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August 10, 2000
To Whom it May Concern:

Attached is the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Upper San
Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP), as certified by County of San Diego Board of
Supervisors on August 9, 2000, as Agenda item #1. This printed version incorporates all
errata provided at the hearing and, for readability purposes, has been produced in “clean”
form (with no underline/strikecut text). @PLEASE NOTE THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS ADOPTED THE RIVERWAY SPECIFIC PLAN ALTERNATIVE (WITH
MINOR MODIFICATIONS), AND NOT THE PROPOSED PROJECT AS PRESENTED IN
THE EIR. This altemnative, which is discussed in detail in Section 4.6 of the EIR, was
designated as the environmentally preferred altemative, and was the Staff and Planning
Commission recommended altemative. The Board of Supervisors made the following
modifications to the aiternative prior to adoption:

¢ The trail alignment shown on for the property identified as Signs Trucking, would be
aligned in a manner that avoids the risk of blocking road access to the property;

e A 50-foot buffer, measured from the top of the slope, would be implemented (except
in a property where the trail is not within the Planning Buffer). In such instances, the
buffer would be reduced to 25-feet buffer, and only where the trail is not in the
Ptanning Buffer;

'« "Gas stations" and "dry cleaners” have been added to the list of non-allowable uses;
and

* Replacement wording regarding trails as presented, as Board of Supervisors
Exhibit 3 was added to the Project Description.

In addition to this clean version of the EIR, a copy of the underline/strikeout version of the
document, with errata sheets, is available.

- S, CPP
/ nvironmental Management Specialist ||
Resource Planning Section

JMD:ns
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY
PROJECT SYNOPSIS

The project area is located in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated eastern San Diego
County approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diego just east of the City of Santee.
The project area encompasses 552 acres, the majority of which is located immediately north and
west of State Highway 67. A non-contiguous 32-acre portion of the project area is located just
south of 67; and a 2.88-acre piece lies just east of Highway 67 along Vine Street. The upper
reach of the San Diego River runs through the middle of the project area. The project boundaries
are irregular but primarily follow parcel lines and roadways. The western boundary abuts the
jurisdictional boundary of the City of Santee; the northern boundary follows portions of Ei
Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue; and the eastern and southern boundaries generally
follow Highway 67.

The project consists of the following components:
e Repeal the RiverWay Specific Plan.

e Amend the Land Use Element to change the land use designation for the Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project (USDRIP) area from (21) Specific Plan Area to (6) Residential,
(13) General Commercial, (14) Service Commercial and (16) General Impact Industrial.

e Reclassify the zoning from the current S88 and S80 zones to RS7, C34, C36 and M54.
¢ Amend the Lakeside Community Plan to remove references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.

e Amend the Circulation Element to downgrade the status of certain road segments in Lakeside
and to delete a road segment.

o Amend Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance.

e Repeal Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance.

¢ Amend Article V, Section 6 of the Resourcc; Protection Ordinance.
¢ Repeal Article ITI, Section 7 of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

The project site comprises approximately 134 privately- and publicly-owned parcels totaling 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside. Approximately 38 acres would retain their
current zones because the zoning on these parcels were not changed by the RiverWay Specific
Plan. The proposed zones would allow uses similar to the RiverWay Specific Plan, including
industrial, commercial, and residential uses. The proposed zoning and land use designations
include approximately 400 acres of industrial, 69 acres of single-family residential, 23 acres of
commercial, and an existing elementary school, middle school, and fire station. The remaining
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acreage would be devoted to roads. Approximately 151 acres within the industrial zone and
4 acres within the C36 zone would be undevelopable because they will be located within the San
Diego River flood control channel after flood control improvements are implemented. The
residential zone would allow a maximum of 505 dwelling units.

The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

* Provide a greater range of uses allowed by right and by discretionary permit by eliminating
the RiverWay Specific Plan and applying conventional zoning;

» Ensure future development is not built within the 100-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation, utility, and flood control improvements;

¢ Ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual, noise, and air quality impacts; and

The project area is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of
commercial, industrial, residential, and institutional uses. Surrounding land uses include the
Willowbrook Country Club, located in the middle of the site but outside the project boundaries.
Single-family residential and commercial uses exist to the north; lower density homes exist on
the hillside to the northwest; to the west are residential uses in the City of Santee and the
continuation of the San Diego River; to the east is the San Diego River as well as industrial
storage, rodeo grounds, and the Lakeside Town Center. El Capitan High School and two county
parks also exist east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo Lake County Park.

The uses on the site currently are varied. A majority of the site is in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Uses on the site include concrete products
manufacturing, heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores,
construction and drilling materials storage, recreational vehicle storage, and a barn manufacturer.
A restaurant, plant nursery, gas station, fire station, and two schools are also located in the
project area. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion of the
site. Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units, six duplexes, and a mobile home park. Although much of the area along San
Diego River has been mined for sand resources in the past, areas of high quality riparian habitat
have regenerated in the northeast corner of the project area east of Channel Road.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES THAT REDUCE THE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

Table S-1 is a summary of the impacts associated with the proposed project, recommended
mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impacts after mitigation.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR : 8-2



SUMMARY

Project Alternatives
Lakeside Planning Group Alternative

Similar to the proposed project, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would also remove the
Specific Plan land use designation and zoning from the USDRIP site and replace them with
conventional zoning. However, the zones proposed for this alternative differ from the proposed
project, as discussed in Section 4.2 of this EIR. The flood control channel area would be zoned
S80 (Open Space Use) instead of M54. This alternative would also replace the M54 General
Impact Industrial zone proposed on the western half of the site with M52 Limited Industrial. The
primary difference between these industrial zones is that the M52 zone requires all uses to be
conducted within buildings. Outdoor uses are only allowed if approved by a Major Use Permit.
The M54 zone at the eastern end of the project area would be the same as the proposed project.
The M52 zone would also replace the RS7 zone proposed in the northwestern portion of the
project area along El Nopal. Instead, a smaller area adjacent to the Lakeside Farms Elementary
School along Riverside Drive would be zoned RS3. This area would allow approximately 29
dwelling units. The C36 General Commercial zone along Riverside Drive and Riverford Road
would also be reduced in size and would not extend into the flood control channel area. All other
aspects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would be the same as the proposed project.

The environmental impacts associated with this alternative are substantially similar to the
proposed action, but are incrementally reduced when compared with the proposed project due to
less intensive development allowed with the M52 zone. This alternative meets the majority of
the goals and objectives of the proposed project; however, because the impacts are substantially
the same as the proposed action, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is not considered the
environmentally preferred alternative.

No Development Alternative

The No Development Alternative proposes to leave the project area in its present condition
without project development or new construction. Existing conditions for each environmental
issue area would remain, and environmental impacts would remain at existing levels, as
discussed in Section 4.3 of this EIR. This alternative would delay, but not eliminate, the
potential for future development. The No Development Alternative is not feasible or practical to
implement. This alternative does not meet any of the goals and objectives of the proposed
project. Because the parcels within the project area are privately owned and the project area is
located in an urbanizing environment, it is impractical to assume that this area would remain
undeveloped. Additionally, the current "blighted" condition of the project area would continue.
Therefore, this alternative is not considered the environmentally preferred alternative.

No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative
The No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative would allow the project area to retain the zoning

and land use designations of the existing RiverWay Specific Plan. This plan allows for the
development of approximately 240 acres of industrial uses, 17 acres of commercial uses, and a
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total of 746 dwelling units. Additionally, the existing Specific Plan allows for the development
of low intensity recreational uses and the creation of new wildlife habitat within the riverbed. In
comparison to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan allows 160 fewer acres of
industrial uses, 6 fewer acres of commercial uses, and 241 more dwelling units than the proposed
project. The No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative does not implement two of the four
project objectives: 1) to provide a greater range of uses, nor 2) eliminate County funding
commitment to implement the Redevelopment Plan. The impacts of this alternative are
substantially the same as the proposed action; however, since the County lacks the financial
means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to below a level of
significance, significant impacts, including transportation, geology, and water resources, would
remain unmitigable and unavoidable. This alternative is, therefore, not considered the
environmentally preferred alternative.

M52 Buffer Alternative

The M52 Buffer Alternative proposes to create a buffer, which would consist of lower impact
industrial uses, between areas where higher intensity industrial uses are located adjacent to
residential uses (see Figure 4.4-1). This alternative would rezone approximately 24 acres to
M52, which would create a buffer zone, measuring 200 feet from the property lines for the
portion of Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and the Willowbrook Country Club and
200 feet from the property line of the parcel located south of Mast Boulevard. Additionally, this
buffer zone would be placed approximately 600 feet of the length of the property immediately
west of the Willowbrook Country Club. Approximately 68 acres in the northwest corner of the
site would be rezoned RS7, resulting in a maximum of 493 dwelling units (12 units less than the
proposed project); approximately 24 acres would be rezoned to C36; approximately 4 acres
would be rezoned to C34; 398 acres would be rezoned to M54; and 34 acres would remain as
they are now zoned under the RiverWay Specific Plan.

RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative

Industrial uses, generally allowed by right or permit within the M52 or M54 zones, would be
allowed consistent with the Industrial, S-88 (Modified MS52) or (Modified M54) zones as
proposed in the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment. The amendment would allow open
storage, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The amendment would also allow accessory vehicle parking (i.e., delivery trucks, etc.) up to a
maximum of 50 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of the building.

The full range of uses allowed in the C36, M52, and M54 Zones, with some limitations, would
be allowed after amendment of the RiverWay Specific Plan. The exception to the full range of
uses is the exclusion of some uses the community does not want to encourage, such as mini-
warehouses, drug paraphernalia shops, crematories, RV and boat storage, and recycling and
processing facilities. Open storage would be allowed, by right, up to 10 percent of the total
square footage of the ground floor(s) of all buildings on the property, which would be
expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit. The amended Specific Plan provides a
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reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be rehabilitated to restore the San
Diego River with riparian vegetation and allow future industrial development. The “W”
designator and the S-88 Specific Plan Use Regulation would be applied to the San Diego River
instead of M54 as proposed, which would limit future development within the river 100-year
floodplain. The Specific Plan Amendment would require compliance with the BMO and the
RPO would be amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the
USDRIP area. Similarly, the BMO would be amended to remove all exemptions to the BMO in
the USDRIP area. The amendments to the Zoning Ordinance would consist of the repeal of
Section 6878, which currently allows a use that has become non-conforming, as the result of a
rezone associated with a redevelopment project, to be expanded or substituted for any other use
allowed in the previous zone by right or a Minor Use Permit. Finally, the Specific Plan
Amendment would modify Section 5454 (the “W” Flood Control Channel designator) to allow
the Director of Public Works to waive certain development restrictions when the property is no
longer in the flood plain. The Flood Channel Special Area Regulation (W) and the S-88 Specific
Plan Use Regulation would be applied to land permanently reserved for conveyance of the 100-
year flood. The Specific Plan amendment would require amendment of the General Plan to
delete references to the Redevelopment Plan and Agency from the Lakeside Community Plan to
make it consistent with the amended Specific Plan. This alternative would be the
environmentally preferred alternative.

