed 
project would not expose people to a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project.  

With incorporation of MM-GEO-1, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

Incorporate Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. Soils mapped within the project area and surrounding 
vicinity include topsoil/colluvium, alluvium, and very old paralic deposits. The 
geotechnical reconnaissance for the proposed project did not identify any expansive soils 
on the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact from expansive soils, as defined 
in Table 119-B of the Uniform Building Code, during development of the proposed 
project, and mitigation is not required. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

No Impact. The project does not propose the use of septic tanks or any alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. No impact would occur. 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

Various gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a critical 
role in determining its surface temperature. Solar radiation enters earth’s atmosphere from space, 
and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface. Earth re-radiates this energy back 
toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency solar radiation to 
lower-frequency infrared radiation. GHGs, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective 
in absorbing infrared radiation. Instead of escaping back into space, this radiation is now retained 
in the atmosphere, and results in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known as the 
greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on earth. Without the 
greenhouse effect, the earth would not be able to support life as we know it.  

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Much of the scientific literature on GHGs suggests that 
human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are 
responsible for intensifying the greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of 
earth’s climate, known as global climate change or global warming. While there is some debate 
regarding this issue, it is unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be explained 
without the contribution from human activities. 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act (AB 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500 - 
38599). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable 
reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires 
that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be 
accomplished by enforcing a statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 
2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
to develop and implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions.  

Discussion 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 
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Less than Significant Impact. Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global 
pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants 
of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air quality effects have 
relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about 1 day), GHGs have long atmospheric 
lifetimes (1 year to several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere for long 
enough time periods to be dispersed around the globe. As discussed in Section 3.3, 
construction and operation of the proposed project would not lead to a substantial 
increase in emissions. Due to the steep terrain and limited access, construction will be 
accomplished primarily through the use of hand tools (powered and un-powered) and 
small construction equipment, minimizing exhaust emissions of GHGs. Construction-
generated exhaust emissions, if any, would be temporary and short-term in that they 
would only occur during the construction period; they would not continue on an ongoing 
basis year after year throughout the operational life of the project, as is the case with 
large stationary-source facilities or for the operation of most land use developments. 
Operation of the trail would not differ much from existing conditions, which already 
supports an unofficial trail system; therefore, there would be minimal increase in 
operational emissions. The trails would improve accessibility and connectivity for the 
residential communities and would encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation 
such as walking and biking. Therefore, the project’s impact related to generation of GHG 
emissions would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not lead to a substantial increase in GHG 
emissions and is not anticipated to conflict with applicable GHG plans, policies, or 
regulations. State Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) requires that CARB, in coordination with state 
agencies, adopt regulations to require the reporting and verification of statewide GHG 
emissions and monitor and enforce compliance with the program. State Senate Bill 375 (SB 
375) requires the reduction of GHG emissions by discouraging sprawl development and 
dependence on car travel. SB 375 assists in the implementation of AB 32 by integrating 
land use, regional transportation, and housing planning. Operation of the trails would not 
differ from existing conditions; therefore, there would be minimal increase in operational 
emissions. The proposed project would upgrade existing multi-purpose trails that connect 
the communities of Serra Mesa and Mission Valley. The trails would enhance pedestrian 
and bicyclist accessibility and connectivity and would encourage use of these alternate 
modes of transportation. In addition, the proposed project would not generate GHG 
emissions that would significantly impact the environment. The proposed project would not 
conflict with AB 32 and no impacts would occur. 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Environmental Setting 

A review of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Geotracker database was 
conducted on January 10, 2013 to determine if existing hazardous materials sites were present 
within 0.5 mile of the project site. Two hazardous material sites were identified approximately 
500 feet to the northeast of the project area and are discussed below: 

1. Gramercy Unocal located on 9294 Gramercy Drive is currently listed as an open site with 
a Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST). Potential contaminates of concern 
include, diesel, MTBE, TBA, other fuel oxygenates, and gasoline. The site contains 15 
monitoring wells that are analyzed quarterly.  

2. Tom Russel Chevron located on 3222 Mission Village Drive is currently listed as an open 
site with a LUST. The single potential contaminate is gasoline. Soil contamination was 
detected during the removal of a gasoline underground storage tanks and dispense islands 
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on June 10, 2004. There are currently 14 monitoring wells at the site. Quarterly 
monitoring was initiated in March 2007. Semi-annual groundwater monitoring began in 
2009.  

In addition, a review of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Envirostor database 
was conducted on January 10, 2013. The Envirostor web site contains a database of all DTSC 
regulated properties that have undergone or will undergo investigation and/or cleanup actions. No 
sites were found within the vicinity of the proposed project (0.5 mile from project site).  

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed trail would be accomplished 
mainly with the use of hand tools (powered and unpowered) and only limited quantities of 
fuel for small construction equipment. Thus, the proposed project’s use of hazardous 
materials would minimal and typical of small gasoline/diesel motor operation, would be 
over a short period of time, and would be within a limited area. Additionally, the use of 
hazardous materials and substances during construction would be subject to federal, state, 
and local health and safety requirements for handling, storage, and disposal.  

Operation of the trail would be similar to existing conditions and would not require the 
use of chemicals that could create a hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  

Because the use of hazardous materials would be minimal and temporary, hazards posed 
to the public or the environment related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above in 3.8(a), the use of hazardous 
materials would be minimal during construction activities that would last approximately 
one to two months. There would be an insufficient quantity of hazardous materials on-site 
to pose a risk to the environment if accidently spilled. Furthermore, use of any hazardous 
materials during construction would be subject to federal, state, and local health and 
safety requirements for handling, storage, and disposal. Furthermore, vehicles would not 
be fueled or maintained on site. Therefore, impacts related to upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment would be 
less than significant. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
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Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is located in an urban canyon 
setting and includes an urban walk that would be designated at already existing sidewalks 
and pedestrian crossings (see Figure 1-2). Taft Middle school is located immediately 
adjacent to the northeastern boundary of the project site. As discussed in Section 3.8(a) 
and (b), only very small amounts of fuel for small handheld construction equipment and 
possibly small construction vehicles such as Bobcats would be used. There is no potential 
for the project to emit significant hazardous emissions, handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or wastes within 0.25 mile of a school. Furthermore, the 
construction manager would be required to ensure compliance with applicable local, 
state, and federal regulations and standards related to emissions or handling of hazardous 
materials. Therefore, hazards and hazardous material impacts on schools would be less 
than significant.  

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

No Impact. The project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site as defined by 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and review of the hazardous materials databases 
maintained by SWRCB and DTSC did not identify any hazardous materials sites within 
the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment. No impacts would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The nearest public airport is Montgomery Field, located 
approximately 1 mile north of the project area. Additionally, the proposed project is 
within the designated Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
Review Area 1 as a location where noise and safety concerns may necessitate limitations 
on the types of land use actions. However, because the proposed project would not cause 
a significant gathering of people and would not build habitable structures, people residing 
or working in the area would not be exposed to a safety hazard as a result of the proposed 
project. Therefore, the project is consistent with the ALUCP. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

 No Impact. The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
The nearest private airstrip is Marine Corps Air Station Miramar (MCAS Miramar), 
formerly Naval Air Station (NAS) located approximately five miles north of the project 
site. Moreover, the project site is no located within the military’s flight path. No airstrip-
related hazard impacts would occur. 
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact. The proposed project would be located in an existing urban canyon and no 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan directly applies to the 
project site. Furthermore, the proposed project would not interfere with emergency 
response or evacuation since emergency evacuation since the project would enhance 
accessibility to the surrounding area by improving connections between Serra Mesa and 
Mission Valley. Therefore, no impacts related to an emergency response or evacuation 
plan would occur. 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant Impact. The development of the proposed project would not 
increase the potential for wildland fires or expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. According to the California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire), San Diego County Fire Hazards Severity Zone 
Maps for the State and Local Responsible Areas, the proposed project site is “unzoned” 
and is not considered to be located in a fire hazard zone. The project site is open space 
and conservation area but is surrounded by single-family residential land uses on all 
sides. Moreover, the proposed project would not substantially change the existing use, 
but would realign and improve the trail to make it more sustainable and improve 
accessibility. Nothing specific to the proposed project would increase the risk of 
wildfires. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structure to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. As such, impacts would 
be less than significant.  
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a 
site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

    

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

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow?  

    

Environmental Setting 

The project site is an urban canyon and urban walk setting that is surrounded primarily by single-
family residential land uses with commercial uses along the southern boundary (i.e. Fenton 
Marketplace) (see Figure 1-1 and 1-2). The canyon portion of the project site consists of 
relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping canyon terrain that slopes down to a narrow canyon 
bottom. Elevations within the canyon range from 140 feet above sea level (asl) in the southern 
portions to approximately 400 feet asl in the northern portions. The canyon is characterized by 
low slopes along the canyon bottoms, between 3-10% in most areas, with steep-sided slopes, 
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between 50-100% on the canyon walls. The runoff flows south into Mission Valley and San 
Diego River drainage.  

The project area is located within the San Diego River watershed. The watershed has a land area 
of approximately 440 square miles and includes portions of the cities of San Diego, El Cajon, La 
Mesa, Poway, and Santee, as well as several unincorporated jurisdictions, making it the second 
largest watershed in San Diego County. The San Diego River (lower) is an impaired water body 
under the Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act on the project site (RWQCB, 2010). According 
to the San Diego River Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program Annual Report, prepared 
by the City of San Diego, priority pollutants of the San Diego River watershed include bacteria 
indicators, phosphorus, total dissolved liquids (TDS), Low Dissolved Oxygen (DO), and 
Turbidity.  

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements. Construction-related soil activities would 
include some earthwork and use of hand tools and small construction equipment to 
construct a multi-use trail. The proposed project would disturb up to 1.3 acres of soil 
(approximately half of which would be temporary) and consequently would prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. The 
SWPPP would list and implement erosion control, sediment control, materials 
management, and waste management BMPs in order to minimize water quality impacts 
during construction. Typical BMPs contained in SWPPPs are designed to minimize all 
pollutants and their sources, including sources of sediment associated with construction, 
construction site erosion, and to ensure all other activities associated with construction 
activity are controlled.  

Erosion and sediment controls are required by the Construction General Permit to provide 
effective reduction or elimination of sediment related pollutants in stormwater discharges 
and authorized non-stormwater discharges from the proposed project. Erosion control, 
also referred to as soil stabilization, consists of source control measures that are designed 
to prevent soil particles from detaching and becoming transported in stormwater runoff. 
Erosion control BMPs protects the soil surface by covering and/or binding soil particles. 
Sediment controls are temporary or permanent structural measures that are intended to 
complement the selected erosion control measures and reduce sediment discharges from 
active construction areas. Sediment controls are designed to intercept and settle out soil 
particles that have been detached and transported by the force of water. Erosion and 
sediment controls BMPs shall be implemented as part of the SWPPP to minimize 
stormwater contact with soils; and to prevent soils from being discharged off-site. 
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Materials management control practices consist of implementing procedural and 
structural BMPs for handling, storing, and using construction materials to prevent the 
release of those materials into stormwater discharges. The materials may be used 
continuously, such as fuel for vehicles and equipment, or the materials may be used for a 
discrete period, such as soil binders for temporary stabilization. Waste management 
consist of implementing procedural and structural BMPs for handling, storing, and 
ensuring proper disposal of wastes to prevent the release of those wastes into stormwater 
discharges. Materials and waste management pollution control BMPs shall be 
implemented as part of the SWPPP to minimize stormwater contact with construction 
materials, wastes and service areas; and to prevent materials and wastes from being 
discharged off-site. 

Once operational, the trail would be more sustainable than the existing trail and would 
improve existing runoff patterns and reduce erosion along the alignment, thereby 
reducing sediment runoff into downstream water bodies. Consequently, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

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

No impact. Groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge would be unaffected with 
construction and operation of the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. No permanent streams or rivers are located 
within the project site. The proposed project would improve the existing drainage pattern 
of the site by creating a new trail in certain areas of the proposed alignment and 
improving the existing trail in other areas. The new trail and improvements to the existing 
trail segments would be more sustainable than the existing trail by being located along 
the canyon rim as opposed to down at the canyon bottom where extended trail reaches 
occur within areas of the canyon wash and erosive stream banks. Materials that would be 
used in constructing the trail would allow stormwater to drain while not eroding the trail, 
while the amount of impervious surface area would be similar to existing conditions. On- 
or offsite erosion during construction would be minimized by implementing BMPs in 
compliance with the Construction General Permit. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site? 

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on- or off-site. The project area is an urban canyon setting 
that contains relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping canyon terrain that end at a narrow 
canyon floor. No permanent streams or rivers are located within the project site 
boundaries. As described in response 3.9(c), the proposed project includes improving the 
existing drainage by creating sustainable trails and helping to reduce the current level of 
erosion. The amount of impervious surface area would be similar to existing conditions. 
The proposed project would have a beneficial effect on the rate and amount of surface 
runoff, and the proposed project would not result in on- or off-site flooding. The 
proposed project would have no adverse impacts related to flooding hazards.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. There are no 
functioning stormwater drainage systems in the project vicinity. As described in 
responses 3.9(c) and 3.9(d), the proposed project would not increase impervious surfaces, 
would not generate additional runoff, and would not change the course of stormwater 
runoff. Construction activities would include some soil cut and compaction using 
primarily hand tools and small construction equipment. The proposed project would 
adhere to all regulations and implement BMPs pursuant to the SWPPP to ensure that 
construction does not result in sources of pollution in runoff. As a result, the proposed 
project would not create nor contribute to polluted runoff water or runoff that would 
exceed the existing drainage capacity of the project area, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in 3.9(a) through 3.9(e), the proposed 
project would involve short-term construction and minimal maintenance activities that 
would not substantially degrade water quality due to the implementation of a SWPPP that 
would implement BMPs. Moreover, once operational, the proposed project would have 
no adverse effect on existing water quality. Therefore, impacts related to the degradation 
of water quality would be less than significant. 
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood hazard delineation map. The proposed project is not located within a 
100-year flood hazard area as mapped on the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) 100-year Flood Insurance Rate Map. In addition, the proposed project does not 
include housing or other habitable structures. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not place a structure within a 100-year flood 
hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows. The proposed project is not 
located within a 100-year flood hazard area and would not include the construction of 
structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam. There are no nearby levees or dams and for reasons mentioned 
in 3.9(g) and 3.9(h), there is no risk of exposing people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Due to 
the project site’s distance from the Pacific Ocean (approximately 7 miles) and other large 
bodies, there is no risk of inundation by seiche or tsunami. Furthermore, while portions of 
the project alignment would be located along the canyon rim, the trail would be designed 
to avoid any potential for mudflow conditions. This would be achieved by soil 
compaction and use of rock armored swale crossings designed to stabilize the trail and 
minimize the potential for mudflow. Therefore, there would be no impact.  
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3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

10. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

The project site is an urban canyon and urban walk setting that is surrounded primarily by single-
family residential, open space, and commercial land uses. Taft Middle School is located to the 
northeast and the Escala residential community and Fenton Marketplace are located to the south. 
The proposed project would improve or replace existing unofficial trails that are currently in use 
within the City of San Diego open space areas.  

The proposed project is governed by the Serra Mesa Community Plan, part of the City of San 
Diego’s General Plan Land Use Element. The proposed project has the General Plan Land Use 
designation of Parks, Recreation, and Open Space and identified by the City of San Diego’s OC 
(Open Space and Conservation) zone. The adjoining areas to the project site are designated Park, 
Open Space, and Recreation and zoned OC and OP (Open Space – Parks). Furthermore, the 
proposed project site is located within the Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Urban 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). Finally, the project site is located within City-defined 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL). The applicable elements of each plan or regulation are 
explained in detail below.  

Local  
City of San Diego General Plan, Land Use Element 

The City of San Diego land use designation for the proposed project is Park, Open Space, and 
Recreation. The Park, Open Space, and Recreation designation is described in the Land Use and 
Community Planning Element as providing for the preservation of the land that has distinctive 
scenic, natural or cultural features; that contributes to community character and form; or that 
contains environmentally sensitive resources, applies to land or water areas that are undeveloped, 
free from development, or developed with very low intensity uses that respect natural 
environment characteristics and are compatible with the open space use. Open Space may have 
utility for passive park and recreation use; conservation of land, water, or other natural resources; 
historic or scenic purposes, visual relief; or landform preservation.  
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Serra Mesa Community Plan, Environmental Management Element 

Community plans represent a significant and vital component of the San Diego General Plan 
Land Use Element since they contain more detailed land use designations and site-specific policy 
recommendations than is possible at the City level. The proposed project boundaries fall within 
the Serra Mesa Community Plan area, and the community plan element that specifically applies 
to the project site is the Environmental Management Element. The Environmental Management 
Element sets forth the guidelines dealing with the environment, consistent with managing the 
physical, biotic and socio-economic environment of the community in the context of the San 
Diego region to assure improved quality of life, respect environmental constraints and preserve 
community resources for all residents and succeeding generations.  

San Diego Land Development Code (LDC) 

The project site is zoned OC according to the City of San Diego’s Land Development Code. The 
purpose of the Open Space zone in the City of San Diego is to protect lands for outdoor 
recreation, education, and scenic and visual enjoyment; to control urban form and design; and to 
facilitate the preservation of environmentally sensitive lands. It is intended that the uses permitted 
in this zone will be limited to aiding the preservation of the natural character of the land.  

MSCP Subarea Plan / MHPA 

The City of San Diego MSCP is a regional program for the protection of covered special-status 
plant and wildlife species. Preservation of habitat, as a part of the MSCP, was designed to offset 
impacts within these areas to any covered plant and animal species. The MSCP Subarea Plan 
covers 206,124 acres in the MSCP study area under the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and 
was adopted by the City Council in March 1997. The Subarea Plan and Implementation 
Agreement established the conditions under which the City, for the benefit of itself and of private 
and public landowners and other land development proponents, received incidental take 
authorization of 85 covered species.  

The MHPA stands for Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), which is the City's planned habitat 
preserve within the MSCP Subarea. The City's planned MHPA totals 56, 831 acres, with 52,012 
acres (90%) targeted for preservation (approximately 30% of the planned regional preserve). 
Public access is allowed in many areas of the MHPA consistent with species protection and 
habitat management. Trails (biking, hiking, and/or equestrian uses), passive recreation, bird 
watching, scientific research, and nature walks are examples of allowable uses in the MHPA that 
provide opportunities for the public to access and enjoy the MHPA. The City of San Diego 
provides specific guidance on trail design within the MHPA. 

ESL Regulations 

The project site is subject to the policies, guidelines, and regulations of the City’s MSCP Subarea 
Plan, the ESL regulations. The purpose of ESL Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 1, 
San Diego Municipal Code) is to protect, preserve and where damaged restore, the 
environmentally sensitive lands of San Diego and the viability of the species supported by those 
lands. These regulations are intended to ensure that development occurs in a manner that protects 
the overall quality of the resources and the natural topographic character of the area, encourages a 
sensitive form of development, and retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats.  
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Consultant’s Guide to Park Design & Development, Appendix K: Trail Policies and 
Standards (2010) 

This guide provides specific design requirements for trails within City lands and/or that will have 
oversight by the City’s Park and Recreation staff. The guidelines contain instructions on trail 
criteria such as definitions and classifications as well as detailed trail construction guidance.  

Discussion 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The proposed project is designed with the purpose of linking established 
communities (i.e. Serra Mesa and Mission Valley). It would be compatible with 
surrounding land uses and would not divide an established community. No structures or 
barriers would be developed and construction would be limited to trail and 
erosion/stability improvements. Therefore, the project would not result in the physical 
division of an established community and no impact would occur.  

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. As 
discussed under the environmental setting, the project site has a land use designation of 
Park, Recreation, and Open Space and is zoned as OC. The adjoining areas are 
designated Park, Open Space, and Recreation and zoned OC and OP (Open Space – 
Parks).  

The proposed project would be consistent with the OC zone because the project would 
protect and promote the site for outdoor recreation, education, and scenic and visual 
enjoyment and would facilitate the preservation of environmentally sensitive lands as set 
forth in the LDC. Additionally, as stated in the environmental setting, the project occurs 
within the City’s designated MHPA; however passive recreation such as public hiking 
trails is a compatible land use within the MHPA (MSCP, 1997). Moreover, the trail is 
being designed in accordance with trail construction within the MHPA (e.g. trail widths 
of up to 48 inches).  

The proposed canyon trail would also be consistent with the Serra Mesa Community Plan 
because it would improve and make official public access trails that would serve the 
Serra Mesa community. The project has been designed to respect the site’s environmental 
constraints and preserve community resources for all residents and future generations.  

Finally, the trail design is based on the City’s Consultant’s Guide to Park Design & 
Development, Appendix K: Trail Policies and Standards. The requirements listed in this 
document have been used to inform the trail design. 
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Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and the project’s related impact would be 
less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. As 
discussed in the environmental setting, the project area is located within the MHPA, part 
of the MSCP.  

The project is being designed to be fully compliant with the MHPA, including the Land 
Use Adjacency Guidelines set forth in Section 1.4.3 of the MSCP SAP; the Area Specific 
Management Directives in Table 3-5 of the MSCP SAP; the City’s ESL designation; and 
City trails specifications. The proposed trail would improve or replace existing informal 
trails segments with a more sustainable trail to create less environmentally damaging 
access through Ruffin Canyon and to improve the public’s ability to access the canyon. 
The proposed project adheres to the specific management polices and directives under 
MSCP Urban Habitat Lands, specifically guideline B16 which discusses the restoration 
of native vegetation along the San Diego River corridor. Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, discusses in detail the potential biological resources impacts. 

Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or 
natural community conservation plan. The project’s impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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3.11 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

In 1975, the Department of Conservation’s California Geological Survey created a program to 
assist in the protection and development of mineral resources through the land use planning 
process. This program is mandated by the Surface Mining Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA). 
Local agencies are required to use mineral land classification maps and reports when developing 
land use plans and when making land use decisions (State of California, 2007). The proposed 
project is located in the Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) zone. The MRZ-2 are areas underlain 
by mineral deposits where geologic data show that significant measured or indicated resources 
are present. In addition, according to the State of California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, no oil wells exist on the project site. 

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would improve or replace existing unofficial public 
access trails and is consistent the Open Space-Conservation zoning designation. 
Development of the trail would not interfere with the future exploration or extraction of 
minerals in this area, which could still occur if desired and allowed by current 
regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project would not affect the condition of minerals 
on-site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource and no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. Please see 3.11a above. In addition, improving or replacing existing trails 
would not result in the loss of availability of any locally important mineral resources. The 
Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan identifies San Diego’s important 
mineral resources to include salt, sand, and gravel, all of which have been produced in 
San Diego for decades. The proposed project is in an area that is designated for the 
managed production of those mineral resources and State law requires cities to plan for 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-63 ESA / 120929.00 
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

3. Environmental Impact Analysis 

 

the beneficial management of these valuable mineral resources; construction and 
operation of the trail would not preclude the ability to mine the site at a future date. No 
impacts on locally or important mineral resources are anticipated from project 
construction or implementation.  
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3.12 Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

12. NOISE — Would the project:     

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

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

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, exerts 
a sound pressure level (referred to as sound level), which is measured in decibels (dB), with zero 
dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing, and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to 
the threshold of pain. Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human 
ear as sound.  

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. 
As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic 
filter that de-emphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner 
corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to extremely low and extremely high 
frequencies. This method of frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed 
in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). 

Noise sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the proposed project site include single family 
residential developments surrounding the area. The existing noise environment in the urban 
canyon portion of the project area is primarily from roadway noise along Gramercy Road, with 
occasional or limited noise produced by residential land uses and wildlife from the surrounding 
open space habitat. The proposed project would be governed by the City of San Diego Noise 
Element, regulations set forth in the City of San Diego Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, 
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the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, and the Montgomery Airfield Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan. Each of these documents is further described in detail below.  

City of San Diego Noise Element 

The City of San Diego addresses noise in the Noise Element of its General Plan and in the City’s 
Municipal Code. The Noise Element of the City of San Diego General Plan states that the CNEL 
is the predominant rating scale for land use compatibility. The Noise Element limits future 
residential uses within an airport influence area (AIA) to areas exposed to aircraft noise levels of 
65 dBA CNEL and lower. Within the Noise Element, the City incorporates the goal of minimal 
exposure to residential and other noise-sensitive land uses to excessive construction, refuse 
vehicles, sweeper-related noise and public noise. One of the City’s noise policies is to implement 
limits on the hours of operation for non-emergency construction and refuse vehicle and parking 
lot sweeper activity in residential areas and areas abutting residential areas and limits on 
excessive public noises that a person could reasonably consider disturbing and or annoying in 
residential areas and areas abutting residential areas (City of San Diego, 2008).  

City of San Diego Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance 

Chapter 5 Article 9.5 of the City of San Diego Municipal Code addresses Noise Abatement and 
Control. The controls identified in the code relate to lot-line noise associated with noise produced 
on a property and noise associated with motor vehicles, watercraft, construction noise, refuse 
vehicles and parking lot sweepers. Noise from aircraft is not regulated by the City of San Diego. 
The City of San Diego Municipal Code noise regulations establish general sound level standards 
for specific land uses/zoning (Section 59.5.0401). Table 5.13-2 summarizes the City Noise 
Ordinance. 

City of San Diego CEQA Significance Thresholds 

The City has developed CEQA Significance Thresholds (updated January 2011) for determining 
the compatibility of land uses based on noise levels. These noise compatibility factors are shown 
in Table K-4 of the CEQA Significance Thresholds. The project site is most similar to nature 
preserves, which identifies compatible land use noises up to 60 dBA CNEL. 

Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) Board is the designated Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County. The SDCRAA Board adopted an airport 
land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) for Montgomery Field in January 2010. Table III-1 of the 
Montgomery Field ALUCP specify that 75 dB CNEL (with conditions) is the maximum 
acceptable level of aircraft noise for nature preserves. As shown in Exhibit III-1 of the 
Montgomery Field ALUCP , the project site is not within the noise contour map of 60 dBA 
CNEL or greater (i.e. noise from aircraft is less than 60 dBA CNEL at the project site).  
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Discussion 

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in exposure of 
persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. According to 
the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, construction activities near existing 
noise sensitive uses located in the City of San Diego are limited to the hours of 7:00 A.M. 
to 7:00 P.M., Monday through Saturday.  

Due to the limited amount of soil movement and steep elevations, construction of the 
proposed project would be conducted primarily with the use of hand tools such as digging 
and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, loopers, and rakes as well as small, engine-operated 
construction equipment. Noise from heavy trucks (e.g. haul trucks) or other heavy 
machinery would not occur as there would be no need for such equipment. It is 
reasonable to assume that trail use would see a rise, but noise related to occasional hikers 
or bicyclists would be minimal and infrequent. As a result, the proposed project would 
not generate noise levels in excess of adopted standards such as the City’s Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines from the Noise Element of the General Plan and the City’s 
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. Consequently, noise impacts would be less 
than significant. 

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact. Proposed project construction would not include the use 
of construction equipment that would generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. Due to the minimal amount of soil movement and steep 
elevations, construction of the proposed project would primarily include the use of hand 
tools such as digging and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, loopers, and rakes as well as 
small, engine-operated construction equipment. The small construction and accessory 
vehicles would not generate substantial groundborne vibration from activities on the soil 
surface of the project area. Due to minimal construction efforts, the sensitive receptors 
within the proximity of the project area, the single family residences, would not be 
significantly impacted. Furthermore, operation of the existing nature trail would not 
generate groundborne vibrations or groundborne noise levels. Therefore, impacts related 
to groundborne vibration and noise would be less than significant. 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

No Impact. Construction noise would be short-term (less than 2 months), temporary, and 
would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. At the end of 
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construction, the trail would require only occasional onsite maintenance, which would be 
done using hand tools, and would not create a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. 
Therefore, no impact related to permanent increases in noise from the proposed project 
would occur.  

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less than Significant Impact. Noise impacts associated with the proposed project 
construction would not result in substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient 
noise levels. Construction noise would result in a minimal increase over the existing 
noise environment and noise would dissipate rapidly with distance from the canyon 
source. The primary use of hand tools and small, engine-operated equipment in the trail 
improvements and construction would mean noise levels would not increase substantially 
over the existing condition. Furthermore, construction would be limited to the hours 
between 7A.M. and 7P.M, ensuring construction noise would not occur during the more 
noise sensitive evening, night, and early morning hours. Therefore, construction related 
noise would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. As stated in the Environmental Setting above, the proposed project is within 
the designated Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Review Area 1 as 
a location where noise and safety concerns may necessitate limitations on the types of 
land use actions. However, because the proposed project would not cause a significant 
gathering of people and would not build habitable structures, people residing or working 
in the area would not be exposed to excessive noise levels as a result of this project. No 
impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. As 
previously mentioned in the Environmental Setting, the proposed operational activities 
would be similar to those that currently exist onsite and would not impact air traffic 
patterns. No impact would occur. 
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3.13 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project area is located within the Serra Mesa Community planning area. Between 
1955 and 1970 the planning area experienced a growth in population from 3,835 to 27,269 
residents. However, from 1970 to 1998, the population in the planning area leveled off and 
slightly declined from 25,182 to 24,400 residents. The majority of the Serra Mesa Community is 
single-family residential uses. The Community Plan identifies 21 acres of land, majority located 
adjacent to environmentally sensitive lands suitable for new housing (Serra Mesa Community 
Plan, 2000). The proposed project site would be located on ESL located adjacent to single-family 
residential uses. 

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not include housing or 
commercial development that would directly affect the number of residents or employees 
in the area and would not contribute to the creation of additional housing or jobs in the 
Serra Mesa Community Plan. Instead, the proposed project would provide an improved 
trail for residents and visitors to San Diego. Consequently, the proposed project would 
not directly or indirectly induce growth or remove an obstacle to growth as the proposed 
project would be implemented to meet demands of the existing population that would 
occur based on the City’s approved build-out and growth control policies. The impact 
related to the proposed project’s potential to induce population growth is less than 
significant. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
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No Impact. The project area is an existing urban canyon. The proposed project does not 
involve the construction or demolition of housing. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not displace people or housing, and there would be no impact. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people as 
no residents are located on the project site. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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3.14 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

Environmental Setting 

Public services available at or within the vicinity of the project site include fire and police 
protection, schools, and parks.  

The City’s fire protection services are provided by the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, which 
operates out of 47 stations (San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, 2013a). The nearest station to the 
project site is Station 45, which is located in the Qualcomm Stadium Parking Lot, at 9449 Friars 
Road, and has a response time of 6:40 minutes (San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, 2013b).  

Police services in the project vicinity are currently provided by the City of San Diego Police 
Department Eastern Division which serves the neighborhoods of Serra Mesa, Mission Valley 
east, and Qualcomm, as well as several other surrounding neighborhoods. The Eastern division is 
served by one police station, located at 9225 Aero Drive (San Diego Police Department, 2013). 
The response time for the San Diego Police Department varies depending on the severity of the 
emergency; a priority E call has an average response time of 6:24 minutes, a priority 1 call has an 
average response time of 11:36 minutes, a priority 2 call has an average response time of 24:06 
minutes, a priority 3 call has an average response time of 63:54 minutes, and a priority 4 call has 
an average response time of 68:06 minutes (City of San Diego, 2013).  

The planning area’s public schools area provided by the San Diego Unified School District 
(SDUSD). SDUSD serves 118 elementary schools, 24 middle schools, and 26 high schools in the 
City of San Diego (SDUSD, 2013). For information and additional analysis on the City’s parks 
and recreational facilities, please see Section 3.15.  
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Discussion 

a.i) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or 
the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: Fire protection? 

No Impact. The proposed project would improve existing informal public access trail 
segments and develop new public trail, requiring a short period between 1-2 months of 
light construction. The construction would be completed by a small crew and will not 
require road closures or oversized equipment. Therefore, the construction activities, 
personnel, and equipment would not pose a fire threat or impede emergency response 
times in the area. Additionally, the proposed project would not introduce new facilities or 
features that would make the site more susceptible to fire danger. The project would 
construct a trail within Ruffin Canyon that is as sustainable as possible, and takes into 
consideration in its design both fire prevention activities and enhanced emergency access 
to the canyon reducing the potential for future fire. The project would not affect need to 
construct new or expanded fire facilities, the construction of which could result in 
environmental impacts. Thus, no impact would result from implementation of the 
proposed project. 

a.ii) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or 
the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: Police protection? 

No Impact. As described above, the construction activities would be light and would not 
impede emergency response to the site or surrounding areas. Since the project would be 
an upgrade project that improves the accessibility of the existing public access system, it 
would not introduce new features that make the area more susceptible to crime. On the 
contrary, the improved trail, with greater visibility (i.e. brush would be trimmed over the 
trail alignment), the anticipation of slightly greater use, and regular maintenance would 
help to discourage any potential for crime. No new or expanded police facilities would be 
needed to service the project. As a result, implementation of the proposed project would 
not construct new or expanded police facilities, the construction of which would have an 
impact on the environment. No impact related to police services would occur. 
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a.iii) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or 
the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves upgrading an existing public access trail 
system and would not introduce additional residents to the project area that would require 
the service of additional schools, the construction of which could have an impact on the 
environment. No impacts would occur. 

a.iv) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or 
the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: Parks? 

No Impact. Please see Section 3.15. The proposed project involves upgrading an existing 
public access trail system, allowing greater access to open space for residents and visitors 
to the area. The trails would be regularly maintained to ensure the trail remains safe and 
brush is sufficiently trimmed from the path. Therefore, the project would not create a 
demand on existing parks that could result in a physical impact. No adverse impacts to 
parks would occur. 

a.v) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or 
the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves upgrading an existing public access trail 
system and would not introduce inhabitants to the project area that would require 
additional public facilities. No impacts would occur. 

  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-73 ESA / 120929.00 
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

3. Environmental Impact Analysis 

 

3.15 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

15. RECREATION — Would the project:     

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

Environmental Setting 

The Serra Mesa Community Plan Parks and Recreation Element identifies neighborhood and 
regional parks as well as other recreational facilities for public enjoyment. There are two 
developed neighborhood parks, one partially developed Community Park and three joint-use 
school/park sites in the Serra Mesa community. Cabrillo Heights Neighborhood Park is on a 
13.68-acre site located adjacent to Angier Elementary School and Murray Ridge Neighborhood 
Park is on an 11.09-acre site located northwest of Murray Ridge Road and Mission Center Road. 
The partially developed Serra Mesa Community Park is on a 22.55-acre site stretching south from 
Aero Drive to Village Glen Drive; Wedgeforth Elementary School is located immediately to the 
west. The 7.40-acre and 5.20-acre joint-use facilities at Fletcher Elementary and Juarez Element 
Schools address additional park needs for the community.  

Discussion 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or 
be accelerated? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves improving an existing informal trail system 
that is currently used in the open space areas in Ruffin Canyon and would be positioned 
next to adjoining single family residential uses. The project would help to offset use of 
existing parks and recreational facilities as it would provide another option for potential 
users. Other than the open space that the project area lies within and the regulated 
facilities at Taft Middle School, there are no known recreation facilities within the 
immediate vicinity of the project area. Consequently, the proposed project would not 
result in physical deterioration of the open space area or any recreation facilities, and no 
impact would occur. 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 
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Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project is a 
proposal to improve an existing recreational amenity (i.e. canyon trail) that would use 
portions of the current alignment of the existing canyon trail and create a new alignment 
along the canyon rim away from the canyon bottom. Impacts from the construction and 
operation of the trail are discussed within this environmental analysis. Mitigable impacts 
would occur on biological resources and geology/soils, as noted in Sections 3.4 and 3.6 
above. Therefore, with the mitigation identified in Section 3.4 and 3.6, the project would 
have a less than significant impact. 
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

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

    

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project area is an urban canyon and urban residential and commercial setting that is 
located north of I-8 between I-805 and I-15. The proposed project consists of a trail network that 
would be improved and made more easily accessible to the public. A canyon trail would begin at 
Gramercy Road and continue south through Ruffin Canyon Open Space Preserve where it would 
end at the Escala community. In addition, the canyon trail would be connected to urban walks 
(See Figure 1-2).  The urban walks would connect the Serra Mesa community to the Mission 
Valley community, including Fenton Marketplace, the Mission Valley Library, and the Fenton 
Parkway trolley station.  

A traffic impact study was not prepared for the project because the proposed trail route would not 
create any new road crossings, vehicle use during construction would be limited and would not 
impact traffic flow or impede traffic, and the trail upgrade would not change the long-term onsite 
activities from what currently exists.  

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would require the use of vehicles 
during construction to transport a small number of workers to and from the site. Once 
parked at the site, all of the work onsite would be within the trails and trailheads, away 
from local roads and would not impact traffic conditions. Once the short-term 
construction is complete, the onsite operational activities would begin and are expected to 
be similar to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project will not negatively 
impact the level of service (LOS) or volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios for the roads in the 
vicinity of the project site.  

Parking, while no longer considered by the CEQA guidelines, can be of concern to 
communities. This project is designed to improve access between two existing 
communities. Use of the trail would be primarily for pedestrian and bicycle travel 
between the communities, local access to shopping, and local access to regional transit in 
Mission Valley (i.e. the Fenton Parkway Trolley Station). It is highly unlikely that a 
substantial increase in vehicle trips, and thereby vehicles parking near the site would 
increase in any substantial manner. It is very likely that parking conditions under the 
proposed project would be similar to or have slightly more demand than under existing 
parking conditions. However, there is exenstive on-street parking along Gramercy Drive 
and at public parking areas around the Fenton Marketplace/Fenton Parkway Trolley 
Station.     

