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4S Santa Fe Valley Mega--Project Abatement Coalition 

October 8, 20 l 7 

Department of Planning and Development Services 
County of San Diego 
ATfN: Marisa Smith, Project Manger 
5Sl0 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Subj: Collected Comments 10 CBC DSEIR from residents and members of the Mega 
Project Abatement Coalition (MPAC) 

Ref: Chinese Bible Church of San Diego 
PDS20 l 4-SPA-14-00 l,PDS2010-3300-10-037(MUP), PDS2012-3940-12-002(V AC), 
PDS2010-3910-9508007L(ER), SCH# 214011018 

Below are a set of colJected comments from neighbors and members of the MPAC on the 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) the Chinese Bible Church of 
San Diego, the Project as identified i11 the DSEIR. 

As stated in the DSEIR, the Project site is located within the 888-acre Planning Area V in 
the northeastem po1tion of the SFVSP area. The site is part of sub-area 6. Designated as 
"Low-Medium density," the sub-area allowed up to a·total of 67 dwelling units on the 71 
acres. Sixty three (63) residential lots were developed as part of the Salviati project. A 
subsequent subdivision, Tentative Map (TM) 5123, was proposed to subdivide the 
remaining four lots on 9 .09 acres, but that TM WM not finalized and the site remains a 
single lot (APN 678-060-27-00). The Project site comprises this remainder lot and an off• 
site lot adjacent to Four Gee Road to be used for access purposes. 

The County General Plan regional category for the site is Semi Rural (SR). The site is 
located in the San Dieguito Community Plan Area (SDCPA), and has a land use 
designation of SPA (Specific Plan Area [Santa FeValley Specific Plan]). The proposed 
use is allowed in the SR category with approval of a Major Use Permit (MUP). The 
Project proposes ro develop a church campus in two phases. 

The project is requesting a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to allow a religious 
assembly use and a Major Use Permit (MUP) to regulate the church and proposed uses 
and potential impacts to tbe community. Applicant is also proposing an open space 
easement vacation (V AC) of 0.3 acres to accommodate the main enhy and to vacate: a 
flowage or Hooding easement of0.28 acres, and an exception request to current zoning to 
�ilow for addition al building heights for a b\1ilding and three tower elements. 

jerrykcnt@cox.net • 858 829-3064 
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0-4-1

0-4-2

Response to Comment Letter 

0-4-

0-4- The comment states that the comments that follow are from the neighbors and
members of the Mega-Project Abatement Coalition (MPAC). The County of San 
Diego appreciates the comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (DSEIR) by the 45 Santa Fe Valley San Diego Mega-Project 
Abatement Coalition (455FV). The County acknowledges the comment as an 
introduction to the comments that follow. No further response is required or 
necessary. 

0-4- The comment restates characteristics of the proposed project. The County
agrees that the statements are factual. No changes to the DSEIR are required 
as a result of the comment. 
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Comments Lettter 
0-4-

The alternative analysis are inadequate, incomplete and do not have technical analysis to 
support the determination� Furthermore, land use and traffic were not included in the 
alternatives assessment, rendering an incomplete thorough analysis. This section must be 
revised to include these two issue areas which both.have technical studies included as 
appendices to the DSEIR, and technical \lata, studies and analysis:to support the 
unsubstantiated impact assessment of the alternatives. 

The Specific Plan-Designated Land Use Alternative should be built as it is the 
environmentally superior .alternative and it is the ONLY alternative that is consistent with 
the General Plan and the SFVSP and would have the least number of impacts. 

There are other sites that the applicant could develop this project. At a minimum the 
reduced development footprint alternative should be required as it would reduce impacts 
to biological resources. 

To summarize, the CBC campus project DSEIR is inadequate in that it has many 
deficiencies and fails to provide sufficient infonnation lo evaluate the impacts of the 
project, ignores policies and objectives of the County General, Plan and the Santa Fe 
Valley Specific 1>1an,. generally accepted good planning practices, puts biologically 
sensitive open space at risk and changes-the character of the neighborhood in our 
planning sub-area. The project is simply too intense a use for this location and requires 
numerous waivers and modifications to plans and zoning that show its clear 
incompatibility for the site. 

Thank you for consideiing our concerns. You may address any questions to Dr. Kent, 
who is acting as spokesman for the MPAC at jerrykent@cox.net. 

]
0-4-81
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0-4-83

Response to Comments Letter 
0-4-

0-4-78 The comment notes that a description of the proposed project in Section 4.1.1 of the

DSEIR is in error. The County concurs with the comment. The statement in Section 

4.1.1, page 4-3 is hereby modified (with underline representing additional and 

strikeout representing deletions) to read: 

In addition, no alternative location is proposed because this site presents special 

features that make it the best choice for a project of this kind. It provides 9.09 

acres, and adequate room to accommodate buildings, parking, and access with 

minimal impacts towitRaloJt elist1oJrsiA!J biolgical resources. It is lower than surround­

ing uses, making it less intrusive. And infrastructure is already available to the site. 

This modifications does not change any conclusions in the DSEIR because the change is 

minor in nature and the project's impacts to biology are extensively analyzed elsewhere 

in the DSEIR. 

0-4-79 The comment states the alternative analysis is inadequate, incomplete, and have no

technical component. The comment is acknowledged, but because no specifics are cited, 

a detailed response is not possible. 

0-4-80 The comment states that land use and traffic were not included in the alternatives

discussion, rendering them incomplete. The primary purpose of the alternatives is to 

present feasible alternate approaches that reduce environmental impact. The project was 

analyzed for land use and traffic impacts, and, with the adoption of design measures, it 

was determined that these impacts were less than significant. Their inclusion would not 

then provide additional insight into how significant impacts can be reduced by the 

alternatives. 

0-4-81 The comment states the Specific Plan-Designated Land Use Alternative (SPDLU) should be

built and that it is the only alternative that meets the GP and SFVSP plans and has the 

fewest impacts. The comment is acknowledged. The SPDLU calls for using the site for up 

to four residential lots, as currently designated by the SP. The No Project Alternative (NPA) 

has fewer impacts than the SPDLU and is consistent with the GP and the SFVSP. Neither 

the NPA nor the SPDLU meet the project objectives because no church would be built. 

Please see the DSEIR, Section 4.2.3, page 4-5, and Section 4.3.3, page 4-8 for a discussion 

of project objectives. All comments in and responses to the 4SSFV will be included in the 

DSEIR that is provided to decision makers prior to their decision about the project. 
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