Areas of Controversy

There are four areas of controversy regarding this project. Three involve zoning while the fourth
involves General Plan Designations:

o Extent of M54 zoning over most of the project area.
e Zoning of the San Diego River regarding its protection as open space.

o Allowed outdoor storage in the M54 zone which would perpetuate the visual blight of the
area regarding unsightly storage.

e The fourth area of controversy involves the General Plan Designation for the western
industrial areas and the commercial areas. The project has proposed a (14) Service
Commercial designation for the commercial areas while the Lakeside Planning Group and
Lakeside Design Review Board have proposed a (13) General Commercial designation. For
the industrial areas, the project proposes a (16) General Impact Industrial designation while
the Lakeside Planning Group and Lakeside Design Review Board have proposed a (15)
Limited Impact Industrial designation for the industrial properties on the west half of the
project site.
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Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body
Three issues remain to be resolved by the decision-making body:

1. The County does not have adequate funds to fully finance the traffic improvements needed to
reduce traffic impacts from development of the USDRIP site to below significant. Traffic
impacts will be significant and unmitigable unless funding can be secured to finance the
needed improvements.

2. Currently, there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to fire and police
protection services to a level below significance. Impacts to these service will be significant

and unmitigable.

3. Selection of the preferred alternative.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSIONS

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Transportation/Circulation (see Section 2.1)

The results of the intersection and street segment capacity
analyses indicate that 8 intersections and 5 street segments
would be significantly impacted by project-generated
traffic. However, it should be recognized that at Plan to
Plan level of analysis (Riverway Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the traffic impacts
are similar because the project would allow land uses that
are substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

Signalization of the intersections and
modifications to lane configurations and
intersection approaches at the impacted

intersections would improve the LOS at these
intersections to acceptable levels.

Additionally, widening of impacted street
segments would improve the LOS at these
locations to acceptable levels.

Since the County lacks the financial means to
implement mitigation measures that would
reduce traffic impacts to below a level of
significance, traffic impacts would remain
unmitigable and unavoidable.

Implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended in Section 2.1 would result in the
reduction of all traffic impacts to less than significant
levels. However, because the County does not have
adequate funds to fully finance the improvements,
traffic impacts to the intersections and street segments
identified in this section would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Public Services {see Section 2.4)

The proposed project would result in the need for
additional fire protection staff and fire equipment to
maintain the current level of service, which is already
deemed inadequate by the Lakeside Fire Protection
District; this would be a significant impact to fire
protection services. Similarly, current police staffing and
personnel do not adequately serve the project area.
Implementation of the proposed project would further
diminish the level of service to the remainder of the
unincorporated area of the County, resulting in a
significant impact to police protection services.

There are no feasible mitigation measures
available at this time to reduce impacts to fire
and police protection services.

Impacts to fire and police protection services would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR
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TABLE §-1

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSIONS

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated

Biological Resources (see Section 2.2)

Deveiopment in the project area would result in the
removal of on-site plant communities, including sensitive
wetland and riparian habitats, and the wildlife habitat that
they represent, which would be considered a significant
impact.

Construction activity would disturb all wildlife in the
vicinity, Many species can be expected to move to
adjacent areas of similar habitat. However, species of low
mobility, particularly burrowing reptiles and mammals,
will probably be eliminated by site preparation. Migration
of on-site species would cause temporary increased stress
on nearby wildlife populations as competition for food,
water, and nesting sites increased.

Additionally, night lighting in the allowed development
areas adjacent to the floodway may be detrimental to
animals in nearby natural areas.

The San Diego ambrosia, a federal species of concem, was
observed within the boundaries of the project area;
therefore, there is a potential impact to sensitive plant
species. Also, a variety of habitats can be found on-site,
including riparian and coastal sage scrub, which may
support threatened or endangered species.

Future development projects would have to comply with
the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance which
requires site surveys, avoidance of sensitive biological
resources, and mitigation where impacts cannot be

Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood
control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation
Ordinance. All  wetland  restoration,
revegetation, and creation activities will be
conducted within the San Diego River
floodplain. Empacts to all wetland resources will
be mitigated by creation and restoration of
wetlands which replace the functions and values
of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there
will be no net loss of wetland acreage in
addition to a replacement of the functions and
values. The mitigation plan must be prepared to
the satisfaction of the Department of Planning
and Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland
permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the California
Department of Fish and Game, The project
applicant shall also comply with all applicable
permit requirements.

Site-specific impacts to biological resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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TABLE S-1 -
SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES CONCLUSIONS

avoided. Compliance with the BMO would mitigate all
impacts to sensitive habitat and species.

Because the County flood control plan relied on the
RiverWay Specific Plan for mitigation to wetlands and the
Specific Plan would be repealed by the project, impacts to
wetlands would be significant.

Noise (see Section 2.3)

The proposed project would allow the development of [ As a requirement of environmental review of | With implementation of site-specific mitigation

commercial and/or industrial uses adjacent to residential | any discretionary permit, any commercial and/or | measures, noise impacts can be mitigated to below a

uses, which may result in a significant noise impact on | industrial use projects to be located adjacent to | level of significance.

sensitive receptors, specifically on the residential uses. residential uses shall prepare a site-specific
: detailed noise study. These residential uses are

located as follows:

e  The northwestern portion of the site where
RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

¢ The northern portion of the site where M54
Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook
Mobile Estates;

e  The northern portion of the site where RS3
Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

e  The southem pocket of the site where RU29
is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

The noise study shall evaluate specific activities
to be conducted at the individual project sites to
ensure that the projects conform to the property
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSIONS

line noise regulations of the County's Noise
Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level
averaging provision of the Noise Ordinance.
The noise study shall include site-specific
mitigation measures, including building design
and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-
generating uses away from residential property
lines, limitation of the hours of operation,
placement of buffers, noise walls, and setbacks,
as needed.

Cultural Resources (see Section 2.5)

Development under the proposed project would potentially
affect cultural resource sites that may exist in the project
area. The areas most susceptible to project impacts are
those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive
subsurface disturbances, such as sand mining, have not
been conducted. Direct impacts would result from
construction activities, particularly excavation and grading
activities, which could disturb existing unidentified
cultural resource sites or artifacts. This may result in a
significant impact.

However, compliance with the RPO prohibits
development, trenching, clearing and grubbing, or any
other activity or use damaging to significant prehistoric or
historic sites.

It should be recognized that at Plan to Plan level of
analysis (Riverway Specific Plan to the proposed General
Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar
because the project would allow land uses that are
substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

As a condition of any Subdivision Map
proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest
portion of the site, a monitoring or
survey/monitor program would be required.
Figure 2.5-1 depicts the requirements.

For parcels located in the eastern portion of the
site designated as Industrial or Commercial, the
appropriate  cultural  resources  program
{monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any
development proposal.

In the event that potentially significant resources
are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be
implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include
avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with County
guidelines for cultural resources surveys and
mitigation.

Site-specific impacts to cultural resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSIONS

In accordance with County Guidelines for the
Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural
resource investigations shall be conducted by
certified Society of Professional Archaeologists
personnel. The results of these investigations
shall be documented in reports acceptable to the
County.

Acethetics (see Section 2.6)

Because new development would replace mining
operations, new development would be compatible with
existing industrial uses, and the Lakeside Design
Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and
industrial development, it is expected that the aesthetic
quality of the project area would improve from the existing
condition. Impacts are not considered significant.

However, from an aesthetic standpoint, implementation of
the RiverWay Design Guidelines is more likely to result in
more aesthetically appealing development proposals.
Removal of these site-specific guidelines are considered an
adverse impact to the County’s desire to establish an
aesthetically pleasing industrial area.

Prior to issuance of a building permit for
properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account
by implementing the following: no construction
of buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of
the exterior bank of the flood control channel;
landscaping with the buffer shall be done in
accordance with the Lakeside

Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall
be allowed in conjunction with a 10-foot
screened landscaping buffer designed to the
satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

The adverse aesthetic impact can be eliminated by
implementation of the recommended mitigation
measure.

Hazards (see Section 2.7)

Public exposure to hazardous materials and/or waste
associated with existing site conditions may occur during
project construction. This may result in a significant
impact.

Prior to construction of each individual
development allowed under the proposed project
or by right, a project-specific assessment of the
site's condition and characteristics shali be
required to determine the presence or absence of
environmental contamination and concemns
resulting from existing uses.

Public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes
can be eliminated by implementation of the identified
mitigation measure.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION, LOCATION
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION, LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING

1.1  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION
The project consists of the following components:
¢ Repeal the RiverWay Specific Plan.

¢ Amend the Land Use Element to change the land use designation for the Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project (USDRIP) area from (21) Specific Plan Area to (6) Residential,
(13) General Commercial, (14) Service Commercial and (16) General Impact Industrial.

e Reclassify the zoning from the current S88 and S80 zones to RS7, C34, C36, and M54.
e Amend the Lakeside Community Plan to remove references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.

e Amend the Circulation Element to downgrade the status of certain road segments in Lakeside
and to delete a road segment.

¢ Amend Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance.

e Repeal Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance.

¢ Amend Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance.
¢ Repeal Article 111, Section 7 of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

The project site comprises approximately 134 privately- and publicly-owned parcels totaling 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside.

1.1.1 Project Location

The project site is located in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated eastern San Diego
County approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diego just east of the City of Santee
(Figure 1-1). The project site encompasses 552 acres, the majority of which is located
immediately north and west of State Highway 67 (Figure 1-2). A non-contiguous 32-acre
portion of the site is located just south of 67; and a 2.88-acre piece lies just east of Highway 67
along Vine Street. The upper reach of the San Diego River runs through the middle of the
project site. The project boundaries are irregular but primarily follow parcel lines and roadways.
The western boundary abuts the junisdictional boundary of the City of Santee; the northem
boundary follows portions of El Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue; and the eastern
and southern boundaries generally follow Highway 67.
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1.1.2 Project Background

The USDRIP area has been in active sand and aggregate mining and processing since the 1950s.
Related industrial uses, including concrete products manufacturing, building material and supply
stores, and construction and drilling materials storage, have located in the area generated by the
mining activities. The USDRIP site was established as a redevelopment area in 1989 and a
Redevelopment Plan was adopted by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors on July 18,
1989. The purpose of the redevelopment plan was to provide funds to assist in redevelopment of
the USDRIP area, remove blighted conditions, and improve infrastructure, particularly flooding
associated with the San Diego River. The RiverWay Specific Plan for the USDRIP project site
was adopted in 1990 to establish zoning and development requirements for the project and
implement the goals and objectives of the USDRIP Redevelopment Plan. The RiverWay
Specific Plan established the S-88 zone and a (21) Specific Plan land use designation for most of
the USDRIP site and established standards and guidelines for development within the project
area. The Specific Plan also included a Habitat Management Plan and design guidelines.

Since the approval of the RiverWay Specific Plan, several goals and objectives were
implemented: (1) a flood control plan was adopted in 1992, establishing the final configuration
of the San Diego River and type and location of needed flood control structures; (2) one of three
flood control structures was built, (3) the Channel Road Bridge project (involving a drop
structure and other improvements to Channel Road) was engineered and is scheduled for
completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds; (4) Riverside Drive widening was approved
for design; and (5) a portion of Mast Bowevard, west of Riverford Road, was improved to a two-
lane road.

With the exception of the improvements listed above, little development has occurred in the
project area due to poor market demand for land uses currently planned in the project area, the
speed with which land can be reclaimed from sand mining activity, and the high cost of needed
road improvements.

Two reclamation plans, in accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), have been approved within the USDRIP site (Figure 1-3). These reclamation plans
have incorporated the flood control plan approved by the County in 1992 and include
reclamation of wildlife habitat, revegetation, drainage and erosion control measures, landform
reconfiguration, and establishment of land for future development. Separate CEQA
environmental clearances have also been obtained for these plans. A third reclamation plan,
(Calmat) expired in March 1995, and is being reviewed again by the County.