As such, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the proposed project would not 
substantially impact local traffic conditions; therefore, the project would not conflict with 
any local congestion management plans or impact the LOS for the roads in the vicinity of 
the project site. A less-than-significant impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not located in the immediate vicinity of an airport or 
private airstrip. The nearest public airport the Montgomery Field Airport located 
approximately 1.0 mile north of the project site. Project construction would be on the 
ground and would not alter the existing air traffic patterns, levels, or locations that result 
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in safety risks. As previously mentioned, the proposed operational activities would be 
similar to those that currently exist onsite and would not impact air traffic patterns 
beyond existing conditions. No impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct new trail alignment 
and improve part of the existing canyon trail alignment, neither of which is within the 
immediate vicinity of any surrounding public roadways. Moreover, the portion of the 
project that is referred to as an “urban walk” is simply a designation of existing 
pedestrian walkways.  No modifications would occur to the urban walk portion of the 
project with the exception of the introduction of way-finding signage to direct users to the 
urban canyon trail. The proposed project would not alter existing roadways nor include 
any hazardous design features such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. No 
incompatible uses such as farm equipment or construction equipment are proposed to be 
onsite permanently. As such, a less than significant impact would occur.  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. Construction activities would be contained within the project site, outside of 
public roadways, and are not anticipated to interfere with traffic flow or emergency 
response access to the project area. As previously mentioned, operational activities are 
expected to be similar to current onsite activities and would not impact emergency access 
beyond existing conditions. No impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. Rather, these trails 
would enhance pedestrian and cyclist accessibility to the two communities during 
operation. While the long-term purpose of the project would be beneficial to pedestrians 
and cyclists, portions of the trails may be closed for short periods during construction. 
The trail closures would temporarily affect pedestrians and bikers who currently use the 
trail, but would be short-term (less than 2 months) and the overall impact would be less 
than significant.  
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

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

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

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

    

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

    

Environmental Setting 

The project site is in an urban canyon setting, surrounded by commercial and residential 
development which has an established utility infrastructure; however, no utility service (gas, 
electricity, sewer, water, or solid waste pickup) is currently offered within the canyon. Moreover, 
no functioning storm drain system or erosion control is provided within the project site. 

The City of San Diego, including development surrounding the site, receives gas and electricity 
services from San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E); water and wastewater services from the San 
Diego Public Utilities Department; and solid waste is provided by the City of San Diego and sent 
to the Miramar Landfill. This landfill is operated by the City of San Diego and is located 
approximately 3 miles north of the project site at 5180 Convoy Street. Approximately 3,900 tons 
of waste is accepted on weekdays (lesser amounts on weekends) and the landfill is expected to 
operate until 2022. The landfill had a remaining capacity of 16,473,000 cy as of July 30, 2007 
(CAlRecycle, 2011c). The estimated closure date is 2022 (Metropolitan Airport Draft EIR, 2012). 

Discussion 

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 
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No Impact. None of the construction activities onsite would generate wastewater that 
would conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Construction workers would have access to portable 
toilets that would be taken off site and the wastewater disposed of in at an approved 
facility. Moreover, because of the small amount of earthwork and the use of hand tools 
and small construction equipment to move the soil, watering of the soil would be 
minimal. Furthermore, in accordance with City and RWQCB requirements, the project 
would prepare a Water Pollution Control Plan to ensure all runoff created during 
construction would be handled in accordance with City and RWQCB specifications.  

Similarly, operation and maintenance of the Proposed Project would not generate 
wastewater. With the exception of the occasional trail maintenance, no full time 
operations and maintenance staff would be present onsite. Neither the project’s 
unmanned operations, nor the maintenance crew repair visits are expected to generate 
wastewater or require the use of wastewater treatment facilities. Consequently, the 
project would not conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the San Diego 
RWQCB and no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. As stated above, the project would not require wastewater treatment during 
the construction and operation phases of the project; therefore, the project would not 
require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities. As such, no impacts would occur. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities, or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is undeveloped with  existing unofficial 
hiking trails with no functioning stormwater drainage infrastructure. The existing trails 
would be improved to better handle stormwater runoff by using compacted soil and rock 
armored swale crossings. A retaining wall soldier pile with timber lagging would be 
installed near the upper portion of the canyon trail to provide an Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible overlook. Only a minimal amount of soil movement 
will be required during construction, and wherever possible, the trails would follow a 
curvilinear alignment and traverse slopes nearly parallel to the contour lines. By 
following the natural terrain of the land and minimizing the soil movement, the proposed 
project would not adversely alter the site’s existing stormwater drainage conditions, but 
would be an improvement over existing conditions. The construction of these 
improvements would be limited to hand tools and small construction vehicles suitable for 
narrow and steep terrain. Impacts to biological resources associated with these 
improvements are discussed under the Section 3.4, Biological Resources, above. No 
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significant and unavoidable impacts would be created by the construction and 
implementation of the proposed erosion control features. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in less than significant impacts related to new or expanded drainage 
facilities.  

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

No Impact. Only small amounts of water would be provided onsite during construction 
of the proposed project for worker consumption and possibly for some construction uses. 
No water would be used during project operation. Therefore, no additional water would 
be withdrawn from existing entitlements or resources as a result of the project, and the 
site would maintain current conditions. No impact would occur. 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

No Impact. As described previously under the responses to questions 3.17a and 3.17b, 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not generate wastewater. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not affect wastewater treatment capacity. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project’s solid waste disposal needs would be 
provided by the Miramar landfill in San Diego. During construction, trash would only be 
created by worker lunches, and workers would collect their trash and dispose of it in an 
offsite receptacle. During operation, waste cans would be available at the trail heads, and 
trash would be collected by the City of San Diego. The trash created by workers and 
visitors on site would be minimal and solid waste generated during project operation 
would be similar to the amount currently generated. The Miramar landfill would be able 
to accommodate the solid waste from the site without having to expand the facility. 
Impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in minimal 
solid waste that would consist mainly of consumer food and beverage packaging 
generated by construction workers and trail users. Waste receptacles would be provided 
at the trail heads, emptied regularly, and hauled offsite to the Miramar landfill. Therefore, 
the project would be in compliance with federal, state, and local statues related to solid 
waste. No impact would occur. 
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3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

    

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the 
Biological Resources section above, the proposed project would not substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. As discussed in the 
Cultural Resources section above, the proposed project would not eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The proposed project 
would incorporate mitigation measures related to biological resource as described in 
Section 3.4 to reduce impacts related to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. The potential project specific impacts of the proposed 
project (as described throughout this IS/MND) would occur during project construction, 
which is anticipated to last approximately one to two months. The City of San Diego was 
contacted in an effort to identify all known projects near the proposed project and within 
the Serra Mesa community. No current or future projects were identified (Pers. Comm. 
Sysmanski, 2013). Therefore, there are no other known construction projects planned for 
the project vicinity that could result in significant cumulative impacts during 
construction. The project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would be less 
than considerable and less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the analysis above, the 
proposed project would have potentially significant environmental effects on biological 
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resources and geology/soils that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly. However, implementation of mitigation measures as provided 
within each of these resource topic sections of this environmental checklist would reduce 
project-related significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, after 
implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant environmental impact to human beings.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban 
Walk Project  

2013 Biology Survey Report 

This report presents the methodology and findings of an in-depth sensitive species habitat 
assessment and focused survey effort conducted for the San Diego River Tributary Canyons 
Project (Study Area) located in the City of San Diego, San Diego County, California. The 
existing conditions in the report focus on documenting biological resources present or potentially 
present Study Area subject to Federal and/or State regulation, and local laws, rules, and 
regulations, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Impacts to these 
resources are only evaluated in this report for the proposed multi-use trail alignment in Ruffin 
Canyon (Project). 

In addition to characterizing the baseline natural resource conditions of the Study Area, initial 
habitat assessments for eighteen (18) Federal/State-listed floral and faunal species was conducted. 
No Federal or State-listed threatened or endangered plant species were observed within the Study 
Area; however, thirteen (13) plant species of interest to the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) were detected. Of those 13 species, only two (2) were observed near the proposed Project 
alignment: San Diego viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) and San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus 
viridescens).  

Marginal to low quality habitat for the least Bell’s vireo was detected in the Study Area within 
the riparian scrub, but no suitable breeding habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher was 
documented. Therefore, focused surveys for the least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow 
flycatcher were not conducted.  

Suitable high quality habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher was detected in the Study Area 
within the coastal sage scrub. Therefore, focused United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) protocol coastal California gnatcatcher surveys were conducted throughout the Study 
Area within all suitable habitats. Five (5) pairs and a single (1) male were detected during the 
spring 2012 focused survey/monitoring efforts. Two (2) of those pairs were detected near the 
proposed Project alignment. All suitable habitats are expected to be utilized for foraging, 
breeding, and movement within the Study Area. 
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In addition to conducting focused surveys for federal/state listed species, all special-status 
plants/wildlife, and raptor nests were recorded and mapped during the Project surveys. Coastal 
cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) is considered a Species of Special 
Concern (SSC) by the state (and also covered under the Multiple Species Conservation Program 
[MSCP] and protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act [MBTA]), and although the 
species was not observed during the biological surveys within the Study Area, there is still 
potential for the species to utilize the large patches of cacti found within the Project alignment for 
nesting. 

The Study Area contains several interconnected, unvegetated braided drainages. The 
Jurisdictional Determination and Wetland Delineation conducted within the Study Area revealed 
the presence of 0.063 acre of state and federal jurisdictional resources within the Project footprint. 
Of the 0.063 acre, all was determined to be non-wetland waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction 
of USACE, and riparian habitats under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, RWQCB, and the City. No 
federal wetlands were determined to be present within the Project footprint. Impacts will be 
mitigated through onsite habitat creation/restoration at a 2:1 ratio, within the MHPA, and 
regulatory permits will be obtained from the resource agencies. 

The proposed Project will impact 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub (Tier II), 0.521 acre of mixed 
chaparral (Tier IIIA), 0.007 acre of non-native grassland (Tier IIIB), and 0.292 acre of disturbed 
land and ornamental vegetation (Tier IV). Impacts to the MSCP Tier II-IIIB habitats will be 
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio through onsite habitat creation and restoration, within the MHPA, and at a 
2:1 ratio outside of the MHPA through onsite habitat creation/restoration, with the exception of 
non-native grassland as the impact acreage is less than the 1-acre threshold described by the City 
Biology Guidelines.  

The proposed project will potentially impact costal California gnatcatcher, San Diego barrel 
cactus, San Diego viguiera, costal cactus wren, western bluebird and several other nesting birds 
and raptors protected by the MBTA and covered under the MSCP. Mitigation will occur onsite at 
a 1:1 ratio within the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside the MHPA through habitat 
creationrestoration at a 1:1 ratio. The mitigation measures presented in this report will reduce 
impacts these species to a less than significant level. 
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SAN DIEGO RIVER  
TRIBUTARY CANYONS PROJECT 
2013 Biology Survey Report 

1. Introduction  
This report presents the methodology and findings of a biological resource study and focused 
survey efforts conducted for the San Diego River Tributary Canyons project site in the City of 
San Diego, San Diego County California. For the purposes of this report, the “Study Area” is 
defined as Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons, because the original trail alignment was 
planned to traverse these canyon. After further evaluation, however, the Sandrock Canyon trail 
alignment was removed from the study. Although biological resources are described for the entire 
Study Area in this report, impacts to these resources are only evaluated for the proposed multi-use 
trail alignment in Ruffin Canyon (Project).  

This Biological Survey Report documents the biological resources present, potentially present, or 
absent within the Study Area based on the results of focused protocol surveys or lack of suitable 
habitat observed on site that are subject to Federal and/or State regulation, and local laws, rules, 
and regulations, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Natural 
Communities Conservation Program (NCCP) Act. The report also assesses impacts to these 
resources and identifies mitigation consistent with the City of San Diego’s standards and 
guidelines. 

1.1  Purpose 
The scope of the initial sensitive species habitat assessment and focused survey efforts 
encompasses the comprehensive documentation of existing biological resources within the Study 
Area in order to assist in project planning and permitting. It incorporates the findings of an 
extensive literature review, and the results of a series of field investigations conducted throughout 
the spring and fall of 2012 by biologists having expertise in botany, plant ecology, and 
invertebrate and vertebrate biology, including mammalogy, ornithology, and herpetology. This 
documentation conforms to accepted scientific and technical standards, and meets the 
requirements of United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocols for specific listed 
species. In accordance with the proposed goals of determining potential direct/indirect impacts to 
biological resources as a result of the proposed Project activities, the primary focus of this 
assessment is on those resources considered to be sensitive or regulated by the resource agencies, 
including the USFWS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  
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1.2 Project Location 
The approximately 185–acre Study Area is located in the Community of Serra Mesa, City of San 
Diego, San Diego County, California, which is mapped on the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) La Jolla 7.5’ quadrangle map. The Study Area consists primarily of Ruffin, Sandrock, 
and Shawn Canyons within the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) 
Subarea (City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan) and with the MSCP Preserve, the Multi-ple 
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). The Study Area lies between Gramercy Drive to the north and 
the SDG&E Mission Control Center facility to the south, which is shown in Figure 1, Regional 
Location Map, and Figure 2, Study Area Map. 

1.3 Project Description 
The proposed project would create and improve approximately 1.25 miles (6,600 linear feet) of 
new, non-motorized public access multi-use trail. The trail is to be constructed to California State 
Parks and City of San Diego trail standards. It would generally maintain a linear grade of 1%-8%. 
Where possible the trail would follow a curvilinear alignment and traverse slopes nearly parallel 
to the contour lines. Trail width would generally be approximately four feet (48 inches) and 
would consist of a compacted natural earthen surface. Rock armored swale crossings are 
proposed where trail elevation would need to be raised to match the earthen trail. Retaining wall 
soldier pile with timber lagging is proposed for two locations: one to support a more gradual 
slope at Gramercy adjacent to Taft Middle School to make the trail accessible and consistent with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and a second position to construct an accessible overlook 
that would be positioned approximately 500 feet from the north trailhead located adjacent to 
Gramercy.  

Trailheads (i.e. trail access) would be located at two points, both of which are currently used as 
access points to the existing trails. Directional information would be located at the Gramercy 
Drive and Escala canyon entrances in developed areas.  

Ruffin Canyon Trail 

The northern trailhead and entrance to the Ruffin Canyon Trail would be located along a portion 
of Gramercy Road immediately west of Taft Middle School. The trail would follow and 
incorporate an existing trail alignment from the Gramercy Drive sidewalk to the bottom of the 
first switchback, whereupon it would proceed west several feet, turn south paralleling the 
residential parcels that line the ridge, traverse a native slope in a gentle descent. The trail reaches 
the canyon bottom and converges with the two canyon (i.e. Ruffin and Sandrock) drainages 
where it traverses a small ravine.  

The proposed trail would stay within public property boundaries along the west side of Ruffin 
Canyon and would generally maintain linear grades between 1% and 8%. Moreover, the majority 
of the trail would traverse the canyon slope at a level nearly parallel to the contour lines. The total 
length of the Ruffin Canyon Trail would be approximately 6,600 linear feet. Figure 2 provides a 
detailed view of the Ruffin Canyon Trail alignment. 
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Continuing in a southerly direction, the trail would enter the streambed which is located within a 
public access easement on property owned by the Escala Homeowner’s Association. Several two-
to-four feet high wooden markers would be driven into the ground outside the streambed to 
demarcate the trail. At this point, the trail would connect to an existing asphalt ramp linking the 
canyon bottom to Pompeii Street, Escala’s northernmost roadway. Improvements consist of 
installing directional signage at the existing ramp. 

Existing Urban Walk 

In addition to the canyon trail, there are two main portions of the trail that are already existing 
pedestrian pathways, but that would be officially designated “urban walks” as part of the trail 
system. In the north, the trail begins at the southeast corner of Gramercy Road and Sandrock 
Drive. The urban walk proceeds along the south sidewalk to the proposed trailhead adjacent to 
Taft Middle School. The southern urban walk would continue from the asphalt ramp at the 
southernmost portion of the Ruffin Canyon Trail to the south along an existing City easement 
within the Escala/Portofino residential community and on to Friar’s Road. The urban walk would 
cross Friar’s Road, continue past the west side of Fenton Marketplace to the Mission Valley 
Library, past the Fenton Parkway Trolley Station, and on to the San Diego Riverfront where it 
would terminate. 

Project Construction 

As described above, the Ruffin Canyon Trail improvements would be constructed to California 
State Parks and City of San Diego trail standards. New trails would be constructed to widths of 
approximately 48 inches, consistent with the requirements for trails within the MHPA. Certain 
locations along the trail would require up to 0.75:1 cut slopes. Total grading volume would be 
approximately 2,100 cubic yards (cy), of which approximately 250 cy would be used to restore 
the slope below Gramercy Drive and to remove the existing informal trail. The remaining 
material would be used as backfill at the proposed retaining walls, fill for erosion gullies, topsoil 
for restoration areas, and broadcast and spread in disturbed areas, or areas dominated by 
ornamental vegetation such as iceplant, at depths up to three inches.  No material will be spread 
within 25 feet of minor drainages or 50 feet of the main dry wash with the exception of where soil 
is used for habitat restoration. No soil would be imported or exported.  

The City and San Diego Canyonlands are working together in an effort to enhance the biological 
resources within Ruffin and Shawn Canyons, as funds allow, including invasive removal and 
restoration which benefits the ecology of the San Diego River downstream of the Tributary 
Canyons system. Within these previously identified areas, project-related Rrestoration in the 
Tributary Canyons would include removal of large populations of invasive plant species, 
restoration of unauthorized trails and disturbed areas associated with these trails.  which benefits 
the ecology of the San Diego River. Restoration areas will be identified for the purpose of impact 
mitigation and for the purpose of biological resources enhancement.  Restoration opportunities 
exist within Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons in form of disturbed, ornamental and non-native 
grassland areas, and invasive species within riparian habitats.  The distribution of excess soil from 
trail grading into disturbed and ornamental areas will provide a seedbed for native habitat 
restoration. The topsoil distribution areas will be seeded with a native upland seed mix (e.g., 
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coastal sage scrub) and a restoration plan will be prepared pursuant to City of San Diego 
guidelines.  The trail and restoration areas will be managed and maintained by a 501(c)(3) not-
for-profit conservation organization in coordination with the Parks Department Open Space 
Division under agreement with the City and the San Diego River Conservancy.. 

Trail tread would be constructed by removing large gravel and rocks from the native material and 
then re-compacting the native material. Rock armored swale crossings are proposed where trail 
elevation would need to be raised to match the trail. Retaining wall soldier pile with timber 
laggings are proposed in two locations to allow for a more gradual descent and to allow ADA 
accessibility for a portion of the trail.  

Construction of the proposed project would be conducted primarily with the use of hand tools 
(powered and unpowered) such as digging and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, loopers, rakes, 
and wheel barrels. Small construction equipment, suitable for narrow and steep surroundings may 
be used for some soil movement; however, construction vehicles would primarily be limited to 
workers’ commute vehicles, which would consist primarily of passenger automobiles and/or light 
trucks, and small equipment such as a compact excavator and loader. Construction would take 
place between the hours of 7AM and 7PM and would comply with the City’s noise ordinance. 
Construction is anticipated to start in the third quarter of 2014 with a total construction time of 
one to two months.  

Project Operation 

Operation and maintenance activities for the proposed trail project would be minimal. Regular 
maintenance would be performed on the proposed project to ensure the trail remains intact and 
does not result in additional erosion. Brush may be maintained to keep the trail free of 
obstructions. Trail footing would be inspected to ensure the trail remains safe for users. This 
operation and maintenance activity would occasionally require a negligible number of automobile 
commute trips to the project site; however, no heavy construction vehicles would access the site 
for operation and maintenance. 
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2. Methods and Survey Limitations 

2.1  Background Information 
Comprehensive biological assessments and focused botanical and wildlife surveys were 
performed in the Study Area during the spring and fall of 2012 and documented by Cadre 
Environmental (Cadre Environmental 2012). All determinations regarding the presence or 
absence of sensitive biological resources on site reflect Cadre Environmental’s surveys and 
conclusions and those consultants (team members) retained by Cadre Environmental for auxiliary 
surveys on the property. The Cadre Environmental team consists of: 

Ruben Ramirez (Cadre Environmental) – Faunal Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Endangered Species Permits 10(a)1(A) TE780566-11 and California Department of Fish and 
Game, State Resident Scientific Collecting Permit, SC No. 002243. 

Rick Riefner (Rick Riefner & Associates) – Floral Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Endangered Species Permits 10(a)1(A) TE827494-4 and 10(a)1(A) TE009018-4, and the 
California Department of Fish and Game, State Resident Scientific Collecting Permit, SC No. 
003552. 

Habitat assessments and/or focused protocol surveys were conducted for eighteen (18) MSCP-
covered, and Federal/State-listed, floral and faunal species on site. The list below includes each of 
these species and their listing status with regards to the MSCP, Federal/State Endangered Species 
Acts (FESA/CESA), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)’s California Rare Plant Rank 
(CRPR) system: 

• San Diego thornmint (Acanthomintha ilicifolia) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State 
endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila) – MSCP-Covered, Federal endangered, CRPR 
1B.1; 

• Del Mar manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa subsp. crassifolia) – MSCP-Covered, 
Federal endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• Encinitas baccharis (Baccharis vanessae) – MSCP-Covered, Federal threatened/State 
endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) – MSCP-Covered, Federal threatened/State 
endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• Orcutt’s spineflower (Chorizanthe orcuttiana) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State 
endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• short-leaved dudleya (Dudleya brevifolia) – MSCP-Covered, State endangered, CRPR 
1B.1; 

• San Diego buttoncelery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii) – MSCP-Covered, 
Federal/State endangered, CRPR 1B.1;  
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• willowy monardella (Monardella viminea) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State endangered, 
CRPR 1B.1; 

• California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State 
endangered, CRPR 1B.1; 

• San Diego mesa mint (Pogogyne abramsii) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State endangered, 
CRPR 1B.1; 

• Otay mesa mint (Pogogyne nudiuscula) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State endangered, 
CRPR 1B.1; 

• spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) – MSCP-Covered, Federal threatened, CRPR 
1B.1; 

• San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) – MSCP-Covered, Federal 
endangered; 

• arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus) – MSCP-Covered, Federal endangered, State species 
of special concern; 

• southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) – MSCP-Covered, 
Federal/State endangered; 

• least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) – MSCP-Covered, Federal/State endangered; and 

• coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) – MSCP-Covered, 
Federal threatened/State species of special concern.  

ESA used the biological information provided by Cadre to assess the biological resources in the 
Study Area consistent with City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 20092012) 
and the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan. 

2.2 Literature Search 
Existing biological resources within and adjacent to the Study Area were initially investigated 
through review of pertinent scientific literature. Federal register listings, in conjunction with 
anticipated Federal listings, protocols, and data provided by the USFWS were reviewed for 
species potentially occurring within or adjacent to the Study Area. The Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB), a CDFW Natural Heritage Division species account database, was also 
reviewed regarding the locations of known occurrences of sensitive species and communities 
found in the vicinity of the property. In addition, numerous regional floral and faunal field guides 
were utilized in the identification of species and suitable habitats. These and other references are 
listed in the References Section. Combined, the sources reviewed provided an excellent baseline 
from which to inventory the biological resources potentially occurring in the area. Other sources 
of information included consultations with qualified experts in relevant fields, examination of 
herbarium specimens, and unpublished biological resource letter reports and assessments. 

The CNDDB, the State’s authoritative inventory of the locations of sensitive species and 
vegetation communities was consulted regarding potential sensitive resources that could occur on 
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or in the vicinity of the Study Area (CNDDB 2012). Other CDFW reports and publications 
consulted include the following: 

• Federal/State-Listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California, January 2011; 

• Special Animals, January 2011; 

• Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California, October 2012; and 

• Special Vascular Plants and Bryophytes List, October 2012. 

2.3 Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments 
Initial habitat suitability assessments for eighteen (18) MSCP-covered, and Federal/State-listed, 
species as outlined in the previous section was conducted during the spring of 2012. During these 
initial habitat assessment surveys, biologists characterized soils, habitat quality and regional 
occurrences of sensitive species. Site-specific focused survey programs were also implemented 
(as noted below) to document the presence/absence of species that have potential to occur on site. 
General wildlife species, sensitive resources incidentally observed, including listed and other 
special-status plants/wildlife, and raptor nests were also documented and mapped during all on 
site survey efforts.  

Protocol and survey guidelines utilized to assess habitat suitability for target species, determine 
presence/absence of sensitive species, and define habitat utilization throughout the Study Area are 
outlined in the following sections. Accordingly, this study is consistent with accepted scientific 
and technical standards, and species-specific guideline requirements issued by USFWS, CDFW, 
the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Scientific Review Panel, and CNPS.  

Vegetation mapping of the Study Area was conducted by Cadre Environmental. Vegetation 
community classification is based primarily upon the Holland system (Holland 1986) as adapted 
to San Diego County by Oberbauer et al. (2008) or otherwise specifically adopted by the San 
Diego MSCP (City of San Diego 2012).  

Plant communities were mapped in the field with the aid of a color aerial photograph in order to 
accurately define the community types and boundaries. A list of the dominant and associate 
species of each community was also recorded in the field notes. A complete list of all plants 
observed on site by Cadre Environmental and Rick Riefner & Associates is provided in Appendix 
A, Floral Compendium. Selected voucher specimens are deposited at the Rancho Santa Ana 
Botanic Garden herbarium (RSA). 

2.4 Special-Status Plant Surveys 
A site-specific survey program was developed in order to map and characterize the vegetation 
communities, prepare a floral compendium, conduct focused surveys to establish 
presence/absence for special-status plants, and prepare botanical resource maps depicting the 
sensitive communities and plant species locations observed in the approximately 185-acre Study 
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Area. The information sources, literature cited, and other pertinent references are listed in 
References and Literature Cited.  

Prior to visiting the site, existing biological resources within and adjacent to the Study Area were 
investigated through a review of the scientific literature and other pertinent resources available 
online. Federal register listings, protocols, biological survey guidelines, and databases were 
reviewed for pertinent information regarding the locations of current and historic occurrences of 
special-status species in the vicinity of the Study Area, including the City of San Diego MSCP 
(MSCP 1996) and continuing reports, the CNDDB (CNDDB 2012), CNPS 8th Edition inventory 
online (CNPS 2012), the Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH 2012), and the San Diego 
County Plant Atlas (2012). Numerous regional and local floras, soil, and vegetation mapping 
references were also utilized to identify known species locations and potential habitat types that 
might support rare plant species (Bowman 1973; Beauchamp 1986; Roberts 1995; Bauder & 
McMillan 1998; Reiser 2001; Rebman & Simpson 2006; Oberbauer et al. (2008); Roberts & Balk 
2008, 2012; MCAS Miramar INRMP 2011; Sproul et al. 2011).  

Accordingly, a preliminary list of sixty-eight (68) target special-status species was developed 
prior to implementing the site-specific survey program, which includes all plant species listed by 
the CNDDB (2012) for the La Jolla and La Mesa USGS quadrangle maps. However, any special-
status plant observed on site, but not included on this list, would also be carefully documented as 
part of the Project surveys. 

After reviewing the available information, Rick Riefner & Associates conducted focused surveys 
for special-status plants that have potential to occur on site. The Study Area was surveyed on 
February 13th, 14th, March 26th, April 8th, 9th, May 20th, June 18th, July 29th, and October 
10th, 2012, which included complete coverage of the site by walking slowly and methodically 
across or adjacent to each accessible habitat type. Surveys followed the guidelines adopted by 
CNPS (2001) and CDFW (2009), but were also performed in a manner consistent with the 
Guidelines for Conducting Biology Surveys in San Diego County (City of San Diego 20022012). 
These reports and other references are listed in at the end of this report.  

Plant communities and rare plant locations were mapped in the field directly on a 200-scale 
(1”=200’) color aerial photograph using visible landmarks and other unique landscape features. A 
Garmin GPSmap60 hand-held unit was also used to record locations of plants and plant 
community boundaries.  

Field notes were taken that recorded the date, location, all plant species observed, and general 
habitat characteristics of the area visited each day. All sensitive plant species encountered were 
mapped on the aerial photograph and/or the GPS locations recorded using the hand-held Garmin 
unit, and a visual estimation of their population size was documented during the field studies. 
These data were compiled in Excel spreadsheets using unique identification codes and delivered 
to Cadre Environmental for preparation of the botanical resource maps. 

Plant taxonomy and use of common names in this report generally follows Rebman and Simpson 
(2006) or recent generic treatments published by The Jepson Manual, Second Edition (Baldwin et 
al. 2012).  
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2.5 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys  
Following an initial habitat assessment to determine the presence/absence of suitable habitat for 
the coastal California gnatcatcher, focused USFWS protocol surveys were initiated during the 
spring of 2012. All surveys were conducted in accordance with the 1997 USFWS guidelines, 
which stipulate that during the breeding season, a minimum of three (3) surveys shall be 
conducted with at least seven (7) days between surveys in jurisdictions participating in an NCCP. 
As outlined in the protocol guidelines, no more than 100 acres were surveyed per day and all 
surveys were conducted during the morning hours before 12:00 P.M. Surveys were not conducted 
during extreme weather conditions (i.e., winds exceeding 15 miles per hour, rain, or temperatures 
in excess of 95ºF). All areas of suitable habitat within the Study Area were surveyed on foot by 
walking slowly and methodically. Presence of coastal California gnatcatchers were determined by 
identification of birds by sight and call, using a combination of taped vocalization and "pishing" 
sounds. The use of taped vocalizations was utilized to elicit a response from birds potentially 
present on site. 

Specifically six (6) surveys were conducted by Ruben Ramirez (Federal Permit 780566-11) on 
March 22nd, April 4th, 11th, 18th, 25th, and May 6th 2012. The additional surveys served to 
passively assess the status of previously detected coastal California gnatcatchers. The passive 
surveys included mapping all areas where habitat utilization, territorial defense, and breeding 
behavior was observed. 

2.6 Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Determination 
Waters of the United States 

The USACE and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have issued a set of guidance 
documents detailing the process for determining Clean Water Act (CWA) Jurisdiction following 
the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Rapanos v. U.S. and Carabell v. U.S. (Rapanos). The EPA 
and the USACE issued a summary memorandum of the guidance for implementing the Supreme 
Court’s decision in Rapanos that addresses the jurisdiction over waters of the United States under 
the CWA. The complete set of guidance documents, summarized as key points below, were used 
to collect relevant data for evaluation by the EPA and the USACE to determine CWA Jurisdiction 
over the Project site and to complete the “significant nexus test” as detailed in the guidelines. 

The significant nexus test includes consideration of hydrologic and ecologic factors. For 
circumstances such as described in point (B) below, the significant nexus test would take into 
account physical indicators of flow (evidence of an ordinary high water mark [OHWM]), if a 
hydrologic connection to a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) exists, and if the aquatic 
functions of the water body have a significant effect (more than speculative or insubstantial) on 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of a TNW. The USACE and EPA will apply the 
significant nexus standard to assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary 
drainage to determine if it significantly affects the chemical, physical and biological integrity of 
downstream TNW. Key points of the Rapanos decision include: 

(A) The USACE and EPA will assert jurisdiction over the following waters: 
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• Traditional navigable waters (TNW). 

• Wetlands adjacent to TNW. 

• Non-navigable tributaries of TNW that are relatively permanent. 

• Where the tributaries typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least 
seasonally (e.g., typically three months). 

• Wetlands that directly abut such tributaries. 

 (B) The USACE and EPA will decide jurisdiction over the following waters based on a fact-
specific analysis to determine whether they have a significant nexus with a TNW: 

• Non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent. 

• Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent. 

• Wetlands adjacent to but that do not directly abut a relatively permanent non-navigable 
tributary. 

(C) The USACE and EPA generally will not assert jurisdiction over the following features: 

• Swales or erosion features (e.g., gullies, small washes characterized by low volume, 
infrequent, or short duration flow). 

• Ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated wholly in and draining only uplands and 
that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water. 

Waters of the State 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCB (together “Boards”) are 
the principal State agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water 
quality. The Boards regulates activities pursuant to Section 401(a)(1) of the federal CWA as well 
as the Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne) (Water Code Section 13260). 
Section 401 of the CWA specifies that certification from the State is required for any applicant 
requesting a federal license or permit to conduct any activity including but not limited to the 
construction or operation of facilities that may result in any discharge into navigable waters. The 
certification shall originate from the State in which the discharge originates or will originate, or, 
if appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency having jurisdiction over the 
navigable water at the point where the discharge originates or will originate. Any such discharge 
will comply with the applicable provisions of Sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the CWA.  

In the Porter-Cologne, the Legislature declared that the “State must be prepared to exercise its full 
power and jurisdiction to protect the quality of the waters in the State from degradation...” 
(California Water Code Section 13000). Porter-Cologne grants the Boards the authority to 
implement and enforce the water quality laws, regulations, policies and plans to protect the 
groundwater and surface waters of the State. It is important to note that enforcement of the State's 
water quality requirements is not solely the purview of the Boards and their staff. Other agencies 
(e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) have the ability to enforce certain 
water quality provisions in state law.  
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Under the Streambed Alteration Agreements, CDFW takes jurisdiction over the stream zone 
which is defined as top of bank or outside extent of riparian vegetation, whichever is the greatest. 
Within the stream zone, waters of the State are typically delineated to include the streambed to 
the top of the bank and adjacent areas that would meet any one of the three wetland parameters in 
the USACE definition (vegetation, hydrology, and/or soils). Whereas federal jurisdiction requires 
meeting all three parameters, in practice meeting one parameter, or even the presence (rather than 
dominance) of wetland plants in an area associated with a jurisdictional streambed, would qualify 
an area as waters of the State. CDFW jurisdiction is not limited to navigable waters or tributaries 
to navigable waters, however, isolated wetlands and wetlands not associated with a streambed are 
not subject to CDFW jurisdiction. 

City of San Diego Wetlands 

Naturally occurring wetland vegetation communities are typically considered by the City to be 
characteristic of wetland areas. Examples of these wetland vegetation communities include salt 
marsh, brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, oak riparian forest, riparian woodland, 
riparian scrub and vernal pools. The City focuses on the predominance of hydrophytic plant 
species as a common element of all wetland vegetation communities. The City considers areas 
lacking naturally occurring wetland vegetation communities to be wetlands when hydric soil or 
wetland hydrology are present and past human activities have occurred to remove the historic 
vegetation, or catastrophic or recurring natural events preclude the establishment of wetland 
vegetation. Examples of these types of areas and situations include agricultural grading in 
floodways, dirt roads bisecting vernal pools, channelized streambeds, areas of scour within 
streambeds, and coastal mudflats and salt pannes that are unvegetated due to tidal duration. 
Therefore, the City also includes natural flood channels in their definition of wetlands, although 
these can be unvegetated.  

The City does not regulate areas that contain wetland vegetation, soils or hydrology created by 
human activities in historically non-wetland areas unless they have been delineated as wetlands 
by the USACE, and/or the CDFW. Examples of these exempted areas include wetland vegetation 
growing in brow ditches and similar drainage structures outside of natural drainage courses, 
wastewater treatment ponds, stock watering, desiltation and retention basins, water ponding on 
landfill surfaces, road ruts created by vehicles and artificially irrigated areas which would revert 
to uplands if the irrigation ceased. 

A wetland delineation and jurisdiction determination within proposed impact areas was 
performed by ESA wetland biologists Dallas Pugh and Joseph Henry in the Study Area on 
January 17th and 24th, 2013 in preparation for this report. The purpose of this study was to 
identify and map the location and extent of the limits of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, 
with the potential to fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE pursuant to the federal CWA, 
Section 404 regulatory program. This wetland study also evaluated the extent of waters of the 
State of California (State) that may fall under the jurisdiction of CDFW pursuant to Section 1602 
of the Fish and Game Code of California (Streambed Alteration Agreements), and the RWQCB 
under the 401 Certification Program or the Porter-Cologne Act regulating waste discharge into 
waters of the State. Features were also characterized in accordance with the City’s wetland 
definitions. 
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 
1987) was used as the basis to delineate waters of the U.S., including wetlands within the 
proposed impact footprint (including Sandrock Canyon).  Potential USACE and CDFW 
jurisdictional areas were also mapped within the entire Study Area; however, mapping was 
conducted using visual indicators of riparian plant boundaries and Ordinary High Water Mark 
(OHWM)/streambank; delineation pits were not excavated in any areas that were not proposed 
for trail improvements.  

The definition of growing season and the basis of determining and recording indicators for 
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology was based on the Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Version 
2.0) and A Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark  in the Arid West 
Region of the Western United States: A Delineation Manual (USACE, 2008ab). Both the 1987 
USACE Manual and Arid West Supplements were used for the determination and evaluation of 
any normal circumstances, atypical situations, and problem area wetlands, as needed.  

Prior to conducting the field reconnaissance, aerial imagery, as well as soils data, was used to 
identify potentially jurisdiction areas which required further study. A three-parameter wetland 
delineation, in accordance with the 1987 USACE Manual and 2008 Arid West Supplement, was 
conducted at four locations within the Study Area. Two of these sampling points were located 
where the proposed Project alignment crossed, or came in close proximity to, potentially 
jurisdictional features. The other two sample points are located upstream in Sandrock Canyon. 

The OHWM of channels within the Study Area was determined based on observations of physical 
evidence of flow that included direct observations of flow, scour marks, and drift lines of debris. 
The top of the bank was delineated to establish the limits of waters of the State. Non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. were indicated if one or more USACE parameters were absent. The USACE 
jurisdictional status of these features was determined by establishing the hydrological connection 
with USACE jurisdictional waters. For the purpose of this report it is assumed that areas under 
the jurisdiction of the USACE and CDFW are also under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB and the 
City. 

2.7 Survey Limitations 
General biological inventories can be subject to various survey limitations including season, time 
of day, location, and other factors inherent to the survey site. Both common and uncommon 
species may not be detected due to seasonal occurrence, variable activity patterns, or other factors 
such as general probabilities of detection. In addition, annual variations in temperature, rainfall, 
and food abundance can alter the observation of species within a survey site from season to 
season or year to year.  

For example, visual transects, while adequate to detect many species, are generally not successful 
in determining the abundance or complete distribution of reptiles that occur at a study site. To 
compensate for these survey limitations, literature and database (CNDDB and USFWS) reviews 
as well as previous survey reports from this Project site were conducted to develop a list of 
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potential special-status species that could occur within the Study Area. The results of these 
reviews, combined with knowledge of species-specific habitat requirements, known ranges and 
distributions, substantially reduce the limitations of the findings presented in this report.  

Many annuals and geophytes (bulb- and corm-forming species) may fail to germinate, grow, or 
bloom during sub-optimal rainfall years. Other perennials and shrub species also may not bloom 
or flower only for short periods of time during drought, making them less conspicuous and more 
difficult to detect and map. Therefore, plant surveys conducted during adverse weather conditions 
may not accurately document the presence or absence of some special-status plant species that 
may occur on a site. Conversely, surveys conducted in an above-average rainfall season would 
provide optimal conditions for growth and blooming that would aid documentation of sensitive 
plants. Therefore, it is important to provide rainfall data for the time period when the focused 
surveys were conducted in order to demonstrate the results of the surveys were not constrained by 
low precipitation for a project in any given year.  