An Environmental Initial Study and Notice of Preparation and Responses for this project are
included as Appendix A.
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1.1.3 Project Characteristics
Repeal of the RiverWay Specific Plan

Under the project, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be repealed and more conventional Zoning
and General Plan land use designations would replace the plan. If the Specific Plan is repealed,
the proposed General Plan land use designations and zoning would govern future development of
the area.

Amendment to the Land Use Designation in the Land Use Element to Change the (21)
Specific Plan Area Designation for the RiverWay Area to Other Land Use Designations

Currently, the Land Use Element designates the USDRIP area as (21) Specific Plan Area. The
proposed project includes changing this land use designation to (6) Residential for the residential

- areas, (14) Service Commercial for the commercial areas and (16) General Impact Industrial for

the industrial areas. Two areas, which are already developed with public buildings, would be
changed to (22) Public/Semi-Public designation. An area south of SR 67 which is currently
zoned C36 with a (21) Specific Plan Area designation would be changed to the (13) General
Commercial land use designation (see Table 1-1).

The Regional Land Use Element of the County’s General Plan states that the (6) Residential land
use designation has a maximum density of 7.3 dwelling units per acre. It is consistent with a
number of zones. The (14) Service Commercial land use designation allows heavier commercial
or light industrial uses with large acreage requirements. This designation emphasizes services to
retail commercial zones by permitting wholesaling and warehousing activities. The designation
is consistent with most commercial zones, including C34 and C36. The (13) General
Commercial designation is appropriate for community or regional shopping centers, central
business districts, or small but highly diverse commercial development. The designation is
compatible with both C34 and C36 zones. The (16) General Impact Industrial designation
provides for uses exhibiting moderate to severe nuisance characteristics. Typically, large site are
required with direct access to major roads, railroads, and other transportation modes. The
designation is consistent with most industrial zones, including M52 and M54.

Zone Reclassification from Current Zoning to More Standard Zones

The proposed project includes a zone reclassification of the entire 552 acres to change the S88
Specific Plan and S80 Open Space zoning to more standard zoning as shown in Figure 1-4 and
Table 1-1. Approximately 38 acres would retain their current zones (as indicated by asterisks in
Table 1-1) because the zoning on these parcels is not S88. The proposed zoning includes
approximately 400 acres of industrial (M54), 69 acres of single-family residential (RWS7), 23
acres of commercial (C34 and C36), an existing elementary school (RS3), and middle school and
fire station (both RU29). The remaining acreage would be devoted to roads. Approximately 151
acres to be zoned industrial and 4 acres to be zoned C36 zone would be undevelopable because
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of flood control improvements planned for this area. The residential zone would allow a
maximum of 505 dwelling units.

Each of the proposed zones allows a variety of land uses according to the Zoning Ordinance’s
Use and Enclosure Matrix. Uses are either allowed by right or with a discretionary permit, such
as a site plan or Minor or Major Use Permit. The Use and Enclosure Matrix is included in
Appendix B of this EIR.

The residential zones (i.e., RS and RU) allow single-family homes, but also may allow civic uses
(e.g., administrative services, community recreation, child care center, and group care) with a
Major Use Permit. Most commercial uses are not allowed in the RS and RU zones; however,
some uses such as retail, restaurants, and medical services are permitted in the RU zone if they
are part of a planned development of 20 acres or more. Industrial uses are not allowed. The fire
station and two schools are located in residentially-zoned areas (RU29 and RS3) and these uses
are anticipated to remain in the future (see Appendix B).

The commercial zones (C34 and C36) allow various commercial uses by right. The C34 zone
allows a number of uses including, but not limited to, Administrative and Professional Services,
Agricultural and Horticultural Sales, Animal Sales and Services, Automotive and Equipment:
Parking, Business Support Services, Eating and Drinking Establishments, Food and Beverage
Retail Sales Repair Services, Consumer, Retail Sales: General, Retail Sales: Specialty and
Transient Habitation: Lodging (see Appendix B).

A majority of the project site would be zoned M54 General Impact Industrial. The use
regulations for this zone allow a variety of uses including custom manufacturing, storage and
distribution, and automotive and equipment sales and repairs. . Typically, this zone occurs near
rail and trucking facilities and allows outdoor storage of goods such as lumber, cars, construction
equipment, and manufactured items. The M54 General Impact Industrial zone does not allow
residential development, but allows some civic and commercial uses with special permits (see
Appendix B).

Special land use regulations would also be applied to portions of the project site. The “B”
Community Design Review Special Area Regulator currently applies to all areas in USDRIP
designated for commercial and industrial uses (approximately 282 acres). The Lakeside Design
Guidelines apply to all parcels with a “B” Designator. The “B” designator requires that a site
plan be reviewed and approved for all industrial, commercial, and multi-family development
prior to establishment of use or issuance of building or discretionary permits. The “B”
Designator would remain and would be applied to 462 acres of commercial, industrial, and multi-
family residential zones.

The “W” Zone Flood Channel Designator would replace the “F” Floodplain Designator that
currently exists on the River channel and the floodplain. The “W” Designator (Flood Channel
Area Regulations) restricts development within the 100-year floodplain and requires
implementation of a flood control plan as adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The USDRIP
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flood control plan, adopted in 1992, currently applies and would continue to apply to the project
site. This plan would be required to be implemented prior to development on any parcels subject
to the “W” Designator. No buildings or structures are allowed on these parcels until it can be
shown that they will be out of the 100-year floodplain.

Because a flood control plan has been adopted, the “W” Designator is more appropriate for the
San Diego River in this area since the “W” was designed to deal with adopted flood control
channels. The “F” Designator, by comparison, is meant for streams that are meant to be left in a
more natural state.

The flood control plan already approved for this portion of the San Diego River would continue
to be in effect for the USDRIP project site. Flood control and land development would be
subject to the improvements required by the flood control plan. The flood control channel would
be zoned primarily M54 with a small portion adjacent to Riverford Road zoned C36. However,
the 155 acres that are located within the flood control channel could not be developed under the
“W” Regulations.

Amendment to the Lakeside Community Plan to Delete References to the RiverWay Specific
Plan

The Lakeside Community Plan contains various references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.
Under the proposed project, those references would be deleted.

Amendment to the Lakeside Circulation Element

Amendments to the County’s Circulation Element are also proposed as part of the project. The
project proposes to downgrade the status of Riverford Road between the two on/off ramps at
Highway 67 from Prime Arterial to a four-lane collector. In addition, the status of Mapleview
Street, between Channel Road and Highway 67, and Channel Road, between Woodside Avenue
and Mapleview Street, would be downgraded from Major Road to four-lane collector.
Mapleview Street between Riverford Road and Wintergardens Boulevard would be deleted from
the Circulation Element.

Amendment to Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance

The project also includes an amendment to Zoning Ordinance Section 5454. This section would
be modified to allow the Director of Public Works to waive building restrictions of the “W”
Designator if the Director of Public Works determines the parcel is no longer subject to
inundation dué to the construction of flood control structures or facilities. Section 5454 would
be amended as follows:
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Section 5454 REMOVAL OF BUILDING RESTRICTIONS

If the Director of Public Works determines. based upon a written certification from a qualified
registered engineer, that a parcel is no longer subject to inundation due to_the construction of

flood contro} structures or facilities in accordance with Section 5462 and anv adopted flood

control plan, the Director of Public Works shall waive the application of Sections 5464 through
5472 as to that parcel.

Repeal of Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance
The project also includes repealing Zoning Ordinance Section 6878, which states:
6878 REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

Notwithstanding other provisions of these Nonconformity Regulations, any use located within
the project area of a Redevelopment Plan approved pursuant to the Community Redevelopment
Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.) which becomes nonconforming to zoning
which is adopted to implement such redevelopment plan, may, upon issuance of a Minor Use
Permit, be expanded, extended, modified, or another use substituted therefore, provided such
substituted use was a permitted use by right or Minor Use Permit under the existing zoning prior
to the rezone which created the nonconformity. Any application for such Minor Use Permit shall
be accompanied by an Owner Participation Agreement which has been entered into pursuant to
Section 33339 of the Community Redevelopment Law and is in effect and which provides for
such continuation, expansion, modification, or substitution. In addition to the findings for Minor
Use Permit required by Section 7358, the approving authority shall first find that such permit is
in conformance to the applicable redevelopment plan.

This amendment is proposed because USDRIP is the County’s only redevelopment area to which
the County’s Zoning Ordinance applies. Therefore, this section is no longer necessary.

Amendment to Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance

The proposed project includes an amendment to Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPO), adding an exception to the exemption of any development projects within the
USDRIP site from the provisions of the RPO. Article V, Section 6 would be amended as
follows:

6. Any project_located within the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project’s
redevelopmentarea boundaries with the exception that Article IV. Section 7 of the

Resource Protection Ordinance shall apply.
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Article IV, Section 7 of the RPO states the following:

7. Significant Prehistoric or Historic Sites. Development, trenching, grading, clearing and
grubbing, or any other activity or use damaging to significant prehistoric or historic site
lands shall be prohibited, except for scientific investigations with an approved research
design prepared by an archaeologist certified by the Society of Professional
Archaeologists.

Repeal of Article III, Section 7 of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance

The proposed project includes repealing Biological Mitigation Ordinance Article III, Section 7,
which states:

7. Any project within the Redevelopment Plan for the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project, adopted July 19, 1989 by Ordinance No. 7652 and amended March 17, 1995 by
Ordinance No. 8506.

Because the restoration program associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan would no longer be
implemented, the County will require biological mitigation in accordance with the requirements
of the BMO.

1.2  PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The project objectives are to:

¢ Provide a greater range of uses allowed by right and by discretionary permit by eliminating
the RiverWay Specific Plan and applying conventional zoning;

o Ensure future development is not built within the 100-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation, utility, and flood control improvements;

o Ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual, noise, and air quality impacts; and

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The USDRIP EIR is an informational document for decision makers and the public to use for
their review of the potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project, as well
as in the evaluation of alternatives and mitigation measures which may minimize, avoid, or
eliminate those impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a)).
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1.3.1 Matrix of Project Approvals/Permits

This EIR -will be used for the following approvals:

Discretionary Approvals Responsible Agency

e  General Plan and Community Plan e County of San Diego
Amendments
Zone Reclassifications ¢ County of San Diego
Zoning Ordinance Amendments ¢ County of San Diego

Repeal of Specific Plan and Amendments to ¢ County of San Diego
RPO and BMO

The following agencies would be responsible for issuing permits for future specific development
proposals in the USDRIP area:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Caltrans

California Dept. of Fish and Game

This EIR is programmatic in scope as addressed in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Based on the conventional zoning proposed for the USDRIP site, it is anticipated that future
discretionary approvals and permits would be required as development proposals are submitted
to the County. These include Minor and Major use permits, site plans, grading permits,
subdivision maps, as well as compliance with the "B" Designator. Future development permits
are speculative at this time because individual projects are not currently proposed; however, any
future discretionary actions would require further environmental review and compliance with
County regulations and the California Environmental Quality Act.

Other environmental regulations that require compliance for individual projects include Clean
Water Act Section 404 permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for wetland filling and
dredging, Streambed Alteration Agreements from the California Department of Fish and Game,
and compliance with the Endangered Species Act for any impacts to threatened and endangered
species. Compliance with County regulations such as grading, zoning, and noise ordinances, and
building permit regulations would also be required as development proposals are submitted.
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1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of
commercial, industrial, residential, and institutional uses. The site is located in a broad valley
with low hills to the north and southwest. Highway 67 is the dominant roadway in the area. The
San Diego River, which traverses San Diego County from the Laguna Mountains to the Pacific
Ocean, passes through the project site. Several unincorporated semi-rural residential
communities surround the project site including Eucalyptus Hills, Blossom Valley, Flinn
Springs, Winter Gardens and others.

Surrounding land uses include the Willowbrook Country Club, located in the middle of the site
but outside the project boundaries. Single-family residential and commercial uses exist to the
north; lower density homes exist on the hillside to the northwest; to the west are residential uses
in the City of Santee and the continuation of the San Diego River; to the east is the San Diego
River as well as industrial storage, rodeo grounds, and the Lakeside Town Center. El Capitan
High School and two county parks also exist east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo
Lake County Park.

The uses on the site currently are varied. A majority of the site is in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Uses on the site include concrete products
manufacturing, heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores,
construction and drilling materials storage, recreational vehicle storage, and a barn manufacturer.
A restaurant, plant nursery, gas station, fire station, and two schools are also located in the
project area. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion of the
site.

Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units, six duplexes, and a 60-space mobile home park located in the southeast portion of
the site. Although much of the area along San Diego River has been mined for sand resources in
the past, areas of high quality riparian habitat have regenerated in the northeast comer of the
project area east of Channel Road.

1.4.1 Consistency of Project with Applicable Regional and General Plans

The County's General Plan, which includes the Lakeside Community Plan, was amended in 1990
to include the RiverWay Specific Plan (Figure 1-5) and to change the land use designations and
zoning to reflect the Specific Plan land use plan. Eliminating the RiverWay Specific Plan is not
consistent with the General Plan which specifically incorporates the RiverWay Specific Plan as a
land use designation. However, the proposed project is to amend the County's General Plan;
(including the Lakeside Community Plan) to remove the Specific Plan designation and rezone
the land. To this end, the project would be consistent with the County General Plan.
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The proposed General Plan land use designations and zoning for the USDRIP project area are
generally consistent with the land uses allowed under the RiverWay Specific Plan. The level of
consistency is evaluated in detail in Section 2.0 of this EIR.

Because removing the Specific Plan will require an amendment to the County General Plan
(including the Lakeside Community Plan), conformance with the Air Pollution Control District's
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) for San Diego County is a potential issue. Because the
uses allowed by the proposed land use designations and zoning are similar to those allowed
under the RiverWay Specific Plan, the proposed project will be in substantial conformance with
the existing RAQS. The level of consistency is further analyzed in Section 2.0 of this EIR.
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TABLE 1-1
USDRIP PROPOSED ZONES AND LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
Approx. Dwelling
Zone Land Use Designation Acres Units Other Uses

RS7 (6) Single Family Residential 69 504
C34 (14) Service Commercial 4
C36* (14) Service Commercial 19
MS54** (16) General Impact Industrial 401
RS3*** (22) Public/Semi-Public 7 Elementary School
AT72*%%  (22) Public/Semi-Public 2 1 '
C36*** (13) General Commercial 9
RU29***  (22) Public/Semi-Public 20 Middle School/Fire Station

Roads 21
Total 552 505

* Includes approximately 4 acres of flood control channel

** Includes approximately 151 acres of flood control channel
*** No change to current zone
All numbers are rounded
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2.0 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following sections include an analysis, by issue area, of the proposed project on the
environment in compliance with Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines. The following subjects
are discussed for each section:

Existing Conditions;

Thresholds of Significance;

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance;
Mitigation Measures; and

Conclusions.

The issue areas analyzed in this section were found to be potentially significant in the Initial
Study prepared for the project. These issue areas are:

Transportation/Circulation;
Biological Resources;
Noise;

Public Services;
Aesthetics; and

Hazards.
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2.1  TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

This section summarizes the results and recommendations of a traffic study prepared for the
proposed project by Linscott Law & Greenspan in August 1998. The traffic study addresses the
potential project-generated traffic impacts along the existing and proposed street system in the
area. The full report is included in this Draft EIR as Appendix C.

2.1.1 Existing Conditions
Existing Vehicular Access and Circulation

The County of San Diego Public Road Standards for the classification of roadways in the County
are as follows: .

Prime Arterials: 102 feet wide in 122 feet of Right-of-Way (R/W), providing six through lanes,
a raised median and curbside parking.

Major Roads: 78 feet wide in 98 feet of R/W, providing four through lanes, a raised median
and curbside parking.

Collectors: 64 feet wide in 84 feet of R/W providing four through lanes with curbside
parking or four through lanes with a left-turn lane.

Light Collectors: 40 feet wide in 60 feet of R/W, providing two through lanes with a lefi-turn
‘ lane. Bike lanes add 10 feet to both the road width and the R/W.

A brief description of the existing street/circulation system serving the project area is presented
below.

Riverford Road is currently classified as a Prime Arterial from Highway 67 to Riverside Drive
but is proposed to be reclassified as a Collector between the two on/off ramps at SR-67 as part of
this project. Riverford Road currently is a two-lane undivided road from Woodside Avenue to
just south of Riverside Drive. The northbound approach to Riverside Drive is a four-lane
undivided road. Riverford Road is currently signalized at Woodside Avenue and at Riverside
Drive. It should be noted that the Riverford Road/Riverside Drive intersection was analyzed
without a traffic signal since this was the case when the traffic study commenced. Signalization
of this intersection will not affect the traffic analysis conclusions because the intersection was
assumed to be signalized in all conditions except the existing condition. The posted speed limit
is 40 miles per hour (mph) and curbside parking is generally prohibited. Bike lanes are provided
in the project area.

Riverside Drive is classified as a Collector along its entire length from Riverford Road to
Lakeside Avenue and currently operates as a two-lane undivided roadway. Riverside Drive is
currently signalized at Palm Row Drive. The posted speed limit on Riverside Drive is 45 mph,
and bus stops and bike lanes are provided.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-1
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Palm Row Drive is classified as a Light Collector and intersects Riverside Drive at a signalized
intersection. Parking is generally allowed on Palm Row Drive, and the posted speed limit is
40 mph.

Vista Camino is a two-lane residential street that intersects Riverside Drive at an unsignalized
intersection. Parking is generally permitted along Vista Camino, and the posted speed limit is 25
mph.

Lakeside Avenue is a two-lane undivided road that extends east from Palm Row Drive to
Channel Road within the project area. West of Riverside Drive, Lakeside Avenue is classified as
a Residential Collector with a posted speed limit of 35 mph. East of Riverside Drive, Lakeside
Avenue continues to its intersection with Channel Road as a two-lane Light Collector. Parking is
prohibited, and the posted speed limit is 40 mph.

Valle Vista is a two-lane undivided road classified as a Light Collector. It intersects Lakeside
Avenue at an unsignalized intersection immediately east of the Lakeside Avenue/Riverside Drive
intersection. Parking along Valle Vista is generally prohibited, and the posted speed limit is 45
mph.

Channel Road is classified as a Major Road on the County’s Circulation Element although it
currently is a two-lane undivided road. Within the project area, Channel road intersects Lakeside
Avenue at a two-way stop controlled intersection, Mapleview Street at an all-way stop controlled
intersection, and Woodside Avenue at a signalized intersection. Bus stops are provided along
Channel Road, and parking is generally permitted. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. Channel
Road is currently being widened to a four-lane Major Road between Lakeside Avenue and
Mapleview Street. This capital improvement project will include construction of a new bridge
over the San Diego River as well as signalization of Channel Road at Lakeside Avenue and
Mapleview Street. Construction is in progress and is expected to be completed in the fiscal year
1999-2000.

Mapleview Street is a two-lane undivided road, extending east from Channel Road to Highway
67 and beyond. It provides full access to Highway 67 via an at grade intersection. Mapleview
Street is stop sign controlled at Channel Road. Parking is generally permitted, and no speed limit
is posted. The County's Circulation Element would be amended to delete the portion of
Mapleview Street from Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford Road. However, Mapleview
Street would remain on the Circulation Element from Channel Road to Winter Gardens
Boulevard. This segment has not been constructed to date.

Woodside Avenue is classified as a Major Road and within the project area provides local
access to Highway 67. West of Winter Gardens Boulevard, Woodside Boulevard is a three-lane
road with two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane provided. Parking is generally
prohibited, and bike lanes are provided. East of Winter Gardens Boulevard, Woodside Avenue is
a four-lane road with a two-way left turn lane and bike lanes provided. The posted speed limit is
35 mph. Within the project area, Woodside Avenue is signalized at Riverford Road, Winter
Gardens Boulevard and Channel Road.
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Winter Gardens Boulevard is a four-lane undivided road classified as a Major Road that
provides access to Highway 67. North of Woodside Avenue, the posted speed limit is 40 mph.
South of Woodside Avenue, the speed limit is 45 mph, and bus stops and bike lanes are
provided. Parking is generally prohibited on Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Woodside Avenue North is a two-lane Collector that intersects Riverford Road at a two-way
stop controlled intersection. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along Woodside Avenue
North, and no speed limits are posted.

Highway 67 extends generally north-south from I-8 in El Cajon to SR 78 in Ramona. It is
generally a four-lane freeway between Prospect Avenue and Mapleview Street and a two-lane
undivided roadway north of Mapleview Street. Additional lanes are provided near its
intersection with Poway Road and at intermittent locations between Poway Road and the
Community of Ramona.

Existing Traffic Volumes

The existing PM peak hour turning movement counts at twelve key intersections in the study
area (listed below) are presented in Figure 2.1-1. These counts were conducted in July 1998 by
Traffic Data Services (TDS). The intersections are noted as being unsignalized (u), signalized
(s), or uncontrolled (n).

Riverside Drive/Riverford Drive (u)

Riverside Drive/Palm Row Drive (s)

Riverside Drive/Vista Camino (u)

Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (u)

Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road (u)

Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road (u)

Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (u)

Mapleview Street/SR 67 (s)

Channel Road/Mapleview Street (u)

Woodside Avenue/Channel Road (s)

Industry Road/Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 on ramps (n)
Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 northbound off-ramp (u)
Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard (s)
Woodside Avenue/SR 67 northbound on-ramp (n)
Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road (s)

SR 67 northbound/Woodside Avenue off-ramps (s)
Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps (u)

Riverford Road/Woodside Avenue North (u)

Figure 2.1-1 also presents the most recent available existing daily traffic volumes (Average Daily
Traffic [ADT]) on the street segments in the project area. These volumes were obtained from the
County of San Diego records and were supplemented with counts conducted by TDS in 1997 and
1998.
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EXxisting Levels of Service

Table 2.1-1 presents a summary of the LOS threshold descriptions for intersections and street
segments.

Intersection Operation Analysis

A summary of the existing intersection operations during the PM peak hour is presented in
Table 2.1-2, which shows that each of the intersections currently operates at LOS D or better
with the exceptions of the following intersections:

¢ Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard (LOS E) and
¢ Riverford Road/Woodside Avenue North (LOS E)

The LOS E at the Riverford Road/Woodside Avenue North intersection is for the minor street
left-turn from Woodside Avenue North onto Riverford Road. All other movements at this
intersection are calculated to operate at LOS C or better.

Street Segment Operation Analysis

A summary of the existing street segment operations during the PM peak hour is presented in
Table 2.1-3, which shows that each of the street segments currently operates at LOS D or better,
with the exception of the following segments:

Riverford Road between Woodside Avenue and Riverside Drive;
Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive;

Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue; and

Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Analysis

Highway 67 is calculated to currently operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour between
Riverford Road and Winter Gardens Boulevard, as shown in Table 2.1-4.

Existing County Traffic Improvement Mechanisms
e Subdivision Ordinance

- Applies to major and minor subdivisions located within the unincorporated area of San
Diego County.