In the City of San Diego (San Diego WSO Airport), approximately 10.17-inches of rainfall is 
considered an average rainfall year (Western Regional Climate Center; 
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7740). Table 1 provides the annual rainfall totals 
collected from 2009–2012 at the San Diego WSO Airport location.  

TABLE 1 
RAINFALL DATA, SAN DIEGO WSO AIRPORT, CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

Rainfall Season Rainfall Total (inches) 

2012 3.46 

2011 9.08 

2010 16.26 

2009 5.50 

 

Therefore, the 2012 vegetation mapping and focused rare plant survey program was conducted 
when precipitation was below normal. Accordingly, because of lower than normal rainfall some 
plant species likely may not have been evident and some plants may not have germinated at all. 

Field surveys were also constrained by steep canyon topography, locally dense, nearly 
impenetrable chaparral vegetation, and limited access along upper canyon slopes owing to private 
property and home-Project Proponent issues. 

Given the extensive past and current general and focused biological resources surveys performed 
and documented in this report, there are no limitations on the use of these data in determination of 
significant impacts to biological resources as a result of this Project. 
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3. Existing Conditions 
Exiting conditions within the Study Area include the observations of all biological resources 
present and a discussion of all sensitive biological resources with potential to occur within the 
Study Area. Observed species are listed in plant and animal compendiums as a record of species 
present within the Study Area at the time of the survey (Appendices A and B).  

3.1 Regional Context and Surrounding Land Uses 
The Study Area is located in the Community of Serra Mesa within the City of San Diego. It 
consists primarily of Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons within the ‘Urban Areas’ of the City 
of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan and within the MSCP Preserve, the MHPA. The MSCP was 
prepared pursuant to the general outline developed by the USFWS and CDFW to meet the 
requirements of the California 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 (i.e., 
USFWS and CDFW) that ensures implementation of the plan and thereby allows the City to issue 
take permits at the local level. The Subarea Plan is also consistent with the MSCP Plan and 
qualifies as a stand-alone document to implement the City’s portion of the MSCP Preserve. 

The City MHPA was developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife agencies (i.e., 
USFWS and CDFW), property Project Proponents, developers, and environmental groups. The 
Preserve Design Criteria contained in the MSCP Plan and City Council adopted criteria for the 
creation of the MHPA were used as guides in the development of the City’s MHPA. The MHPA 
delineates core biological resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation. Within the 
MHPA, limited development may occur. 

The Study Area supports relatively flat mesa tops to steep sloping canyon terrain ranging in 
elevation from approximately 140 feet (43 m) in the southernmost portion of the property to 
approximately 400 feet (122 m) above sea level in the northern Study Area. The three prominent 
canyons that comprise the property, Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons, are characterized by 
low slopes along the canyon bottoms (3-10 percent in most areas) surrounded by steep-sided 
slopes (50-100 percent) on the canyon walls (Foothill Associates 2010). With the exception of 
Taft Middle School to the north and the SDG&E Mission Control Center facility to the south, 
high-density residential track-home development surrounds the Study Area as shown in Figure 2, 
Study Area Map. 

Soils 

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS)1 has mapped the following soil types as occurring within 
and in the general vicinity of the Study Area (Bowman 1973), which includes: 

• Olivenhain cobbly loam, 9-30 percent slopes (OhE); 

• Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30-50 percent slopes (OhF); 

• Gravel Pits (GP);  

1 SCS is now known as the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). 
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• Redding gravelly loam, 2-9 percent slopes (RdC); and 

• Redding-Urban land complex, 2-9 percent slopes (RhC). 

The Olivenhain series consists of well drained, moderately deep to deep cobbly loams that have a 
very cobbly clay subsoil. The vegetation in uncultivated areas is mainly chamise, scrub oak, 
buckwheat, wild oats, soft chess, and cactus.  

The Redding series consists of well-drained, undulating to steep gravelly loams that have a 
gravelly clay subsoil and a hardpan, which formed in old mixed cobbly and gravelly alluvium. 
The vegetation is mainly chamise, buckwheat, sumac, scrub oak and annual forbs and grasses. 
The Redding gravelly loam is undulating to gently rolling, and hummocky. The Redding-Urban 
land complex occurs on marine terraces that have been altered through cut & fill operations for 
building sites.  

No specific description of the Gravel Pits soil mapping unit is provided in the San Diego Soil 
Survey (Bowman 1973); these soils are expected to be different from the surrounding native 
substrates due to the likelihood of imported fill that would have been necessary for the 
development and/or cut & fill operations that are widespread in this residential community. The 
soil types mapped for the Study Area by the NRCS are depicted in Figure 3, Soil Associations 
Map. 

3.2 Vegetation Communities 
Although the Study Area is situated within an urban environment, and often highly disturbed, 
Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons support a rich diversity of native plant communities, 
including coastal sage scrub, chaparral, native grasslands, riparian scrub, and marsh vegetation. 
Accordingly, the Study Area supports a rich and diverse flora supporting nearly 200 native plant 
species (Appendix A). 

Although twenty-three (23) habitat types were originally mapped by Cadre Environmental within 
the Study Area, some of the habitat types were combined into larger tiered “Grassland,” “Coastal 
Sage Scrub,” “Chaparral,” “Developed/Disturbed,” “Wetland,” and “Marsh” community 
designations for consistency with City of San Diego guidelines. As stated by Foothill Associates 
and indicated in Table 2, Summary of Study Area Vegetation Communities: 

“The City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) classifies upland 
habitat as Tier I, II, IIIA, IIIB or IV. Classification is dependent on rarity and ecological 
importance. Tier I is the most sensitive, and Tier IV is the least sensitive. Mitigation and 
permitting for impacts to habitats are based on this tiered system; the higher the tier, the 
more difficult to permit and mitigate for impacts. The classification for each habitat within 
the Project area is noted in habitat descriptions provided below” (Foothill Associates 2010). 

  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk Project 17 ESA / 120929 
2013 Biology Survey Report March 2013 



 

  

 

 

OhF

GP

OhE

OhE

RhC

RdC

OhE

OhE

RhC

RhC

RdC

RhC

RdC

RhC

RhC

1 inch = 500 feet

CADRE
EnvironmentalSan Diego River Tributary Canyons Project

Focused Sensitive Species Surveys

Figure 3  -  Soil Associations Map

               M
ission Village D

rive
Gramercy Drive

Sandrock Road

Ru�
n Road

Gowdy Avenue

I-805
Fria

rs 
Road

Larkin Place

W
alker D

rive

Bartel Place

Barte
l S

tre
et

Rebecca Avenue

Hector Avenue

Huntington Ave.

Overton Avenue
Adm

ira
l A

ve
nu

e

M
obley Street

TAFT MIDDLE SCHOOL

SDG&E 
Mission Control 
Center facility 

Legend
Olivenhain cobbly loam

Olivenhain cobbly loam

Gravel pits

Redding gravelly loam

Source: Soil Conservation Service 2012.

OhE

OhF

GP

RdC

RhC

RhC

RhC

OhF

OhF

OhF

OhF

OhF

OhF

OhF

RhC

Sa
nd

ro
ck

   
  C

an
yo

n

   
  R

u�
n 

   
  C

an
yo

n

Shawn     Canyon

Redding-Urban land complex



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

 

TABLE 2 
SUMMARY OF STUDY AREA VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

MSCP Status City of San Diego Habitat Types  
Acres within 
Study Area 

UPLAND HABITATS 

Tier I Native Grassland (NG)  1.39 

Tier II Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS)  88.74 

Tier IIIA 
Mixed Chaparral (MS) 51.43 

Chamise Chaparral (CC) 1.10 

Tier IIIB Non-Native Grassland (NNG)  5.94 

Tier IV 

Ornamental (OR)  20.59 

Disturbed (DS)  7.20 

Developed (DV)  0.53 

WETLAND HABITATS [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] 

Riparian 
Riparian Scrub (RS) 5.7 

Riparian Woodland (RW) 0.38 

Marsh 
Freshwater Marsh (FM) 0.33 

Alkali Marsh (AM) 0.27 

Unvegetated Freshwater Non-Vegetated Channel (NC) 1.81 

GRAND TOTAL 185.41 

 

A total of thirteen (13) vegetation communities are depicted in Figure 4, Vegetation Communities 
Map. A general description of each community is discussed below and most habitats are 
illustrated in Figures 5-8, Current Study Area Photographs. Table 2 lists each community or 
habitat and the acreage mapped within the Study Area.  

Native Grassland [Tier I] – Native grasslands are uncommon is the Study Area and are limited to 
small patches on the north-facing slopes of the lower reaches of Sandrock Canyon, totaling 1.39 
acres. The species composition of the native grassland onsite resembles that of Southern Coastal 
Needlegrass Grassland described in Holland (1986). Species in this habitat type include purple 
needlegrass (Stipa pulchra), splendid mariposa lily (Calochortus splendens), Fremont’s death 
camus (Zigadenus fremontii), common goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea), and other native herbs 
such as sanicle (Sanicula spp.), scapose checker bloom (Sidalcea malvaeflora), California blue-
eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and coastal 
goldfields (Lasthenia gracilis). Non-native wild oat (Avena spp.), brome grasses (Bromus 
hordeaceus, B. madritensis subsp. rubens) and forbs such as tocolote (Centaurea melitensis) and 
red-stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium) are also common.  

Coastal Sage Scrub [Tier II] - Coastal sage scrub is a drought-deciduous community comprised 
of aromatic shrubs and subshrubs that has a diverse understory of annual and perennial herbs, and 
perennial and annual native and non-native grasses. Coastal sage scrub occurs primarily on dry 
slopes and hillsides. It is widespread throughout the Study Area totaling 88.74 acres. 
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Characteristic species include coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat 
(Eriogonum fasiculatum), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), red bush monkeyflower (Mimulus 
puniceus), coastal goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. vernonioides), California everlasting 
(Pseudognaphalium californicum), common sand-aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), foothill 
needlegrass (Stipa lepida), ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens), and many other species.  

San Diego viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) is common and often is a locally dominant component 
of coastal sage scrub on site. Several species of native cacti are also often locally common in the 
Study Area, including coastal cholla (Cylindropuntia prolifera), coastal and chaparral prickly-
pear (Opuntia littoralis, Opunita oricola), San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), and 
fish-hook cactus (Mammillaria dioica).  

Coastal sage scrub can also be found along the stream terraces on the canyon bottoms where it is 
dominated by dense broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides). Other characteristic species along 
the canyon bottoms include coastal sagebrush, California buckwheat, coast goldenbush, and black 
sage (Salvia mellifera).  

Mixed Chaparral [Tier III A] - This community is widespread throughout the Study Area, 
totaling 51.43 acres, and is comprised mostly of broad-leaved sclerophyll shrubs. Characteristic 
species within the Study Area include holly-leaved cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), San Diego 
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus minutiflorus), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), fushia-
flowered gooseberry (Ribes speciosum), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), and lemonadeberry 
(Rhus integrifolia). Many native forbs also grow in this habitat, including wild cucumber (Marah 
macrocarpus), southern honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata var. denudata), and San Diego sweet 
pea (Lathyrus vestitus subsp. alefeldii).  

Chamise Chaparral [Tier III A] - Chamise chaparral is dominated by dense to open stands of 
chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum var. fasciculatum). Scattered to dense patches of other shrubs, 
including mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor), deerweed (Acmispon glaber), and California 
buckwheat are also present. A diverse but generally sparse understory of annual and perennial 
herbs, and perennial and annual native and non-native grasses are present, including early onion 
(Allium praecox), coastal goldenbush, brome grasses, pygmy sandcrop (Crassula connata), and 
many others. A total of 1.10 acres of chamise chaparral occurs within the Study Area, which 
occur only in the northern stretch of Sandrock Canyon. 

Non-Native Grassland [Tier III B] - Non-native grasslands contain annual exotic grass species, 
including bromes, wild oat, ryegrass (Lolium spp.), and fescues (Vulpia spp.). Typically, non-
native grasslands supports at least 50 percent cover of exotic grasses in the herbaceous layer, 
although other plant species (native or non-native) may be present. Other native and non-native 
forbs are frequently associated with non-native grasslands including castor bean (Ricinus 
communis), garland chrysanthemum (Chrysanthemum coronarium), pineappleweed (Chamomilla 
suaveolens), Australian saltbush (Atriplex semibaccata), sow-thistle (Sonchus spp.), tree tobacco 
(Nicotiana glauca), southern thistle (Salsola autralis), black mustard (Brassica nigra), tocolote, 
knotweeds (Polygonum spp.), burclover (Medicago polymorpha), sweet fennel (Foeniculum 
vulgare), filaree (Erodium spp.), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and dove weed 
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(Eremocarpus setigerus). In San Diego County the presence of wild oat, brome grasses, filaree 
and mustard are common indicators of this habitat. A total of 5.94 acres of non-native grassland 
occur throughout the Study Area. 

Ornamental Vegetation [Tier IV] - Owing to the close proximity to residential housing 
development, street landscape plantings and home gardens, escaped non-native ornamental 
vegetation comprises a significant portion of the Study Area. Several species of ice plants 
(Aptenia cordifolia, Caprobrotus edulis, and Malephora crocea.), cacti and succulents are 
common, including species such as Canary Island aeonium (Aeonium arboretum), aloe (Aloe 
spp.), pig ear (Cotyledon spp.), jade plant (Crassula argentea), Chinese pine (Crassula 
tetragona), spiny nopal (Opuntia dejecta), Indian fig (Opuntia ficus-indica), wheel cactus 
(Opuntia robusta) and greater Mexican stonecrop (Sedum praealtum). Non-native ornamental 
grasses, such as African fountain grass (Pennisetum setaceum), are also highly invasive on the 
canyon slopes. Several non-native plants were identified during the Project surveys that have not 
been reported previously for San Diego County (Rebman& Simpson 2006; CCH 2012), which 
include, carob tree (Ceratonia siliqua), Preaux’s sea lavender (Limonium preauxii), peduncled 
oak (Quercus robur), spiny nopal and greater Mexican stonecrop. 

Ornamental vegetation makes up 20.59 acres of the Study Area and is mainly concentrated near 
the top of the slopes where the ecotone between the urban development areas and the native 
habitats within the canyon exists.  

Developed/Disturbed [Tier IV] - Developed land on the property consists of paved roads and 
areas where adjacent residential development has encroached into the Study Area. Very little 
developed land exists within the Study Area. Approximately 0.53 acre occurs in the northern 
portion of Ruffin Canyon and is associated with the adjacent residential development. 

Disturbed areas represent cleared areas that may support a sparse vegetation cover of non-native 
species that germinate and persist following routine maintenance activities. Disturbed areas occur 
throughout the Study Area, totaling 7.2 acres, and are mainly concentrated near the top of the 
slopes and canyon entrances where anthropogenic activities are greatest.  

Riparian Scrub [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - Riparian scrub within the Study Area is 
dominated by dense thickets of mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), willows (Salix spp.), and 
scattered trees and saplings of cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and western sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa). Some areas of riparian scrub along the canyon bottoms, which receive year-round 
urban water runoff, are also highly invaded habitats. Many native wetland and riparian species in 
these areas have been displaced by a number of aggressive non-native tree species, including 
Canary Island and Mexican palms (Phoenix canariensis, Washingtonia robusta), Brazilian pepper 
tree (Schinus terebinthifolius), and Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), and many grass and sedge 
species, including kikuyu grass (Pennisetum clandestinum) and African umbrella sedge (Cyperus 
involucratus). Because of the dense thickets, only a few hardy native plants survive here. Most 
stands of riparian scrub onsite are too dense to allow much understory development; however, a 
few willow saplings and facultative wetland forbs can also be found in this habitat. Riparian scrub 
within the Study Area totals 5.7 acres. 
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Riparian Woodland [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - This community is developed along 
the stream terraces of the canyon bottoms in the southern portion of the Study Area, totaling 
0.38 acre. The community is dominated by blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra subsp. caerulea); 
formerly known as Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana) (Baldwin et al. 2012) with a few 
saplings of mule fat and broom baccharis mixed into the understory. 

Freshwater Marsh [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - Freshwater dominant species, 
including southern cattail (Typha domingensis) and tule (Schoenoplectus acutus), occur scattered 
throughout the reaches of the canyon bottoms where perennial flows support this vegetation 
community. The total area of freshwater marsh within the Study Area is 0.33 acre. 

Alkali Marsh [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - In the Study Area, alkali marsh supports 
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), African umbrella sedge, tule, annual beard grass (Polypogon 
monspeliensis), heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum), western ragweed (Ambrosia 
psilostachya), marsh fleabane (Plucheaodorata), southern cattail, common celery (Apium 
graveolens), and rushes (Juncus spp.). Only a small patch (0.27 acre) of alkali marsh occurs 
within the Study Area and can be found in the northernmost portion of Ruffin Canyon. 

Non-Vegetated Channel [Tiers only listed for upland habitats] - This habitat supports sandy, 
gravelly, or cobbly ephemeral streambeds or channels, which generally are unvegetated. Variable 
water flows inhibit the growth of vegetation, although some weedy species of grasses including 
purple false brome (Brachypodium distachyon) may grow along the outer edges of the wash. 
Other species that grow here, usually less than 10 percent cover, include cocklebur (Xanthium 
strumarium) and California brickellbush (Brickellia californica).  

3.3 Non-Sensitive Wildlife 

The Study Area is composed of primarily chaparral, grassland, and coastal sage scrub 
communities which provide habitat for a variety of native and non-native plants and animals. 
Wildlife species include resident and migratory birds such as the American kestrel (Falco 
sparverius), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), western 
scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), common raven (Corvus corax), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), yellow-
rumped warbler (Dendroica coronata), California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), spotted towhee 
(Pipilo maculatus), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), and lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria). The vegetation communities within the 
Study Area are also considered important by the MSCP because they provide valuable raptor 
foraging habitat for species such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and red-shouldered hawk 
(Buteo lineatus). Non-native grasslands are sometimes referred to as a naturalized community, 
and their sensitivity varies depending upon location, wildlife use, and composition. Grasslands 
serve as habitat for small mammals such as the pocket gopher (Geomyidae), California vole 
(Microtus californicus), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) that in turn 
provide a prey base for foraging raptors. A compendium of wildlife species observed within the 
Study Area at the time of the surveys can be found in Appendix B.  
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3.4 Sensitive and Special-Status Species 

Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, CESA/FESA, or other regulations and species that are considered 
sufficiently rare or sensitive by the scientific community to qualify for such listing. These species 
are categorized as follows: 

• Plants or animals covered by the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan 

• Plants or animals listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the 
FESA (50 Code of Federal regulations [CFR] 17.12 [listed plants], 17.11 [listed animals]; 

• Plants or animals that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or 
endangered under the FESA (61 FR 40, February 28, 1996); 

• Plants or animals listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or 
endangered under the CESA (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 670.5); 

• Plants listed as rare or endangered under the California Native Plant Protection Act 
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.); 

• Plants that meet the definitions of rare and endangered under CEQA (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15380); 

• Plants considered by CNPS to be “rare, threatened or endangered in California” (Lists 
1A, 1B, and 2 in CNPS Inventory 2012); 

• Plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine 
their status and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in CNPS 2012), which may be 
included as special-status species on the basis of local significance or recent biological 
information; and 

• Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code, Sections 3511 
[birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]). 

Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments 

Following a literature review for the eighteen (18) listed/MSCP-covered/sensitive plant and 
wildlife species outlined in Section 2 (Survey Methodology) above, a habitat assessment was 
conducted by Cadre Environmental throughout the Study Area during the spring of 2012 to 
characterize potential resources for these species. As summarized in the following section, 
suitable habitat was documented within the Study Area for the following listed/MSCP-covered 
species:  

• Coastal California Gnatcatcher (federally threatened; MSCP-covered) 

Based on a lack of suitable habitat, the following species are not expected to occur within or 
adjacent to the Study Area and focused surveys are not warranted: 

• Least Bell’s Vireo (federally and state endangered; MSCP-covered) – minimal low 
quality riparian habitat occurs within the Study Area;  
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• Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (federally and state endangered; MSCP-covered) – no 
suitable breeding habitat occurs within the Study Area; 

• San Diego Fairy Shrimp (federally endangered; MSCP-covered) – No vernal pools or 
seasonally-ponded depressions were documented within the Study Area; and 

• Arroyo Toad (federally endangered; MSCP-covered) – No suitable breeding habitat 
documented within or adjacent to the Study Area. 

The Study Area does not occur within or adjacent to a USFWS critical habitat designation for 
federally listed plants or wildlife species. 

Special-Status Plants 

The following discussion presents the special-status plant species documented within the Study 
Area and the special-status plant species that can be excluded from the Study Area based on the 
negative results of the 2012 surveys and/or lack of suitable habitat on site.  

A list of sixty-eight (68) target special-status plant species was created to evaluate potential 
occurrence in the Study Area prior to conducting fieldwork, and to aid documentation of presence 
or absence of each plant during the Project surveys. This target list contains species that have 
some potential to occur in the Study Area based on published literature and information available 
on the internet, CNDDB (2012), CNPS (2012), CCH (2012), other record searches, and field 
experiences in San Diego County. Accordingly, each target species (presented in alphabetical 
order by scientific name), legal protection status, habitat requirements, and results of the 2012 
surveys, including the species not detected in the Study Area, is presented in Table 3 below.  

TABLE 3 
RESULTS OF 2012 FOCUSED SURVEYS FOR SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES  

Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Acanthomintha ilicifolia 

San Diego thornmint 

FT, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-June Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland, and vernal pools. 
Usually found on vertisol clay soils 
or clay inclusions; 10-935 m. 

Not Detected 

Adolphia californica  

California adolphia 

CRPR 2.1 Dec-May Chaparral or maritime chaparral, 
coastal sage scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland on sandy, gravelly 
to clay soils; 15-300 m. 

Not Detected 

Ambrosia pumila 

San Diego ambrosia 

FE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-Oct Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grasslands, seasonally dry 
drainages, and vernal pools or 
alkaline soils, and in disturbed 
areas; 20-415 m. 

Not Detected 

Ambrosia monogyra 

desert fragrance 

CRPR 2.2 Aug-Nov Chaparral, alluvial scrub and 
washes, or Sonoran desert scrub; 
10-500m. 

Present in Study Area 

Aphanisma blitoides 

aphanisma 

CRPR 1B.2 

MSCP 

 

Mar-Jun Coastal bluffs and scrub, coastal 
dunes, and alkali flats mostly along 
the immediate coast; <200m. 

Not Detected 
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Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Arctostaphylos glandulosa 
subsp. crassifolia 

Del Mar manzanita 

FE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Dec-Apr Sandy coastal mesas, ocean bluffs, 
mostly in southern maritime 
chaparral or Torrey pine forest; 0-
365m. 

Not Detected 

Artemisia palmeri 

Palmer’s sagewort 

CRPR 4.2 May-Sep Chaparral, coastal scrub, riparian 
scrub and woodland, and sandy 
mesic site; 15-915 m. 

Not Detected 

Atriplex coulteri 

Coulter’s saltscale 

CRPR 1B.2 Mar-Oct Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes 
and coastal sage scrub, valley and 
foothill grasslands, alkaline or clay 
substrates; 3-460m. 

Present in Study Area 

Atriplex davidsonii 

Davidson’s saltscale 

CRPR 1B.2 Apr-Oct Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, 
playas, chenopod scrub, in saline-
alkali soils; <500m. 

Not Detected 

Atriplex pacifica 

south coast saltscale 

CRPR 1B.2 Mar-Oct Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, 
dunes; <300m. 

Not Detected 

Baccharis vanessae 

Encinitas baccharis 

FT, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Aug-Nov Chaparral on sandstone soils in 
steep, open, rocky areas; 60-720m. 

Not Detected. 

Bahiopsis (Viguiera) 
laciniata 

San Diego viguiera 

CRPR 4.2 Feb-Jun Chaparral, coastal scrub; 60-750m. Present in Study Area 
and Along Project 
Alignment 

Bloomeria (Muilla) 
clevelandii 

San Diego goldenstar 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-May Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland, vernal pools, 
scrub edges; clay and loamy soils. 
Often on mounds between vernal 
pools; <450m. 

Not Detected 

Brodiaea filifolia 

thread-leaved brodiaea 

FT, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Mar-Jun Cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, playas, valley and foothill 
grassland, vernal pools. Usually 
associated with annual grassland 
surrounded by scrub. Mostly clay 
soils; 25-1120m. 

Not Detected 

Brodiaea orcuttii 

Orcutt's brodiaea 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

May-Jul Vernal pools, valley and foothill 
grassland, cismontane woodland, 
closed-cone coniferous forest, 
meadows and seeps, mesic clay 
habitats, sometimes serpentine, 
also along small drainages; 30-
1615m. 

Not Detected 

Ceanothus verrucosus 

wart-stemmed ceanothus 

CRPR 2.2 

MSCP 

Dec-May Dry slopes in chaparral; <380m. Not Detected 

Centromadia pungens 
subsp. laevis 

smooth tarplant 

CRPR 1B.1 Apr-Sep Alkali scrub, alkali playas, alkali 
grasslands, meadows, riparian 
woodland, watercourses, and 
disturbed alkali habitats; <480m. 

Not Detected 

Chaenactis glabriuscula 
var. orcuttiana 

Orcutt's pincushion 

CRPR 1B.1 Jan-Aug Coastal bluff scrub in sandy sites, 
coastal dunes; 3-100m. 

No Detected 

Chorizanthe orcuttiana 

Orcutt's spineflower 

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

Mar-May Coastal scrub, southern maritime 
chaparral, Torrey pine woodland, 
sandy sites or openings; 3-130m. 

No Detected 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk Project 30 ESA / 120929 
2013 Biology Survey Report March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

 

Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Chorizanthe 

polygonoides 

var. 

longispina 

long-spined spineflower 

CRPR 1B.2 Apr-Jul Chaparral, coastal scrub, meadows, 
valley and foothill grassland. 
Usually gabbroic, clay or dense clay 
lens inclusions; 30-1450m. 

Not Detected 

Comarostaphylis 
diversifolia subsp. 
diversifolia 

summer holly 

CRPR 1B.2 Apr-Jun Often north-facing slopes in 
southern maritime chaparral or 
mixed chaparral; 30-550m. 

Not Detected 

Convolvulus simulans 

small-flowered morning-
glory 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-Jul Chaparral openings, coastal scrub, 
and valley and foothill grasslands 
on clay and serpentine soils; 30-
875m. 

Present in Study Area 

Corethrogyne filaginifolia 
var. incana 

San Diego sand aster 

CRPR 1B.1 Jun-Sep Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, 
maritime chaparral; sometimes in 
disturbed sites and ecotones; 3-
115m. 

Not Detected 

Corethrogyne filaginifolia 
var. linifolia 

Del Mar mesa sand aster 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

May-Sep Coastal bluff scrub, maritime 
chaparral, coastal sage scrub; 15-
150m. 

Not Detected 

Deinandra paniculata  

Paniculate tarplant 

CRPR 4.2 Apr-Nov Usually vernally mesic, sometimes 
sandy, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grasslands, and vernal 
pools; 25-940m. 

Not Detected 

Dichondra occidentalis 

western dicondra 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-Jul Coastal scrub and chaparral on 
slopes and canyons, valley and 
foothill grasslands, and cismontane 
woodland; 50-500 m. 

Not Detected 

Dudleya brevifolia  

short-leaved dudleya 

CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-Jun Open southern maritime chaparral 
on the Lindvista formation; <250m 

Not Detected 

Dudleya variegata 

variegated dudleya 

CRPR 1B.2 

MSCP 

May-Jun Openings in chaparral, coastal 
scrub, and foothill grassland, mima 
mounds around vernal pools; 3-550 
m. 

Not Detected 

Dudleya viscida 

sticky dudleya 

CRPR 1B.2 

MSCP 

May-Jun Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, 
chaparral. On north and south-
facing cliffs and rocky slopes; 
<450m. 

 

 

Not Detected 

Ericameria palmeri subsp. 
palmeri 

Palmer’s goldenbush 

CRPR 2.2 

MSCP 

Jul-Nov Mesic chaparral and coastal scrub, 
mostly associated with drainages 
bordering riparian scrub; <600 m. 

Not Detected 

Eryngium aristulatum var. 
parishii 

San Diego buttoncelery 

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

Apr-Jun Vernal pools, coastal scrub, valley 
and foothill grassland. San Diego 
mesa hardpan and claypan vernal 
pools & southern interior basalt flow 
vernal pools; usually surrounded by 
scrub; 15-620m. 

Not Detected—no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 
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Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Erysimum 

ammophilum 

sand-loving wallflower 

CRPR 1B.2 Feb-Jun Coastal dunes and scrub, and 
sandy openings in chaparral; <60m. 

Not Detected 

Euphorbia misera 

cliff spurge 

CRPR 2.2 Dec-Aug Coastal bluff scrub, coastal scrub. 
Rocky sites, often among cactus off 
the coast; <500m. 

Not Detected 

Ferocactus 

viridescens 

San Diego barrel cactus 

CRPR 2.1 

MSCP 

May-Jun Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland. Often on 
exposed, level or south-sloping 
areas; often in coastal scrub near 
crest of slopes; 3-485m. 

Present in Study Area 
and Along Project 
Alignment 

Fritillaria 

biflora var. biflora 

chocolate lily 

San Diego 
County - List D 

Feb-Jun Chaparral and grasslands, mesas 
and barrens, often on clay soil; 
<1200 m. 

Not Detected 

Harpagonella palmeri 

Palmer’s grapplinghook 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-May Dry slopes and mesas in 
grasslands, sage scrub, and 
chaparral; 20-830m. 

Present in Study Area 

Heterotheca sessiliflora 
subsp.  

sessiliflora 

beach goldenaster 

CRPR 1B.1 Jun-Sep Coastal dunes, flats, scrub, and 
chaparral; <60m. 

Not Detected 

Holocarpha 

virgata subsp. elongata 

graceful tarplant 

CRPR 4.2 Jul-Nov Chaparral, sage scrub, grassland, 
woodlands, and forests; 60-1100 m. 

Present in Study Area 

Hordeum intercedens 

vernal barley 

CRPR 3.2 Feb-Jun Mesic grasslands, coastal dunes 
and scrub, vernal pools, and 
alkaline flats or depressions; 
<500m. 

Not Detected 

Isocoma menziesii var. 
decumbens 

decumbent goldenbush  

CRPR 1B.2 Apr-Nov Chaparral and coastal scrub, 
sometimes in grassy ectotones, 
preference for clay soils; 10-135m. 

Not Detected 

Iva hayesiana 

San Diego marshelder 

CRPR 2.2 Apr-Oct Marshes and swamps, intermittent 
streams, playas, and river washes; 
10-500m. 

Not Detected 

Juncus acutus var. 
leopoldii 

southwestern spiny rush 

CRPR 4.2 May-Jun Mesic coastal dunes, meadows and 
alkaline seeps, riparian habitats, 
coastal salt marshes, and swamps; 
3-900 m. 

Present in Study Area 

Lasthenia glabrata subsp. 
coulteri 

Coulter's goldfields 

CRPR 1B.1 Feb-Jun Coastal salt marshes, swamps, 
playas, depressions in valley and 
foothill grassland, and vernal pools. 
Usually found on alkali soil; 
<1220m. 

Not Detected 

Lepidium virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson's peppergrass 

CRPR 1B.2 Jan-Jul Chaparral, coastal scrub. Dry soils, 
shrubland; 1-945m. 

Present in Study 
Area; now considered 
to be a synonym of a 
common species (The 
Jepson Manual 2012). 

Leptosyne (Coreopsis) 
maritima 

sea dahlia 

CRPR 2.2 Mar-May Coastal scrub and mostly in coastal 
bluff scrub. Occurs on a variety of 
soil types, including sandstone; 5-
150m. 

Not Detected 

Lotus nuttallianus 

Nuttall's lotus 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Mar-Jun Coastal dunes, sandy coastal scrub 
or disturbed sites; 0-10m. 

Not Detected 
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Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Microseris douglasii subsp. 
platycarpha 

small-flowered microseris 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-May Clay soils on plains, hillsides, and 
foothill slopes in association with 
native grasslands and vernal pool; 
15-1070 m. 

Present in Study Area 

Monardella 

viminea 

willowy monardella 

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

Jun-Aug Ephemeral alluvial washes or 
cobbly open areas in associated 
chaparral, coastal scrub and 
riparian habitats; 50-200m. 

Not Detected 

Myosurus minimus subsp. 
apus 

little mousetail 

CRPR 3.1 Mar-Jun Occurs in vernal pools with alkaline 
soils or in playas; 20-640m. 

Not Detected— no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 

Navarretia fossalis 

spreading navarretia 

FT 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-Jun Vernal pools and swales, chenopod 
scrub, marshes and swamps, 
playas. San Diego hardpan and San 
Diego claypan vernal pools; in 
swales and pools often surrounded 
by other habitat types; 30-1300m. 

 

 

Not Detected— no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 

Navarretia prostrata 

prostrate navarretia 

CRPR 1B.1 Apr-Jul Vernal pools and swales, mesic 
coastal scrub, meadows, and 
alkaline grasslands; 15-700m. 

Not Detected 

Nemacaulis 

denudata 

var. denudata 

coast woolly-heads 

CRPR 1B.2 Apr-Sep Coastal dunes and sandy coastal 
scrub; 0-100m. 

Not Detected 

Ophioglossum californicum 

California adder’s tongue 

CRPR 4.2 Jan-Apr Chaparral, grassy mesas, slopes, 
and around vernal pools; <450m. 

Not Detected 

Orcuttia californica 

California Orcutt grass  

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Apr-Aug Vernal pools, on alkaline and 
southern basaltic claypan soils; 15-
660m. 

Not Detected— no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 

Pentachaeta aurea subsp. 
aurea 

golden-rayed pentachaeta 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-Jul Cismontane woodlands, coastal 
scrub, openings in chaparral, lower 
montane coniferous forests, riparian 
woodlands, and mesic valley and 
foothill grasslands; 15-1850m. 

Not Detected 

 

Phacelia stellaris 

Brand's phacelia 

CRPR 1B.1 Mar-Jun Coastal scrub, coastal dunes, and 
open areas on sandy washes 
and/or benches in alluvial flood 
plains; 5-400m. 

Not Detected 

 

Pogogyne 

abramsii 

San Diego mesa mint 

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

Mar-Jul Vernal pools; 90-200m. Not Detected— no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 

Pogogyne 

nudiuscula 

Otay mesa mint  

FE, CE 

CRPR 1B.1 

MSCP 

May-Jul Vernal pools; 90-250m. Not Detected—no 
vernal pools found on 
site. 

Quercus dumosa 

Nuttall's scrub oak 

CRPR 1B.1 Feb-Apr Maritime chaparral, coastal scrub. 
Generally on sandy soils near the 
coast; sometimes on clay loam; 15-
400m. 

Present in Study Area 

Quercus engelmannii 

Engelmann oak 

CRPR 4.2 Apr-May Oak woodlands and savanna, and 
chaparral; 50-1300m. 

Not Detected 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk Project 33 ESA / 120929 
2013 Biology Survey Report March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

 

Species Status Season Primary Habitat Occurrence 

Romneya coulteri 

Coulter’s matilija poppy 

CRPR 4.2 Mar-Jul Chaparral and sage scrub, often 
after burns; 20-1200m. 

Not Detected 

Salvia munzii  

Munz’s sage 

CRPR 2.2 Feb-Apr Chaparral and coastal sage scrub; 
120-1100m. 

Present in Study Area 

Selaginella 

cinerascens 

ashy spike-moss 

CRPR 4.2 Spring Openings in chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, grasslands, often in 
association with cobbly or sandy 
soils; <640m. 

Present in Study Area 

Senecio aphanactis 

California groundsel 

CRPR 2.2 Jan-Apr Chaparral and sage scrub, 
cismontane woodland, grassland, 
often alkaline flats; 15-800m 

Not Detected 

Stemodia durantifolia 

blue streamwort 

CRPR 2.1 Mar-Jul Drying shores of reservoirs, stream 
channels, wet sand in riparian 
habitats; 180-300m. 

Not Detected 

Stipa diegoensis 

San Diego needlegrass 

CRPR 4.2 Feb-Jun Rocky, often mesic coastal scrub 
and chaparral; 10-800m. 

Not Detected 

Suaeda esteroa 

estuary seablite 

CRPR 1B.2 May-Oct Mid-tidal coastal salt marshes; <5m. Not Detected 

Explanation of Table 3 Codes, and Summary of Information Sources: 
 
Primary Sources: California Native Plant Society (2012), Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online 8th edition, www.cnps.org); 
CNDDB (2012), Data Base Record Search for Information on Threatened, Endangered, Rare, or Otherwise Sensitive Species and 
Communities, USGS 7.5’ La Jolla and La Mesa Quadrangles; Consortium of California Herbaria (2012), Smasch Accession Results 
(http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu.edu/cgi-bin/get_chc.pl); San Diego County Plant Atlas Project (2012) (http://www.sdplantatalas.org); MCAS 
Miramar INRMP (2011), Appendix B- Plants known to occur at MCAS Miramar; and Reiser (2001 ed.), Rare Plants of San Diego County, 
Aquafir Press. 
 
Protection Status Criteria: 
Federal Status State of California 
FE – federally listed as endangered CE – State-listed as endangered 
FT – federally listed as threatened CT – State-listed as threatened 
 
City of San Diego  
MSCP – species is covered under the MSCP 
 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS): California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 
CRPR 1A – plants presumed extinct in California 
CRPR 1B – plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 2 – plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 3 – Plants about which we need more information, a review list 
CRPR 4 – Plants of limited distribution, a watch list 
.1 – Seriously endangered in California 
.2 – Fairly endangered in California 
.3 – Not very endangered in California 
 
Season: Typical blooming period for the plant. 
 
Primary Habitat: Most likely habitat where the plant occurs and/or typical vegetation community association, and range in elevation. 
 
San Diego County Sensitive Plant List: 
List A – Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere 
List B – Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
List C – Plants which may be rare, but need more information to determine their true rarity status 
List D – Plants of limited distribution and are uncommon, but not presently rare or endangered 
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Special-Status Plant Species Found within the Study Area 

Focused surveys and floristic inventories were conducted by Cadre Environmental from February 
– October 2012 to determine presence/absence for the target listed/MSCP-covered or special-
status plant species that have potential to occur within the Study Area. No FESA/CESA 
endangered or threatened plants were detected within the Study Area. However, of the sixty-eight 
(68) aforementioned special-status plants species, thirteen (13) were observed on the site, 
including those listed below. Of the 13 sensitive plants observed, only two (2) were detected 
along or adjacent to the proposed Project alignment in Ruffin Canyon – San Diego barrel cactus, 
which is also a MSCP-covered species, and San Diego viguiera. Sensitive plant species observed 
in the Study Area are shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations, and Figures 10-12, Sensitive 
Plant Photographs. 