- Establishes requirements for the dedication of right-of-way for future Circulation Element
and public roads which serve, traverse, and/or abu‘g any proposed subdivision.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR : " , ‘ 2.1-4



TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

- Establishes a minimum set of required improvements (including road improvements) that
must be provided with any proposed subdivision.

- See attached excerpts for specific criteria provided within the Subdivision Ordinance.
e Centerline Ordinance

- Applies to building permits for construction or alteration of buildings on parcels of land
located in commercial, manufacturing, and multiple residential zones.

- Establishes a building line on each side of the centerline for Circulation Element roads
and public streets which adjoin or provide direct access to property located in

commercial, manufacturing, and multiple residential zones.

- Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed in the area between the
building line and the centerline of the Circulation Element Road or public street.

- Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed on a lot unless the streets or
highways which abut the lot are adequate with respect to the current San Diego County
Standards specified in 81.102.15 of the Subdivision Ordinance.

- See attached excerpts for specific criteria provided within the Centerline Ordinance.

¢ Board Policy J-34
- Applies to major subdivisions, large-scale projects, and Major use Permits.

- Establishes method for determining off-site Circulation Element road improvements.

- Requires the developer to submit a traffic study which identifies the proposed project’s
future impacts on Circulation Element roads in the vicinity of the proposed project.

- Based upon the identified traffic impacts and the percentage of future traffic growth
attributed to the proposed subdivision, project, or major use permit the Department of
Public Works shall determine the amount of improvements needed.

e Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1}

- Applies to discretionary projects that must be found in conformance with the General
Plan.

- Requires development proposals to determine both their short-term and long-term
impacts on the roadway system.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-5
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- Requires as a condition of approval that improvements or other measures be taken to
mitigate traffic impacts to avoid reduction or a level of service “C” on on-site Circulation
Element Roads or level of service “D” for off-site Circulation Element Roads.

- If impacts cannot be mitigated, the project will be denied unless a specific statement of
overriding findings is made pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines.

e Capital Improvement Program
- List of scheduled county road improvement projects.

- Funded by Gas Tax, TRANSNET revenue, federal, and/or state resources and developer
deposits.

- Two projects currently schedule in USDRIP area: widening of Riverside Drive between
Channel Road and Riverford Road (project is currently on hold) and Channel Road
Bridge between Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street.

2.1.2 Thresholds of Significance

A summary of the County of San Diego traffic impact significance criteria is presented in
Table 2.1-5. This table shows the allowable increase in intersection delay or street segment v/c
(volume/capacity) ratio for a particular LOS. In general, the worse the intersection operates, the
less change in delay is allowed due to a project. If the values in the table are exceeded due to the
addition of project traffic, the impact is considered to be a direct project significant impact.
However, if an intersection or street segment is calculated to operate at LOS C or better with
project traffic, the impact is considered to be less than significant since LOS C indicates good
operations.

A freeway impact is considered significant if the addition of project traffic causes an impact to
decrease to worse than LOS D.

2.1.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Praoject Trip Generation and Distribution

The amount of traffic to be generated by the project was estimated based on SANDAG trip
generation rates for the various proposed land uses (i.e., industrial, single family, and
commercial). Table 2.1-6 shows a summary of the total project traffic generation based on these
rates. This table shows that the entire project is estimated to generate 39,370 average daily trips
(ADT) with 1,570 inbound and 3,075 outbound trips during the PM peak hour.

Project traffic was distributed and assigned to the street segment based on a Select Zone
Asstgnment (SZA) prepared by SANDAG. The SZA matches the trips generated by the project
with other areas of San Diego County. Figure 2.1-2 shows the assignment of project traffic
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based on the distribution percentages generated by the SZA. Figure 2.1-3 shows the existing
plus project traffic volumes.

Intersection Capacity Analysis

The results of the intersection capacity analysis with the addition of project-generated traffic are
presented in Table 2.1-2. The results indicate that the following intersections would operate
from acceptable LOS D or better to LOS F with the addition of project-generated traffic to the
existing street system:

Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road;

Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road;

Channel Road/Mapleview Street;

Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 northbound off-ramps;
Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard;
Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road; and

Riverford Road/Highway 67 Southbound Ramps.

Additionally, the project would add traffic to the following three intersections already operating
at poor LOS (LOSE or LOS F):

e Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard (LOS E) and
e Riverford Road/Woodside Avenue North (LOS E).
e Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the intersections identified above are planned by the
County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

D Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
¢ Northbound (Channel Road): two through and one right
¢ Southbound: one left and two through
e Westbound: one left and one right

2) Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
e Northbound: two lefts, two through, and one right
e Southbound: one left, one through, and one through-right
e Eastbound: one left, two through, and two right
e Westbound: two lefts, two through, and one right

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the intersections identified above, with the
exception of the intersections of Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road and Riverside Drive/Riverford
Road/Mast Boulevard, would be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-7
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Street Segment Capacity Analysis

The results of the street segment capacity analysis with the addition of project-generated traffic
are presented in Table 2.1-3. The results indicate that the following street segments would
operate from acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E with the addition of project-generated traffic
to the existing street system:

e Riverside Drive east of Riverford Road;
e Channel Road south of SR 67; and
e Woodside Avenue west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Additionally, the project traffic would add to the following five street segments already operating
at poor LOS (LOS E):

Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
Riverford Road south of Riverside Drive
Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue and
Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the street segments identified above are planned by
the County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

1) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Riverside Drive to Channel
Road.

2) Improve Channel Road to a four lane Collector Road from Lakeside Avenue to Woodside
Avenue.

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the street segments identified above, with the
exception of the segments of Lakeside Avenue and Channel Road (south of Lakeside Avenue)
would be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic. In addition, Mapleview Street east
of Channel Road would also be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic as the volume
to capacity (V/C) ratio for that street segment would be increased by 0.13, exceeding the 0.02
allowable increase due to project-generated traffic.

CMP Analysis

As shown in Table 2.1-4, the addition of project-generated traffic to Highway 67 would result in
the reduction of LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour between Riverford Road and Winter
Gardens Boulevard in the northbound direction. Southbound, the addition of project-generated
traffic would not change the LOS, which would be maintained at an acceptable LOS C.
Therefore, no significant impacts to Highway 67 are anticipated to result from the addition of
project-generated traffic.
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Plan to Plan Analysis

The existing Riverway Specific Plan allows Industrial, Single Family Housing, Commercial,
Middle School, Fire Station, and Elementary schoo! land uses in the USDRIP project area that
are estimated to generate 38,790 ADT. The proposed project would allow these same land uses
as well as a small portion of neighborhood commercial. The uses allowed under the proposed
land use designations and zoning are estimated to generate 39,370 ADT. The proposed project is
calculated to generate 1.5 percent more traffic to the project area than the existing Specific Plan.
The impacts and corresponding mitigation would be identical.

Amendments to the County’s Circulation Element include the deletion of Mapleview Street from
Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford Road, and the reclassification of Riverford Road to a
Collector between the on- and off-ramps of SR-67. Past models conducted by the County
projected about 4000 ADT on Mapleview Street west of Winter Gardens Boulevard. This small
amount of projected traffic indicates that the elimination of this future roadway would not
constitute a significant impact. Therefore, the project traffic distribution and SANDAG
modeling assumed the deletion of this portion of Mapleview Street from the County’s
Circulation Element. The peak hour intersection analysis shows that Riverford Road can operate
at acceptable LOS as a Collector. It should be noted that the forecasted ADT on Riverford Road
does not exceed its capacity.

Table 2.1-7 shows the three segments whose classifications are proposed to be changed as part of
the project. As shown in the table, these segments would operate at acceptable levels of service
with both the existing and proposed circulation element classifications.

2.1.4 Mitigation Measures

The following intersection and segment improvements are recommended to mitigate all
significant traffic impacts:

Intersections

e Lakeside Avenue/SR67
- Signalize the intersection.

e Mapleview Street/SR67
Provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left, two through, one right
- Southbound: one left, two through, one right
- Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
-  Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

e Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR67 Northbound Off-Ramp
- Signalize the intersection.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-9
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o Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one right
- Eastbound: one left and two through
-  Westbound: one right and two through

e Channel Road/Mapleview Street
Signalize and provide the following lane conﬁguratlons
- Northbound: one through and one through-right
- Southbound: one left and two through
- Westbound: one left and one right

e  Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
- Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
- Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
- Westbound: one left, two through and one right

e Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road
Modify approaches to accommeodate the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
- Eastbound: two lefts and one through
- Westbound: two through and one right

e Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: two through and one right
- Westbound: one left-through and one right

e  Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: one through and one through-right
- Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

e Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

e Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.
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e Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

It is anticipated that some of the improvements listed above would be required of developers in
compliance with the County improvement mechanisms identified in Section 2.1.1 as future
development proposals are approved. However, at this stage, because there are not specific
development projects proposed, it is not known which improvements will be required or when
they would be implemented.

2.1.5 Conclusions

It is anticipated that some of these improvements would be required of developers in compliance
with the County improvement mechanisms identified in Section 2.1.1 of the EIR as future
development proposals are approved. However, at this stage, it is infeasible to ensure or require
that even some of these improvements be made through these improvement mechanisms because
no specific development is proposed. The specifics of the proposed future development would
determine which improvement mechanisms would apply and what specific road improvements
would be required. Moreover, road improvements required through discretionary conditions in
discretionary permits would have to be roughly proportional to the traffic impacts caused by the
proposed development. Without knowing the specifics of the proposed future development, it is

_ not possible to make this determination.

The County of San Diego improves and maintains its existing 1,884 miles of roads and builds
new roads with an annual budget derived from federal, state, and local funds (such as TransNet
sales tax funds, gas sales tax, Federal Highway Funds, Federal Community Development Block
Grants, and other smaller sources of revenue). The overall budget for the County’s Road
Maintenance and Capital Improvements for Fiscal Year (FY) 98/99 was approximately $47
million. Of this $47 million, $9 million was planned for roadway maintenance (e.g., installation
of guard rails, road repaving, culvert construction), and $38 million was allocated for roadway
improvements (e.g., expanding existing road_capacity, construction of new roads). A majority of
the roadway improvement funds are committed to specific projects throughout the County. As
an example, only $8.4 million of the $38 million FY98/99 budget was available for discretionary
spending in the County. Similarly, the amount of discretionary funds in the FY99/00 budget is
approximately $5 million. The County sets its spending priorities for these limited amounts of
discretionary funds based on need throughout the County.

The improvements required by the proposed project would cost approximately $26 million. Of
the $26 million, approximately $7 million is expected to be financed by private developers
through the mechanisms listed in Section 2.1.1 of this EIR (pages 2.1-4 through 2.1-6, with the
exception of the CIP) as future projects within the USDRIP area are approved and constructed. In
addition, some of the improvements have been included in the Department of Public Works’
Capital Improvement Programs. These include 32 million for the Riverside Drive improvements
and $7 million for the Riverford Road/Bridge project, part of the proposed Riverford Road
improvements. The balance of $10 million ($26 million minus $16 million) represents
approximately 148 percent of the County’s FY99/00 discretionary road funds. Because of the
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limited amount of discretionary funds available in the County’s Road Maintenance and Capital
Improvements budget and the need for these funds throughout the County, it cannot be
guaranteed that the County’s portion of the USDRIP roadway improvements would be
constructed concurrent with demand. In addition, the $10 million for USDRIP improvements
would represent a disproportionate amount of the total discretionary funds used for County-wide
projects (the USDRIP improvements represent 0.2 percent of total County roadway miles). Use
of this disproportionate share of limited resources for one project would prevent the County from
making needed road improvements in other areas of the County for a minimum of 4 years.
While the construction of the required road improvements in the USDRIP area would reduce
traffic impacts to below significant levels, and some of the required improvements are already
included in the CIP, there is no guarantee that the remaining improvements would be constructed
concurrent with need. Consequently, it is infeasible to mitigate the traffic impacts to the
intersections and street segments identified. Those impacts would remain significant and
unmitigable.
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TABLE 2.1-1

INTERSECTION AND STREET SEGMENT
LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLD DESCRIPTION

Level of
Service

Intersection

Street Segment

A

Occurs when progression is extremely favorable
and most vehicles arrive during the green phase.
Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle
lengths may also contribute to low delay.

Describes primarily free-flow operations. Average
operating speeds at the free-flow speed generally
prevail. Vehicles are almost completely
unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the
traffic stream.

Generally occurs with good progression and/or
short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than for
LOS A, causing higher levels of average delay.

Also represents reasonably free-flow, and speeds
at the free-flow speed are generally maintained.
The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream
is only slightly restricted, and the general level of
physical and psychological comfort provided to
drivers is still high.

Generally results when there is fair progression
and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle
failures may begin to appear in this level. The
number of vehicles stopping is significant at this
level, although many still pass through the
intersection without stopping.

Provides for flow with speeds still at or near the
free-flow speed of the roadway. Freedom to
maneuver within the traffic stream is noticeably
restricted at LOS C, and lane changes require
more vigilance on the part of the driver. The
driver now experiences a noticeable increase in
tension because of the additional vigilance
required for safe operation.

Generally results in noticeable congestion.
Longer deiays may result from some combination
of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or
high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many vehicles
stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping
declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.

The level at which speeds begin to decline slightly
with increasing flows. In this range, density
begins to deteriorate somewhat more quickly with
increasing flows. Freedom to maneuver within
the traffic stream is more noticeably limited, and
the driver experiences reduced physical and
psychological comfort levels.

Considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.
These high delay values generally indicate poor
progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume-
to-capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are
frequent occurrences.

Describes operation at capacity. Operations in this
level are volatile, because there are virtually no
usable gaps in the traffic stream. At capacity, the
traffic stream has no ability to dissipate even the
most minor disruptions, and any incident can be
expected to produce a serious breakdown with
extensive queuing.

Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers.
This condition often occurs with oversaturation
i.e. when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of
the intersection. It may also occur at high volume-
to-capacity ratics below 1.00 with many
individual cycle failures. Poor progression and
long cycle lengths may also be major contributing
causes to such delay levels.

Describes breakdowns in vehicular flow. Such
conditions generally exist within queues forming
behind breakdown points such as traffic incidents
and recurring points of congestion. Whenever
LOS F conditions exist, there is a potential for
them to extend upstream for significant distances.
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TABLE 2.1-3
DAILY STREET SEGMENT OPERATION ANALYSIS
. EXISTING EXISTING + PROJECT EXISTING + PROJECT WITH MITIGATION
STREET SEGMENT CAPACITY' VOL V/C LOS VOL viC LOS CAPACITY VOL v/C LOS

El Nopal

E/o Magnolia Avenue 7,500? 6,900 043 C 9,200 0.58 D - - - -
Riverford Road

N/o Woodside Avenue 16,200 E 34,200

10,570 0.65 20,020 0.58 B
N/o SR 67 SB Ramps 16,200 12,680 0.78 E 57,000 26,180 0.46 B
S/o Riverside Drive 16,200 14,200 0.88 E 23,700 B
57,000 0.42

Riverside Drive )

Ef/o Riverford Road 16,200 9,400 0.58 D 34,200 13,300 0.39 A
Lakeside Avenue

E/o Riverside Drive 16,200 11,500 0.7 E 34,200 14,300 0.42 B
Valle Vista Road

N/o Riverside Drive 16,200 5,200 0.32 C - “ - -
Channel Road

S/o Lakeside Avenue 16,200 11,500 0.71 E 34,200 15,800 - 0.46 B

S/o SR 67 16,200 9,300 0.57 D 34,200 11,700 0.34 A

S/o Woodside Avenue 16,200 3,600 0.22 B - - - -
Mapleview Street

E/o Channel Road 16,200 8,300 0.51 D 10,300 0.64 D 34,200 - - -
Winter Gardens Blvd,

S/o SR 67 34,200 15,500 0.45 B 18,400 0.54 B - - - -

S/o Woodside Avenue 34,200 21,200 0.62 B 24,000 0.70 C - - - - !
Woodside Avenue

E/o Channel Road 34,200 21,000 0.61 B - - - - ,

E/o Winter Gardens Blvd. 34,200 22,100 0.65 B - - - - ‘

w/o Winter Gardens Blvd. 16,200 10,500 0.65 D 34,200 14,800 0.43 B

w/o Riverford Road 16,200 13,530 0.84 E 34,200 14,330 042 B
1. Capacity based on County of San Diego Standards (LOS E).
2. City of Santee LOS C capacity (16,000 and 30,000 are approximate LOS E capacities for existing and Year 2015 conditions, rcspecuvcly)
Significant impacts are bold faced.
- Indicates mitigation not needed.
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TABLE 2.1-4
FREEWAY OPERATIONS
PM PEAK HOUR
EXISTING + PROJECT® | EXISTING + PROJECT
EXISTING! FOUR LANE SR 67 SIX LAND SR 67
FREEWAY SEGMENT DIR DENSITY" LOS DENSITY? LOS DENSITY? LOS
SR 67
Woodside Avenue to Riverford Road NB 31.01 D 36.95 E 21.82 C
SB 26.90 D 37.61 E 22.02 C
Riverford Road to Winter Gardens Blvd. NB 22.63 C 25.74 D 16.95 C
: SB 20.35 C 23.21 C 15.45 B

Notes: 1. SR 67 is assumed to be a four lane highway
2. Density = Passenger cars per miles per lane
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TABLE 2.1-5

COUNTY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Allowable Increase Due to Project Traffic

Level of Service With Project Intersections Roadway Segments
Delay (seconds) Volume/Capacity
A 15 0.15
B 10 0.10
C 5 0.05
D 3 0.03
E 2 0.02
F 2 0.02
Source: County of San Diego Department of Public Works.
TABLE 2.1-6
PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION
DAILY TRIP ENDS
(ADT) PM PEAK HOUR
% OF | IN:OUT VOLUME
LAND USE SIZE RATE | VOLUME | ADT SPLIT IN ouT
Industrial 250 AC 90/AC 22,500 12% 20:80 500 3,075
Single Family 509 DU 10/DU 5,090 10% 70:30 360 150
Commercial 175 AC | 500/AC 8,750 9% 50:50 395 395
Neighborhood Commercial 1.5 AC | 1,200/AC 1,800 11% 50:50 100 100
Middle School 19.5 AC 40/AC 780 7% 30:70 165 380
Fire Station 0.5 AC 60/AC 30 10% 50:50 45 45
Elementary School 7.0 AC 60/AC 420 5% 30:70 5 15
TOTAL 39,370 1,570 3,075
Notes:
1} Source: Generation factors derived from the SANDAG Brief Guide, December 1996.
2} Rate is a trip end per dwelling unit (DU) or acre (AC).
3) Trip ends are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
4) All ADTs are rounded to the nearest 10 and peak hour volumes are rounded to the nearest 5.
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-20.
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TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

TABLE 2.1-7
FUTURE VOLUMES AND CAPACITIES
EXISTING AND PROPOSED CIRCULATION ELEMENT CLASSIFICATION

YEAR 2015 WITH EXISTING YEAR 2015 WITH PROPOSED
CIRCULATION ELEMENT CIRCULATION ELEMENT
EXISTING CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION
SEGMENT CAPACITY | CAPACITY | VOLUME | V/C | LOS | CAPACITY [VOLUME| V/C | LOS

Riverford Road

SR 67 SB Ramps to Woodside Ave, 16,200 57,000 26,500 0.46 B 34,200 26,500 0.77 C
Mapleview Street

Channel Road to SR 67 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 13,800 0.40 B
Channel Road

Mapleview Street to Woodside Ave. 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 13,800 0.40 B

Note: Assumes segment volume does not change if capacity changes since volumes are well within the capacity of the roadway.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

2.2  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section identifies the existing biotic conditions on the project site and surrounding area.
Because there is no specific development proposed at this time, potential impacts to biological
resources are addressed on a general level. General mitigation measures for potential impacts to
sensitive resources are atso identified.

2.2.1 Ecxisting Conditions

The biotic composition of the project site is described herein from information compiled through
field reconnaissance, supplemented by existing documentation of biological resources within the
project vicinity. The project site was surveyed by P&D Environmental Services on June 9
and 24, 1998. Each habitat type on the project site was examined with most attention given to
establishing the current extent of the habitat. Floral constituents were recorded in terms of
relative abundance and host habitat type. Faunal constituents were determined through the use of
field identification, combined with documented habitat preferences of regional wildlife species
that, whether or not detected during the survey, are thought to include the project site within their
range. The overall biotic composition of the project site was derived from this information.

Vegetation

The undeveloped portions of the project site and its immediate surroundings support four major
plant communities: ruderal non-native grasslands and recently disturbed areas, riparian habitats,
agricultural areas, and coastal sage scrub. The riparian habitats are further divided into open
water, emergent riparian, riparian woodland, riparian scrub, disturbed riparian, and wet meadow.
Plant communities identified in the project site are illustrated in Figure 2.2-1. All of the habitats
in the project site have been previously disturbed, and none support a complete and diverse
assemblage of the species commonly found in that habitat. The entire project site is
characterized by low species diversity and a dominance of non-native and ruderal species. The
following habitat discussions describe the generalized habitats found in the project site and the
dominant or characteristic species found in each habitat. ’

Ruderal/Non-Native Grassland and Recently Disturbed Areas

The majority of the undeveloped portions of the project site are occupied by ruderal vegetation
and non-native grassland and recently disturbed unvegetated areas. Ruderals, often considered
weeds, are fast growing species adapted to adverse and disturbed conditions; they have the
ability to quickly flower and set seed when conditions are favorable. Ruderals can be either
native or non-native; however, the majority of the ruderal in the project site are non-native.
Among the most abundant ruderals in the project site are several species in the mustard family,
including short-podded mustard, wild radish, London rocket, and hedge mustard. Other ruderal
species present include tocalote, cardoon, common sow-thistle, lambs quarters, horehound,
cheeseweed, and tumbleweed. '
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The ruderal vegetation intergrades with the non-native grassland in many areas of the site. Non-
native grasslands are dominated by ripgut brome and wild oats with red-stemmed filaree also
abundant. Most of the previously mentioned ruderal species and several native scrub species are
also scattered throughout the grassland. Most of the non-native grassland and ruderal habitat is
located on the western end of the project site. There is also a large area of ruderal grassland near
the center of the site.

The non-native ruderal habitats are usually the result of disturbances to native habitats. For this
reason the recently disturbed, but as yet unvegetated, areas, are grouped with non-native and
ruderal habitats. Disturbed areas include dirt roads, sand and gravel pits, fill areas, and unpaved
storage areas.

Riparian Habitats

Distribution of the riparian habitats in the project site has been largely determined by past and
present mining activities. Mining has lowered the elevation of the river channel and water table.
Several deep holes or pits remain in the channel bottom that are even lower than the water table.
These deep holes have formed ponds or pools of surface water where the bottom is too deep to
support riparian vegetation.

In many areas, the margins, islands, and shallows of the open water, support emergent riparian
species, including various rushes, sedges, and cattails. In many areas the emergent vegetation is
not extensive enough to map separately from the adjacent habitats. In other areas, emergent
vegetation forms broad bands around pools or large expanses in the shallows.