Desert fragrance (Ambrosia monogyra) [CRPR 2.2] – Desert fragrance or singlewhorl burrobush 
is a perennial shrub in the Asteraceae. It is best known in California from Riverside and San 
Diego Counties, but extends east to Texas and south into Baja California, Mexico. Desert 
fragrance grows in chaparral, washes, and desert scrub habitats, and blooms from August through 
November. In the Study Area, desert fragrance is in known only from the Ruffin Canyon wash. 

Coulter’s saltbush (Atriplex coulteri) [CRPR 1B.2] – Coulter’s saltbush (Chenopodieaeae) is a 
perennial herb that is typically associated with alkaline or saline clay soils. Its range extends from 
Santa Barbara County south through Orange and San Diego Counties into Baja California, 
Mexico. Although it is often found on coastal bluffs or in scrub, and alkaline flats, the plant also 
grows in valley and grassland habitats. In San Diego County, it is best known from San Onofre 
State Beach, Oceanside, Otay Mesa, and Dulzura Creek. In the Study Area, Coulter’s saltbush is 
in known only from Sandrock Canyon. 

San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens) MSCP-Covered, [CRPR 2.1] – The San Diego 
or coast barrel cactus is a perennial succulent (Cactaceae) that blooms May through June. It is 
known only from San Diego County and Baja California, Mexico, and grows in chaparral, coastal 
scrub, grasslands, and around vernal pools. San Diego barrel cactus is most frequent on dry, often 
south-facing hillsides on cobbly soils or ridge crests in open coastal sage scrub communities. San 
Diego barrel cactus is widespread in Ruffin, Sandrock, and Shawn Canyons in open, cobbly scrub 
habitats as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations, and Figure 11, Sensitive Plant 
Photographs. This was one of two special-status plants that were observed on or near the 
proposed Project alignment in Ruffin Canyon. 

San Diego viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) [CRPR 4.2] – San Diego viguiera (formerly known as 
Viguiera laciniata; Baldwin et al. 2012) is a perennial shrub in the Asteraceae. It that ranges from 
Ventura County south into Baja California, Mexico; it likely has been introduced in the northern 
parts of its range. San Diego viguiera is frequently common in San Diego County and may be 
locally dominant, especially in the southern part of the county. San Diego viguiera occupies 
chaparral and coastal scrub habitats generally away from the immediate coast, but below 2500 
feet in elevation. It blooms February through August. San Diego viguiera is common and often is 
a locally dominant component of arid coastal scrub habitats throughout the Study Area as shown 
in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations, and Figure 12, Sensitive Plant Photographs. This was the 
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second of two special-status plants that were observed on or near the proposed Project alignment 
in Ruffin Canyon. 

Small-flowered morning-glory (Convolvulus simulans) [CRPR 4.2] – The small-flowered 
morning-glory (Convolvulaceae) ranges from Baja California north to San Luis Obispo County, 
and inland from Riverside to Kern Counties. Its preferred microhabitat is vernally moist clays, 
serpentine seeps and ridges, around rock outcrops, in shallow soil habitats with scattered native 
shrubs, or in grasslands. This small annual plant flowers from March through June. This morning-
glory is not a vine and is inconspicuous when growing among grasses. In the Study Area, small-
flowered morning-glory is locally abundant in open, shallow-soil habitats in Sandrock Canyon as 
shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations. 

Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri) [CRPR 4.2] – Palmer’s grapplinghook 
(Boraginaceae) occurs over a wide range in cismontane southern California, on Santa Catalina 
Island, northwestern Mexico, and also extends east into Arizona. The preferred microhabitat of 
this small annual herb includes clay soils, dry slopes and mesas in sparsely vegetated sites within 
coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and grasslands. In the Study Area, Palmer’s grapplinghook is 
locally abundant in open, shallow-soil habitats in Sandrock Canyon as shown in Figure 9, 
Sensitive Plant Locations. 

Graceful tarplant (Holocarphavirgata subsp. elongata) [CRPR 4.2] – Graceful tarplant 
(Asteraceae) is known from Orange, Riverside, and San Diego Counties. This annual forb occurs 
in woodland, coastal scrub, chaparral and grassland habitats, which are mostly below 3,500 feet 
in elevation. Graceful tarplant grows in open scrub and grassland habitats in Sandrock and Shawn 
Canyons in the Study Area as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations, and Figure 11, 
Sensitive Plant Photographs. 

Southwestern spiny rush (Juncus acutus subsp. leopoldii) [CRPR 4.2] –The southwestern spiny 
rush (Juncaceae) ranges from San Luis Obispo County to Baja California, Mexico, and 
elsewhere. It occupies moist places and brackish locales with alkaline soils in many plant 
communities, including dunes, alkaline seeps and meadows, coastal salt marshes and swamps, 
stream banks, and riparian marshes. This large sharp-tipped perennial herb is easily identified and 
detected when present. The southwestern spiny rush grows in alkaline soils along stream banks 
and open riparian habitats in Sandrock Canyon in the Study Area as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive 
Plant Locations. 

Robinson's Peppergrass (Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii) [CRPR 1B.1] – Robinson’s 
peppergrass is an annual plant in the mustard family (Brassicaceae). This variety occurs in 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral, often around rock outcrops, sandy or rocky soils, from San 
Bernardino County and Los Angeles County south to Baja California, Mexico; it is also found on 
Santa Cruz, San Clemente, and Santa Catalina Islands. Robinson’s peppergrass blooms January 
through May and is now considered a synonym of L. virginicum subsp. menziesii (a common and 
widespread plant) in the recent taxonomic treat prepared by Al-Shehbaz (2012) for The Jepson 
Manual, Second Edition. The rare plant status of Robinson’s peppergrass, however, has not been 
reviewed by CNPS (2012). In the Study Area, Robinson’s peppergrass grows in open scrub and 
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cobbly soil habitats in Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant 
Locations. 

Small-flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii subsp. platycarpha) [CRPR 4.2] – The small-
flowered microseris (Asteraceae) is found from Los Angeles County south to Baja, California, 
and on Santa Catalina and San Clemente Islands. Its preferred microhabitat is grassy areas over 
clay soils, but it occurs in other plant communities including openings in coastal sage scrub and 
cismontane woodlands. This small annual herb flowers from March through May. A small 
population of small-flowered microseris grows in Sandrock Canyon as shown in Figure 9, 
Sensitive Plant Locations. 

Nuttall’s scrub oak (Quercus dumosa) [CRPR 1B.1] – Nuttall’s scrub oak (Fagaceae) generally 
occurs in sandy soils near the coast in association with southern maritime chaparral, chaparral, 
and coastal sage scrub. This evergreen shrub ranges from the coastal slopes of the Santa Ynez 
Mountains in Santa Barbara County, and in the San Joaquin Hills, Orange County, south to San 
Diego County and NW Baja California, Mexico. It grows mostly within 2-3 kilometers of the 
coast. Nuttall’s scrub oak prefers flat terrain, but it also grows on north-facing slopes and may 
grow in dense, monotypic stands. It is well known from nearby Kearny Mesa. Six large clumps of 
Nuttall’s scrub oaks occur in open chamise chaparral in northern Sandrock Canyon within the 
Study Area as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations, and Figure 12, Sensitive Plant 
Photographs. 

Munz’s sage (Salvia munzii) [CRPR 2.2] – Munz’s sage is an evergreen shrub in the mint family 
(Lamiaceae). It is known from San Diego County and Baja California, Mexico. It grows in 
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, and blooms from February through April. Within the Study 
Area, a small population of Munz’s sage occurs in open coastal sage scrub in northern Ruffin 
Canyon as shown in Figure 9, Sensitive Plant Locations. 

Ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens) [CRPR 4.1] – Ashy spike-moss is a perennial 
rhizomatous herb in the Selaginellaceae. It is known from Orange, Riverside, and San Diego 
Counties, and Baja California, Mexico. Ashy spike-moss grows in open chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, and grasslands, often in association with cobbly or sandy soils. Ashy spike-moss is 
widespread in Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons in open, cobbly scrub habitats as shown in Figure 9, 
Sensitive Plant Locations. 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

The coastal California gnatcatcher is the northernmost subspecies of California gnatcatcher. Its 
range extends from Ventura County down to Baja California, Mexico and is almost exclusively 
restricted to coastal scrub vegetation communities, including Venturan, Diegan and Riversidean 
sage scrub. Gnatcatchers may also occur in other nearby plant communities, especially during the 
non-breeding season, but are closely tied to coastal sage scrub for reproduction. Extensive 
breeding habitat loss and degradation, and brood parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird 
(Molothrus ater) have resulted in a rangewide decline of the coastal California gnatcatcher 
(USFWS 2010).   
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A total of five (5) pair of coastal California gnatcatchers and a single (1) male were detected 
during the focused and monitoring surveys conducted within the Study Area during the spring of 
2012. Two (2) of these pairs occur within proximity to the proposed Project alignment. A status 
of “Pair” was cited when both a female and male individual were documented in close proximity 
(less than 50 ft). The delineated habitat utilization distribution areas are shown in Figure 13 and 
should be interpreted as the minimum extent of habitat used for foraging and movement observed 
during the 2012 survey efforts. All suitable coastal sage scrub vegetation communities 
documented within the Study Area are expected to be utilized for foraging, breeding and 
movement by the coastal California gnatcatcher as annual populations and habitat utilization 
naturally fluctuate. All remaining habitats are expected to occasionally be utilized for foraging 
and movement primarily based on the isolated condition of the Study Area and limitations on 
dispersal opportunities to suitable habitats within the region.  

Least Bell’s Vireo 

Least Bell’s vireo is an obligate riparian species during the breeding season and is characterized 
as preferring early successional habitat. This species typically inhabits structurally diverse 
woodlands along watercourses, including cotton-willow forests, oak woodlands, and mule fat 
scrub. Little is known about their winter habitat requirements, but they are not exclusively 
dependant on willow-dominated riparian woodland habitat on their wintering grounds. Extensive 
breeding habitat loss and degradation, and brood parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird have 
resulted in a rangewide decline of the least Bell’s vireo (USFWS 1998). 

Low quality habitat for the least Bell’s vireo was documented within the Study Area within the 
5.7 acres of riparian scrub scattered along the canyon floors within the Study Area. The majority 
of this area, however receives year-round urban water runoff, and is a highly invaded habitat. 
Many native wetland and riparian species in these areas have been displaced by a number of 
aggressive non-native tree species. The remaining native component of the riparian scrub onsite is 
comprised of late successional mulefat and willow. Least Bell’s vireo was not detected during the 
biological surveys and the potential for the species to breed within the Study Area is low; 
therefore, focused surveys for the least Bell’s vireo were not conducted. 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

The southwestern willow flycatcher breeds in relatively dense riparian tree and shrub 
communities associated with rivers, swamps, and other wetlands, including lakes (e.g., 
reservoirs). Most of these habitats are classified as forested wetlands or scrub-shrub wetlands. 
Habitat requirements for wintering are not well known, but include brushy savanna edges, second 
growth, shrubby clearings and pastures, and woodlands near water. The southwestern willow 
flycatcher has experienced extensive loss and modification of breeding habitat, with consequent 
reductions in population levels. Destruction and modification of riparian habitats have been 
caused mainly by: reduction or elimination of surface and subsurface water due to diversion and 
groundwater pumping; changes in flood and fire regimes due to dams and stream channelization; 
clearing and controlling vegetation; livestock grazing; changes in water and soil chemistry due to 
disruption of natural hydrologic cycles; and establishment of invasive non-native plants. 
Concurrent with habitat loss have been increases in brood parasitism by the brown-headed 
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cowbird, which inhibit reproductive success and further reduce population levels (USFWS 2002). 
No southwestern willow flycatchers were observed during the biological surveys. While 
southwestern willow flycatcher may utilize the riparian resources present within the Study Area 
as transitional habitat, no suitable breeding habitat was documented; therefore, focused surveys 
were not conducted.  

A complete list of common and sensitive wildlife species documented during all focused survey 
efforts are included in Appendix B, Faunal Compendium. 

3.5 Jurisdictional Resources 
The potentially jurisdictional features within the Study Area generally consist of a primary 
unvegetated channel surrounded by a series of interconnected, braided ephemeral drainage 
components. The primary channel within the Study Area runs generally from north to south 
through Ruffin Canyon. This feature connects to a similar channel originating in Sandrock 
Canyon before entering a culvert at the southern extent of the proposed trail, located just west of 
the Project trailhead adjacent to the Escala community (Figure 14). This culvert flows into the 
San Diego River, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. The Project alignment crosses the features 
discussed above within the Study Area.  

The following analyses included the notation of wetland hydrology, wetland indicator soil series 
(hydric soils) and plant species (hydrophytic plants). Soils within the immediate vicinity of the 
potentially jurisdictional features are mapped as Gravel Pits and Olivenhain soils mapping units 
(Figure 3). Although Olivenhain soils have the potential to be considered hydric, soils observed 
did not exhibit hydric indicators.  

Stands of riparian scrub containing mulefat and willow, interspersed with relatively large portions 
of unvegetated stream beds, occur within the immediate vicinity of the locations where the 
Project alignment crosses the aforementioned drainages (Figure 4). Hydrophytic vegetation, 
although observed to be dominant upstream within both Sandrock Canyon and Ruffin Canyon, 
was largely absent from the portions of the Project alignment that crossed the channels. Wetland 
Delineation Data Forms and representative photographs are included as Appendix C. 

Obvious hydrologic indicators were noted within the channel, including sediment deposits and 
drainage patterns, but all hydrologic indicators were restricted to within the OHWM. The 
vegetative corridor exhibited no signs of regular inundation, surface flow, or ground water 
discharge at any of the sample points.  

All four sample points exhibited multiple primary and secondary indicators of wetland hydrology. 
There is evidence of past sediment deposition, drift deposits, scouring, and associated flow 
throughout the extent of the feature. Only one of the four sample points, the southernmost sample 
point (Figure 14), exhibited a positive dominance test for hydrophytic vegetation. However, this 
sample point lacked sufficient indicators of hydric soils, and therefore could not be considered a 
federal wetland. 
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The other three sample points lacked indicators of both hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils. 
The data included in this report are based on the conditions observed during the January 17th and 
24th, 2013 site visits. Photographs of the site conditions at the time of the field assessments are 
attached to this Survey Report (Appendix C).  

A summary of agency jurisdiction as it relates to features observed within the Study Area is 
presented in Table 4.  

TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF LIMITS OF JURISDICTION  

Agency Jurisdiction 

USACE Non-wetland waters,  
defined by OHWM 

CDFW Unvegetated streambed,  
defined by top of bank, and adjacent riparian 
habitat 

RWQCB Includes USACE and CDFW  

City Includes USACE and CDFW 

 

3.6 Wildlife Corridors  
The wildlife movement goals provided by the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan for the Urban Area 
include maintaining canyons in a relatively natural state to allow for the movement of wildlife 
across the landscape. These canyon areas contribute to the MHPA either by providing habitat for 
native species to continue reproducing and finding new territories, or by providing necessary 
shelter and forage for migrating species. No designated wildlife movement corridors are 
identified in the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan.  

Wildlife movement in the Study Area is currently limited to the canyons, which provide a north-
south wildlife movement corridor through dense urban development. The existing trails and 
unvegetated ephemeral streambeds provide easily traversable routes for wildlife to disperse 
within the canyon. 
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4. Impacts  
Issue 1: Would the Project result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in the MSCP or other local regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Directly or indirectly impact a Federal/State-listed species, a non-listed sensitive species, 
or an MSCP-covered species. 

• Impact greater than 0.1 acre of upland habitat (Tier I-IIIB). 

• Impact greater than 1.0 acre of non-native grasslands which are completely surrounded 
by existing urban development (Impacts to non-native grassland as the result of wetland 
or other native habitat creation are not significant). 

• Impact greater than 0.01 acre of wetlands (excluding wetlands within the Coastal Zone 
and vernal pools; impacts to vernal pools are always considered significant regardless of 
the size of the impact). 

• Include brush management not conducted in accordance with brush management 
regulations. 

• Include construction noise levels which would exceed 60 db(A) during the avian breeding 
season.  

• Include construction noise levels within the MHPA in or adjacent to areas of occupied 
coastal California gnatcatcher habitat which would exceed 60 db(A) during the breeding 
season. 

Impact Analysis 
Direct Impacts 

Federal and State-Listed/MSCP-Covered Species 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

The coastal California gnatcatcher could potentially be directly and permanently impacted 
through mortality, nest abandonment/failure, and habitat reduction as a result of removal of 0.368 
acre of coastal sage scrub habitat. Because the Project is within the MHPA, all impacts to coastal 
California gnatcatcher and its habitat are considered significant. In addition, for occupied 
California gnatcatcher habitat within the MHPA, construction or operational noise levels 
exceeding 60 dB(A) (or exceeding the existing ambient noise level if already above 60 dB(A)) 
during the breeding season (March 1st to August 15th) is considered significant.  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk Project 47 ESA / 120929 
2013 Biology Survey Report March 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

 

Consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is not required for costal California 
gnatcatcher as the proposed Project shall be subject to the MSCP. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-4, and MM-BIO-5, consistent 
with Area Specific Management Directives (ASMD) detailed in Table 3-5 of the City’s MSCP 
Subarea Plan, would reduce direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher to less than 
significant. See the discussions under Issue 2 below, for more details regarding impacts to 
sensitive natural communities. 

Least Bell’s Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  

The least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher have a low potential to utilize the 
riparian habitat within the Study Area for breeding due to the high level of ornamental species 
recruitment and disturbance in these areas. Neither species was detected or observed during the 
biological surveys; therefore no impacts are anticipated to occur. 

Non-Listed/MSCP-Covered Species  
San Diego Barrel Cactus 

San Diego barrel cactus was found in proximity to the proposed Project alignment in Ruffin 
Canyon and may be directly and permanently impacted by project activities. Direct impacts 
would include trampling, crushing, grubbing, trimming or completely removing the plants during 
trail construction; all of which are considered significant impacts. The implementation of ASMD 
measures, such as the City’s maintenance of a fuel management zone that extends into the 
canyon, will minimize the indirect effects of fire.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-2, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-5 would reduce direct impacts to San Diego barrel cactus to 
less than significant. 

Coastal Cactus Wren 

Coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) is considered a Species of 
Special Concern (SSC) by the state and also covered under the MSCP and protected by the 
MBTA. Although the species was not detected or observed during the biological surveys within 
the Study Area, there is still potential for the species to utilize the large patches of cacti found 
within the Project alignment for nesting. Direct impacts to coastal cactus wren can include loss of 
nesting habitat, including the large cactus stands throughout the coastal sage scrub, mixed 
chaparral, and ornamental vegetation; and take of nests due to Project implementation; both of 
which are considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-3, 
MM-BIO-4, and MM-BIO-5, consistent with ASMD recommendations in the City’s MSCP 
Subarea Plan, would reduce direct impacts to coastal cactus wren to less than significant. 

Western Bluebird 

In addition to the MSCP-covered coastal California gnatcatcher and San Diego barrel cactus, 
Western bluebird (Sialia mexicana) was detected within the Study Area. Direct impacts to 
western bluebird can include loss of nesting habitat, including 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub, 
0.521 acre of mixed chaparral, and 0.048 acre of riparian scrub habitat within the proposed 
alignment; and take of nests due to Project implementation; both of which are considered a 
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significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-4 and MM-BIO-5 would 
reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

Narrow Endemic Plants 

No species adopted by the City of San Diego as narrow endemic have been recorded within the 
Study Area. Therefore, there would be no direct impact on any narrow endemic species. 

Non-Listed/Non-MSCP Covered Special-Status Species 
Special-Status Plants 

Twelve (12) non-listed/non-MSCP covered special-status plant species were observed in the 
Study Area, including desert fragrance, Coulter’s saltbush, San Diego viguiera, small-flowered 
morning-glory, Palmer’s grapplinghook, graceful tarplant, southwestern spiny rush, Robinson's 
peppergrass, small-flowered microseris, Nuttall’s scrub oak , Munz’s sage, and ashy spike-moss. 
Of those 12, only San Diego viguiera [CRPR 4.2] occurs within the proposed Project alignment 
and could be potentially impacted by Project implementation (see Figure 9). Direct impacts 
would include trampling, crushing, grubbing, trimming or completely removing the plants during 
Project construction; all of which are considered significant impacts. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-2, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-5 would reduce direct impacts to 
sensitive plants to less than significant. 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Direct impacts to non-listed special-status wildlife species include those impacts to migratory 
birds covered by the MBTA. A total of 59 raptor and passerine bird species protected under the 
MBTA were detected or observed within the Study Area (see Appendix B). Direct impacts to 
migratory birds can include loss of nesting habitat and take of nests due to Project 
implementation; both of which are considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-4, and MM-BIO-5 would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Federal and State-Listed/MSCP-Covered Species 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Indirect impacts to the federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher can include 
construction noise, and other phenomena which are the result of Project construction which can 
alter the breeding and behavior patterns of the gnatcatcher. Any potential indirect impacts to the 
federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher within the MHPA lands would be less than 
significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-4, and MM-
BIO-5, and preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with 
the Site Development Permit. The SWPPP will list and implement Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) in order to minimize water quality impacts during construction, which will also consist of 
fugitive dust control and erosion prevention measures, thereby also reducing impacts to adjacent 
biological resources. 
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Post construction, indirect impacts may include increased anthropogenic disturbances from trail 
use such as noise; however, use of the trail will not be constant and will be pedestrian in nature. 
No motorized vehicles will be permitted to access the trail; therefore it is highly unlikely that 
ambient noise levels will exceed 60 dB(A). Furthermore, public access, pedestrian hiking trails 
(passive recreation) are a compatible land use in the MHPA and gnatcatchers are known to 
habituate to slight incremental increases in noise associated with intermittent pedestrian traffic. 
No indirect impacts from post construction operation of the trail are anticipated to occur to 
coastal California gnatcatcher. 

Non-Listed/MSCP-Covered Species 
San Diego Barrel Cactus 

Indirect Impacts to San Diego barrel cactus can include spatial competition, which may occur 
from the introduction of invasive plant species through construction activities or trail use. Indirect 
impacts to San Diego barrel cactus, located within the MHPA lands, would be less than 
significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 and preparation of a 
SWPPP. 

Coastal Cactus Wren 

Indirect impacts to coastal cactus wren can include noise as a result of construction activities, and 
ambient noise as a result of trail use, both of which may disrupt breeding and behavior patterns. 
Indirect impacts to this species, located within the MHPA lands, would be less than significant 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-3 and MM-BIO-4, and preparation of 
a SWPPP. 

Western Bluebird 

Indirect impacts to the MSCP-covered western bluebird can include noise as a result of 
construction activities and Project implementation, which may disrupt breeding and behavior 
patterns. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 and preparation of a SWPPP would 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Non-Listed/Non-MSCP Covered Special-Status Species 

Indirect Impacts to non-listed special-status plant species such as San Diego viguiera can include 
spatial competition, which may occur from the introduction of invasive plant species through 
construction activities or trail use. Indirect impacts to non-listed special-status wildlife species 
including migratory birds and raptors can include noise as a result of construction activities which 
may disrupt breeding and behavior patterns. Indirect impacts to these special-status species 
located within the MHPA lands would be less than significant with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-2 and MM-BIO-4, and preparation of a SWPPP.  

Narrow Endemics 

There are no indirect impacts to narrow endemic species as none have been detected on-site.  
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Significance of Impacts 

The Project would result in a direct loss of habitats that support the federally threatened and 
MSCP-covered coastal California gnatcatcher and non-listed special-status species such as San 
Diego barrel cactus, San Diego viguiera, and potentially coastal cactus wren. Habitats throughout 
the Study Area support the MSCP-covered western bluebird and other migratory bird species and 
nesting habitats regulated by the MBTA. Any direct or indirect impacts to these species would be 
considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-5 
would reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

 

Issue 2: Would the Project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, 
Tier II Habitats, Tier III A Habitats, or Tier III B Habitats as identified in the Biology 
Guidelines of the Land Development Manual or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, polices, regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Impact greater than 0.1 acre of upland habitat (Tier I-IIIB). 

• Impact greater than 1.0 acre of non-native grasslands which are completely surrounded 
by existing urban development (Impacts to non-native grassland as the result of wetland 
or other native habitat creation are not significant). 

• Impact greater than 0.01 acre of wetlands (excluding wetlands within the Coastal Zone 
and vernal pools; impacts to vernal pools are always considered significant regardless of 
the size of the impact). 

• Include brush management not conducted in accordance with brush management 
regulations. 

• Include construction noise levels which would exceed 60 db(A) during the avian breeding 
season.  

• Include construction noise levels within the MHPA in or adjacent to areas of occupied 
coastal California gnatcatcher habitat which would exceed 60 db(A) during the breeding 
season. 

Impact Analysis 
Direct Impacts 

Impacts to vegetation communities as a result of Project implementation include on-site impacts 
to coastal sage scrub, chaparral, non-native grassland, disturbed/ornamental, and riparian/wetland 
habitats. A total of 0.604 acre of vegetation communities would be permanently impacted, and 
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0.647 acre would be temporarily impacted as a result of Project implementation. It should be 
noted that the City only recognizes “impacts” on a general scale and does not distinguish between 
temporary and permanent impacts. While temporary impacts (defined as areas where the root 
systems of upland vegetation are maintained and vegetation may reestablish on its own or areas 
that will be impacted for a short duration and subsequently restored to pre-existing conditions) are 
anticipated to occur from project implementation, all impacts, whether temporary or permanent 
shall be mitigated as if they were “permanent” according to the City’s Biology Guidelines. 
Project impacts to vegetation communities are summarized in Table 5. 

TABLE 5 
PROJECT VEGETATION COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

Community Tier Permanent Impacts 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts (acres) 

Total Impact 
(acres) 

Upland Habitat  

Coastal Sage Scrub II 0.173 0.195 0.368 

Mixed Chaparral IIIA 0.255 0.266 0.521 

Non-Native Grassland IIIB 0.003 0.004 0.007 

Disturbed/Ornamental IV 0.127 0.165 0.292 

Wetland Habitat  

Riparian Scrub N/A 0.035 0.013 0.048 

Non-Vegetated Channel N/A 0.011 0.004 0.015 

Total Combined Project Impacts 0.604 0.647 1.251 

 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

The permanent Project impact to coastal sage scrub (Tier II) from the construction of the trail is 
0.173 acre. The temporary Project impact to coastal sage scrub from construction staging 
alongside the trail and staging areas is 0.195 acre. Total impacts to coastal sage scrub as a result 
of Project implementation is 0.368 acre. Impacts to coastal sage scrub are considered significant 
according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds and, if mitigation occurs 
inside the MHPA, mustshall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside 
the MHPA1:1 ratio through restoration of disturbed habitats in Tributary Canyons. 
Implementation of mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 would reduce impacts to coastal sage scrub to 
below a level of significance. 

Mixed Chaparral 

The permanent Project impact to mixed chaparral (Tier IIIA) is 0.255 acre. The temporary Project 
impact to mixed chaparral is 0.266 acres. Total impacts to mixed chaparral as a result of Project 
implementation is 0.521 acre. Impacts to chaparral are considered significant according to the 
City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds and must shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio 
inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside the MHPA1:1 ratio through restoration of disturbed 
habitats in Tributary Canyons if mitigation occurs inside the MHPA. Implementation of 
mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 would reduce impacts to chaparral to below a level of 
significance. 
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Non-Native Grassland 

The permanent Project impact to non-native grassland (Tier IIIB) is 0.003 acre. The temporary 
Project impact to non-native grassland is 0.004 acre. Total impacts to non-native grassland as a 
result of Project implementation is 0.007 acre. Impacts to non-native grassland are considered 
insignificant according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (impacts are 
less than 1 acre), therefore no mitigation is required. 

Disturbed/Ornamental  

The permanent Project impact to disturbed/ornamental habitat (Tier IV) is 0.127 acre. The 
temporary Project impact to disturbed/ornamental habitat is 0.165 acres. Total impacts to 
disturbed/ornamental habitat as a result of Project implementation is 0.292 acre. The City’s 
MSCP does not require mitigation for disturbed/ornamental habitat. 

Riparian Habitats 

The permanent Project impact to riparian habitat is 0.046 acre. The temporary Project impact to 
riparian habitat is 0.017 acre. Total impacts to riparian habitat as a result of Project 
implementation is 0.063 acre. Impacts to riparian/wetland habitats in excess of 0.01 acre are 
considered significant according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds and 
must be mitigated for (see Issue 3 below for further discussion of these habitats). Implementation 
of mitigation measure MM-BIO-6 would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

Indirect Impact 

The Project falls within the City’s MHPA lands. As such, indirect impacts to preserved habitat, 
including impacts from edge effects such as wildfire, invasive species introduction, planting with 
ornamentals and introduction of pesticides and fertilizers from neighboring residences, could 
potentially result in a significant impact to sensitive habitats and species within the MHPA. Edge 
effects currently exist due to use of an unauthorized trail system.  The City maintains a brush 
management zone that extends into the canyon open space.  Continued management by City of 
San Diego rangers, iImplementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5 and BIO-6, and 
preparation of a SWPPP would reduce potential indirect impacts to less than significant.  

Significance of Impact 

The Project would result in significant impacts to the following sensitive upland vegetation 
communities: coastal sage scrub and chaparral; and significant impacts to wetland communities. 
The Project could also have a significant effect on adjacent habitats and species within the 
MHPA. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-5 and MM-BIO-6 would reduce these 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Refer to Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-5 and MM-BIO-6. 
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Issue 3: Would the Project result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means?  

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Impact greater than 0.01 acre of wetlands (excluding wetlands within the Coastal Zone 
and vernal pools; impacts to vernal pools are always considered significant regardless of 
the size of the impact). 

Impact Analysis  
Direct Impact 

Impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands under the jurisdiction of CDFW, RWQCB, and 
City would occur from the Project as indicated in Table 6. 

 
TABLE 6 

SUMMARY OF JURISDICTIONAL IMPACTS 

Agency Acres 

USACE  0.063 

CDFW  0.063 

RWQCB 0.063 

City  0.063 

 

The build-out of the Project would directly impact approximately 686 linear feet (at 4 feet in 
width; totaling 0.063 acre) of non-wetland ephemeral streambed with riparian scrub vegetation 
(waters of the U.S./State/RWQCB/City) located in the southern stretch of the alignment just north 
of the Escala community and a single tributary crossing near the northern end of the alignment 
(Figure 14).  

USACE Jurisdiction 

The existing ephemeral stream was determined to be connected to the Pacific Ocean via San 
Diego River through a culvert in the southern portion of the Project area (Figure 14), and hence is 
under the jurisdiction of the USACE. Approximately 0.063 acre of non-wetland waters under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE occur within the proposed Project alignment. This includes the 0.015 
acre of unvegetated channel and 0.048 acre of riparian scrub that falls within the OHWM. No 
federal wetlands occur on the within or adjacent to the proposed Project alignment. 
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CDFW Jurisdiction 

Based on the presence of a distinguishable channel with bed and bank, 0.063 acre was mapped as 
CDFW-jurisdictional unvegetated streambeds and riparian habitats within the proposed Project 
alignment. This includes 0.015 acre of non-vegetated channel and 0.048 acre of riparian scrub.  

RWQCB Jurisdiction 

All areas mapped as USACE-jurisdictional waters and CDFW-jurisdictional habitats fall with the 
Section 401 authorities of the RWQCB.  

City Jurisdiction 

All areas mapped as USACE-jurisdictional waters and CDFW-jurisdictional habitats fall under 
the jurisdiction of the City. 

Impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S./State and City wetlands are considered significant. Per 
the City Regulations, impacts to wetlands must be avoided. If there are no feasible measures to 
avoid the wetlands then mitigation is required at a 2:1 ratio. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure MM-BIO-6 would reduce impacts to non-wetland waters to below a level of 
significance. 

Indirect Impact 

The build-out of the Project would not have any indirect impacts on any jurisdictional resources, 
because all jurisdictional resources are directly impacted by the Project.  

Significance of Impact 

Jurisdictional Resources 

The Project would permanently and temporarily impact non-wetland waters of the U.S. and 
waters of the State associated with the on-site unvegetated ephemeral streambeds. Permanent 
impacts are mainly the result of routing the trail along the streambed within the narrow public use 
easement in the southern portion of Study Area within the Escala community.  Temporary 
impacts are the result of trail construction staging alongside the trail. Impacts to these habitats are 
considered significant according to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds and 
would be mitigated at a ratio of 2:1 through the construction of an unvegetated ephemeral 
channel. In addition, the riparian scrub to be impacted by the Project is considered jurisdictional 
by CDFW, RWQCB, and the City. Permanent direct impacts to these jurisdictional resources are 
considered significant and must be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio per the City guidelines.  

Compliance with the City’s ESL Regulations (Section 143.0141) requires that a 100-foot buffer 
be maintained around riparian scrub as appropriate to protect the functions and values of the 
habitat. The southern portion of the trailhead near the Escala Community will permanently impact 
0.048 acre of riparian scrub and 0.015 acre of non-vegetated channel. This alignment represents 
the most feasible alternative with the least amount of potential impacts to wetlands; however, the 
required 100-foot buffer cannot be fully maintained. It should be noted that implementation of the 
designated trail would benefit the surrounding wetland habitat through dissuasion of the public 
from sensitive wetland areas, thereby allowing the wetland habitat to flourish; however, because 
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the Project would impact City wetlands and wetland buffers, a deviation to the ESL Regulations 
would need to be granted by the City, as part of the Site Development Permit process, including 
the identification of a Biologically Superior Option. According to the City Land Use and 
Community Planning Element of the City’s General Plan, and the Land Use Considerations in the 
MSCP, passive recreation (including linear hiking trails) is a compatible land use in the MHPA 
and City-designated Open Spaces. The project qualifies as an Essential Public Service Project 
according to the City Wetland Deviations as it will service the community at large and not just a 
single property. AThe 100-foot buffer shall be observed with respect to the created wetland 
mitigation habitat. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6 would reduce impacts to 
below a level of significance.  

 

Issue 4: Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
of migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, including 
linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Impact Analysis 
The canyon provides a north-south wildlife movement corridor through urban development as 
well as a point of refuge for several migrating species. The existing trails and unvegetated 
ephemeral streambeds provide easily traversable routes for wildlife to disperse within the canyon. 
The areas surrounding the canyon are comprised of residential and urban development. No 
designated wildlife corridor exists in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. As this Project 
does not include the construction of obstacles to wildlife movement or designated wildlife 
corridors and may actually enhance wildlife movement within the canyon, it is in compliance 
with the area-specific management directives of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Significance of Impact 

The Project does not impact any regional wildlife corridors. Impacts to the movement of local 
wildlife would be less than significant. 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Issue 5: Would the Project result in a conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the 
surrounding region? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region. 

The project is consistent with provisions of the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and all 
associated terms and conditions, including the Area Specific Management Directives (ASMD) 
and special conditions detailed in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Subarea Plan. The Project occurs within 
the City’s designated MHPA in the Urban Area of the City’s Subarea Plan and Land Use 
Adjacency provisions. However, passive recreation such as public hiking trails is a compatible 
land use within the MHPA (MSCP 1997). Therefore, the proposed trail would not create any 
conflict with any adopted plans as cited above. 

 

Issue 6: Would the Project result in introducing land use within an area adjacent to the 
MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Introduce a land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse 
edge effects. 

• Direct runoff, drainage or toxic effluents into the MHPA. 

Impact Analysis 
Existing conditions of the Project alignment within the MHPA include disturbed areas, exotic 
ornamental vegetation, and non-native grassland subject to disturbance during construction of the 
trail. As a result there is the potential for introduction of invasive plant species from these areas 
into adjacent native habitat patches. In addition, increased human activity may indirectly affect 
MSCP-covered species utilizing the MHPA lands. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce these impacts to less than significant. 
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Construction of the proposed project would be conducted primarily with the use of hand tools 
(powered and unpowered) such as digging and transfer shovels, pick mattocks, loopers, rakes, 
and wheel barrels. Small construction equipment, suitable for narrow and steep surroundings may 
be used for some soil movement; however, construction vehicles would primarily be limited to 
workers’ commute vehicles, which would consist primarily of passenger automobiles and/or light 
trucks, and small equipment such as a compact excavator and loader. The proposed Project would 
prepare a SWPPP in accordance with the Site Development Permit. The SWPPP will list and 
implement BMPs in order to minimize water quality impacts during construction. Once 
operational, the trail would be more sustainable than the existing trail and would improve existing 
runoff patterns and reduce erosion along the alignment, thereby reducing sediment runoff into 
downstream water bodies. Compliance with the Site Development Permit, and properly designed, 
implemented, and maintained construction BMPs to address pollutants of concern would reduce 
potential adjacency impacts to MSCP-covered habitats and species inside the MHPA to less than 
significant during construction.  

Significance of Impact 

The Project could have a potentially significant effect on MHPA lands from increased human 
activity and invasive plant species. Implementation of a SWPPP and Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce any impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Refer to Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6. 

 

Issue 7: Would the proposed Project result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

Impact Analysis 
The Project is within the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan and on Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
(ESL), as defined in the Land Development Code (LDC). The Project site is subject to the 
policies, guidelines, and regulations of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the ESL regulations 
(Chapter 14, Division 1, San Diego Municipal Code), and the Biology Guidelines and Biology 
Survey Guidelines (20022012). The Project has been designed to minimize, to the extent feasible, 
impacts to ESL through avoidance, enhancement, and creation of habitat. The ESL Regulations 
do not allow impacts to wetlands unless a deviation is requested and granted. The Project would 
impact wetlands (unvegetated channel) and wetland buffers, and a deviation to the ESL 
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Regulations would need to be granted by the City, as part of the Site Development Permit 
process. The wetlands deviations will include a determination of the Biological Superior Option. 

The Project also complies with the requirement that mitigation for impacts associated with a 
deviation achieves the goal of no-net-loss and retains the in-kind function. The Project Proponent 
would provide a permit/authorization/agreement from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW for 
impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S. and waters of the State; permits would be obtained as 
part of the Project approvals prior to construction.  

Significance of Impact 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6 would ensure that the 
Project is in compliance with local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources.  