The riparian woodland is heavily dominated by willows, primarily arroyo and black willow, with
Fremont’s cottonwood also scattered throughout the riparian habitat. The woodland is generally
mature with many of the trees more than 20 feet tail. Little species diversity is found in the
riparian woodland understory. This is probably because most of the riparian woodland is found
in areas that were massively disturbed by previous sand and gravel extraction. The understory
present is represented by species that take advantage of disturbances and tolerate a wide range of
conditions (i.e., ruderal species). In the drier portions of the riparian woodland, the understory is
represented by many of the same species described in the ruderal/non-native grassland areas.
Wetter portions of the understory, adjacent to the river, is comprised of species more commonly
associated with wetlands; among the species present are stinging nettle, wild rhubarb, curly dock,
water-cress, western ragweed, and California mugwort. San Diego ambrosia, a federal species of
concern, has been reported in the riparian woodland west of Highway 67.

Riparian scrub is characterized by mulefat and immature willows. The habitat, like most others

in the project site, also supports many ruderal species. In natural conditions, riparian scrub .

usually occurs in areas where flooding has removed mature riparian vegetation or in areas on the
fringe of the mature riparian habitats where there is not enough water available to support a
mature riparian woodland. In the project site, riparian scrub is primarily located where man
made disturbances have replaced flooding as the agent of change and on the fringes of the
wetlands. Most of the riparian scrub is located near the west end of the river channel. Some
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elements of the riparian scrub are also found in the drier areas south of the east end of the
Willowbrook Country Club.

Disturbed riparian habitats fall into two broad categories in the project site. The first is mature
riparian vegetation dominated by non-native species, especially tamarisk, Brazilian pepper, giant
reed and sometimes eucalyptus. The second is largely unvegetated wet areas that are within or
adjacent to vegetated wetland or riparian habitats. The reasons for the lack of vegetation are
unclear. Some of the areas appear to be heavy clay, possibly the remains of sand and gravel
extraction and washing, others may be recently disturbed and not yet revegetated.

The wet meadow habitat is located at the western boundary of the project site. The western edge
of the project site consists of an approximately 30-acre parcel dominated by non-native
grasslands. The parcel also supports several very large old willows. This parcel is probably near
the approximate elevation of the original floodplain. In the southwestern quarter of the parcel,
curly dock, common loosestrife or grass poly and rabbitfoot grass dominate the non-native
grassland. These species are wetland indicators as is the moist to very wet soil present in this
area.

Agricultural

The only remaining agricultural land in the project site is near the western end of the project site.
This parcel supports an egg ranch, Christmas tree farm, and other unidentified crops.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

While a complete representation of the Diegan coastal sage scrub community is not present on-
site, elements of the habitat are found scattered throughout the drier portions of the project site.
This i1s due to disturbance on the project site. Following is a discussion of the Diegan coastal
sage scrub found adjacent to the site. There is coastal sage scrub located adjacent to both the east
and west ends of the project site. Near the west end of the project site, the native component of
the off-site coastal sage scrub is dominated by buckwheat and broom baccharis, with California
sagebrush and white sage also present. Non-native species found in this area include most of the
ruderal species previously described. The hillside just west and across Lakeside Avenue from
the northeastern end of the project site supports elements of the coastal sage scrub community.
The area is dominated by ruderal grassland but supports scattered buckwheat, laurel sumac, and
California sagebrush shrubs. There is sizable stand of the sensitive San Diego sunflower in this
area.

Wildlife

Most wildlife species are not restricted to a single plant community, occurring instead in several
communities, especially those of similar composition and physical structure. However, some
animals, birds and wide-ranging mammals in particular, may utilize an array of dissimilar
communities for forage and cover. With a few exceptions noted below, most animals found on-
site during the present survey are common, widespread, and highty adaptable species. Wildlife
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species recorded as occurring in the project site include both those species that were observed
and those whose occurrence can be deduced due to the presence of diagnostic signs in the project
site.

The only mammals directly observed in the project site were the brush rabbit and California
ground squirrel. Other mammals known to occur due to the presence of tracks, burrows, and scat
include the coyote, Botta's pocket gopher, raccoon, and domestic dog. Mammal species not
observed on the site, but expected to occur because they are common in the area, include the
bobcat, opossum, striped skunk, and many small rodent species.

Seventy-five bird species were observed in the project vicinity during the course of this and
previous surveys. This relatively high number of species is due to the diversity of habitat types
within the project site and in spite of the fact that each habitat type is of relatively low quality.
The open water habitat supports waterfowl and wading birds; the freshwater marsh is home to
rails and some songbirds, riparian scrub and woodlands support many migratory songbirds and
several raptors, and the upland areas support songbirds, raptors and many cosmopolitan bird
species. Among the most common species in the project site were flocks of bush tits, scrub jays,
and mourning doves. Several sensitive bird species have been reported in the project site or in
the immediate vicinity.

Other observed species were the scrub jay, northem mockingbird, California towhee, Nuttal's
woodpecker, and mourning dove. Two raptors, the American kestrel and white-tailed kite, were
also observed in the project site.

The Pacific treefrog is the only amphibian species observed (by call) on the project site. Several
other amphibians are expected to occur on-site because they are common in the area, including
the Pacific slender salamander and western toad. The side-blotched lizard and western fence
lizard are the only reptile species directly observed in the project site. Other reptiles that are
common to the area and may occur on-site include the western whiptail (a lizard), western skink,
gophersnake, ringneck snake, and western rattlesnake.

Wildlife Corridors

The San Diego River functions as a valuable wildlife movement corridor. The relatively
unbroken area of natural habitat that stretches from the coast to many areas of natural open space
located several miles inland provides dispersal pathways for many of the wildlife species that
occupy the riparian and adjacent upland habitats in the area. A wildlife corridor is a strip of land
connecting two, or more, larger land areas that is free of barriers that would seriously curtail or
prevent wildlife passage. These corridors can serve as useful habitat in their own nght, or can
serve as travel lanes for seasonal or circadian (daily) movements of wildlife. Their value
depends upon width, habitat type and structure, nature of surrounding habitat, human use
patterns, and other factors. Typically, a wildlife corridor provides refuge and ease of movement,
and often follows ridge lines or drainages. Wildlife movement corridors are important for the
free movement of animals between population centers, for access to food and water sources
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during drought, as escape routes from brush fires, and, in the longer term, for dispersal of genetic
traits between population centers.

Sensitive Biological Resources

The following discussion presents the sensitive resources from the vicinity and their known or
expected status in the project site. A brief rationale for the determination of a resource's expected
status is also presented.

Discussed in this section are: (1) species present in the project vicinity that have been given
special recognition by federal, state, or local resource conservation agencies and organizations
due to declining, limited, or threatened populations, resulting in most cases from habitat
reduction, and (2) habitat areas that are unique, of relatively limited distribution, or of particular
value to wildlife. Sources used for determination of sensitive biological resources are as follows:
wildlife - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (1997), California Natural Diversity Data
Base (CNDDB 1993), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 1980, 1997), and
Remsen (1978); plants - USFWS (1997), CDFG (1985), CNDDB (1993), and Smith and York
(1984); and habitats - CNDDB (1993) and Holland (1986). Each of the sensitive biotic resources
reported in the vicinity and their current status with the above agencies are presented in
Table 2.2-1. The potential for each species occurrence on-site is also presented in the table.

The region supports, or has historically supported, 52 sensitive animal species, 16 sensitive.plant
species, and 3 sensitive habitat types. The following discussion includes those species with the
potential to occur in the project site based on the presence of appropriate habitat and other
specific requirements such as elevation or edaphic limitations.

The California gnatcatcher was the only bird species designated threatened, rare, or endangered
by USFWS, CDFG, observed on-site. One sensitive plant species, the San Diego ambrosia, was
observed inside the eastern boundary; one sensitive bird species, the yellow-breasted chat; and
one sensitive reptile, the orange-throated whiptail have been previously reported in the area, but
were not observed during this site visit. In addition, all of the riparian related resources are
considered sensitive. All of the sensitive bird species found locally may occur in the project site
as migratory transients or foraging visitors and there is a potential for several sensitive bird
species to nest in the project site. Five sensitive reptile species and five sensitive mammal
species may also occur in the project site. The expected on-site status of each sensitive
biological resource reported in the vicinity is discussed above.

Existing Reclamation and Mitigation Plans

The three largest users of the areas in and adjacent to the river are sand and gravel mining
operations. As such, in accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), they are required to develop reclamation plans for the eventual end of mining
operations on the site. The Lakeside-Caster JV has 121 acres, Calmat has 103 acres, and
Woodward Sand and Materials has 23 acres, all covered under mining reclamation plans. Two
mitigation plans have also been approved in the project site. Bill Signs Trucking has prepared an
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approved Jurisdictional Delineation and mitigation plan for a floodway stabilization project on
approximately 20 acres of their property at the east end of the project site. The County of San
Diego has an approved revegetation plan for the Rock Slope Protection Project on 1.98 acres of
the 15 acre Lakeside Sanitation District property in the west end of the project site. In total, of
the 343 acres of undeveloped land in the project site, 269 acres (78%) are covered by previously
approved plans. Project implementation will not change the revegetation and mitigation required
by the reclamation plans and mitigation plans. The areas covered by reclamation and mitigation
plans are illustrated in Figure 1-3 in Section 1.0. A brief summary of the relevant portions of
each plan follows. ' '

Lakeside Caster JV. The "Biological Survey, Upper San Diego River Improvement Project,
Lakeside Caster JV Parcel, Reclamation Plan" (TW Biological Services 1997) reports that "the
impacts [of the reclamation plan] can be reduced to below a level of significance by adherence to
[USDRIP EIR/EA] mitigation measures." The biological report suggests some changes in
species composition in the revegetation areas but the reclamation plan would remain in
conformance with the RiverWay Specific Plan. The reclamation plan is currently being
implemented and is expected to be complete in 1999.

Calmat. The Calmat reclamation plan is quite limited in regards to biological restoration. The
plan provides for the stabilization of slopes and allows for the future creation or natural
reestablishment of native riparian vegetation. The plan is designed so that it would not hinder
implementation of the RiverWay Specific Plan but does not propose to implement any of the
features of the specific plan. Calmat's reclamation plan expired in March 1995. An application
for a modification of that plan was applied for in November 1993, and is currently being
processed by the County.

Bill Signs Trucking Company. The bank stabilization mitigation plan requires conformance
with the RiverWay Specific Plan. A mitigation area of approximately 14 acres is to be
established in the river channel. The reclamation plan calls for the creation of a pond that has a
surface area of between 0.3 acres and 1.25 acres. The plan also calls for the relocation of all
existing major native trees and shrubs on the site to appropriately prepared on-site locations.
Exotic invasive species will be removed from the reclamation area. Existing paved and elevated
roadways will be removed from the area. It is anticipated that there will be insufficient donor
trees available on the site to fully restore the reclamation area, therefore, some areas will be left
to revegetate naturally. The upland areas will be hydroseeded with a coastal sage scrub seed
mix. The work required by the mitigation plan has recently been completed.

Rock Slope Protection Project. The County of San Diego has an approved revegetation plan
for the Rock Slope Protection Project on 1.98 acres of the 15 acre Lakeside Sanitation District
property in the west end of the project site. This revegetation plan has already been implemented
and the current biological survey noted, by qualitative observation, what appeared to be good
success.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Rroject EIR . 2.2-6
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Applicable Resource Conservation Plans and Ordinances

The County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance. Neither the RiverWay Specific
Plan nor the proposed project is subject to Article IV, Sections 1, 2, and 6 of the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO), which address wetlands, wetland buffer areas, and sensitive habitat
lands, respectively. The RPO applies to certain discretionary permits. The purpose of the RPO
is to protect sensitive lands and prevent their degradation and loss by requiring a Resource
Protection Study and a finding that the proposed use or development is consistent with the
ordinance.