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Refer to Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6. 

 

Issue 8: Would the Project result in an introduction of invasive species of plants into a 
natural open space area? 

Impact Thresholds 
In accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011), biological 
resources impacts would be significant if the Project would: 

• Introduce invasive species of plants into a natural open space area. 

Impact Analysis 
Existing conditions along the Project alignment currently have a substantial component of non-
native invasive species and exotic ornamental vegetation, particularly along the mesa crest line 
just below the residential developments. Disturbed areas, exotic ornamental vegetation, and non-
native grassland are subject to disturbance during construction of the trail. As a result, there is the 
potential for introduction of invasive plant species from these areas into adjacent native habitat 
patches. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines in Section 1.4.3 of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan which prohibits the introduction of 
invasive non-native plants into areas of the MHPA. Implementation of a SWPPP and Mitigation 
Measures MM-BIO-5 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce any impacts to less than significant.  

Significance of Impact 

Based on existing conditions, and implementation of a SWPPP and Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-5 through MM-BIO-6 would reduce any impacts to less than significant, the Project is not 
likely to result in a substantial adverse change over the existing amount of invasive species 
present in the area. Therefore, this is considered to be a less than significant impact. 
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

No significant impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

5. Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 

Prior to the issuance of any grading or construction permit and/or prior to the preconstruction 
meeting, the City shall verify that the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the 
following Project requirements regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the 
construction plans: 

• In order to avoid “take” of coastal California gnatcatcher, no clearing, grubbing, grading 
or other noise-generating construction activities shall occur between March 1st and 
August 15th. Areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the 
supervision of a qualified biologist. 

• If avoidance of the breeding season is not feasible a permitted biologist approved by 
USFWS to conduct breeding bird surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher shall conduct 
a preconstruction clearance survey for active nests no more than 3 days prior to the 
initiation of Project activities. If an active nest is found, the Project proponent shall delay 
all Project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-site suitable nesting habitat until 
August 15th. Alternatively, if an active nest is located the biologist can monitor the nest 
and any Project activities within 300 feet of the nest or as determined by a qualified 
biological monitor, shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged 
and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or 
construction fencing shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 
feet between the Project activities and the nest. Project personnel, including all 
contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. A biological 
monitor must be present during all vegetation clearing and noise-generating construction 
activities during the breeding season in order to prevent take of active nests and to ensure 
that noise levels are not exceeding 60dB(A). If noise levels at the edge of occupied 
gnatcatcher habitat exceed 60dB(A), noise attenuation methods shall be installed and 
monitored. 

In order to avoid impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, all vegetation clearing, grubbing 
or grading shall take place outside of the nesting season, which spans from March 1st to August 
15th. If avoidance of the breeding season is not feasible, a permitted biologist approved by 
USFWS to conduct breeding bird surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher shall conduct a 
preconstruction clearance survey for active nests no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of 
project activities. If an active nest is found, the project proponent shall delay all project activities 
within 300 feet of on- and off-site suitable nesting habitat until August 15th. Alternatively, if an 
active nest is located the biologist can monitor the nest and any Project activities within 300 feet 
of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, 
shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of 
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a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction fencing shall be used to 
demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet between the Project activities and the 
nest. Project personnel, including all contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the 
sensitivity of the area. A biological monitor must be present during all vegetation clearing during 
the breeding season in order to prevent adverse impacts to active nests and to ensure that noise 
levels do not exceed 60dB(A). 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 

San Diego barrel cactus and San Diego viguiera shall be avoided. A biological monitor shall be 
present during all vegetation clearing to ensure impacts stay within the proposed Project footprint 
and to ensure impacts to these two species are avoided or minimized. If complete avoidance of 
these special-status plants is not feasible, then the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Viguiera shall be restored by including seed of this species in coastal upland restoration 
seed mixes, per the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development Code (see Mitigation 
Measure MM BIO-5 below). Prior to removal of viguiera, duff and soil from the base of 
the plant that contains seeds shall be collected and used for restoration and revegetation. 

• San Diego barrel cactus will be salvaged and transplanted within the identified upland 
restoration areas on the Project site, subject to approval by the City (see Mitigation 
Measure MM-BIO-3 below). 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3 

Within the MHPA, impacts to coastal cactus wren habitat must be avoided. If avoidance of cactus 
wren habitat is not feasible, then prior to the issuance of the grading permit, all listed species 
below actually present onsite (as appropriate) shall be described in a salvage plan (included in the 
restoration plan) to the satisfaction of the City.  

Scientific Name Common Name 
Cylindropuntia californica var. californica snake cholla 
*Cylindropuntia prolifera coast cholla 
*Dudleya edulis ladies’-fingers 
*Dudleya lanceolata coastal dudleya 
*Dudleya pulverulenta chalky live-forever 
Euphorbia misera cliff spurge 
*Ferocactus viridescens San Diego barrel cactus 
*Mammillaria dioica fish-hook cactus 
*Opuntia littoralis coastal prickly pear 
*Opuntia oricola chaparral prickly pear 
*Yucca whipplei our Lord’s candle 
*Yucca schidigera Mojave yucca 

 
*Species present onsite based on site specific biology reports & City staff input – this list is also subject to future 
refinements at the discretion of the City and Wildlife Agencies. 
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The salvage plan is required to provide appropriate species for use within City sanctioned coastal 
cactus wren mitigation sites. These sites are currently as follows: Northern- Lake Hodges and 
Wild Animal Park; Southern – Rancho Jamul/San Diego National Wildlife Refuge Sites. 

Prior to construction, the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Prior to the first preconstruction meeting, the applicant shall provide a letter of 
verification to the City stating that a qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of San 
Diego Biological Resource Guidelines, has been retained to implement the salvage plan.  

• At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction meeting, the qualified Biologist shall verify 
that a coastal cactus wren plant salvage/relocation plan (including species, locations, 
numbers, timing and handling, etc.) has been completed and approved by the City and the 
appropriate contact from the receiving site (the City can aid notification by phone and/or 
email). 

Post construction, the following measure shall be implemented: 

• Prior to the release of the grading bond, the project biologist shall submit a letter report to 
the Environmental Review Manager that assesses any project impacts resulting from 
construction. Any actions taken related to coastal cactus wren protection, including 
salvage of species, shall also be included in this letter. This letter report shall be 
submitted to City Staff. 

Within the MHPA, impacts to coastal cactus wren habitat must be avoided. This includes areas 
containing coast cholla (Cylindropuntia prolifera ), ladies’-fingers (Dudleya edulis), coastal 
dudleya (D. lanceolata), chalky live-forever (D. pulverulenta), San Diego barrel cactus, fish-hook 
cactus (Mammillaria dioica), coastal prickly pear (Opuntia littoralis), chaparral prickly pear 
(Opuntia oricola), our Lord’s candle (Yucca whipplei), and Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera). If 
avoidance of cactus wren habitat is not feasible, then restoration of impacted habitat shall include 
salvage and transplantation of the aforementioned species within the Project site, subject to 
approval by the City. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 

Proposed project activities (including, but not limited to, staging and disturbances to native and 
non-native vegetation, structures, and substrates) should not occur during the avian breeding 
season which runs from MarchFebruary 1st - AugustSeptember 15th to avoid impacts to birds or 
their eggs.  

If avoidance of the avian breeding season is not feasible a qualified biologist with experience 
conducting breeding bird surveys shall conduct a preconstruction clearance survey for active 
nests no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of project activities. If a protected native bird is 
found, the project proponent shall delay all project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-site 
suitable nesting habitat (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until AugustSeptember 
15th. Alternatively, if an active nest is observed, the biologist can monitor the nest and any project 
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activities within 300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests), or as determined by a 
qualified biological monitor, shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or 
construction fencing shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet (or 
500 feet) between the Project activities and the nest. Project personnel, including all contractors 
working on site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  

If the biological monitor determines that a narrower buffer between the project activities and 
observed active nests is warranted, he/she shall submit a written explanation (e.g., species-
specific information; ambient conditions and birds’ habituation to them; and the terrain, 
vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight between the project activities and the nest and foraging areas) 
to the City. Based on the submitted information, the City will determine whether to allow a 
narrower buffer. 

The biological monitor shall be present on site during all grubbing and clearing of vegetation to 
ensure that these activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., outside the demarcated buffer) 
and that the flagging/stakes/fencing is being maintained, and to minimize the likelihood that 
active nests are abandoned or fail due to project activities. The biological monitor shall send 
weekly monitoring reports to the City during the grubbing and clearing of vegetation, and shall 
notify the City immediately if project activities damage active avian nests.  

The weekly reports shall also include, if necessary, additional mitigation in conformance with the 
City’s Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e., appropriate follow up 
surveys, monitoring schedules, construction/noise barriers, and specific buffer widths [see 
below], etc.) to the satisfaction of the City. 

In addition to the previous requirements, any development inside the MHPA which identifies the 
occurrence of the following species must include an impact avoidance area as follows: 

• 300 feet from any nesting site of Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 

• 900 feet from any nesting sites of northern harriers (Circus cyaneus) 

• 4,000 feet from any nesting sites of golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) 

• 300 feet from any occupied burrow of burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia)  

These conditions are requirements of the Incidental Take Authorization in order to consider these 
species adequately conserved under the MSCP. Although these species were not observed during 
the biological surveys, incidental observations during construction may warrant specific 
avoidance and minimization measures described in the Biology Guidelines of the Land 
Development Code. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5 

Mitigation for permanent and temporary impacts to Tier II, Tier IIIA and Tier IIIB vegetation 
communities will occur through onsite habitat restoration within the existing disturbed and 
ornamental areas of the study area (see Figure 15). A Revegetation / Restoration Plan shall be 
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prepared consistent with Attachment B of the Land Development Code 2012 Biology Guidelines. 
In addition, habitat enhancement shall be implemented through removal of exotic, invasive and 
ornamental species in areas identified for mitigation. No mitigation shall occur within the 100-
foot brush management zone below adjoining residential parcels as any onsite mitigation efforts 
shall need to remain in perpetuity without the risk of clearing or removal. In addition, all sensitive 
vegetation communities temporarily disturbed during Project implementation shall be restored to 
their original condition post construction. Per the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development 
Code: 

• Impacts to 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub and 0.521 acre of mixed chaparral will be 
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio inside the MHPA and at a 2:1 ratio outside the MHPA1:1 ratio 
through creation of 1.051.5 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat along the unauthorized 
trails and within the MHPA, within the existing disturbed areas at the north end of Ruffin 
Canyon and the far eastern end of Shawn Canyon (see Figure 15). 

• A conceptual restoration plan pursuant to City guidelines will be prepared that includes 
the restoration of coastal sage scrub in disturbed habitats inside and outside the MHPA, 
and restoration of the unauthorized trail system in Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6 

Prior to the issuance of any construction permits for the Project, the Project Proponent shall 
obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act Nationwide Permit (NWP #42) from the USACE, Section 
401 Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB, and Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFW to address impacts to 0.063 acre of non-wetland waters of the U.S. and 
waters of the State.  

As part of the Section 404 process, the results from the recent formal delineation of potential 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. located within the Project Area shall be submitted to the 
USACE for verification. State and federal regulations require that the Project applicant avoid or 
minimize impacts to wetlands and waters and develop appropriate protection for wetlands. 
Wetlands that cannot be avoided must be compensated to result in “no net loss” of wetlands to 
ensure that the Project would maintain the current functions and values of on-site wetland 
habitats. Impacts to non-wetland waters of the U.S. and State within the Project boundary shall be 
mitigated for at a 2:1 ratio through the on-site creation of riparian scrub habitats and an ephemeral 
channel. The ephemeral channel shall be designed with a clear bed and bank such that an OHWM 
shall establish itself over time.  

A Revegetation / Restoration Plan, also consistent with USACE guidelines for Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plans (HMMP), will be prepared consistent with Attachment B of the Land 
Development Code 2012 Biology Guidelines. Mitigation for the 0.063-acre impact to 
jurisdictional resources would occur onsite (see Figure 15), within the MHPA at a 2:1 ratio. The 
required mitigation would be fulfilled through the conversion of 0.2 acre of disturbed habitat 
along the canyon floor in the northern stretch of Ruffin Canyon into functioning native wetland 
habitat comprised of riparian scrub and non-vegetated channel. 
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December 9, 2011 
 
Ann Van Leer 
President  
Land Conservation Brokerage, Inc 
4079 Governor Drive #330 
San Diego, CA 92122 
 
Re: Archaeological Records Search for the Sandrock, Ruffin, and Ellison Watershed’s Trail 

Connection Project, San Diego County, California (ASM Project# 18900) 
 
Dear Ms. Van Leer: 
 
This letter report documents the results of an archaeological records search conducted by ASM 
Affiliates, Inc. (ASM), for the Sandrock, Ruffin, and Ellison Watershed’s Trail Connection 
Project, Mission Valley, San Diego County, California (Figure 1).  The purpose of the survey 
was to provide constraints information to assist the Land Conservation Brokerage, Inc in its 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. In summary, 
no previously recorded cultural sites were identified within the project area and recent cultural 
resource studies have been conducted in the Sandrock and Ruffin watersheds.  
 
Records Search Results 
 
ASM conducted a records search at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) of the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at San Diego State University on 
December 2, 2011. The record search area included a 0.25-mi. buffer zone around the APE 
(Figure 2). The request included a search of all relevant site records on file with the SCIC, as 
well as a search of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR), and other local registers to determine if significant 
archaeological or historical sites have previously been recorded within or near the project 
survey area. A sacred lands records search was also requested from Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) on December 6, 2011.  
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Previous Studies 
 
A total of 32 cultural resource studies have been completed within one quarter-mile radius of 
the APE. Two of the previous studies have included portions of the APE (see Table 1). The 
existing trail systems in the Ruffin Canyon and northern Sandrock Canyon Watersheds were 
surveyed by Maureen Kick in 2007 for the San Diego Vegetation Management Project. 
Southern Sandrock Canyon was last surveyed for cultural resources by Tim Gross in 2002 for 
the Serra Mesa Property Project. No previous archaeological surveys were reported within the 
Ellison Canyon Watershed.  
 

Table 1. Previous studies identified in the APE 
 

Report Author Date Report Work type 

Gross, Tim & 
Mary Robbins-

Wade 
2002 

Archaeological ResourcesSurvey, Serra Mesa Property, San 
Diego, California. Affinis. Submitted to Sempra Energy. 

Archaeological Overview, 
Assessment and Evaluation 

Study.  

Kick, Maureen S. 2007 
Cultural Resources Technical Report for the San Diego 

Vegetation Management Project. URS. Submitted to FEMA.  

Archaeological Overview, 
Assessment and Evaluation 

Study.  

 
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources  
 
The records search identified two cultural resources, consisting of a prehistoric lithic scatter 
site, and a prehistoric isolate, which have been recorded within a one quarter-mile radius of the 
APE. These resources are summarized in Table 2. Neither resource occurs in the proposed 
APE.  

Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources 
 

Trinomial, Primary 
No. Site Type Recorder Date Artifacts/Features Eligibility 

P-37-014959 
Prehistoric 

Isolate 
J. Clevenger 1990 Volcanic Debitage Not Eligible 

CA-SDI-15600 
Prehistoric 

Lithic Scatter 
J. Eighmey & 

T. Wahoff 
2000 Quartz Cores and Debitage Not Evaluated 

 
 
A response from the NAHC on December 6, 2011 indicated that there were no Native 
American resources in the project area. However, this area of San Diego is known to the 
NAHC to be culturally sensitive and they have suggested a list of local Native Americans that 
may have specific knowledge of locations. Letters have been sent to these individuals and as 
yet no responses have been gained.  
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Recommendations 
 
Due to the recent cultural resources studies in the Ruffin and Sandrock Canyon Watersheds and 
the nature of the proposed action, full-time archaeological monitoring is not recommended. As 
the purpose of this project is to create a trail through heavily vegetated areas, the visibility in 
the direct project area will be low. To prevent the unintentional disturbance of any as yet 
unrecorded cultural resources, archaeological monitoring is recommended for work conducted 
in the Ellison Canyon Watershed.  
 
If archaeological resources are identified by the on-site archaeological monitor, the site 
boundary should be delineated with protective fencing or flagging and only hand removal of 
vegetation should occur within the site limits.  
 
If you have any questions or require clarification of any of the information in this letter report, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (760) 804-5757 or at bwilliams@asmaffiliates.com. 
 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Brian Williams, M.M.A., RPA 
Senior Archaeologist, Carlsbad Office 

  
 

 

 

 
cc:  Ms. Jaime Lennox, South Coastal Information Center 
 
Attachments  Figure 1: Project vicinity map. 

Figure 2: Proposed project map. 
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January 28, 2013 
Project No. 107463001 

Mr. Charlie Richmond 
ESA 
9191 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 340 
San Diego, California 92122 

Subject: Geologic Site Reconnaissance 
San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project 

 North Study Area 
Boulevard, California 

Dear Mr. Richmond: 

In accordance with your authorization, we have prepared this geologic site reconnaissance report 
for the North Study Area of the San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project in San Diego, Cali-
fornia. This report presents our findings, conclusions, and recommendations regarding geologic 
conditions at the proposed project site. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project. 

Sincerely, 
NINYO & MOORE 

Nissa. M. Morton, PG 
Senior Staff Geologist 

Ronald D. Hallum, PG, CEG 
Senior Geologist 

Gregory T. Farrand, PG, CEG 
Principal Geologist 

 

NMM/RDH/GTF/gg 

Distribution: (1) Addressee 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with your request, Ninyo & Moore has performed a geologic reconnaissance study 

of the North Study Area of the San Diego River Tributary Canyon Project located within the 

Serra Mesa community of the city of San Diego, California (Figure 1). The purpose of this study 

was to provide preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding the geologic aspects of 

the proposed project. This report presents our preliminary findings and conclusions pertaining to 

the geologic conditions at the subject site. Subsurface exploration was not included in the scope 

of this reconnaissance study. 

2. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Ninyo & Moore’s scope of services for this project included the following: 

 Reviewing background information listed in the References section of this report. The data 
reviewed included geologic maps, topographic maps, fault maps, flood zone maps, other pub-
lished geologic data, aerial photographs, and online databases. 

 Performing a field reconnaissance by Professional Geologists from our office to observe and 
document surface site conditions. 

 Compiling and analyzing the data obtained from our background and field reconnaissance 
evaluations. 

 Preparing this report presenting our preliminary findings, conclusions, and recommendations 
regarding geologic issues at the site. 

3. SITE DESCRIPTION 

The North Study Area of the proposed San Diego River Tributary Canyon Project is located west 

of Murray Ridge Drive, south of Gramercy Drive, and north of Friars Road in the city of San 

Diego. The project is located within existing open-space areas of Sandrock Canyon and Ruffin 

Canyon. The two parallel steep-sided canyons flow south into Mission Valley and the San Diego 

River drainage. Site elevations range from approximately 400 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in 

the northern portions of the site near Sandrock Road and Gramercy Drive, to approximately 

125 feet MSL at the southern end of the site, near the mouth of Ruffin Canyon. 
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While adjacent to densely developed residential subdivisions, the majority of the project area is 

currently undeveloped open-space and is covered by moderate to dense growth of native chapar-

ral, shrubs, low-lying grasses, and scattered trees. An unpaved road provides access from the 

southern termination of Chauncey Street to the base of Sandrock Canyon in the southwestern 

portion of the project area. During our site reconnaissance we also observed a concrete brow 

ditch along the western side of Sandrock Canyon as well as various underground utilities and 

associated improvements within the canyons. 

4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Although design plans have not been prepared, we understand that the project will include devel-

opment of foot/bicycle trails that will provide recreation and public access between Serra Mesa and 

Mission Valley. The proposed trails will extend approximately two miles and will be primarily lo-

cated along the western flanks of Sandrock and Ruffin Canyons. The trails converge at the 

confluence of the canyons, located south of the termination of Mobley Street. South of the conver-

gence, the trail continues southeast to a terminus near the Escala Community, with an alternate 

path terminating due south at the mouth of Ruffin Canyon. Based on our review of conceptual pro-

ject plans, relatively minor cuts and fills into existing slopes are anticipated. The proposed trail 

alignment is presented on Figure 1. 

5. GEOLOGY 

Our findings regarding regional and site geology in the area of the proposed project are provided 

in the following sections. 

5.1. Regional Geologic Setting 

The project area is situated in the western portion of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic 

Province. This geomorphic province encompasses an area that extends approximately 

900 miles from the Transverse Ranges and the Los Angeles Basin south to the southern tip 

of Baja California (Norris and Webb, 1990; Harden, 1998). The province varies in width 
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from approximately 30 to 100 miles and generally consists of rugged mountains underlain 

by Jurassic metavolcanic and metasedimentary rocks, and Cretaceous igneous rocks of the 

southern California batholith. The portion of the province in western San Diego County that 

includes the project area consists generally of uplifted and dissected coastal plain underlain 

by Upper Cretaceous, Tertiary, and Quaternary age sedimentary rocks. 

The Peninsular Ranges Province is traversed by a group of sub-parallel faults and fault 

zones trending approximately northwest. Several of these faults, shown on Figure 2, are 

considered active faults. The Elsinore, San Jacinto, and San Andreas faults are active fault 

systems located northeast of the project area, and the Rose Canyon, Coronado Bank, San 

Diego Trough, and San Clemente faults are active faults located west of the project area. The 

Rose Canyon Fault Zone, the nearest active fault system, has been mapped approximately 

4 miles west of the project site. Major tectonic activity associated with these and other faults 

within this regional tectonic framework consists primarily of right-lateral, strike-slip move-

ment. Further discussion of faulting relative to the site is provided in the Faulting and 

Seismicity section of this report. 

5.2. Site Geology 

Based on our review of published geologic maps and our site reconnaissance, earth units at 

the project site consist of fill, topsoil/colluvium, alluvium, and formational earth materials of 

very old paralic deposits (formerly designated the Lindavista Formation), the Mission Valley 

Formation, and Stadium Conglomerate (Kennedy and Tan, 2008). A map of the regional ge-

ology is included as Figure 3. A brief description of these units, as described in the cited 

literature or as observed at the site, is presented below. 

5.2.1. Fill 

Fill soils are expected to underlie portions of the site due to construction of trails, adjacent 

housing developments, and buried utility lines. We anticipate these fills to be relatively 

shallow and to be generally composed of locally derived, reworked sand, silt, and gravel. 
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5.2.2. Topsoil/Colluvium 

A mantle of topsoil/colluvium was observed across the site over most of the canyon 

slopes. Where observed, these soils generally consisted of reddish brown and brown, 

silty fine to medium sand and gravel. These soils generally thicken near the base of the 

slopes and grade into alluvium in the bottom of the canyons. 

5.2.3. Alluvium 

Alluvial soils were observed along the base of the canyons across the project site. 

These soils are expected to consist of mixed of light brown to dark brown, silty fine 

sand and sandy silt with gravel, cobbles, and boulders. 

5.2.4. Very Old Paralic Deposits 

Pleistocene-age very old paralic deposits (Kennedy and Tan, 2008) are mapped in the 

uppermost areas of the project canyons. This unit was formerly designated as the Lin-

davista Formation on older geologic maps. The very old paralic deposits were observed 

to consist of reddish brown, moderately to well cemented, silty sandstone with numer-

ous gravels and cobbles and sandy conglomerate. The very old paralic deposits 

unconformably overlie the Mission Valley Formation. 

5.2.5. Mission Valley Formation 

The Eocene-age Mission Valley Formation (Kennedy and Tan, 2008) is mapped along 

the upper canyon slopes within the project area. The Mission Valley Formation is pre-

dominately composed of light brown to light gray, weakly cemented, fine to medium-

grained silty sandstone. Where observed in outcrops at the site, the materials were gen-

erally massive to thinly bedded. The Mission Valley Formation conformably overlies 

the Stadium Conglomerate 
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5.2.6. Stadium Conglomerate 

The Eocene-age Stadium Conglomerate (Kennedy and Tan, 2008) is mapped along the 

lower slopes and base of the project canyons. As observed, the Stadium Conglomerate is 

predominately composed of light brown to yellow-brown, moderately cemented, sandy 

cobble to boulder conglomerate. 

5.3. Groundwater 

Surface water was observed flowing in some areas within the main canyon bottoms and 

along some side canyons during our site reconnaissance. Pools of standing water were also 

observed in several areas. It should be noted that surface and groundwater levels are influ-

enced by seasonal variations in precipitation, irrigation, runoff, and other factors, and are 

therefore subject to variation. 

6. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

In general, hazards associated with faulting and seismic activity include ground surface rupture, 

strong ground motion, and liquefaction. These considerations and other potential geologic haz-

ards such as landsliding and flooding are discussed in the following sections. 

6.1. Faulting and Seismicity 

Like much of southern California, the subject site is considered to be in a seismically active 

area. Based on our review of readily available published geological maps and literature, the 

subject site is not underlain by known active or potentially active faults (i.e., faults that ex-

hibit evidence of ground displacement in the last 11,000 years and 2,000,000 years, respectively). 

The subject site is not located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly 

known as an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone) (Hart and Bryant, 2007). The active Rose 

Canyon fault zone is located approximately 4 miles west of the site. 
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Table 1 lists selected principal known active faults that may affect the subject site, the maxi-

mum moment magnitude (Mmax) and the fault types as published for the California Geological 

Survey (CGS) by Cao et al. (2003). The approximate fault to site distance was calculated by 

the computer program FRISKSP (Blake, 2001) or measured on available geologic maps. 

Table 1 – Principal Active Faults 

Fault 
Distance 

miles (kilometers) 1,2 
Moment Magnitude/ 

Fault Type 1 

Rose Canyon 4.0 (6.4) 7.2/B 
Coronado Bank 17 (27) 7.6/B 
Newport-Inglewood 31 (49) 7.1/B 
Elsinore (Julian Segment) 37 (59) 7.1/A 
Elsinore (Temecula Segment) 41 (66) 6.8/A 
Earthquake Valley  42 (68) 6.5/B 
Elsinore (Coyote Mountain) 47 (75) 6.8/A 
Palos Verdes 58 (93) 7.3/B 
San Jacinto (Coyote Creek Segment) 58 (94) 6.8/A 
San Jacinto (Anza Segment) 59 (95) 7.2/A 
Elsinore (Glen Ivy Segment) 60 (97) 6.8/A 
San Jacinto (Borrego Segment) 62 (99) 6.6/A 
Notes: 
1 Blake (2001) 
2 Cao, et al. (2003) 

6.2. Surface Ground Rupture 

Based on our review of the referenced literature and our site reconnaissance, active faults are 

not known to cross the project site. Therefore, the probability of damage from surface fault 

rupture is considered to be low. However, lurching or cracking of the ground surface as a re-

sult of nearby seismic events is possible. 

6.3. Strong Ground Motion 

Based on the peak horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) having a 2 percent probability of ex-

ceedance in 50 years which is defined as the Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE). The 

statistical return period for PGAMCE is approximately 2,475 years. In evaluating the seismic haz-

ards associated with the project site, we have used a Site Class C for this preliminary evaluation. 
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Seismic hazards and classifications should be further evaluated through a full geotechnical 

evaluation including subsurface and laboratory evaluation. If the results of the geotechnical 

evaluation indicate a different Site Class, the following estimations will be revised. The site 

modified PGAMCE is an estimated 0.54g using the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

(USGS, 2011) ground motion calculator (web-based). The design PGA was 0.36g using the 

USGS ground motion calculator. These estimates of ground motion do not include near-source 

factors that may be applicable to the design of structures on site. 

6.4. Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlement 

Liquefaction of cohesionless soils can be caused by strong vibratory motion due to earth-

quakes. Research and historical data indicate that loose granular soils and non-plastic silts that 

are saturated by a relatively shallow groundwater table are susceptible to liquefaction. Our 

preliminary evaluation indicates that the majority of the project site, which includes the side 

walls of the main canyons and side ravines, is underlain by dense formational materials and 

therefore not susceptible to liquefaction. The bottoms of the canyons are underlain by sandy 

alluvial soils with a shallow groundwater table and may be subject to liquefaction. As mapped 

in the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (2008), the potential for liquefaction or seismi-

cally induced settlement is considered low at the base of Ruffin Canyon and in the southern 

portion of the site (Figure 4). The potential for liquefaction should be further evaluated dur-

ing a full geotechnical evaluation including subsurface borings and laboratory evaluation if 

development is planned for these areas. 

6.5. Landsliding 

Based on our review of referenced geologic and topographic maps, literature, and stereo-

scopic aerial photographs, large landslides or indications of deep-seated landsliding have not 

been mapped or identified underlying the project site. Several shallow surficial failures, 

were, however, observed during our field reconnaissance. These slope failures were gener-

ally observed on the central to lower portions of the canyon slopes and were observed to be 

up to roughly 30 feet across. These features were observed to be relatively shallow, earth 
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flow-type failures possibly caused by over-saturation of loose, surficial soils on steep slopes. 

Due to the steep terrain along portions of the proposed trail alignment, similar shallow surfi-

cial failures may be anticipated. Such failures may impact portions of the proposed trails. 

Identification of areas subject to shallow slope failures and potential engineering repair 

measures should be further evaluated as part of a full geotechnical evaluation. 

In addition, several areas of excessive erosion were observed. These areas consisted of mul-

tiple narrow, steep-sided rills and gullies that occurred on steep sparsely vegetated slopes. 

Our observations indicate that the erosion is generally a result of diversion of runoff from 

adjacent development. Identification of areas subject to excess erosion and potential engi-

neering repair measures should be further evaluated as part of a full geotechnical evaluation. 

6.6. Flood Hazards 

Based on review of a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 

Rate Map (FIRM) (FEMA, 2012), the site is mapped as lying outside of the 500-year flood-

plain. Based on this review, the potential for flooding of the site is considered low. However, 

short-term, high-volume stream flow could occur along canyon bottoms during periods of 

heavy rainfall and runoff. In addition, due to the elevation, topography, and the inland loca-

tion of the property, the site is not considered susceptible to tsunamis or seiches. 

7. CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions were derived from our geologic reconnaissance and review of back-

ground information. 

 Based on our review of published geologic maps and our site reconnaissance, the project area 
is expected to be underlain by fill, topsoil/colluvium, alluvium, and formational earth materi-
als of very old paralic deposits, the Mission Valley Formation, and Stadium Conglomerate. 

 Surface water is anticipated to occur seasonally along the bottoms of the main canyons and 
in some side canyons. In addition, short-term, high-volume stream flow could occur along 
canyon bottoms during periods of heavy rainfall and runoff. 
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 No active faults have been mapped or were observed within the study area. 

 The potential for liquefaction along the main canyon bottoms is considered low, but should 
be further evaluated by subsurface evaluation if development is planned for these areas. 

 While the risk for large, deep-seated slope failures is considered low, existing shallow sur-
face failures and areas of excessive erosion were observed and may impact portions of the 
proposed trails.  

8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Following development of preliminary plans, we recommend that a comprehensive geologic and 

geotechnical evaluation be conducted prior to construction of the proposed trails. This evaluation 

would include subsurface exploration and laboratory testing. The purpose of the subsurface evalua-

tion would be to evaluate the subsurface conditions and to provide information pertaining to the 

geologic and geotechnical conditions, including grading and slope stability, at the project site. 

9. LIMITATIONS 

The geotechnical analyses presented in this report has been conducted in accordance with current 

engineering practice and the standard of care exercised by reputable geotechnical consultants 

performing similar tasks in this area. No warranty, implied or expressed, is made regarding the 

conclusions, recommendations, and professional opinions expressed in this report. Variations 

may exist and conditions not observed or described in this report may be encountered. Our pre-

liminary conclusions and recommendations are based on an analysis of the observed surface 

conditions and the referenced background information. Subsurface evaluations were not per-

formed as part of this study. 
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Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program  

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097, a public agency is required to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for 
assessing and ensuring compliance with any required mitigation measures applied to a proposed 
development. As stated in the Public Resources Code: 

“…the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions 
which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental effects.” 

Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring programs 
and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced during 
project implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the document. The public 
agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or a 
private entity, which accept delegations. The lead agency, however, remains responsible for 
ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occur in accordance with the program. 

The mitigation monitoring table below lists mitigation measures required of the proposed project 
in order to reduce potential significant impacts. These measures may also be included as 
conditions of approval for the project. To ensure that the mitigation measures are properly 
implemented, a monitoring program has been devised which identifies the timing and 
responsibility for monitoring each measure. 

This Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is set up as a compliance 
report, with space for confirming the correct mitigation measures have been implemented for the 
proposed project. In order to sufficiently track and document the status of mitigation measures, 
the matrix below has been prepared with the following components: 

• Mitigation measures; 

• Monitoring Phase: 

– Pre-construction, including the design phase; 

– Construction; and/or 

– Occupancy (post-construction). 

• Enforcement agency/Responsible agency; 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-1 ESA / 120929.00 
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration   May 2013 
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• Verification of Compliance (for use during the reporting/monitoring). 

Information pertaining to compliance with mitigation measures or any necessary modifications 
and refinements will be documented in the verification of compliance portion of the matrix. The 
mitigation matrix follows this section. 
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TABLE 3-1 
SAN DIEGO RIVER RUFFIN CANYON TRAIL & URBAN WALK FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Biological Resources      

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1: 

Prior to the issuance of any grading or construction 
permit and/or prior to the preconstruction meeting, the 
City shall verify that the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA) boundaries and the following Project 
requirements regarding the coastal California 
gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans: 

• In order to avoid “take” of coastal California 
gnatcatcher, no clearing, grubbing, grading or 
other noise-generating construction activities 
shall occur between March 1st and August 15th. 
Areas restricted from such activities shall be 
staked or fenced under the supervision of a 
qualified biologist. 

• If avoidance of the breeding season is not 
feasible a permitted biologist approved by 
USFWS to conduct breeding bird surveys for 
coastal California gnatcatcher shall conduct a 
preconstruction clearance survey for active nests 
no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of 
Project activities. If an active nest is found, the 
Project proponent shall delay all Project activities 
within 300 feet of on- and off-site suitable nesting 
habitat until August 15th. Alternatively, if an active 
nest is located the biologist can monitor the nest 
and any Project activities within 300 feet of the 
nest or as determined by a qualified biological 
monitor, shall be postponed until the nest is 
vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is 
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 
Flagging, stakes, and/or construction fencing 
shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary 
of the buffer of 300 feet between the Project 
activities and the nest. Project personnel, 
including all contractors working on site, shall be 
instructed on the sensitivity of the area. A 
biological monitor must be present during all 
vegetation clearing and noise-generating 
construction activities during the breeding season 

Pre-construction 
(No more than 3 

days prior to 
initiation of 

construction) 

Construction 
manager, 
general 

contractor, and 
San Diego River 

Conservancy, 
City of San 

Diego 

   

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-3 ESA / 120929.00 
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration   May 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

Chapter 3. Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

in order to prevent take of active nests and to 
ensure that noise levels are not exceeding 
60dB(A). If noise levels at the edge of occupied 
gnatcatcher habitat exceed 60dB(A), noise 
attenuation methods shall be installed and 
monitored. 

 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2:  

San Diego barrel cactus and San Diego viguiera shall 
be avoided. A biological monitor shall be present during 
all vegetation clearing to ensure impacts stay within the 
proposed Project footprint and to ensure impacts to 
these two species are avoided. If complete avoidance 
of these special-status plants is not feasible, then the 
following measures shall be implemented: 

• Viguiera shall be restored by including seed 
of this species in coastal upland restoration 
seed mixes, per the Biology Guidelines of 
the Land Development Code (see Mitigation 
Measure MM BIO-5 below). Prior to 
removal of viguiera, duff and soil from the 
base of the plant that contains seeds shall 
be collected and used for restoration and 
revegetation. 

• San Diego barrel cactus will be salvaged 
and transplanted within the identified upland 
restoration areas on the Project site, subject 
to approval by the City (see Mitigation 
Measure MM-BIO-3 below). 

 

Construction Construction 
manager, 
general 

contractor, and 
San Diego River 

Conservancy, 
City of San 

Diego 

   

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3: 

Within the MHPA, impacts to coastal cactus wren 
habitat must be avoided. If avoidance of cactus wren 
habitat is not feasible, then prior to the issuance of the 
grading permit, all listed species below actually present 
onsite (as appropriate) shall be described in a salvage 
plan (included in the restoration plan) to the satisfaction 
of the City.  

 
Scientific Name    
Cylindropuntia californica var. californica 
*Cylindropuntia prolifera 

Construction Construction 
manager, 
general 

contractor, and 
San Diego River 

Conservancy, 
City of San 

Diego 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

*Dudleya edulis 
*Dudleya lanceolata 
*Dudleya pulverulenta 
Euphorbia misera 
*Ferocactus viridescen 
*Mammillaria dioica 
*Opuntia littoralis 
*Opuntia oricola 
*Yucca whipplei 
*Yucca schidigera 
 
*Species present onsite based on site specific biology reports & City staff 
input – this list is also subject to future refinements at the discretion of the 
City and Wildlife Agencies. 
 

The salvage plan is required to provide appropriate 
species for use within City sanctioned coastal cactus 
wren mitigation sites. These sites are currently as 
follows: Northern- Lake Hodges and Wild Animal Park; 
Southern – Rancho Jamul/San Diego National Wildlife 
Refuge Sites. 

Prior to construction, the following measures shall be 
implemented: 

• Prior to the first preconstruction meeting, the 
applicant shall provide a letter of verification to 
the City stating that a qualified Biologist, as 
defined in the City of San Diego Biological 
Resource Guidelines, has been retained to 
implement the salvage plan.  

• At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction 
meeting, the qualified Biologist shall verify that a 
coastal cactus wren plant salvage/relocation plan 
(including species, locations, numbers, timing 
and handling, etc.) has been completed and 
approved by the City and the appropriate contact 
from the receiving site (the City can aid 
notification by phone and/or email). 

Post construction, the following measure shall be 
implemented: 

• Prior to the release of the grading bond, the 
project biologist shall submit a letter report to the 
Environmental Review Manager that assesses 
any project impacts resulting from construction. 
Any actions taken related to coastal cactus wren 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 3-5 ESA / 120929.00 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

protection, including salvage of species, shall 
also be included in this letter. This letter report 
shall be submitted to City Staff. 

 

 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4: 

Proposed project activities (including, but not limited to, 
staging and disturbances to native and non-native 
vegetation, structures, and substrates) should not occur 
during the avian breeding season which runs from 
February 1st - September 15th to avoid impacts to birds 
or their eggs.  

If avoidance of the avian breeding season is not 
feasible a qualified biologist with experience conducting 
breeding bird surveys shall conduct a preconstruction 
clearance survey for active nests no more than 3 days 
prior to the initiation of project activities. If a protected 
native bird is found, the project proponent shall delay all 
project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-site 
suitable nesting habitat (within 500 feet for suitable 
raptor nesting habitat) until September 15th. 
Alternatively, if an active nest is observed, the biologist 
can monitor the nest and any project activities within 
300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests), or 
as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at 
nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction fencing 
shall be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the 
buffer of 300 feet (or 500 feet) between the Project 
activities and the nest. Project personnel, including all 
contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the 
sensitivity of the area.  

If the biological monitor determines that a narrower 
buffer between the project activities and observed 
active nests is warranted, he/she shall submit a written 
explanation (e.g., species-specific information; ambient 
conditions and birds’ habituation to them; and the 
terrain, vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight between the 
project activities and the nest and foraging areas) to the 
City. Based on the submitted information, the City will 
determine whether to allow a narrower buffer. 

The biological monitor shall be present on site during all 

Pre-construction 
(No more than 3 

days prior to 
initiation of 

construction), 
Construction  

Construction 
manager, 
general 

contractor, and 
San Diego River 

Conservancy, 
City of San 

Diego 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

grubbing and clearing of vegetation to ensure that 
these activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., 
outside the demarcated buffer) and that the 
flagging/stakes/fencing is being maintained, and to 
minimize the likelihood that active nests are abandoned 
or fail due to project activities. The biological monitor 
shall send weekly monitoring reports to the City during 
the grubbing and clearing of vegetation, and shall notify 
the City immediately if project activities damage active 
avian nests.  

The weekly reports shall also include, if necessary, 
additional mitigation in conformance with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal 
Law (i.e., appropriate follow up surveys, monitoring 
schedules, construction/noise barriers, and specific 
buffer widths [see below], etc.) to the satisfaction of the 
City. 

In addition to the previous requirements, any 
development inside the MHPA which identifies the 
occurrence of the following species must include an 
impact avoidance area as follows: 

• 300 feet from any nesting site of Cooper’s hawk 
(Accipiter cooperii) 

• 900 feet from any nesting sites of northern 
harriers (Circus cyaneus) 

• 4,000 feet from any nesting sites of golden 
eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) 

• 300 feet from any occupied burrow of burrowing 
owls (Athene cunicularia)  

These conditions are requirements of the Incidental 
Take Authorization in order to consider these species 
adequately conserved under the MSCP. Although these 
species were not observed during the biological 
surveys, incidental observations during construction 
may warrant specific avoidance and minimization 
measures described in the Biology Guidelines of the 
Land Development Code. 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5: 

Mitigation for permanent and temporary impacts to Tier 
II, Tier IIIA and Tier IIIB vegetation communities will 
occur through onsite habitat restoration within the 
existing disturbed and ornamental areas of the study 
area (see Figure 1-5). A Revegetation / Restoration 
Plan shall be prepared consistent with Attachment B of 
the Land Development Code 2012 Biology Guidelines. 
No mitigation shall occur within the 100-foot brush 
management zone below adjoining residential parcels 
as any onsite mitigation efforts shall need to remain in 
perpetuity without the risk of clearing or removal. In 
addition, all sensitive vegetation communities 
temporarily disturbed during Project implementation 
shall be restored to their original condition post 
construction. Per the Biology Guidelines of the Land 
Development Code: 

• Impacts to 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub and 
0.521 acre of mixed chaparral will be 
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio inside the MHPA and 
at a 2:1 ratio outside the MHPA through 
creation of 1.5 acres of coastal sage scrub 
habitat along the unauthorized trails and 
within the existing disturbed areas at the 
north end of Ruffin Canyon and the far 
eastern end of Shawn Canyon (see Figure 1-
5). 

• A conceptual restoration plan pursuant to City 
guidelines will be prepared that includes the 
restoration of coastal sage scrub in disturbed 
habitats inside and outside the MHPA, and 
restoration of the unauthorized trail system in 
Ruffin and Sandrock Canyons. 

 

Pre-construction, 
Construction, Post-

construction 

Construction 
manager, 
general 

contractor, and 
San Diego River 

Conservancy, 
City of San 

Diego 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-6: 

Prior to the issuance of any construction permits for the 
project, the project proponent shall obtain a Section 
404 Clean Water Act Nationwide Permit (NWP #42) 
from the USACE, Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the RWQCB, and Section 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW to 
address impacts to 0.063 acre of non-wetland waters of 
the U.S. and waters of the State.  

As part of the Section 404 process, the results from the 
recent formal delineation of potential wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. located within the project area 
shall be submitted to the USACE for verification. State 
and federal regulations require that the Project 
applicant avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and 
waters and develop appropriate protection for wetlands. 
Wetlands that cannot be avoided must be compensated 
to result in “no net loss” of wetlands to ensure that the 
Project would maintain the current functions and values 
of on-site wetland habitats. Impacts to non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. and State within the Project 
boundary shall be mitigated for at a 2:1 ratio through 
the on-site creation of riparian scrub habitats and an 
ephemeral channel. The ephemeral channel shall be 
designed with a clear bed and bank such that an 
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) shall establish itself 
over time.  

A Revegetation / Restoration Plan, also consistent with 
USACE guidelines for Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plans (HMMP), will be prepared consistent with 
Attachment B of the Land Development Code 2012 
Biology Guidelines. Mitigation for the 0.063-acre impact 
to jurisdictional resources would occur onsite (see 
Figure 3-4), within the MHPA at a 2:1 ratio. The 
required mitigation would be fulfilled through the 
conversion of 0.2 acre of disturbed habitat along the 
canyon floor in the northern stretch of Ruffin Canyon 
into functioning native wetland habitat comprised of 
riparian scrub and non-vegetated channel. 

 

Pre-construction Construction 
manager, 
general 
contractor, and 
San Diego River 
Conservancy, 
City of San 
Diego 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Phase  

Enforcement 
Agency & 

Responsible 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Geology      

Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1: 

Prior to any earthwork activities and after preliminary 
construction schematics have been prepared, the San 
Diego Conservancy or the SDRC’s designee shall 
retain a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
engineer to evaluate the project’s construction 
schematics and design. Depending on the professional 
recommendation of the qualified engineering geologist 
or geotechnical engineer, the geotechnical evaluation 
may require subsurface exploration and laboratory 
testing to formulate alignment-specific engineering 
recommendations to ensure the trail alignment does not 
experience slope failure or excess erosion. 
Incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations will 
ensure impacts related to geology and soils would be 
less than significant. 

Pre-construction 
(Prior to any 

earthwork activities 
and after 

preliminary 
construction 

schematics have 
been prepared) 

The San Diego 
River 

Conservancy or 
the SDRC’s 

designee 
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CHAPTER 4 
Response to Comments 

As stated in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15074(b), “Prior to approving a project, the 
decisionmaking body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the public review 
process. The decisionmaking body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated 
negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record (including the initial study 
and any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a 
significant effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.”   

Nineteen (19) comment letters were received during the 30-day public review period for the 
project. This chapter provides a copy of the letters, as well as the lead agency’s response to the 
comments presented in the letters. Table 4-1 below lists the comment letters received.   

TABLE 4-1 
LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED  

ID 

No. Date Of Letter Commenter Agency/Organization 

Draft Subsequent IS/MND Comments 

A April 2, 2013 Dave Singleton, 
Program Analyst 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

B April 22, 2013 David Mayer CDFW 

C April 22, 2013 Jeffrey Szymanski City of San Diego 
Development Services 
Department 

D April 22, 2013 Peters & Freedman, 
L.L.P. Attorneys at 
Law 

Escala Master Association 

E April 22, 2013 Michael Albers  

F April 22, 2013 Nancy Barnhart  

G April 22, 2013 Mary Beth 
Brown-Kennett 

 

H April 19, 2013 Randy Dolph  

I April 22, 2013 Michael Fennell and 
Janet Cunningham 

 

J April 22, 2013 Kathleen Ford  

K April 22, 2013 John and Bev 
Hammond 

 

L April 22, 2013 Mary Jean Johnson  

M April 22, 2013 Kevin Johnston  
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ID 

No. Date Of Letter Commenter Agency/Organization 

Draft Subsequent IS/MND Comments 

N April 22, 2013 Jill Kaplan  

O April 22, 2013 Lois Lippold  

P April 22, 2013 Patty Manjarrez  

Q April 22, 2013 Charles Tucker  

R April 22, 2013 Laura Arnold and 
Jerry Urick 

 

S* April 24, 2013 Terry L. Ward  

*Letter received after close of public review period. 
 

 

Each comment letter (or email) is assigned a unique letter with each comment individually 
numbered. Individual comments and issues within each comment letter are numbered individually 
along the margins. For example, Comment A-1 is the first comment in Comment Letter A; “A” 
represents the commenter; “1” refers to the first comment in that letter.  

The following responses do not alter the project, nor do they change the conclusions presented in 
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-2 ESA / 120929.00 
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Response to Comment Letter A 
Native American Heritage Commission 
April 2, 2013 

A-1 The commenter requests that the appropriate Information Center be contacted for a record 
search to determine if all or a part of the Area of Potential Effect has been previously 
surveyed for cultural resources and that this information be noted in the environmental 
document. See Appendix B of the Draft MND for the Cultural Letter Report. ASM 
Affiliates (ASM) has contacted the appropriate Information Center by conducting 
a records search for the project at the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) South Central Information Center (SCIC) located at San Diego 
State University on December 2, 2011. The records search indicated that the 
entire trail system in Ruffin Canyon (project area) had been previously surveyed 
in 2007. The records search did not indicated the presence of cultural resources 
within the project area. Two previously recorded resources, a prehistoric lithic 
scatter and a prehistoric isolate, have been recorded within approximately 0.25 
mile of the project area. 

A-2 The commenter notes that if an additional archaeological survey is required, a final report 
should be prepared detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and 
field survey. The commenter suggests coordinating this effort with NAHC. The 
commenter confirmed that contact was made with the Native American Heritage 
Commission for a Sacred Lands File Check and provided a list of appropriate Native 
American contacts. ASM has determined that no additional cultural resources 
survey is required. In addition to the records search mentioned in Response to 
Comment A-1, above, ASM also contacted the NAHC to request a Sacred Lands 
File (SLF) search. The SLF contains information on sites of traditional, cultural, 
or religious value to the Native American community. On December 6, 2011, the 
NAHC responded to ASM’s request and indicated that no Native American 
cultural resources were located within the project area. The NAHC response letter 
also included an attached list of Native American contacts. Follow up letters to 
the individuals and groups on the list was sent by ASM. No responses were 
received. Based on the records search results and the SLF search, ASM 
determined that the project area was not sensitive for cultural resources and did 
not recommend further cultural resources surveys.  

A-3 The commenter notes the lead agency should include provisions for the identification and 
evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources in a mitigation plan. In 
areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally 
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources should monitor all 
ground-disturbing activities. Based on the results of the records search and SLF 
search, ASM determined that no archaeological or Native American monitoring 
would not be necessary. ASM cited the previous cultural resources surveys of 
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the project area, as well as the nature of the proposed action, for not 
recommending full-time archaeological and Native American monitoring. While 
ASM did not recommend any measures to be taken in the case of accidental or 
inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources, the project would be required to 
comply with Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code, 
Section 5097 which address the protection of human remains inadvertently 
discovered and the handling of any remains. 
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State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

CHARL TON H. BONHAM, Director

April 22, 2013

Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street, Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) for the San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project,
San Diego, CA (SCH# 2013031068)

Dear Mr. McKernan:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND), dated March 2013, for the San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail
and Urban walk project. The San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) serves as the lead agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act in the preparation and evaluation on the
environmental effects of the proposed project. The comments provided herein are based on
information provided in the draft MND/lnitial Study and our knowledge of sensitive and declining
vegetation communities in the County of San Diego, and our participation in regional
conservation planning efforts.

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; §§15386 and 15381, respectively) and is responsible for
ensuring appropriate conservation of the state's biological resources, including rare, threatened,
and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act
(Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.) and other sections of the Fish and Game Code. The
Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program.
While the Department acknowledges that the SDRC is not a signatory to the NCCP, the project
site is located within the approved boundaries of the City of San Diego (City) Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). Ruffin Canyon is part of the City's Multi-
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA); therefore, to the extent feasible, the Department seeks for the
proposed project to be consistent with MSCP objectives.

The project site is set within an urban area of the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities.
The 'urban walks' would occur along existing developed City-approved public access
easements and other public right-of-way facilities including sidewalks and pedestrian street
crossings. Ruffin Canyon is surrounded primarily by single-family residential land uses. Taft
Middle School is located to the northeast of Ruffin Canyon and San Diego Gas & Electric
Company's Mission Control facility is located to the southwest of Ruffin canyon.

Conserving Ca(ifornia's Wi{([(ife Since 1870
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 2 of 4

Ruffin Canyon consists of approximately 100 acres of flat mesa tops and steep sloping canyon
terrain. Elevations within the canyon range from 140 feet above sea level in the southern
portions to approximately 400 feet above sea level in the northern portions. The canyon is
characterized by low slopes along the canyon bottoms, between 3-10% in most areas, with
steeply sided slopes, between 50-100%, on the canyon walls. Vegetation within the canyon
includes Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, native grasslands, southern willow scrub, and riparian
vegetation. There is also a dominant presence of non-native ornamental vegetation in proximity
to the residential land uses.

Drainage within the canyon follows a north-to-south route. A dry wash along the bottom of the
canyon carries storm water runoff from the project site to the San Diego River, and evidence of
substantial erosion is present along the canyon walls and in higher use areas adjacent to the
drainage in the upper canyon (near Gramercy Drive). Informal trails currently exist within Ruffin
Canyon, which are used on occasion by pedestrians exploring or traversing the canyon. The
use of these informal trails contributes to the erosion and degradation of the stream
environment in the open space areas of the proposed project.

In order to assist the SDRC in avoiding, minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related
impacts to biological resources, we offer the following comments and recommendations.

1. The Department has responsibility for wetland and riparian habitats. It is the policy of the
Department to strongly discourage development in wetlands or conversion of wetlands to
uplands. We oppose any development or conversion which would result in a reduction of
wetland acreage or wetland habitat values, unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures
there will be "no net loss" of either wetland habitat values or acreage. Development and
conversion include but are not limited to conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or
building of structures within the wetland, and channelization or removal of materials from the
streambed. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial, should be
retained and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic
values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. Mitigation
measures to compensate for impacts to mature riparian corridors must be included in the
MND and must compensate for the loss of function and value of a wildlife corridor.

a. The project area supports riparian and wetland habitats; therefore, a jurisdictional
delineation of the creeks and their associated riparian habitats should be included in the
MND. The delineation should be conducted pursuant to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service wetland definition adopted by the Department 1. Please note that some wetland
and riparian habitats subject to the Department's authority may extend beyond the
jurisdictional limits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

"Cowardin, Lewis M., et al. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the
United States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 3 of 4

b. The Department also 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 a river or stream, or use material from a
streambed. The MND should state that the areas defined with the current jurisdictional
delineation report are being regulated pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and
Game Code. While mitigation ratios to offset temporary and permanent impacts stated
in the MND meet minimum requirements pursuant to the County's Guidelines for
Determining Significance for Biological Resources, the Department will evaluate the
adequacy of ratios at the time the project applicant formally submits a streambed
notification package to the Lake and Streambed Alteration Program of the Department.

2. The MND proposes to mitigate the impacts to 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub and 0.521
acre of mixed chaparral with 1.05 acres of coastal sage scrub within the MHPA at a 1:1
ratio; however, the restoration areas indicated in Figure 15 of the biological survey report do
not appear to be within the MHPA as indicated in Figure 2. The SDRC should review and
confirm the location of the proposed restoration areas and mitigation ratios and revise the
MND accordingly.

3. The MND should discuss the proposed trail alignment's consistency with the City's SAP
Section 1.5.2 General Management Directives: Public Access, Trails and Recreation (page
52):

a. 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.

b. Locate trails, view overlooks, and staging areas in the least sensitive areas of the
MHPA. In general, 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.

4. Mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 refers to onsite restoration within existing disturbed areas and
refers to habitat enhancement being implemented in areas identified for mitigation. The
Department considers restoration to be the replacement of one vegetation type, such as
non-native grassland, to another, such as coastal sage scrub. Enhancement is considered
the improvement of existing vegetation using techniques such as invasive removal. The
MND should clearly identify the areas proposed for restoration and those proposed for
enhancement.

5. The MND should include a discussion addressing edge effects such as increased human
incursion and increased exotics in the proposed trial alignment.
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 4 of 4

6. The MND should include a figure that shows the potential brush management areas.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the MND for this project and to assist the
SDRC in further minimizing and mitigating project impacts to biological resources. If you
should have any questions or comments regarding this letter please contact Jennifer
Edwards at (858)467-2717 or via email atJennifer.Edwards@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

D~~~
Acting Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

cc: David Zoutendyk, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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Response to Comment Letter B 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
April 22, 2013 

B-1 The commenter notes that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is a 
Trustee and Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA. The commenter recognizes that the 
project is within the boundaries of the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP) and requests that the project be consistent with the 
MSCP SAP objectives. As discussed in Sections 3.4 and 3.10 of the Draft MND, the 
project is consistent with the MSCP SAP guidelines and management directives. 

B-2 The commenter describes the existing conditions of the project. Comment noted. 

B-3 The commenter notes that wetland impacts should be avoided where possible and 
mitigation provided to compensate for any loss of function and value of riparian 
corridors. Comment noted. 

B-4 The commenter states that a jurisdictional delineation should be included in the MND. A 
wetland delineation was performed and is addressed in the Biology Technical Report 
(Appendix A of the Draft MND).  

The commenter also requests that text be added to the MND to state that CDFW 
jurisdictional areas are regulated by Section 1600 eq seq. of the Fish and Game Code. 
This text has been added under the heading ‘CDFW Jurisdiction’ in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources in the Final MND. 

B-5 The commenter is correct in that the restoration area at Gramercy Drive is not located 
within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA); all others areas are located within the 
MHPA. Habitat impacts will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio to account for mitigation located 
both inside and outside the MHPA. The Final MND and Biology Technical Report have 
been edited to reflect this mitigation ratio. 

B-6 The proposed trail is being designed to conform to trail construction guidelines in the 
MSCP SAP as stated in Section 3.10, Land Use and Land Use Planning and Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources of the Draft MND. For example, the trail is located on disturbed 
hillsides to the extent feasible to avoid the sensitive streambed at the canyon bottom. In 
addition, the trail will be consistent with the City’s Consultant’s Guide to Park Design 
and Development, Appendix K – Trail Policies and Standards. 

B-7  Only restoration activities are being proposed in the identified mitigation areas, not 
enhancement. The Draft MND and Biological Technical Report have both been updated 
by removing all references to habitat enhancement. A restoration plan identifying 
restoration of biological resources is currently being prepared and will be submitted as 
part of the City’s Site Development Permit application. The areas identified for 
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restoration will be identified in the plan and include the decommissioning of 
unauthorized trails (with the exception of the City’s sewer access). 

B-8 The Draft MND discusses the potential edge effects of the project in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-
BIO-6 would reduce these effects to less than significant. Per the commenter’s request, 
the potential brush management areas have been added to Figure 1-5 in the Final MND 
and Figures 15 and 16 of the Biological Technical Report. 
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Response to Comment Letter C 
City of San Diego Development Services Department 
April 22, 2013 

C-1 The commenter states that the restoration plan required as part of Mitigation Measure 
MM-BIO-5 needs to be completed prior to certification of the MND. Mitigation Measure 
MM-BIO-5 in the Draft MND states that “A Revegetation/Restoration Plan shall be 
prepared consistent with Attachment B of the Land Development Code (LDC) 2012 
Biology Guidelines.” Attachment B outlines specific performance standards that are to be 
incorporated in a restoration plan. Under CEQA, if a mitigation measure requires the 
preparation of a certain plan but it is not practical to define the specifics of the plan when 
the environmental document is prepared, the lead agency may defer formulation of the 
specifics of the plan if performance standards are identified. As such, preparation of the 
Revegetation/Restoration Plan for the project at a later date is permissible under CEQA. 
A Revegetation/Restoration Plan will be submitted to the City as part of the Site 
Development Permit (SDP) application. 

C-2 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5 in the Draft MND requires that the 
Revegetation/Restoration Plan be prepared in accordance with Attachment B of the 
City’s LDC 2012 Biology Guidelines and includes mitigation for impacts to coastal wren 
habitat. 

C-3 Comment noted. See Response to Comment C-19. 

C-4 The Draft MND states that a deviation from the Environmental Sensitive Lands 
Regulations for impacts to wetland habitat is required from the City of San Diego, and 
would be considered as part of the SDP application to construct the project. It is 
recognized that the project, as defined, does not meet the criteria for granting a wetland 
deviation under the Essential Public Project option. Reference to this text has been 
deleted in the Final MND. A Biology Survey Report will be prepared and submitted to 
the City as part of the SDP application. The Report will address the Supplemental 
Findings identified in LDC Section 126.0504(c). 

C-5 A conceptual wetland mitigation plan will be included in the Revegetation /Restoration 
Plan that will be submitted to the City as part of the SDP application. See Response to 
Comment C-1. 

C-6 The proper reference date for the Biology Guidelines has been corrected in the Final 
MND and Biology Technical Report (BTR). 

C-7 See Response to Comment A-1. 

C-8 The commenter is requesting that the Draft MND and BTR be revised as recommended 
in the comments that follow. Comment noted. 
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C-9 The text has been edited accordingly. 

C-10 Section 3.4, Biological Resources of the Final MND and the BTR have been 
updated with the following statement, and mitigation has been provided 
accordingly: “It should be noted that the City only recognizes “impacts” on a 
general scale and does not decipher between temporary and permanent impacts. 
While temporary impacts (defined as areas where the root systems of upland 
vegetation are maintained and vegetation may reestablish on its own) are 
anticipated to occur from project implementation, all impacts, whether temporary 
or permanent shall be mitigated as if they were “permanent” according to the 
City’s Biology Guidelines.” 

C-11 The Final MND and BTR have been revised accordingly. 

C-12 See Response to Comment C-4. 

C-13 See Response to Comment C-4. A BTR will be submitted to the City that includes the 
analysis of a Biologically Superior Option as part of the SDP application. 

C-14 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 has been revised to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. 

C-15 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3 has been revised to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. Per Mitigation Measure MM-
BIO-2 and MM-BIO-3, if host plant species for the cactus wren cannot be avoided then a 
salvage plan shall be included in the restoration plan for the project. As noted in 
Response to Comment C-1, the restoration plan will be submitted to the City for approval 
as part of the SDP application. 

C-16 See Response to Comment C-1. 

C-17 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 has been edited to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. 

C-18 The Draft MND concludes that the project is consistent with the City’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). A MSCP consistency analysis 
separate from the analysis conducted in the Draft MND is a specific City request and will 
be provided with the submittal of the SDP application to the City. 

C-19 The Draft MND concluded that the project is consistent with the MSCP SAP, 
including its policies, directives, and guidelines. See Sections 1.5, 3.4, and 3.10 of 
the Draft MND. To clarify that this consistency includes compliance with Section 
1.4.3 of the MSCP SAP (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines), the second to 
the last paragraph in Section 3.10, Land Use and Land Use Planning has been 
revised to read: “The project is being designed to be fully compliant with the 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-28 ESA / 120929.00 
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration May 2013 



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

4. Response to Comments 

 

MHPA, including the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines set forth in Section 1.4.3 of 
the MSCP SAP; the Area Specific Management Directives in Table 3-5 of the 
MSCP SAP; the City’s ESL designation; and City trails specifications. The 
proposed trail would improve or replace existing informal trails segments with a 
more sustainable trail to create less environmentally damaging access through 
Ruffin Canyon and to improve the public’s ability to access the canyon. The 
proposed project adheres to the specific management policies and directives 
under MSCP Urban Habitat Lands, specifically guideline B16 which discusses 
the restoration of native vegetation along the San Diego River corridor. Section 
3.4, Biological Resources, discusses in detail the potential biological resources 
impacts.” 

C-20 The Final MND and the BTR have been updated to state that the project is consistent 
with Table 3-5 of the MSCP. See Response to Comment C-18 and C-19. 

C-21 Figures 1-2 and 1-5 in the Final MND have been revised to include the MHPA boundary. 

C-22 Figure 15 in the BTR has been revised to include the MHPA boundary. 

C-23 The commenter is recommending that Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-7 be added to the 
Final MND, which contains typical language specific to the City’s approval for project 
construction. It is at the City’s discretion to add this condition at the time of issuance of 
the SDP. As such, the mitigation measure has not been added to the Final MND. 
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PETERS & FREEDMAN, L.L.P. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

DAVID M. PETERS 
KEENAN A. PARKER 
JAMES R. McCORMICK JR. 
STEPHEN M. KIRKLAND 

191 CALLE MAGDALENA, SUITE 220 
ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA 92024 mall@hoa/aw.com 

www.hoa/aw.com 

CHRISTINA M. BAINE DEJARDIN 
JOHANNA R. DUEISSEGUES 
TRACY M. FULLER lINKOWSKI 
MICKEY JEW 
KYLE E. LAKIN 
LAURIE F. MASOnO 
LAURIE S. POOLE 
ZACHARY R. SMITH 

SIMON J. FREEDMAN (RET) 

Via e-mail to kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov 
and Regular U.S. Mail 

San Diego River Conservancy 
Attn: Kevin McKernan 
1350 Front Street, Suite 3024 
San Diego, CA 92101 

State Coastal Conservancy 
Attn: Jim King, Project Manager 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 

City of San Diego 
Parks and Open Space 
202 C Street, MS 5D 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tel: (760) 436-3441 
Fax: (760) 436-3442 

April 22, 2013 

PALM DESERT OFFICE 

43100 COOK Sl"REET 
SUITE 202 

PALM DESERT, CA 92211 
Tel: (760) 7734463 
Fax: (760) 773-0919 

Via e-mail to cityclerk@sandiego.gov 

City of San Diego 
c/o City Clerk-Elizabeth Maland 
202 C Street, 2d Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Via e-mail to dsdweb@sandiego.gov 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Avenue, MS 301 
San Diego, CA 912101-4154 

Via e-mail to scottshennan@sandiego.gov 
Council Member Scott Sherman 
202 C Street, MS #IO-A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project (Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk) 
Our Client: Escala Master Association 
File No. 2617 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please be advised that the law finn of Peters & Freedman, L.L.P. represents the Escala Master 
Association ("Association"). The purpose of this letter is to infonn you of the Association's 
objections to the San Diego River Conservancy's ("Conservancy") Notice of Intent to Adopt 
Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") regarding the proposed San Diego Tributary Canyons 
Project (Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk) a portion of which is proposed to be located within 
property owned and maintained by Escala Master Association.. Significant adverse effects to the 
environment will occur due to the proposed project, which warrant an EIR 
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I. Background 

The Escala community consists of approximately 773 upscale residences within a private gated 
community. The Conservancy and other related agencies are proposing to develop a pedestrian/non
motor vehicular "trail" for use by the public, a portion of which is located on, and traverses directly 
through, the Association's property. The "trail" will consists of the sidewalk along Northside Drive, 
leading to the Association's property consisting of an open space lot at the most northern portion of 
the EscaJa community project, located near the bottom of Ruffin Canyon. The trail proposes to 
proceed into the steep slopes of Ruffin Canyon for over one mile until it reaches Gramercy Road. 
To the south of Escala, the proposed "trail" is located on the Portofino Apartment property, which 
leads to a tunnel below Friars Road. The tunnel connects to commercial property (Fcnton 
Marketplace) on the South side of Friars Road (i.e. Costco). Gates exist at each terminus of the 
tunnel which limit access. 

Below are the preliminary objections which the Association has with respect to this project at this 
time. As further information and documentation is produced and obtained regarding this matter, the 
Association reserves the right to modifY andior supplement such objections: 

II. Objections 

1. Incompatible and/or Conflicting Purposes. The Conservancy and related organizations have 
stated various and conflicting purposes for the trail, including but not limited to (I) connection of 
the Serra Mesa community with Mission CitylMission Valley and the Fenton Marketplace (See 
MND Section 1.1); (2) to "provide a means for pedestrians and bicyclists to pass through various 
planning areas", (3) recreational use; and (4) use for "local access to shopping" and to "regional 
transit". Further, the report refers to "urban walks", which are not defined and appear inconsistent 
with the use of a steep "canyon trail". 

Most telling ofthe lack of need for this project is that the MND admits "operation of the trail would 
not differ much from existing conditions which already support an unofficial trail system" (See 
MND page 3-44), and contemplates only "minimal" or "infrequent" users (i.e. the "occasional 
hiker"). If that is the case, the proposed project will not promote the Conservancy's stated goal of 
"improving accessibility or connectivity", and therefore should not be pursued. 

The entire MND primarily focuses on the alleged impacts of "construction" of the trail being subject 
to mitigation or not having an impact. See, i.e. MND Page 3-44, 3-46, 3-50. However, the MND is 
deficient as to a real and practical analysis of the actual long-term operation and use of the trail. 

The reference to "cooperation with local community groups" (MND Section 1.1) is misleading. and 
implies that the communities which the Conservancy proposes to "link" including local residents 
located adjacent to the trial, have been provided full notice, disclosure and an opportunity to voice 
objection/comment as to the proposed public access. Neither the residents, including EscaJa 
residents, nor the San Diego Unified School District (Taft Middle School) are reflected as haying 
received formal notice of the proposed MND. 
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We note that the San Diego River Conservancy's primary emphasis, as stated in the SD River's Trail 
Gaps Analysis (October 2010) is to pursue a continuous link along the San Diego River, from 
"Julian" to the Pacific Ocean. Other goals include promoting education, facilitating the preservation 
of environmentally sensitive lands. Allowing public access to the Escala property does not appear 
to promote such goals. 

2. Lack of lIn adequate Disclosure. There has been a lack of and/or inadequate disclosure as to the 
proposed trail consisting of "Urban Walks" and a canyon trail connecting communities north of the 
canyon (Serra Mesa) to those in the south (Escala). Further, disclosure as to the potential alternatives 
and/or elimination of same were not adequately made and have not been addressed. 

Also, noticeably absent from the list of entities/persons to which notice of the MND was provided 
are the individual homeowners within Escala, and the owners of lots bordering Ruffin Canyon to 
which the proposed "trail" is located almost immediately adjacent. Further, it does not appear that 
San Diego Unified School District was notified or provided disclosure as to potential impacts, such 
as safety and security, due to a public access trail being installed next to Taft Middle School. 

3. Failure to Prepare an EIR. It is our understanding that the City and/or Conservancy have 
declined to prepare an EIR, and instead propose to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
("MND"). The failure to prepare an EIR for this particular project violates CEQA, as there are 
numerous significant environmental impacts that will result, as are noted in the MND, and a number 
of which are detailed below. In addition, we understand there has been no analysis of alternative 
routes (i.e. Sandrock) outside of the Association's property, as would normally occur as part of an 
EIR. An EIR must address potential alternatives before eliminating or refraining from pursuing 
same. Further, the impacts of the entire proposed project must be fully disclosed and analyzed. A 
piecemeal approach as to the single portion which is the subject of the MND is not compliant with 
the relevant requirements. The Association is prepared to exercise all available legal and equitable 
remedies to compel a proper and full environmental review. 

4. Access Within Gated Community. Escala was established, and approved by relevant City 
authorities, as a gated community, for the purpose of excluding unauthorized persons from its 
property. The Master Association, not the City or Conservancy, is responsible to maintain, repair 
and replace its property, including the proposed "trail" to be located within the property. See 
CC&Rs Section 6.1 and 6.2 .. The prospect of a "public trail" through the Association's property 
only compromises the intent that the community be closed to access by the general public and 
presents safety and security issues that are not discussed or disclosed in the MND or otherwise. 

Further, no limits on hours of use are discussed or proposed in the MND. Be advised that even 
assuming the trail is subsequently approved, Escala will continue to provide for restricted access to 
its community, and will limit hours of use (i.e. sunrise to sunset). 

Per relevant agreements pertaining to the tunnel, access to other portions of the trail which are to 
connect with Escala are limited and were disclosed as being limited or may be limited. The Friar' s 
tunnel was constructed with gates at each terminus. In addition, there are portions of the proposed 
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trail which were not designated for access by the public. Such "gaps" in the proposed trail, making 
public access within Escala unnecessary. 

5. Crime. Access by the public to a community which was built as gated almost certainly increases 
the potential for crime. The Conservancy's San Diego River Tributary Canyons Report 2010 Report 
("2010 Report") on page 2-44 specifically notes that crime is a real concern. Further, while the 20 I 0 
Report on such page notes that "patrols should be provided for trail areas on a random schedule" 
(page 2-44), the MND conversely notes that no additional personnel such as police services, are 
anticipated. (See MND Section 3.14, page 3-67). 

Also noticeably absent from any discussion of the MND is safety and crime concerns involving 
installation of a formal trail open to the public which passes immediately adjacent to Taft Middle 
Schoo!' At minimum, such a trail that can be accessed presents an attractive nuisance to middle 
school students or others in relation to the schoo!. Construction of the trail only facilitates 
unauthorized access by middle school students, to the detriment of their safety, and for strangers 
originating from the trail entering onto school grounds, where no access existed before. We note that 
San Diego Unified School District was not a listed party as receiving Notice of the MND so that they 
may object or provide comment. 

6. Soils/Geological Concerns. The MND in Section 3.6 specifically notes erosion and slope 
slippage concerns as to the proposed trail on the open space within Escala. See Report ofNinyo & 
Moore dated January 28,2013 attached as Appendix C to the MND. Further, the 2010 Report 
acknowledges that the slopes within Escala contain the "steepest slopes found along the trail route 
in Mission Valley", and that the "improvements proposed for steep portions of the slope may require 
special treatment to minimize the potential for erosion and other (related) problems." (See 2010 
Report, page 2-39.) Clearly, this concern has not been fully analyzed or discussed. It is our 
understanding that concerns as to run off and erosion were also raised by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. A full environmental study is needed to assess and account for these factors. 

In addition, the 2010 Report sets forth an exhibit highlighting the open space within Escala area as 
being subject to potential liquefaction. (See Diagram 2.8 to the 201 0 Report). This is not mentioned 
or accounted for in the MND. 

The proposed restoration/revegetation does not appear to discuss permanent impacts, including 
prevention and/or monitoring for slope failure and erosion, of an area which is already admitted 
prone to erosion. Nor have the proposed mitigation measures been analyzed to determine impact 
to soils and erosion, and potential consequences to the residences below and near the canyon. 
Further, the impact of increase in human use/access of the canyon has not been addressed, such as 
increased trash, dog droppings, off-leash damage to habitat. 

In Section 3.9 addressing "Hydrology", very little or no discussion of existing conditions or the 
existing trail is made, and the new proposed's trail's long term effect on the area, particularly the 
Escala property. 
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7. Exacerbation of Risk of Fire. The MND fails to address issues raised in the Report as to 
restoration of certain vegetation that was noted to cause concerns over increased fire and erosion 
hazards. (See 2010 Report, page 2-30.) This concern is increased where increased human access 
would be encouraged via a fonnal trail. A full environmental study is required to address the impact 
on potential fire hazards. 

8. Circulation and Traffic. As noted in the 2010 Report and MND (page 1-9), no public parking 
is available within Escala, which is a gated community. Thus, the prospect for access by the puhlic 
over the trail within Escala is not real or practical. This factual scenario is distinguishable from a 
trailhead where ample public parking exists, in which encouragement of public use would make 
sense. 

While the MND states the "trail would improve accessibility and connectivity for the residential 
communities and encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation such as walking and biking" 
(Page 3-44), it is not realistic that persons in Serra Mesa will travel almost 2 miles by foot (or by 
bike) over the steep mountainous paths within Ruffin Canyon, to the Mission City shopping center 
to buy goods at Costco, Lowes or lkea, or to reach the Mission Valley Library and travel back to their 
home, nor that persons in Mission City would traverse a steep trail to reach a park, or recreation 
center or business district in Serra Mesa that serves primarily residents of Serra Mesa. Any shopping 
at such stores would necessarily involve travel by vehicle, rendering pedestrian access for such 
purpose from Serra Mesa to Mission City unnecessary. It is clear the alleged desire to "connect" the 
communities over Ruffin Canyon ("linking upland neighborhoods north and south" to the river and 
its related amenities", as stated by the Conservancy) is not well thought out, and does not make 
sense. 

While private pathways within Escala may encourage Escala residents to walk to the Fenton 
Marketplace, a public connection through Ruffin Canyon encourages trespass on private property, 
and should be denied. 

In addition, until other more significant connections to other portions of the San Diego River are 
actually pursued and constructed, the full impact of which has not been analyzed nor is the subject 
of this MND, the small portion of "trail" proposed within Escala is futile and not useful. 

9. Public Services. Surprisingly, the MND in Section 3.14 states there is "no impact" on the need 
for new facilities. However, the Conservancy has failed to explain how members of the public 
access who hike over a canyon several miles and through the gated private community of Esc ala will 
not require necessary public facilities, such as water fountains, bathrooms, trash cans, etc. Per the 
maps attached to the MND, persons must walk over two miles from Gramercy Drive to the Fenton 
Marketplace before being able to access a public bathroom with running water. Further, with an 
increase in use by the public, there would naturally be an increased demand for emergency services 
including but not limited to police and fire/ambulance (i.e. heat related conditions (heat stroke), falls, 
snake bites, crime, etc.), which is not addressed. No increase in trash or other service is addressed. 

10. Improper Expansion of Scope and Use of Trail. The original purpose of the Mission Valley 
portion of the trail is for "pedestrian" use, which is referred to throughout the Conservancy's 
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Concept PlanlReport (see pages 1-4, 1-5, 1-9,2-15,3-25 and 3-33.) Further, the initial Candidate 
Findings for the Mission City Specific Plan refer to "pedestrian access" and a 'strong pedestrian 
focus" . The MND now appears to expand the stated use to "a path for pedestrians and bicyclists". 
The impact of having bicyclists on what is primarily an 8 (eight) foot wide unpaved path within the 
Association necessarily presents a danger and the direct potential for injury where both are traveling 
together in such close proximity and in such narrow width. Further, while the stated purpose of such 
trail is to connect "two communities" (Serra Mesa to Mission city area), there would be no real or 
practical path for bicyclists over "steep slopes", as Ruffin Canyon is described both in the 2010 
Report and MND. 

We note that the SDR Trail Gaps Analysis (October 2010) refers to certain multi use paths not being 
recommended for bicycles. See 1.3.8 and 1.3.11. The report further indicates that each segment of 
the project shall be evaluated as to accessibility by bicyclists on a 'project by project" basis. Thus, 
any inclusion and expansion of use to include bicyclists would be inappropriate and should be 
denied, in the case of sidewalks and portions of the trail on Association property, and on steep 
canyon trails. 

11. Visual/Aesthetic Impacts. The trail is proposed to be located immediately adjacent to the 
single family residences within Escala. (See MND, page 3-69, Section (a». The MND in Section 
3.1 finds only a "less than significant impact" on aesthetics due to the proposed trail. In many cases, 
the trail is proposed only several feet from many of the Escala residences. Imagine a resident sitting 
in their dining room and having trail users pass in front of their windows on a continuous basis. 
Such activity will result in a significant nuisance and loss of reasonable use and enjoyment of these 
homes. 

12. Noise. In Section 3.12, the MND focuses on "noise" that will be associated with construction 
and/or maintenance of the trail, but wholly omits any discussion as to the noise associated with 
everyday use of the proposed trail, and its impact on residents living immediately adjacent to the 
trail. Any EIR should include a full analysis of the noise impact due to the use by humans, dogs, and 
the like. 

13. Impact on PrODertv Values and Loss of Taxable Value. Property values will be negatively 
affected due to the public having access over what was designed and constructed as a private, gated 
restricted access community. The property taxes and other taxes from these properties which are 
enjoyed by the various governmental entities will be reduced, due to a project of this type and scope, 
within several feet of these homes. It is apparent that lenders as to this project will not be able to 
recover or protect their interest in these properties ifthis project proceeds as planned. 

14. Inapplicability of ADA to Association Property. 

We note that there are several references to accessible areas by handicapped persons in relation to 
the ADA. Please note that the Association is not bound by ADA requirements with respect to its 
property. The Association is not required to modif'y or construct its property so as to meet such 
requirements, contrary to reference to same. Further, natural run-off on portions of the trail often 
create crevices which may make portions of same unusable by handicapped persons. This has not 
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been studied or analyzed as part of the MND. Thus, any path within the Association will not result 
in furthering the goal of such access. 

1 S. Further Action. 

In summary, the above issues demonstrate that the proposed project will result in significant adverse 
impacts to the environment, specifically, the Escala property. The Association is prepared and 
intends to pursue any and all legal or equitable remedies to protect the interests of Escala and its 
members, and its property, as to the above matters. 

We and other representatives and members of the Esca1a Master Association intend to be present at 
the meetinglhearing on May 2, 2013 regarding this proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

PETERS & FREEDMAN, L.L.P. 

Da~Sq. 
DMP:LFM:im 
Enclosures 
cc: Board of Directors 

G:' 261261 7\LFM\LTRISDRC 01 
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Rutfirt/SlIndroQmyDn 

The lower portions of Sandrod; and Ruffin canyons are In a more natural condition thin d'le upper 
perticns. The upper pcrtIons of the canyons are heavily Impacted by Invasive exotic species and offer 
excellent restoration opportunities. The majority of the length of the canyon bottom In the upper half 
of both canyons is dominated by fan palm (Washingtonla rcbusrDJ. pepper tree (Schinus rereblnthlfolia), 
and other exotic spedes. Willows (SQlbc spp.), mulefat (Saccharts salidfoIia), a nd other wetland specfes 
are present, wIllch Indicates appropriate hydrology for riparian restoration. Much of the upland slopes 
adjacent te the drainage are dominated by keplant and could be restened to C5S or CH habitats. 
Elimination of thIs large source of eKOtic species In the upper reaches of the drainage would eliminate 
a long-term threat to downstream degradation of natural habitats in the MHPA and the San Diego 
River corrlder. Detailed mapping of restoration areas was net completed during this phase of the 
project. but preliminary mapping Indicates a minimum of2 acres of restoration area available In 
Sandrock canyon and at least 1 acre Is avadable In Rullin canyon (see Rgure 2.4). Whlfe the actual 
extent of upland restoration that Is possIble needs te be Vl!I1fied with detailed surveys. thIs estlmate 
could double. Additional restoration opportunitfes exist elsewhere In the canyon, IncludIng a badly 
eroding hillside lceated on the northern edge of the SDG&E parcel in Sandrock Canyon. Restoration of 
this area would be challenging, but highly benefidal te water quality. habitat quality, and trail stability. 

Some opposltfon from adjacent residents te restoration of C55 and CH habitats may be encountered 
due to concerns over Incresed fire and erosion hazards perdeved to be assocIated with the work. 
TechnIcal approaches to address these concerns are aval/able, but assuaging the associated fear of 
neighboring property owners may be more drfficult 

Mission Vallq 

Resteration areas wIthin the study area of MiSSion Valley include the eradication of invasive exotic 
species within the existing riparian corridor and the possible expansion of riparian habitat Without 
detailed biological surveys. it Is not possible to quantify the extent of exotic species to be removed. 
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Such detail could be developed during future planning phases. 

expansion of the floodplain and riparian habitat could potentIally 
be achieved on the north side of the river through regrading 
the I!XIstlng storm channel extendIng from the end of Fenton 
Part-Wily Thts chame! delivers stormwater from Ruffin Canyon te 
tht: San Dlegt.t River and i, currently refat1yel~ narrow. Pvrt10ns of 
the small undeveloped parcel Immediately scuth of the Fenton 
Parkway trolley alIon could be graded to lower elevations to 
establish new riparian habitat SImilar efforts could potentially 
be applied to the old practice field site located dlreclfy to the 
east of Fenton Parkway. It Is Important to note that these areas 
have limited capacrty te balance cut and fill gradIng on site. and 
exporting exl:e5S art material is ofttIn prohibitively expensive. 
These issues may place practical Omits on the extent of npafllm 
expansion that can be accomplished; however, Its I'I!aImmended 
that such aebons be considered In assOCiation With the more 
detailed plannmg required for a liver 005smg. 
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2.9 Slopes 
In genera~ slopes on the floor of Mission Valley are gentle and the slopes of the valley walls are 
extremely steep. Selection of feasible trail routes from the valley floor to the mesa tops requires 
detailed Investigation of the topography of various possible routes (see Figure 2.9). 

Ruftin/Sandroclc Canyon 

Ruffin and Sandrock canyons are characterized by low slopes along the canyon bottom (3-10% In 
most areas) surrounded by steep slde slopes on the canyon walls ranging as high as SO to 100%. Trails 
placed on canyon walls will require careful siting and construction to achieve appropriate footing, 
benching, and tread stability. It will be necessarY for at least a portion of the traR to be placed on the 
steep canyon walls in order to connect the trail the full length of the canyon from its. lower oudet to its 
upper extremities. 

Ellison C"nyon 

Slopes In Bllson canyon are similar to those found in Ruffin canyon; however, Ihe slope of the overall 
canyon floor Is substantially steeper, ranging from , 0-15% on average. As with Ruffin Canyon. It will 
be necessarY for at least a short portion of II trail through Ellison Canyon to be placed on the steep 
canyon walls in order to connect the trail to the canyon rim. Trail segments that cross steep sideslopes 
In the canyons may require spedal treatment such as retaining walls or stairs to minimize potential for 
erosion and other problems. 

Mission Valley 

The Mission Valley segment is characterized by slopes less than 8% in most areas, and less than 15% in 
all areas. The Escala development contains the steepest slopes found along the trail route In Mi5sion 
Valley, but it has been designed with appropriate trail grades integrated into the development. No 
significant slope issues are anticipated wllhln the Mission Valley segment. 

The following prlnr.lples guKle the IJ~ of slope Inform .. tlon through the remainder of 
the proJf!tt. 

1 Tra.s shall be located on slopes that 0)Ilf0rm t,(>!he CIty of san DIego TIIII 
Standard' ¥lhele-ever poSSible 

2 Tlalls shall be deSIgned to maXimize safety Ind minimIZe ma'"tenan~e and 
er'JSlon problems where Ihey must be placed on steep slopes. 

2.10 Scenic Resources 
MISSion Vaney IS a commumty With Significant scemc resources induding the nller. valley walls. 
canyons. and mesa tops. Each of these features can be seen from publIC vantage pOints as Identified 
In Figure 2 9. MISSIOn Valley and Its scenic resources are among the first things that visitors see when 
traveling from the east to the CIty of San Diego and are valued by San Diego residents as part of the 
beauty of San Otego Any proposed changes to the scenic charactet I)f MISSion Valley should be 
carefully conSidered 

The Visual charader of MiSSion Valley can be descrrbed in response to Its baSIC landforms, as outlined 
below 
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The follOWIng prlndples guide the use of scenic resource Informabon through the 
remainder of the project. 

1. Trail routing shall maximize sceniC viewing opportUnities along the trail corridor 

2. Trail routing and design shall minimize alteration of natunllandforms, habitats, 
and other valued scenic elements. 

3 Trail bclhties shall be designed to compiJment their natural and built 
surrour,dlngs In scale, color, and materials. 

2.11 Crime 
ARJIS (Automated Regional Justice Information System) data for the project area shows relatively 
high crime rates in the urban core of the Normal Heights neighborhood, relatively low crime rates in 
Mission Valley and the northern portions of Normal Heights near the proposed trail, and relatively 
moderate crime rates in Serra Mesa. Crime rates generaUy Increase with proximity to urban centers, 
roads, and highways, and decrease doser to canyons and open space. See Agure 2.10 

For the successful ImplementatIOn of any traO project, It Is critical to establish what effect, If any, trail 
construction has on crime. Crime Is a common Issue of concern for reSidents with homes or property 
adjacent to, or near a proposed trail. Although It Is II common concern, research indicates that trails 
typically have a neutral to positive effect on crime and vandaRsm. This Is generally attributed to the 
fact that well-planned public trails attract a user group of responsible citizens. This "eyes on the street" 
effect is shown to discourage crime, vandalism, and homeless encampments along a trail corridor. 
Attracting responsible users to trails can be accomplished by providing the proper amenities such as 
quality trail construction, trash cans, benches, and kiosks. It is also accomplished through patrolling 
by rangers and encouraging community stewardship of public rights-of-way, particularly events such 
as nature walks, environmental cleanups, and trail maintenance parties. 

One good example of the interplay between trails and crime Is found in Seattle. A study conducted by 
the Seattle Engineering Department's Office for Planning found the existence of the Burke-Gllman Trail 
in Seattle has little, if any, effect on crime and vandalism near and adjacent to the traU corridor. Police 
officers Interviewed found no greater Incidence of burglaries and vandalism of homes along the trail. 
Residents interviewed reported that the estabUshment of the trail has helped to decrease the amount 
of litter, and discourage vagrants within the corridor. Real estate agents who buy and sell homes In 
areas near arid adjacentto the trail found the trail broughtan increase in property values and proVided 
an added seiling ""lnt Similar expenences have been documented in cities throughout the country. 
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Project GuhIeIIrte. 

The folloWIng prInCiple! guide the use of cnme information through the remainder of 
the project. 

1. TnJis shall be designed to maxlllllze Vlslbllit.y along t.he trail 

2 Trailheads shall be designed to dISCOurage unwanted 10ltenng and shall Include 
user safety infot matlon 

3 Patrols shall be provided for trail areas on a random schedule. Contact 
Inform&tlon for rangers or other patrolhng groups shall be posted at trallheads. 
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The discussion below provides detailed lnfonnztlo:l and recommendations for Alternative 1. see 
Appendix A for similar descriptions of Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Access Points 

Tite southern trailhead for the recommended alignment (Alternative 1) beg i ns at the end of an 
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. . asphalt utility tum-around area just north of Northside Drive and 
just west of the sewer access path that extends down into the 
canyon. Basic trailhead signage and a kiosk are proposed, and 
smallinterpre:!ve elements could \lotent: .. lly be added. The stc:m 
dmln Inlet that carries all runoff from Ruffin ilnd Silndrock Canyons 
to the river lies directly adjacent to the proposed trailhead, offering 
an excellent opportunity for Interpretive Informatiorl focusing on 
w"ter quality, watershed functior., and lite ecoiogbl connection 
be~n the cany:lns end the San Diego River. The tra!lhead is 
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an existing tunnel under Friar's Road provides a separated and safe pedestrian crossing of 
Friar's Road. 

an existing network of sidewalks and urban trails provides public routes through residential 
and commercial areas on the valley floor (the Mission City Trail). 

Each of these items individually provides major advantages as compared to other parts of the valley, 
but the fact that they all occur along one cross-section ofthe valley is a very fortuitous combination. 
That fortune is further enhanced by the land uses, ownership patterns, and amenities that exist along 
the route. SpeCifically, 

The Normal Heights and Serra Mesa neighborhood business districts anchor each end of the 
route, and Fenton Marketplace provides a major commercial/retail node at the proposed trail's 
connection to the San Diego River Trail. 

The route connects directly to major residential popUlations in each of the three communities. 

The route connects directly to the Fenton Parkway trolley station, allowing optimal 
connectivity between pedestrian networks and public transit and posing new transit
enhanced recreational opportunities. 

The Mission Valley library, Serra Mesa library, Adams Recreation Center, Serra Mesa Recreation 
Center, Adams Elementary School, Normal Heights Elementary School, Taft Middle School, 
Wegeforth Elementary School, and future San Diego River Discovery Center lie directly on or 
near the route. 

No other location in the valley has the extent of City-owned land found on and around the 
Qualcomm Stadium site, which is directly adjacent to the proposed trail route. A probable 
future redevelopment of the stadium site is likely to include new amenities that could 
transform this portion of the valley into a major hub of recreational activity along the San 

Diego River. 

Project Vision 
The San Diego RiverTributary Canyons Project is envisioned to build on the vision and goals 
established for the San Diego River corridor and its surrounding communities, and to respond to the 
environmental, social, recreational, and transportation needs of the river and residents. A strategic 
conceptual plan and feasibility report for the cross-valley trail concept is the first step. The trail Is 
to be part of an inter-neighborhood pedestrian network, consisting of designated neighborhood 
routes and canyon trails that will link upland neighborhoods north and south of the San Diego 
River to the river and its related amenities. The project will achieve community planning goals and 
reflect the Conservancy's multiple interests: land conservation, recreation and education, natural and 
cultural resource preservation and restoration, and maintenance of water quality and natural flood 
conveyance. 

1.3 Goals and Objectives 

The Conservancy's mission is based on a balanced approach to providing for preservation, 
conservation, and restoration of natural and cultural resources along with enhancing opportunities 
for recreation and education. Goals and objectives for the Tributary Canyons Project are structured 
to reflect the Conservancy's miSSIOn. Goals provide broad vision and definition of purpose for the 
project, whereas objectives articulate specific measures that support one or more goals. 
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Goal #1 - Recreation: Improve recreational access to the San Diego River and its 
tributary canyons. 

o Objective 1 -1: Provide canyon trails that maximize the users' ability to view and 
experience natural open space responsibly. 

~ ~ 

o Objective 1 -2: Provide a trail experience that appeals to a wide cross-section of the publiC. 

o Objective 1 -3: Maximize functional connections to the San Diego River Trail, urban 
pedestrian routes, and other trails. 

Goal #2 - Transportation: Improve non-vehicular transportation options for 
movement within and between neighborhoods. 

o Objective 2-1: Connect Normal Heights and Serra Mesa to Mission Valley by way 
of the most direct, safe, and logical pedestrian routes possible. 

o Objective 2-2: Maximize functional connections to residential, commercial, office, 
recreational, community destination points and the trolley. 

o Objective 2-3: Maximize functionality for pedestrian users, while incorporating 
multimodal accessibility for bicycles and disabled access as much as possible. 

Goal #3 - Environmental: Preserve and enhance natural resources and processes. 

o Objective 3-1: Avoid and minimize biological, cultural, water quality, and other 
environmental impacts of trails to the maximum possible extent. 

o Objective 3-2: Restore existing degraded habitats near the trail corridor. 

o Objective 3-3: Improve water quality through proper trail deSign, use of permeable 
surfaces, and incorporation of bioswales and similar BMP's. 

o Objective 3-4: Demonstrate sustainable development through maximizing use of recycled 
and green materials. 

Goal #4 - Education: Promote environmental awareness and learning. 

o Objective 4-1: Implement comprehensive interpretive programs that address 
San Diego's natural and cultural resources, green building practices, fire-safe and 
water-wise landscape design, and environmental conservation initiatives. 

o Objective 4-2: Incorporate interpretive elements into all aspects of the trail corridor for 
fully integrated appeal. 

The goal of this report is to summarize the process followed during the planning of the project, to 
articulate the proposed designs for the trail route and its related amenities, and to outline a strategic 
plan for the implementation of the project that the Conservancy can use to prepare for the next steps 
in the process. 
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connections proposed by this project. All work proposed by the project has been coordinated with 
the City throughout the planning process in an effort to be consistent with City goals. 

" Normal Heights Mobility Study 
~ I · , 

The mobility study, completed in 2006, identifies issues and 
needs for non-vehicular mobility within Normal Heights. It 
indicates the potential for a pedestrian/bicycle connection to 
Mission Valley within Ellison Canyon. It also highlights North 
Mountain View Drive and Hawley Street as major existing 
pedestrian and bicycle routes within the community. These 
observations and recommendations are consistent with the 
goals of the Tributary Canyons Project and provide strong 
support for the selected connection to Normal Heights. The 
pedestrian and bicycle routes noted in the study connect the 
trail project to the rest of the community and to major urban 
trail routes that extend beyond Normal Heights into North 
Park and City Heights. 

City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan 
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The City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan (Phase 1 completed in 2006) was developed as a guide 
for the City to plan and Implement new or enhanced pedestrian projects. The plan alms to help the 
City enhance neighborhood quality and mobility options by identifying and prioritizing pedestrian 
projects based on technical analYSis and community input. The vision identified in the plan is to create 
a safe, accessible, connected and walkable pedestrian environment that enhances neighborhood 
quality and promotes walking as a practical and attractive means of transportation In a cost-effective 
manner. The Tributary Canyons Project is consistent with the vision and goals of this plan by providing 
safe, accessible pedestrian connectivity between neighborhood, transportation and commercial 
infrastructure. 
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Three major linear barriers exist to foot or bicycle traffic traveling across the valley: 1) Interstate 
8, 2) the San Diego River, and 3) Friar's Road. Additional barriers to movement across the valley 
are presented by the various developments present, which have, in general, blocked pedestrian 
movement through them. The portion of Mission Valley being studied is unique in that solutions for 
each of these typical issues (except a San Diego River crossing) are already in place, and they happen 
to lie precisely in line with the trail alignment proposed by this study. These solutions include: 

Interstate 8; Pedestrian traffic can cross 1-8 in several 
places in Mission Valley, however, the Mission City Parkway 
overpass bridge Is the only place where pedestrians can 
cross the freeway without being forced to cross numerous 
freeway ramps or associated busy surface streets. 

Friar's Roqd; During the development of Fenton 
Marketplace and the Escala residential community, an old 
truck tunnel used by gravel mining operations in the area 
was converted to a pedestrian undercrossing of Friar's 
Road. The tunnel was closed for several years following its 
construction, but was finally opened for public use in the 
summer of 2009. 

Development; Fenton Marketplace was planned in the 
1990's, guided by the Mission City Specific Plan, and 
construction began in late 1999. The Specific plan called 
for a circulation system that promoted pedestrian and 
bicycle travel as well as access to City open space in 
Ruffin Canyon. Fenton Marketplace includes a pedestrian 
promenade with a row of pedestrian-oriented shops on 
its western edge. The existing sidewalk and pedestrian 
experience is well-suited to foot traffic and provides an 
efficient and safe route from the San Diego River to the 
Friar's Road tunnel. The Escala development was designed 
with a pej"stri?~ ~h called the Mission City Traii 
connecting the Friar's Road tunnel to various points within 
the development and to the mouth of Ruffin Canyon. The 

intent of the Mission City Trail was that it be open to the public to allow public access from Ruffin 
Canyon through Escala and Fenton Marketplace to the light rail station along the river. 

Project Guidelines 

The following principles guide the use of the existing tra il information through the 
remainder of the project: 

1. EXisting trails shall be used to the maximum extent possible. 

2. Existing trails shall not be used where they present safety hazards to users, 
create unnecessary long-term environmental impacts, or conflict with adopted 
land use policies. 

3. Existing trails not needed for implementation of this project and not 
considered suitable for future trail projects shall be closed. 
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Recommended design for the trailhead is based upon 1) the park-like qualities of the space, 2) 
potential nuisance factors for neighbors, and 3) visibility and aesthetic considerations from Sandrock 
Road. The proposed design provides an enhanced experience beyond basic trailhead amenities, but 
avoids features that could generate substantial noise or unwanted activity. The recommended design 

includes the following features: 

An 8'wide improved trail with a class II road base surface is proposed from the end of Sandrock 
Road through the western edge of the trailhead area. 

The entry path from Sandrock Road Is marked by a pair of cairns identifying the trail (see 
Design Guidelines section). 

Native landscape buffer plantings are proposed on the east and west edges of the space to 
minimize potential nuisance factors for neighboring properties and improve the aesthetics of 
the area. 

A native plant and water conservation demonstration garden is proposed in the northern 
portion of the flat R.O.w. area. The demonstration garden could illustrate fire-safe and water 
conserving solutions recommended for use on residential lots on canyon edges. The 'design 
should include class II gravel surfacing on paths and a well planned mix of groundcovers that 
require minimum weeding and maintenance. Basic plant identification information should be 
provided along with sources of additional information. 

The garden includes a central space that could host naturalist presentations or interpretive 
installations as well as a standard informational kiosk (see Design Guidelines section). The trail 
side of the kiosk should contain a trail map, trail rules, and similar information. The garden side 
of the kiosk should contain interpretive information and garden-related facts. Several large 
rectangular stone seats are proposed within the central space as well. 

Community Connec(ions 

The recommended alignment (Alternative 1) provides a direct connection between Serra Mesa and 
Mission VaHey through a diverse landscape. The southern end of the trail leaves the Ruffin Canyon 
natural area and connects to the Escala development, the Mission CityTrail and Fenton Marketplace 
thereby creating the pedestrian corridor envisioned In community plans and reinforced in the specific 
area plan for eastern Mission Valley. There is no other feasible link between Serra Mesa and Mission 
Valley meeting the goals of the project other than the alignments that converge at the mouth of Ruffin 
Canyon. 

The northern end of the trail provides a connection to the Serra Mesa business district one block 
further to the north. The Serra Mesa Recreation Center, Serra Mesa Library, and Taft Middle School are 
a short walk to the north and east. Though Alternatives 2 and 3 provide a more direct connection to 
those three facilities, the recommended alignment (Alternatil(e 1) provides a better overall connection 
to the center of the community. 

Trai/Route 

Sandrock and Ruffin canyons offer an expansive, natural canyon experience for trail users. The 
recommended alignment through Sandrock Canyon offers a more diverse trail experience than the 
other two alternatives, which both have a more immersive, rugged character along nearly their entire 
length. The lower segment (roughly half of the length) of the recommended alignment has the same 
sort of rugged, immerslve natural character, which affords the user a sense of escape from urban 
development and a view of unaltered native habitats. The canyon is wider, deeper, and generally 
natural in the lower half, and the trail is located near the canyon floor. The upper segments have a 
more"urban transitional" character given that the upper end ofthe canyon is narrower, shallower, 
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Mission City Trail 

The Mission City Trail was first identified as a planned element in 
the Mission City Specific Plan to provide a continuous pedestrian 
route from Ruffin Canyon open space, through residential and 
commercial developments, to the MTS trolley station beside the 
San Diego River. The Mission City Trail was implemented as part 
of the Escala residential community and Fenton Marketplace 
shopping center. With the opening ofthe pedestrian tunnel 
under Friar's road in 2009, the vision of the Mission City Trail was 
complete. It is a tremendous asset to the community, providing 
for a safe, pleasant, and wheelchair-accessible route to a variety 
of destinations, including the pedestrian-oriented shops in 
Fenton Marketplace, Ruffin Canyon open space, and the Fenton 
Parkway trolley station. 

No changes or Improvements are recommended for the existing 
trail alignment, width, or surfacing. However, additional 
wayfinding elements are proposed for the Mission City Trail to 
help create a single identity with the proposed canyon trails and 
to assist navigation of the trail for new users. The wayfinding 
elements should be visually compatible with the existing features 
of Escala and Fenton Marketplace and should be both prominent 
enough to be noticed by those who are looking for them and 
subtle enough to go unnoticed by those who are not. The 
follOWing wayfinding elements are proposed: 

Cairns: Low, arts and crafts themed rock cairns are 
proposed at key locations along the alignment of the 
proposed Tributary Canyons Project trail (See Design 
Guidelines section for details). Cairns are recommended 
at the locations depicted on Figure 3.3, typically placed in pairs, one on either side of the trail. 

Sidewalk Plaques: The wayfinding cairns are proposed to Include a bronze plaque identifying 
the proposed trail mounted on one or more sides. Figure 3.3 indicates locations where 
these same plaques are recommended to be embedded in existing sidewalks as wayfinding 
elements. 

Trail Maps: Maps are recommended at key locations, illustrating the trail route through Fenton 
Marketplace and Escala to the connecting trail segments as well as the pedestrian points 
of Interest within the Mission City Specific Plan area. Maps are recommended at the Ruffin 
Canyon trailhead, the tunnel under Friar's Road, and at the Fenton Parkway trolley station. The 

top surface of the cairns could provide a unique opportunity for displaying a wayfinding map. 

ACCl!ss Points 

As an urban trail highly integrated with its adjacent land uses, the Mission City Trail reach of the 
proposed trail network can be accessed at numerous points along its length. No improved or 

additional access points are necessary. 

Community Connl!ctions 

Mission Valley is a major hub of activity and transportation connections. The Mission City Trail helps 
form the epicenter of pedestrian-friendly development in this part of Mission Valley. It provides 
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6. Pedestrian OrientationlLinkage 

The Mission City Specific Plan provides a unique opportunity to successfully combine different 
housing products with a vari~ty of commercial Ul'es linked together by a functional pedestrian, 
bicycle and vehiculat· circulation plan. Designed as an urban wmmunity with a st.-ong pedestrian 
focus. the complement of land uses will be lied t:.gether with a pedestrillDibicycle trail network 
and functional circulation system, strengtheni\lg the coht'Sivenes~ of the land use mix in a manner 
which emphasizes pedestrian accl$s. Thi: :-'11r;sinn CIty trail ne~"er:- will r-,.".vld£ a~r.('ss to rhe 
LRT ana other surrounding iand Ui>C\ ,'u~h as the RIver Run residential development and 
Qual.:omm Stadiam. COllnections to transit (ir"I'Juing b'l< roll'~~ and the LRT} will enahle 
resldent.~ and employees Wlthin MISSIon City t9 e.tS·,ly att('!,~ tilt' variety' of uses planned for 
Miss:on CilY CT te "::at;:h" a trolley, a~c.l!Ssing other area~ nf S/Ill Diego An undercrossing at 
Friar~ Road for t.~e Missioll City trliil ... ·ill Enk ItfCllli ;n M!~sio!1 City l'onh to the multiple I.:~e 
area in .\ ·Iifsion City Soulh Development in Mis$iclfl C::y" s mUltiple use area will further 
strengthen >ledestrian tonnections and linkages while de-emphasizing the pleeminent role that the 
automobile typically plays in site pili/ming. Envisioned liS an activity node for :'\.lission City, the 
Mission City Pas;:o located in the mult:ple IJSC area will hecome a focal point fer resting, eating:. 
conversing and people watching. 

7. Inrn:ased Housinr Opportunities 

The proposed plan creates a land use plan which anticipates market needs and public demands 
by providing a divers~ty of housing types to be selected at the time of finai map reoording. This 
selection time will allow the Duilder to provide a housing ploject ill C'.lITent demand. The !lase 
Loncs available fe,r ~electioD provide for a range of high quality ~m;.:ll-lot detached, and attached 
housing to S(;fVe a ~pectrum of potent;al !lUyers and renters. 

8. Zoning Codt Update 

The propc.'sf'd project may be the very first development to implement the City's new Land 
Development Code, the product of th~ City's five-)ear Zorling Code Update. Tbe new Land 
Development Code provides ~iml'lified decisinn making processes and increa~es regulation 
flexibility tor hw.inesses llI1d .new development while staymg within the policies set by City 
Council The L.and Development Code improves implementation of Council policy direction and 
community planning goals. Because tbe obje::tives of the Zoning Code Update were similar t<l 

the Setth:ment Agreement, the applicant agreed to use (;ertain City-wide base zones in lieu of land 
use~ and development fe!;Ulations drafted solely tnr Mission City. To addres:; cenain limited 
items thnt could not b" addressed ~,y the base mnes, the proposti1 pro.lect includes the Missior! 

; 
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Mission City Specific Plan 
Candidate Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Revised April 21, 1998 
Page 27 

City Overlay Zone which will be adopted by ordinance and made a pan of the Land Development 
Code. 

9. Ontn Space 

:\-lission City will provide a full array of recr~ation and open space opportunities. The Mission 
City Private Recreation Complex, planned in the northern pan C'f Mission City. will s",w the. 
active and passive recreational need~ of residents in Mission City The area north of the private 
recreation alea will be placed in an open Sp~.':1l easement and will function as a continuation of 
the offsite opec space area provided within the Serra 'teoa community. The Specific Plan also 
preseIVes as open space the San Diego River floodway WId it. associated biological communities. 
Other bands of .;pen space would uccur ~ manufactured slopes within tbe Specific Plan are&. and 
as revegetated mined slope fa;:es. Development of the Multiple Usc area in MisSlon City South 
(Planning Area 6) will include additional area5 for public spac.;es including the Mission City 
PaseorTrail and associated pedestrian links, as well as variety of walkway!. alld plliZllS constructed 
to serve the mix of (lses in Planning Areb 6. The pedestrian Iml system and pri>'ate st:eel~ 
planned througbout Missiun City will proviue a mems for po:destri3DS and bicyclists to pass 
through the variou~ planning areas in a pleasant environment, as well as opportunities for jogging 
and a linkage for the, various land uses by way of a !!feen belt tying t<'gether offsite open space' 
slopes 10 the nonb with the San Diego River corridor and LRT on the south. 

/l., 289994 
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Response to Comment Letter D 
Peters & Freeman LLP on behalf of Escala Master Association 
April 22, 2013 

D-1 Commenter states that the Escala Master Association (Association) opposes the project 
and suggests that there are significant effects to the environment which warrant the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This summary statement is 
followed by a list of objections for which responses have been prepared.  

D-2 The commenter reiterates the Association’s objection to the project and notes that the 
objections that follow are preliminary and that the Association reserves the right to 
modify and/or supplement these objections. Comment noted. 

D-3 The commenter states that there are conflicting purposes for the trail in the Draft MND 
including, but not limited to 1) connection of the Serra Mesa community with Mission 
City/Mission Valley and the Fenton Marketplace; 2) to provide a means for pedestrians 
and bicyclists to pass through various planning areas; 3) recreational use; and 4) use for 
local access to shopping and to regional transit. As explained throughout the Draft MND, 
the proposed trail (both the canyon portion and the urban walk portion) will serve 
multiple uses, including the ones noted above. These uses complement each other and are 
consistent with policies and objectives of the San Diego General Plan, the Sera Mesa 
Community Plan, and the Mission Valley Specific Plan. See Section 3.10, Land Use and 
Land Use Planning of the Draft MND and Response to Comment D-18. 

The commenter also states that the Draft MND does not define the urban walk portion of 
the trail which appears to be inconsistent with the steep canyon trail. See Section 1.5, 
Project Description of the Draft MND for a detailed description of the urban walk which 
would connect the San Diego River Trail with the Ruffin Canyon trail, and link Sera 
Mesa with Mission Valley.  

D-4 The commenter states that the Draft MND only analyzes the construction activities of the 
project and not the operational activities. The project’s operational impacts are analyzed 
and discussed throughout the respective resource topics in the Draft MND. Pursuant to 
CEQA, the Draft MND adequately analyzes operational activities of the project as it 
relates to any adverse changes to the physical environmental as defined in Pub Res C § 
21060.5. 

D-5 Project outreach has centered around the community planning groups (Serra Mesa, 
Mission Valley, and Normal Heights), and Friends of Ruffin Canyon. Agenda-noticed 
project presentations were made to the Serra Mesa Community Planning Group meetings 
and to the Mission Valley Community Planning Group. The Escala Homeowners 
Association and H.G. Fenton Industries (developer/master planners for the 
Escala/Portofino development) were consulted during the feasibility stage, as part of 
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researching the City’s public access easement for the proposed trail system. A Notice of 
Intent was sent to the Escala Master Association. In addition, Friends of Ruffin Canyon 
have a long-standing collaboration with Taft Middle School and have kept the school 
informed of the trail plans. Proper noticing of the project was provided as required under 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15072. 

D-6 See Response to Comment D-3. 

D-7 See Responses to Comments D-3 and D-5. Also, Section 1.4, Project Evolution of the 
Draft MND summarizes the evaluation process that occurred in selecting the proposed 
trail alignment. A detailed alternatives analysis is not required to be included in a 
mitigated negative declaration. The Draft MND includes the required content pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15071 and has adequately analyzed the adverse changes to the 
physical environment as defined in Pub Res C §21060.5. 

D-8 The commenter states that an EIR should have been prepared for the project and that the 
Draft MND does not include alternative routes that avoid the Escala development. The 
Draft MND shows that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment 
with adoption of the proposed mitigation measures. As such, an appropriate 
environmental document to prepare is a MND. Also, see Responses to Comments D-7 
and D-9 through D-21.  

The commenter also suggests that the analysis of the project is a piecemeal approach to a 
larger connected action and therefore is in violation of CEQA. As stated in Section 1.1, 
Introduction of the Draft MND, the project has ‘independent utility’ as it serves to 
connect the Serra Mesa/Mission City residents with Mission Valley amenities which 
include a public library, trolley station, canyon open space, and the San Diego River 
corridor. The construction of the Ruffin Canyon and Urban Walk Trail is not dependent 
on the construction of other portions of the San Diego River Trail or other trail systems 
that may be proposed for the area. 

D-9 As explained in Section 1.5, Project Description of the Draft MND, the proposed trail 
would be located within City-approved public easements or rights-of-way and would go 
from the intersection of Gramercy Drive and Sandrock Road south to the San Diego 
River corridor. Public access easements through the Escala property were granted 
to the City in 2003. Information regarding these easements should have been 
included in the disclosure statements signed by each property owner at the time of 
purchase. Upon field verification by City staff, these easements are currently 
freely accessible to the public.  Further, it has been verified that the public can 
currently traverse the Mission City Trail from Fenton Marketplace through the 
pedestrian tunnel under Friars Road, through the Portofino Apartments property, 
continuing through the Escala property to Ruffin Canyon. This section of the trail 
was existing at the time of the Notice of Preparation for the project and no 
improvements for this section are planned aside from installing some ground-
level, directional markers. This section of trail is currently in use by surrounding 
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residents; and, as such, there would be no potential adverse environmental effect 
over and above this present practice.   

 It is anticipated that the maintenance of the trail would involve a combination of agencies 
that includes the San Diego River Conservancy, the City Parks and Recreation 
Department, the City Streets Division, and possibly a 501(c)(3) non-for-profit 
conservation organization. It is also anticipated that future discussion between the Escala 
Master Association and the lead agency (San Diego River Conservancy) would occur to 
clarify maintenance responsibilities and hours of operation for that portion of the trail 
through the Escala development. Regarding safety and security issues please see Section 
3.14, Public Services of the Draft MND and Response to Comment D-11. 

D-10 The commenter states that are some gaps in proposed trail that are not currently 
accessible to the public, such as the underpass at Friar’s Road which is gated; thereby 
making the portion of the proposed trail through the Escala development unnecessary. 
See Response to Comment D-9. 

D-11 An impact on public services in itself is not a physical environmental impact required to 
be evaluated under CEQA; instead, the question is whether the response to the services 
impact – such as the construction of new facilities – will have significant environmental 
impacts. Use of the improved trail, as proposed, is not anticipated to require an increase 
in police services to monitor trail use activities to a point that it would necessitate the 
expansion or construction of a police station to accommodate any additional police 
officers that may be required to service the trail. Police services would be provided as 
needed, as in similar situations within the City of San Diego. Also, please note that the 
feasibility study for the project recognizes that while crime is a concern to residents 
adjacent to established trails, research indicates that trails typically have a neutral to 
positive effect on crime and vandalism (Foothill Associates, 2010).  

D-12 The commenter states that the Draft MND does not adequately address the potential for 
erosion and landslides associated with the proposed trail through Ruffin Canyon. Please 
refer to the geologic site reconnaissance report prepared by Ninyo & Moore dated 
January 28, 2013 (Appendix C of the Draft MND). The report recognizes the presence of 
surface erosion likely due to the diversion of runoff from adjacent development, and 
limited slope failures mainly in the central to lower portions of the canyon slopes. 
Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1 would ensure that the trail is designed and constructed 
to avoid and/or minimize erosion impacts to the canyon slopes. 

D-13 The commenter states that there is little or no discussion of existing conditions and the 
proposed trail’s long-term effects. The description of existing conditions and hydrologic 
aspects of the canyon are spread throughout the document in addition to Section 3.9, 
Hydrology of the Draft MND. For example, Section 1.3, Environmental Setting describes 
the drainage conditions and existing trails of Ruffin Canyon; Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources describes the wetlands and riparian/riverine regime in the canyon; and Section 
3.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity describes the surface composition of the existing 
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trails and canyon drainage patterns which include the Escala property. Pursuant to 
CEQA, the Draft MND has adequately analyzed the adverse changes to the physical 
environment as defined in Pub Res C §21060.5. 

D-14 The commenter states that the environmental document does not adequately address the 
project’s impact on potential fire hazards. The Draft MND adequately analyzes fire 
hazards/protection in Section 3.14, Public Services. The nearest fire station and related 
response times are described in this section along with the impact of the project on fire 
services. Construction and operational activities were evaluated relative to the potential 
for the project to impact fire services. Per the CEQA significance thresholds applied to 
the analysis of the project, a significant impact to fire services would occur if 
implementation of the project would result in the need to construct or physically alter 
exiting fire facilities which could result in environmental impacts. It was determined that 
the project would not result in the need to expand existing fire facilities or construct new 
facilities. 

D-15 The commenter states that the prospect of the public using the southern portion of the 
proposed trail through the Escala community is not real or practical as there is no existing 
or proposed trailhead with public parking for accessing the trail, as proposed on the north 
portion of the trail. As stated in Section 1.5, Project Description of the Draft MND, the 
south trailhead would be located at the base of the existing asphalt ramp linking Ruffin 
Canyon with Pompeii Lane. The only trailhead improvement in this location would be 
directional signage placed within a public easement. There would be no public vehicular 
access to the south trailhead. While the lack of public parking at the south trailhead may 
dissuade the general public from outside the adjacent communities to begin at this point 
of the trail, it does not reduce the effective use of the trail by those living in close 
proximity to it; and serves as an important connection for trail users (whether inside or 
outside of the adjacent communities) to continue their travels from the more northerly or 
southerly portions of the trail. Also, see Response to Comment D-9. 

The commenter also suggests that a public-use trail through Ruffin Canyon encourages 
trespassing on private property. The commenter does not provide any evidence to this 
effect. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive 
comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a specific response. 
Nonetheless, it is noted in Section 1.3, Environmental Setting of the Draft MND that 
informal trails currently exist within Ruffin Canyon which are used on occasion by 
pedestrians. The proposed trail alignment would be designed and constructed in such a 
way that would clearly delineate the trail limits through surface improvements, signage, 
and selective pruning of vegetation; thereby encouraging trail users to stay on the trail.  

D-16 As stated in Section 1, Introduction of the Draft MND, the proposed Ruffin Canyon and 
Urban Walk Trail evaluated in this MND is part of the San Diego River Tributary 
Canyons Project that includes canyons located within the communities of Serra Mesa, 
Mission Valley, and Normal Heights. The Ruffin Canyon and Urban Walk trail has 
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independent utility, connecting Sera Mesa with Mission Valley. It would serve both Serra 
Mesa and Mission Valley residents and the general public with improved access to Ruffin 
Canyon and the amenities of Serra Mesa. Also, see Response to Comment D-8. 

D-17 Section 1.5 of the Draft MND details the components of the project. Site amenities such 
as water fountains, restrooms and trash receptacles are not a part of the project and, 
therefore, are not required to be analyzed under CEQA. Impacts of the project on public 
services such as police and fire services are analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft MND. 
Also, see Response to Comment D-11 and D-14. 

D-18 The concept of a joint use pedestrian/bicycle trail is recognized in the Candidate Findings 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations of the EIR for Mission City Specific Plan 
(City Council Resolution No. 289994 adopted April 21, 1998). Item 6 under Statement of 
Overriding Considerations states “The Mission City Plan provides a unique opportunity 
to successfully combine different housing products with a variety of commercial uses 
linked together by a functional pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation plan. 
Designed as an urban community with a strong pedestrian focus, the complement of land 
uses will be tied together with a pedestrian/bicycle trail network and functional 
circulation system, strengthening the cohesiveness of the land use mix in a manner that 
emphasizes pedestrian access.” Also, as stated under Item 9 “The pedestrian trail system 
and private streets planned throughout Mission City will provide a means for pedestrians 
and bicyclists to pass through the various planning areas in a pleasant environment, as 
well as opportunities for jogging and a linkage for the various land uses by way of a 
green belt tying together offsite open space slopes to the north with the San Diego River 
corridor and LRT on the south.” 

D-1 As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics of the Draft MND, the operations of the project 
would not have a significant impact on the visual character of the site or cause public 
view blockage. There may be a temporary visual impact during project construction as 
small construction equipment is introduced to the site. 

D-20 As described in Section 1.3, Environmental Setting and Section 3.12, Noise of the Draft 
MND, operational noise levels from the project would be similar to those that currently 
exist onsite from public use of the informal trail system throughout Ruffin Canyon and 
would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. 

D-21 The Draft MND does not consider comments that relate to potential economic impacts, 
such as property values, except to the extent such impacts could cause a physical change 
in the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(e)). Such comments do not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant 
environmental issue. Accordingly, the Draft MND does not address issues regarding 
property values. 

D-22 The commenter states that the Association is not bound by ADA requirements with 
respect to its property and that any path within the Association will not result in 
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furthering the goal of such access. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not 
considered a substantive comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a 
specific response. However, it is noted that the portion of the proposed trail that would be 
built to ADA standards is located at the north end of Ruffin Canyon, outside of the Escala 
Association property. 

D-23 The commenter makes a summary statement that the project will result in significant 
adverse impacts to the environment, specifically the Escala property; and that the Escala 
Association is prepared to pursue all legal means to protect the interests of Escala and its 
members. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive 
comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a specific response. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 10:33:43 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: Michael Albers <malbers1@san.rr.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 10:00:39 PM PDT
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail

Hello Kevin McKernan,

We were told that you're planning to put another trail in Ruffin Canyon.
 There is a trail currently located in the bottom of the canyon along the
usually dry creek bed.  That trail is used by hikers, people that clean and
maintain the trail, and the City of San Diego Sewer department who drive
their tractors and vehicles into the canyon to perform maintenance and
inspect the sewer pipes.

I feel this new trail is unnecessary because of erosion to the West side of
the canyon.  Many birds nest in the chaparral on either side of the
canyon and the trail would disrupt their habitat.  The few hikers that use
the trail are happy enough with the existing trail. The trail in its current
location is away from the homes that rim the canyon edge.  The privacy
and security of those homes is better insured by the steep canyon walls.
 Placing the trail up the side of canyon just invites problems.

Michael & Gerda Albers
2901 Sego Place
San Diego, CA 92123  

Comment Letter E
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Response to Comment Letter E 
Michael and Gerda Albers 
April 22, 2013 

E-1 The commenter states that the current informal trail system in Ruffin Canyon is used by 
hikers, people who clean and maintain the trails, and the City Sewer Department to 
inspect sewer pipes. Comment noted. 

E-2 The commenter is opposed to a new trail because of potential erosion, impacts to wildlife, 
proximity of the trail to existing homes, and privacy and security of residents near the 
proposed trail. Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue and, 
as such, do not require a specific response. Also, see Response to Comment D-11 and D-
12. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Jim King"; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:54:11 PM

 
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Nancy Barnhart [mailto:nanbarn@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:30 PM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk
 
Mr. McKernan -
 
I have recently learned of the planned Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk.  I am writing to you to
express my concerns over the location of this trail.  I live on Walker Drive and can see from
my backyard the markers of where the trail is planned.  I have also reviewed the map on
the " Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration". This location is extremely close to houses in this
neighborhood.  Several homeowners have  spent several thousand dollars on their steep hillsides to
prevent erosion.  The geologist who surveyed our property explained that the erosion danger was
high.  Just from my observation of the hill that is part of our property, I can see how much continues to
erode even with the prevention measures that have been instituted by us at great expense.     I have
great concern about continuing erosion with development and use of this trail that is currently not
there.  I am sure you are aware of the existing trail at the bottom of the canyon.  We regularly observe
people on this trail smoking and firing guns.  The fire danger this year is higher than it has been for
years and the concern about fires is constant.  Having more people walking, smoking, potentially
inadvertently if not deliberately starting fires seems quite high.  Wildlife is another concern.  Targets
have been observed in the canyon and shots have been heard firing at them.  Recently, I observed
what appeared to be two adolescent males with guns firing at what could have been animals.  Another
big concern is burglary.  Most people do not have any fences around their property and it would be
very easy to walk right into someone's back yard.  We do also observe transients in the canyon already
and do not want to encourage more access to homes backyards that would be easy access without
any police patrol or protection.  
Thank you for your consideration.  Our neighborhood has been a quiet one that we would like to
continue to enjoy without worrying daily about who was potentially breaking into our homes and/or
starting fires and causing further erosion to the already steep hills.  I do not support this project.  
 
Nancy Barnhart
858-204-0330
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter F 
Nancy Barnhart 
April 22, 2013 

F-1 The commenter expresses concern over the project because of potential erosion, fire 
hazard, impacts to wildlife, and safety and security of residents. See Response to 
Comment E-2 and D-14. 

F-2 The commenter is opposed to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jim King; Jack Gorzeman; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:09:03 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Mary Beth Brown-Kennett" <mbbk@san.rr.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 5:15:03 PM PDT
To: <Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail

HI Kevin, I am responding to the proposed trail in Ruffin Canyon.
I just heard about it on Wed the day before the Serra Mesa planning meeting. AND wondering why we were
never notified.
I live on Walker drive and I oppose this  project, for a number of reasons.
1. Safety, erosion of our hillside
2. Safety, of our home, the trail as shown on the map is about 20-30ft from our lot line, we do not have a fenced
in property.
3. Safety, Fire hazard, with kids and transients smoking and having fires in the Canyon.
4. Safety, it is a long way day should someone fall from the trail.
5.Safety, homeless being able to walk the canyon close to all our homes. With access under our deck.
6. COST, We think the money could be better spent.
7. Environment, what about the animals that live there, the Redtail hawks, Barn Owls, frogs, birds and even the
coyotes, I would rather have them than the trail.
 
Our neighborhood is not pleased with the proposed project, and will be there in full force. We are very
disappointed that we didn’t hear of this
until one day before the Serra Mesa planning board met.
 
 

Take Care!

Mary Beth Brown-Kennett | REALTOR LIC#10356032 | Cameron Real Estate Group
Keller Williams Realty-Carmel Valley/Del Mar
Direct: 858-268-3905
Cell: 619-838-8277
Email: mbbk@san.rr.com
http://marybeth.justlistedinsandiego.com

P.S. Thank you for your interest in my real estate business. I work solely on the basis of referrals and would be happy to take care of
you, your family, and friends in need of real estate advice. My goal is to make every client a client for life and have them feel
comfortable referring me to their family and friends. Please forward my contact information to anyone you know looking to buy or sell
a home and I promise to make them happy that you referred me.

Visit me on Facebook!
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter G 
Mary Beth Brown-Kennett 
April 22, 2013 

G-1 The commenter expresses disappointment that no notification of the project was provided 
to individual residents of the Serra Mesa community until one day before a scheduled 
Serra Mesa community planning meeting. The commenter is opposed to the project for 
reasons of erosion, safety and security of existing homes and residents, fire hazard, 
trespassing on private property, cost, and wildlife impacts. See Response to Comment D-
5, E-2, and D-14. 

G-2 The commenter reiterates opposition to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Jack Gorzeman
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail Environmental Report - Comments
Date: Friday, April 19, 2013 9:41:30 AM
Attachments: F-Escala_Map19170_Sht7.pdf

ATT00001.htm
ATT00002.htm

FYI. 

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: Randy Dolph <rdolph@delawie.com>
Date: April 19, 2013, 9:09:22 AM PDT
To: "kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov" <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail Environmental Report - Comments

4/19/13

Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street, #3024
San Diego, 92101
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov

Hi Kevin,

I am in receipt of the San Diego River Conservancy's "Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Mitigated Negative Declaration" for the Ruffin Canyon Trail.

I have reviewed the “San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk – Initial Study
/ Mitigated Negative Declaration” dated March 2013 available on the Conservancy's
web site, and offer the following comments:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->A portion of the public trail is proposed
to run in an east-west direction between Portofino Apartments (a.k.a.
Northside Apartments) and Escala.   The Final Subdivision Public Report (File
No. 110725LA-FOO, dated 2/20/04) provided to me as an Escala homeowner
states the following regarding the trail between the two communities:

A pedestrian and non-motor vehicular path is or will be constructed on a
portion of the apartment site located or to be located on parcel 1 of parcel
map no. 19170 ("Northside Apartment Site").  The path on the Northside
Apartment site is not open to public use but may be used by owners and other
occupants of the Northside Apartment site, the Escala Master Community, and
certain additional real property.
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An electronic copy of this map is attached to this email for reference.  On the
map, the text pointing to the path references "Existing 12' wide pedestrian
and non-motor vehicular right-of-way dedicated per map no 14550." 
However, neither this map nor 14550 references this right-of-way as being
dedicated to the "public."  Please provide recorded documentation that the
path between Escala and Portofino Apartments has been dedicated to the City
of San Diego as public.
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->A photo of the existing path between
Escala and Portofino Apartments is attached to this email, specifically where
the path transitions from the North/South direction to the East/West
direction, at the north end of the Portofino site.   It is at this point that the
path transitions from a concrete sidewalk to a decomposed granite (DG) path. 
The DG path continues to slope upward from this transition heading
eastbound to Northside Drive.

 
Many jurisdictions do not permit DG as an approved material along an
accessible path of travel since it is often not maintained in a firm and stable
condition as required.*
 
This is especially concerning for this portion of the existing path, since it is
relatively long and slopes upward.
 
To provide an accessible path of travel that would better serve disable users,
alternative paths for the trail routes have not been presented in the initial
environmental report.  Please include such alternatives within the report, and
compare their impact(s) to the trail as proposed.
 

I appreciate the efforts of the San Diego River Conservancy in preparing the initial
environmental study for the Ruffin Canyon Trail, and request that the aforementioned
comments and concerns be addressed in the final report.
 
Regards,
--Randy Dolph
   rdolph@san.rr.com
   rdolph@delawie.com
   Escala Resident
 
 
*The 2010 California Building Code, Chapter 11B, addresses accessibility for the public.  Specifically,
Section 1132B addresses outdoor occupancies and includes the following for trails:

 
Trails and paths:  Trails, paths and nature walk areas, or portions of these, shall be constructed
with gradients which will permit at least partial use by wheelchair occupants. Hard surface paths
or walks shall be provided to serve buildings and other functional areas.
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Nature Trails:  Nature trails and similar educational and informational areas shall be accessible
to the blind by the provision of rope  guidelines, raised Arabic numerals and symbols for
identification, information signs and related guide and assistance devices.
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Response to Comment Letter H 
Randy Dolph 
April 19, 2013 

H-1 For the Escala development, dedications to the City of San Diego for public use of the 
pedestrian and non-motor vehicular right-of-way were acquired per Mission City Phase 
IV Final Map number 14550 recorded on February 23, 2003 as document number 2003-
0228670, Official Record. Please contact the City for any questions associated with this 
matter. Also, see Response to Comment D-9. 

H-2 The commenter notes that many jurisdictions do not permit decomposed granite (DG) as 
an approved material along an accessible path of travel. Comment noted. As described in 
Section 1.6, Project Construction of the Draft MND, the canyon trail would be 
constructed to California State Parks and City of San Diego trail standards. 

H-3 The commenter states that the Draft MND needs to evaluate alternative paths of travel for 
disable users. The project includes the construction of a trail that meets Americans with 
Disabilities (ADA) standards for the first approximately 500 feet of trail extending south 
from the north trailhead at Gramercy Drive, terminating at an overlook. Also, see 
Response to Comment D-7. 
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	   	   	   	   	   	   	   2801	  Walker	  Drive	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   San	  Diego,	  CA	  92123	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   858-‐541-‐2524	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   fennellster@gmail.com	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   April	  22,	  2013	  
	  
	  
Re:	  	  Notice	  of	  Intent	  to	  Adopt	  a	  Mitigated	  Negative	  Declaration	  on	  San	  Diego	  River	  –	  
Ruffin	  Canyon	  Trail	  and	  Urban	  Walk	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  McKernan	  
	  
We	  are	  writing	  to	  express	  our	  concern	  over	  the	  proposed	  “San	  Diego	  River	  –	  Ruffin	  
Canyon	  Trail	  and	  Urban	  Walk.	  
	  
We	  support	  the	  concept	  of	  improving	  public	  access	  to	  the	  canyon	  and	  making	  it	  
available	  to	  the	  community.	  	  However,	  we	  have	  concerns	  over	  two	  aspects	  of	  the	  
project.	  We	  live	  on	  the	  east	  side	  of	  Walker	  Drive,	  and	  our	  home	  is	  on	  the	  western	  
edge	  of	  the	  canyon,	  so	  our	  home	  will	  be	  directly	  affected	  by	  the	  work	  done	  on	  the	  
canyon.	  
	  
Ruffin	  Canyon	  has	  very	  steep	  slopes,	  and	  at	  times	  catastrophic	  erosion	  occurs	  
during	  rainstorms.	  We	  are	  concerned	  that	  trail	  building	  will	  be	  done	  at	  the	  expense	  
of	  removing	  trees	  that	  are	  anchoring	  the	  soil	  to	  the	  sides	  of	  the	  canyon.	  This	  could	  
result	  in	  dirt	  slides	  particularly	  during	  an	  El	  Nino	  event	  when	  the	  ground	  is	  
saturated.	  In	  turn,	  that	  could	  undermine	  the	  yards	  and	  homes	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  
canyon.	  It	  is	  my	  understanding	  that	  home	  insurance	  does	  not	  cover	  land	  movement,	  
so	  any	  damage	  to	  the	  homes	  resulting	  from	  work	  done	  on	  the	  canyon	  would	  be	  
borne	  solely	  by	  the	  home	  owners.	  
	  
In	  some	  areas,	  the	  trail	  comes	  very	  close	  to	  the	  backyards	  of	  homes	  on	  the	  side	  of	  
the	  canyon.	  	  This	  makes	  the	  yards	  vulnerable	  to	  intruders,	  who	  prior	  to	  the	  
existence	  of	  the	  trail,	  would	  not	  have	  had	  easy	  access	  to	  these	  areas.	  We	  request	  that	  
you	  reconsider	  the	  layout	  of	  the	  trail,	  and	  move	  it	  to	  locations	  further	  down	  the	  
hillside	  wherever	  possible	  to	  maintain	  a	  greater	  distance	  from	  the	  trail	  to	  the	  
homes.	  	  We	  saw	  a	  layout	  of	  the	  trail	  map	  on	  a	  topographic	  map	  the	  Serra	  Mesa	  
Planning	  Group	  meeting,	  and	  it	  appears	  that	  this	  could	  easily	  be	  done	  without	  
affecting	  the	  grade	  of	  the	  trail.	  
	  
We	  only	  just	  learned	  of	  this	  project	  recently.	  	  When	  cables	  were	  undergrounded	  in	  
our	  neighborhood,	  we	  receive	  several	  fliers	  on	  our	  doorsteps	  to	  alert	  us	  to	  the	  
project	  and	  to	  keep	  us	  up	  to	  date	  on	  what	  would	  be	  going	  on.	  	  Since	  this	  project	  
could	  have	  extremely	  deleterious	  affects	  on	  our	  homes	  and	  our	  safety,	  we	  would	  like	  
to	  be	  equally	  well	  informed	  about	  the	  progress	  on	  this	  project.	  
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After	  attending	  the	  Serra	  Mesa	  Planning	  Committee	  presentation,	  and	  seeing	  the	  
committee’s	  vote,	  we	  understand	  that	  the	  opinions	  of	  home	  owners	  with	  canyon	  
edge	  property	  will	  carry	  very	  little	  weight.	  We	  also	  can	  appreciate	  that	  others	  in	  the	  
community	  would	  like	  to	  have	  greater	  access	  to	  the	  canyon	  and	  that	  the	  work	  may	  
result	  in	  improvements	  to	  the	  canyon	  via	  removal	  of	  invasive	  species	  and	  provision	  
of	  greater	  access	  for	  firefighters.	  Our	  request	  is	  that	  the	  integrity	  of	  the	  hillside	  and	  
the	  safety	  of	  those	  living	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  canyon	  also	  enter	  into	  the	  planning	  
process.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Sincerely,	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Michael	  Fennell	  
Janet	  Cunningham	  
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter I 

Michael Fennell and Janet Cunningham 
April 22, 2013 

I-1 The commenter is in support of the project but has two concerns due to the nearness of 
the commenter’s home to the proposed canyon trail. The concerns and responses follow 
this comment – they are erosion of the hillside and safety of the adjacent residents. 

I-2 The commenter expresses concern over the potential erosion that may be caused by the 
construction of the proposed trail. See Response to Comment D-12. 

I-3 The commenter expresses concern over the nearness of the proposed trail to existing 
homes and the potential for intruders to access private property. Pursuant to Pub Res C 
§21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive comment on an environmental 
issue, and does not require a specific response. Nonetheless, it is noted in Section 1.3, 
Environmental Setting of the Draft MND that informal trails currently exist within Ruffin 
Canyon which are used on occasion by pedestrians. The proposed trail alignment would 
be designed and constructed in such a way that would clearly delineate the trail limits 
through surface improvements, signage, and selective pruning of vegetation; thereby 
encouraging trail users to stay on the trail. Also, see Response to Comment D-11. 

I-4 The commenter requests to be informed of the progress of the project. The commenter 
also understands that the benefits of the project include better canyon access, removal of 
invasive plant species, and greater access for firefighters; yet, two concerns remain – 
erosion and safety. Comment noted. See Response to Comment I-2 and I-3. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Support for adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 9:27:04 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Kathleen F." <kfrc3@yahoo.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 9:13:07 PM PDT
To: "kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov" <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Support for adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration
Reply-To: "Kathleen F." <kfrc3@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Kevin McKernan,
 
As a resident and community volunteer in Serra Mesa I think the San Diego River –
Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project is a wonderful idea and will be an asset
to Serra Mesa/Mission Valley.
 
I support the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for San Diego River –
Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kathleen Ford
9129 Village Glen Drive Unit 177
San Diego, CA 92123
 
email:  kfrc3@yahoo.com
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Response to Comment Letter J 
Kathleen Ford 
April 22, 2013 

J-1 The commenter is supportive of the project. Comment noted. 
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Kevin McKernan, Executive Officer 
San Diego River Conservancy 
 
April 22, 2013 
 
Just tonight, April 22nd, I found out about the proposed Ruffin Canyon Trail. 
 
How in the world is it permissible to impact private property integrity without notifying those 
who will be impacted? Sure you posted notices that are probably required by law but only by 
accident would property owners on the canyon rim find out what would be happening. Most 
likely they would find out when construction of the trail would be started and it would be too late 
to object. 
 
We have lived in our residence for fifty years and certainly know what the canyon is all about. 
Providing public access along the upper part of the trail will create noise, a fire hazard created by 
those who would use it and create a huge possibility of erosion problems. This is a very steep 
walled canyon on the west side and creating a trail on the upper part of the slope could not be 
constructed without undermining the natural configuration.  
 
There are areas along the upper canyon wall that already have erosion problems that could 
contribute to loss of property and use of same. You can’t cut a trail along the canyon without 
contributing to more erosion. After spending my entire career in the construction industry and 
site development, I believe I would have enough experience to recognize that you cannot put a 
"earth surfaced canyon trail" in this type of terrain. I have never seen anything like this that did 
not deteriorate to a serious situation. It looks pretty when it is constructed but in a few years it 
would be a disaster and there would be no money to reconstruct it or compensate damages that it 
would cause. 
 
I would be surprised if anyone who will be affected would not object to this trail. 
 
What recourse does a homeowner have to prevent this from happening? 
 
John & Bev Hammond 
2909 Sego Place 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
 

Comment Letter K

dmm
Typewritten Text

dmm
Typewritten Text

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Line

gjx
Text Box
K-1

gjx
Text Box
K-2

gjx
Text Box
K-3



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter K 
John and Bev Hammond 
April 22, 2013 

K-1 The commenter lives along the rim of the canyon and states that they were not notified of 
the project. See Response to Comment D-5. 

K-2 The commenter expresses concern that the proposed trail will cause erosion and increase 
fire hazard. See Response to Comment D-12 and D-14. 

K-3 The commenter is opposed to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Support of the adequacy of Mit. Neg. for SD River-Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:46:56 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Warren Johnson" <wmjohnson2@earthlink.net>
Date: April 22, 2013, 6:27:47 PM PDT
To: <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Support of the adequacy of Mit. Neg. for SD River-
Ruffin Canyon Trail

 
Date: April 22, 2013
To: San Diego River Conservancy
       Attn: Kevin  McKernan
                1350 Frost Street , Suite 302,
                San Diego, CA  92101
                Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
RE: Support of the Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
San Diego River- Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk.
 
As a long time resident of Serra Mesa, who in l987 helped organize the
community to request the city purchase Ruffin Canyon for open space, this
project would be a dream come true. The public will have better access to this
beautiful canyon if this project is approved and built.
 
After reading the CEQA report that found the trail to Mission Valley from Serra
Mesa  to have no environmental impacts or less than significant impacts, there
appears to be no reason not to adopt this report. Vegetation and wild life would
be better protected by having an official trial and not all the informal trails now
in use.
 
I see this trail only as a benefit to the community. Residents will have a "safe"
trail for hiking and enjoying this open space right in the middle of their
community.  Residents will have access to the Valley, the San Diego River, and
the trolley. Mission Valley will have a safe access to the schools in Serra Mesa. 
This is a win, win situation for everyone. 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Mary Jean Johnson
2505 Mammoth Drive
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter L 
Mary Jean Johnson 
April 22, 2013 

L-1 The commenter supports the project. Comment noted. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-64 ESA / 120929.00 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"; "Jim King"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:08:08 PM

Fyi – on the positive side.
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Kevin Johnston [mailto:kevinjohnston1972@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 3:57 PM
To: Kevin McKernan
Subject: Re: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
 
Please include this as my comment -
 
I support SDRC's Ruffin Canyon Trail Project.
 
First of all, having the trailhead at the Gramercy fence, west of Taft Middle School is
a better option than starting from the Taft native garden. There will be less
interference with school activities. Parking (for those driving to the trail) at the dead
end of Ruffin, near the Taft driveway would pose unnecessary additional traffic/
pedestrian conflicts. The section of Gramercy adjacent to the proposed trailhead has
a lot of on-street parking available. I walk and drive by there often. The only times I’ve
seen all the spaces taken were during Chargers games.
 
The existing Gramercy and Taft trailheads both lead to the canyon floor sewer access
paths and informal trails. If the proposed trail followed the existing route, users would
be walking on large cobble rocks for almost half the length of the trail (see the
pictures in the SDRC document). It would be very difficult to create a sustainable trail
here, and the extent of habitat impacts would be similar to that of the trail proposal,
with more impacts to riparian habitat. Figure 13 of the SDRC document shows the
minimum habitat utilization/territories for the observed gnatcatchers. The proposed
trail is mostly avoiding these areas, whereas other options would pose a greater
disturbance in these areas. The State Parks crew has done a great job of preparing a
trail alignment that mostly follows contour lines, provides an ADA portion and
overlook, keeps impacts to sensitive vegetation to a minimum, and stays out of the
sensitive riparian areas until the southernmost end (where there is only the narrow
pedestrian easement over the Escala HOA property, in the canyon wash). I have
talked to some people I have seen walking in the canyon - most people turn around
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at about the halfway point or earlier because of the difficulty walking on the cobble.
 

The 'Tributary Canyons Project' was discussed extensively at Friends of Normal
Heights Canyons meetings from 2007 to 2010. We had meetings with the neighbors
and the sisters at the Carmelite Monastery (owner of much of the private land in
Ellison Canyon of Normal Heights). Almost everyone we talked to, including the
sisters, were open to (and many very excited about) the idea of a trail from the
northern end of 33rd street, along the existing SDGE easement trail on the canyon
floor, on to Camino Del Rio South and over the 8 on the MIssion City Parkway
sidewalk - with hopes of a pedestrian bridge over the river. (see further discussion of
this in the 'San Diego River Tributary Canyons - Feasibility Report, April 2010 on the
sdrc.ca.gov site). It's unfortunate that the Normal Heights side is not included at this
time, but getting one side of the concept approved and implemented would provide
incentive to continue looking at ways to achieve the full concept of a canyon/urban
trail from Normal Heights to Serra Mesa. Imagine an organized annual canyon/urban
hike from the Manzanita/Hollywood/Swan trails, through City Heights and Normal
Heights and all the way to Serra Mesa, to promote a Canyonlands Regional Park.
 
All of the attendees at the Friends of Ruffin Canyon March meeting were very excited
that we have finally seen a full proposal and environmental analysis. It's my
understanding that this has also been a hot topic at FRC events well before I moved
to Serra Mesa. The two active Friends groups in NH and SM played a role in getting
the tunnel under Friars opened, as officials acknowledged at the opening ceremony.
Even if the Normal Heights side and river crossing never pans out, there is great
merit to seeing this Ruffin Canyon trail finally happen. The implementation of this trail
would be a great step toward improving environmental education and stewardship of
our canyons, in addition to connecting communities.
 
Kevin Johnston
Friends of Ruffin Canyon
Board of Directors - San Diego Canyonlands
 
 
From: Kevin McKernan <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
To: 'Kevin Johnston' <kevinjohnston1972@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:47 PM
Subject: RE: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
 
Thanks Kevin,
Any chance you could send me your recommendation that you mentioned as a formal
comment?  Our comment period closes at 5 today, but can accept comments after that with
the “received after comment period” caveat.
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
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619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
http://www.sdrc.ca.gov/
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter M 
Kevin Johnston 
April 22, 2013 

M-1 The commenter supports the project and suggests that the proposed trailhead at Gramercy 
Drive be located to the west of the Taft Middle School. The project does propose to start 
the north portion of the canyon trail west of the school, with on-street, trailhead parking 
on Gramercy Drive. 

M-2 The commenter notes that the proposed trail follows existing contour lines, avoids 
sensitive habitat, provides an ADA section of trail, and is more sustainable than 
following existing routes. Comment noted. 

M-3 The commenter notes that the project was extensively discussed at Friends of Normal 
Heights Canyons meetings from 2007-2010, Friends of Ruffin Canyon, and with 
neighbors and sisters at the Carmelite Monastery. The commenter reiterates support for 
the project. Comments noted. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-68 ESA / 120929.00 
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration May 2013 



From: Kevin McKernan
To: "Jim King"; Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Julia Richards"; "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Please No
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:52:58 AM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Jill Kaplan [mailto:jkaplan1@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:40 AM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Cc: jkaplan1@san.rr.com
Subject: Please No
 
Please Kevin hear me out, I am very concern about the "walking path" that is
being considered. My concerns are, fire,b-b guns being fired towards our
homes,the safety of the small children playing in their own back yards,the
homeless having easy access to "bed down", disturbing the wildlife while hacking
up the hillside,and mostly the erosion of the land (there is a lot of filled dirt here
on this hillside) we have already experienced some land slides. Please just improve
the already existing trail, I would love to see that happen. Do not destroy the
beauty of our canyon, PLEASE.
Thank you for hearing me out,
Respectively yours,
 
Jill Kaplan
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter N  
Jill Kaplan 
April 22, 2013 

N-1 The commenter is concerned about fire, b-b guns firing into homes from the canyon, 
safety, intruders, and erosion. See Response to Comment E-2 and D-14. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-70 ESA / 120929.00 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: "Jim King"; Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Julia Richards"; "Jon Gurish"; "Hayley Peterson"
Subject: FW: : Proposed new trail in Ruffin Canyon
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:53:01 AM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Lois Lippold [mailto:llippold@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:24 AM
To: Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: : Proposed new trail in Ruffin Canyon
 
 
 
Dear Kevin McKernan,
 
We are homeowners on the side of the canyon of the new Ruffin Canyon proposed trail.  It is right
beneath our house.  We are very much against a new trail for the following reasons:.
 

1.        The canyon on our side is very steep.  We don’t need any more erosion we have had one
massive canyon cave in.  It cost us more that $7000 to bring in dirt to stabilize the hill. The
proposed train is right over the area that we had to have rebuilt with tons of dirt. There are
at least 10 other properties along Walker drive that have had to rebuild their canyons
because of slides.  I am collecting the dollar estimates for that work today.

2.        The fire hazard in the summer is extreme.  We have put in fire retardant vegetation and
sprinklers in the event of a fire.  We can watch the walkers who use the lower trail now and
many of them smoke and a  couple of built fires in the canyon. Others use the canyon for
their pot smoking.

3.        The steep wall is not stable.  The geologist that we hired to help stabilize our property said
that most of the 15 feet he dug now to was fill from when our houses were built.  At that
time the construction people just pushed the top soil over the top of the hill and down the
canyon.

4.    the canyon is home to lots of wildlife and more dogs and people will displace these
occupants further.  We watch people with dogs let their animals run everywhere this displaces
Raccoons, coyotes, quail, foxes and lots of birds.
5.    We have watched kids and adults bring guns to the canyon and target practice,  “paintball
warriors” hunt each other and various types of other gun activity.   
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6.   We are OK with the existing trail .  There are roads and sewage connections already on the
floor of the canyon.  The city comes to clean those several times a year.
 
Please let me know if there is any other information that you might need. I am a professional
environmentalist.
Thank you,
 
Lois Lippold
2881 Walker Drive
San Diego 92123
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter O 
Lois Lippold 
April 22, 2013 

O-1 The commenter is opposed to the project for the following reasons: erosion, fire hazard, 
impact on wildlife, and use of guns in the canyon. See Response to Comment E-2 and 
D-14.  

O-2 The commenter wants the existing trails to remain. Comment noted. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-73 ESA / 120929.00 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Jim King"; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Hiking trails escala
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:41:26 PM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Patty Manjarrez [mailto:patty@RESORTCOM1.onmicrosoft.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:19 PM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: Hiking trails escala
 
Dear Kevin.
 
I am a resident at escala. I wish to put in my 2 cents. I am all for the trail for hikers and perhaps
their dogs. I am not for non residents coming into a gated community. Parking , thrash left on
property and on the trails, and most concerning undesirables etc. There would have to be curfews,
however that will not keep some folks from spending the nights as once reported. I understand it
may be mostly responsible older folks but it only takes one to spoil the whole bunch. So I hope you
will have in place safeguards for all situations. Also, I wish to speak to you personally about another
matter. If you can email me a phone # or call me at 619 280 2702 9 am -1pm best time to reach
me.   
 
Thank you, Patty M.
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter P 
Patty Manjarrez 
April 22, 2013 

P-1 The commenter lives in the Escala development and supports the trail for hikers but is not 
in support of the portion of trail that would go through the Escala development. Comment 
noted. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-75 ESA / 120929.00 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: SAN DIEGO RIVER - RUFFIN CANYON TRAIL AND URBAN WALK -- SERRA MESA/MISSION VALLEY, CITY

OF SAN DIEGO
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:45:18 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Charles E. Tucker" <cetucker7073@att.net>
Date: April 22, 2013, 6:36:21 PM PDT
To: <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: SAN DIEGO RIVER - RUFFIN CANYON TRAIL AND
URBAN WALK -- SERRA MESA/MISSION VALLEY, CITY OF SAN
DIEGO

<!--[if mso 9]--> <!--[endif]-->
Mr. McKernan,
 
My family and I strongly oppose this proposed project; we are residents
of Serra Mesa and will be directly impacted as we live right above the
canyon.  First off, we feel like we’re being taken advantage of, as today
is the first time that we have even heard of this proposal and it’s the last
day for public review.  After talking to a few of my neighbors, I have
found out that we’re not the only ones who didn’t know about it until
today!
 
Our biggest concerns are vagrancy and trespassing.  We’ve had our share
of people finding their way onto our property and that’s with no Urban
Walk; in my opinion it can only get worse for us; so once again, I say to
you that we strongly oppose this proposed project.
 
 
 
Charles E. Tucker
U. S. Navy-Retired
 
   Phone:  (H) 619.985.0281
   Email:  (H) cetucker7073@att.net
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter Q 
Charles E. Tucker 
April 22, 2013 

Q-1 The commenter opposes the project and expresses concern over vagrancy and 
trespassing. Comment noted. See Response to Comment I-3. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jon Gurish; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson
Subject: Fwd: San Diego River - Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 8:10:19 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: laura arnold <lba_jd@yahoo.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 8:05:48 PM PDT
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: San Diego River - Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk

Thank you for taking the time to consider my family's concerns about
your proposed project to construct a trail along the western ridge of
Ruffin Canyon, adjacent to our property line.  My husband and I are
career public servants.  He is a SDUSD teacher, and I am a deputy public
defender.  We are the proud parents of two little girls (6 and 8) and
three dogs, including two German Shephards.  We are from the midwest,
where green land is abundant, and we paid market price for this property
in 2003, precisely because it was a canyon-rim property without public
access and with an amazing panoramic view.  We have lived here,
happily, since that time.
 
We love our dogs and selected the breed because German Shephards are
wonderful guard dogs and obedient loving intelligent companions.  When
we are not at home (during the day), our dogs are contained in a
peaceful area in our backyard, with 6' fences, and without any
harassment or agitation.  We have serious concerns about the impact of
the proposed trail, adjacent to our property line, on our dogs.  We are
worried that they will become anxious due to the proximity of strangers
to "their yard" and will become extremelly agitated and anxious.  We are
worried about what they may do to our property in this agitated state.
 
We love our daughters and cherish their safety and their privacy.  We
chose this home because our backyard provides so much privacy whie
still being connected to the beautiful word in which we live.  Our chidren
have never had to worry about strangers scaling the canyon walls and
intruding on their safety.  We are concerned that this proposed project
will jeopardize our privacy and their safety.
 
We love the canyon and enjoy hiking.  We travel, as a family, to Mission
Trails, where we can hike without invading other people's privacy.  As
much as we love and cherish privacy, we respect the sanctitude of
people's homes.
 
We don't understand why this trail needs to be constructed; nor do we
understand why it needs to be constructed on such unstable eroded
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terrain and so near the property lines of us and our neighbors.  We
support the renovation of Serra Mesa, and we would enjoy a earth-
surfaced trail in Ruffin Canyon, but we cannot support this project due to
the concerns discussed above.
 
Thank you again for your careful thought to this important decision.
 
Very truly yours,
 
Laura Arnold and Jerry Urick
2793 Walker Dr., 92123
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter R 
Laura Arnold and Jerry Urick 
April 22, 2013 

R-1 The commenter expresses concern over the location of the proposed trail near residences 
and its effect on their dogs’ behavior. Comment noted. Pursuant to Pub Res C 
§21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive comment on an environmental 
issue, and does not require a specific response. 

R-2 The commenter expresses concern that the project would jeopardize safety and privacy. 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment D-11 and I-3. 

R-3 The commenter expresses concern over constructing a trail on unstable terrain and 
nearness of the trail to residences; and does not support the project due to these concerns. 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment D-12 and I-3. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-80 ESA / 120929.00 
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter S 
Terry L. Ward 
April 24, 2013 

S-1 (Note: This letter was received after the public comment period for the Draft MND was 
closed.) The commenter lives in the Escala development and notes that he was not 
adequately informed of the project. See Response to Comment D-5. 

S-2 The commenter is opposed to the project for the following reasons: safety and security of 
Escala residents, crime, liability to the Escala Association, trespassing, erosion, fire 
hazard, noise, aesthetics, and devaluation of property. See Responses to Comments D-9 
through D-14, D-19 through D-21, and I-3. 
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