The Multiple Species Conservation Program. In response to the continued loss of sensitive
plant communities, especially coastal sage scrub, in the county, the State and Federal
governments initiated the Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP). As a participant
in the NCCP, the County has initiated the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan. 404 permits are exempt from the MSCP.

The Biological Mitigation Ordinance. Application of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance
{BMO) to individual projects is the method by which the County will achieve the conservation
goals set forth in the MSCP. The BMO sets forth the mitigation requirements for projects that
impact sensitive resources within the MSCP subarea plans. Mitigation requirements for different
habitat types.are based on the location of both the impact location and mitigation location.
Impacts within core habitat areas or pre-approved mitigation areas require higher mitigation
ratios. Conversely, more credit is allowed for preservation or mitigation within core habitat areas
or pre-approved mitigation areas. The project site is not in a core habitat area or pre-approved
preserve area, indicating that development will be subject to less stringent requirements.

2.2.2 Thresholds of Significance
The proposed project would have a significant impact to on-site biological resources if it would:

e Have a negative impact to any species state or federally listed as Rare, Threatened, or
Endangered,;

e Have a negative impact to any wetland or riparian resource protected under California Fish
and Game Code Section 1600 or the Clean Water Act Section 404;

e Have a negative impact to any locally designated sensitive habitat resource such as coastal
sage scrub or oak woodlands;

o Have a substantial negative impact on any species considered sensitive by resource
conservation agencies; or

e Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants, as presented in the CEQA
Guidelines (Appendix G).
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2.2.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The proposed project would not cause any direct impacts to biological resources in the project
site as the project is administrative and does not propose a specific development project.
However, land uses allowed under the new zoning reclassifications would potentially impact
biological resources as development plans are proposed in the future and implemented. Some
levels of biological protection and mitigation on the project site would continue to exist under the
proposed project as shown in Figure 2.2-2. This figure shows the areas that are subject to
regulatory protection of sensitive biological habitats present on the site either through an
approved reclamation plan, mitigation plan, or by federal and state regulation by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Game. The approved reclamation
plans include mitigation and reclamation for wetlands that had been mined. The mitigation plans
(Rock Slope and Bill Signs Trucking) include wetland restoration within the floodplain. The
parcels not covered by these plans and that contain wetlands (such as wet meadow and riparian
woodlands) would be subject to existing wetland regulations required by CDFG Code Section
1600 and the Clean Water Act Section 404. If federally listed endangered or threatened species
(Table 2.2-1) exist on the site, a Section 7 or 10 permit must be obtained from the USFWS.
Impacts to state listed species would be regulated by the State Endangered Species Act directed
by the CDFG. Permit conditions will depend on which species are discovered, their location,
and their breeding status. Mitigation may include one or more of the following: purchase of
offsite habitat to replace the habitat lost; species relocation; revegetation; and redesign of project
features to minimize or avoid significant impacts.

In addition to state and federal regulations, the USDRIP project area will be subject to the
County’s BMO which applies to all projects that require a discretionary permit (such as a grading
permit). The BMO requires that any project that is subject to CEQA (i.e., involving a
discretionary action) submit to the Department of Planning and Land Use a vegetation map of the
site and a species survey report if needed. The BMO requires that project design criteria be used
to avoid sensitive habitat and species, and where not avoidable, that impacts be mitigated
according to the criteria stated in the BMO. Potential biological impacts that could occur from
future development proposals on the USDRIP project site and that would require mitigation per
the BMO are described below.

Potential Biclogical Impacts from Future Development
Vegetation

The primary impact of development in the project site would be the direct removal of on-site
plant communities and the wildlife habitat that they represent. Degradation of adjacent natural
areas after project implementation would constitute a secondary project impact. These impacts
include the potential loss of sensitive wetland and riparian habitats, which would be considered a
significant impact of a future development proposal.
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Wildlife

The immediate impact of development to wildlife would be that construction activity would
disturb wildlife in the vicinity. Many species can be expected to move to adjacent areas of
similar habitat. Wildlife, which does emigrate, is subject to mortality by predation and
unsuccessful competition for food and territory. Species of low mobility, particularly burrowing
reptiles and mammals, will probably be eliminated by site preparation.

Indirectly, wildlife populations in the surrounding area would be affected adversely by loss of
available habitat within the project site as resident wildlife species were displaced by
development. This displacement would cause temporary increased stress on nearby wildlife
populations as competition for food, water, and nesting sites increased. Replacement
landscaping on the freeway embankments would eventually provide replacement habitat for the
existing coastal sage scrub landscaping. . The wildlife species currently utilizing the freeway
landscaping are expected to return to the replacement habitat when the freeway landscaping has
established itself as a mature habitat.

Night lighting in the allowed development areas adjacent to the floodway may be detrimental to
animals in nearby natural areas for a variety of reasons. These incilude disruption of circadian
rhythms and avoidance due to light sensitivity in species with exceptional night vision. Some
insectivorous species benefit from night lighting because it attracts and concentrates large
numbers of insects for feeding purposes. However, the typical net effect of lighting is that
adjacent areas are utilized by wildlife to less than their fullest extent. The on-site riparian habitat
would be most affected by the additional lighting because this area is likely to support more
sensitive species and because this area is the least influenced by existing freeway lighting.

The San Diego River traverses the site in an east-west direction. The river is currently serving as
a wildlife corridor. It would be anticipated that with implementation of the project (including
implementation of the reclamation plans) that the river will continue to function as a wildlife
corridor.

Sensitive Biological Resources

A variety of habitats exist on-site, including riparian and coastal sage scrub, which may support
threatened or endangered species.

The San Diego ambrosia was observed within the boundaries of the project site near the eastern
border; therefore, there is a potential impact to sensitive plant species once a development plan is

proposed for that area.

Any impacts to sensitive biological resources would be considered significant.
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Area Specific Impacts

There are five areas of undeveloped land on the project site that are not covered by an existing
reclamation or mitigation plan. Figure 2.2-2 illustrates the location of each of these areas. In
each of these areas, future development proposals would impact undeveloped land that supports
some vegetation and wildlife. In each case, the area has been previously disturbed to some
degree and, in most cases, the vegetation present is non-native ruderal vegetation, and the
wildlife present is typical of the suburban environment.

In the northwest comer of the site (Area 1 on Figure 2.2-2), there is a 30-acre parcel that is
currently dominated by ruderal grassland and wet meadow. Several large willow trees are also
present that probably remain from the time when the entire floodplain was at the same
approximate elevation. This site is designated as Planning Area I in the RiverWay Specific Plan.
Development in this area would result in the loss of more than five acres of potential wetland. In
addition, a California gnatcatcher pair (federally listed as threatened) was observed in the
southwest comner of this parcel. The birds primarily utilized habitat off-site to the south, but were
noted perching on shrubs at the property boundary. Development of this parcel could impact this
species which would be considered a significant impact.

The 15-acre Lakeside Sanitation District property in the southwest corner of the project site
(Area 2) is dominated by ruderal vegetation with the exception of the 1.98-acre revegetation area
discussed earlier. Development in the upland portion of this site would impact non-native
ruderal vegetation and common cosmopolitan wildlife species. As long as the revegetation site is
avoided, impacts to this site would probably not be significant.

Near the center of the site, surrounded by the sand and gravel mines, is a five-acre parcel that is
presently occupied by a large pond that supports some willows along its margins (Area 3).
Development of this area could impact up to nearly five acres of waters of the U.S. and riparian
habitats, which would be a significant impact.

Immediately east of the Willowbrook Golf Course is a 16-acre area, of which approximately
seven acres are occupied by a serpentine waterway and pond that were obviously man-made
(Area 4). The margins or the waterway and pond support scattered riparian vegetation.
Development in this area would result in the impact of nearly seven acres of waters of the U.S.
and associated riparian habitat, which would be a significant impact.

At the northeast corner is an approximately five-acre area along the east side of Lakeside Avenue
that supports ruderal vegetation only (Area 5). Development in this area would impact non-
‘native ruderal vegetation and common cosmopolitan wildlife species. It is likely that there
would be no significant impacts to this parcel from ultimate development.

Significant biological impacts would occur if future development proposals in the areas
discussed above impact wetlands, sensitive plant and animal species, and sensitive biological
habitat. However, no development is proposed as part of this project. It is not possible to
determine what specific impacts future development would cause or how significant the impacts
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would be without knowing the specifics of the proposed development. The County BMO
contains specific requirements for future development proposals that may impact biological
resources including detailed site surveys to identify the presence of sensitive habitat or species,
quantification of impacts to sensitive resources, and mitigation for any impacts. The BMO is a
habitat-based mitigation regulation that requires mitigation for species-supporting habitat
according to a tier-based system. The mitigation requirements vary by the quality of resources
impacted and the sensitivity of a plant or animal population. Mitigation ratios are established for.
vegetation communities that exist on the USDRIP site including wetlands and coastal sage scrub.
Wetlands are considered a Tier I Vegetation Community which requires in-kind mitigation at
replacement ratios varying from 1:1 to 3:1.

Future development that may be proposed in the project area must comply with the BMO and
other regulations discussed above designed to protect biological resources. Therefore, potential
impacts to biological resources should not be significant, with the exception of wetland impacts
associated with the County flood control plan (see following discussion).

Plan to Plan Comparison

There are two potential impacts considering a plan to plan comparison. The first would be the
removal of the Planning Buffer zone around the preserved/restored riparian habitat along the
floodway. This buffer is currently planned as a 50 to 100-foot-wide zone where no development
would be allowed. If the Specific Plan is removed, buildings could be permitted up to the edge
of the biological buffer zone, which includes the floodway and its banks. The other impact
would be a reduction in the revegetation requirements for the floodway. The RiverWay Specific
Plan includes substantial revegetation and riparian habitat creation in this area. Although the
County BMO and Clean Water Act Section 404 wetland regulations would require avoidance of
wetlands and mitigation where no feasible alternatives exist to avoid impacts, the potential exists
that wetland mitigation would not occur at the same level as currently required in the RiverWay
Specific Plan. Also, the level of wetland creation and mitigation for the majority of the floodway
covered by the Calmat property cannot be determined at this time since the Calmat Reclamation
Plan has expired. The RiverWay Specific Plan revegetation requirements are detailed and
contain requirements for wetland and upland habitat creation, planting specifications, biology
and planning buffers, and trails. Long-term maintenance and monitoring requirements are also
required. Impacts from completion of the County flood control plan may not be adequately
mitigated since approval of this plan relied on the RiverWay Specific Plan as mitigation for
wetland impacts. This is considered a significant impact.

2.2.4 Mitigation Measures

¢ Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. All wetland restoration, revegetation, and
creation activities will be conducted within the San Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all
wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands which replace
the functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will be no net loss
of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values. The mitigation
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plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and Land Use. In
addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game. The project applicant shall also
comply with all applicable permit requirements.

2.2.5 Conclusions

With implementation of site-specific mitigation programs, impacts to biological resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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TABLE 2.2-1 :
SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE
USDRIP VICINITY
USFWS CDFG CNPS Occ.
San Diego Thommint - Acanthamintha ilicifolia PE E 1B N
California Adolphia - Adolphia californica -- -- 2 N
San Diego Ambrosia - Ambrosia pumilla SC -- 1B 0
Thread-leaved Brodiaea - Brodiaea filifolia PT E 1B U
Western Dichondra - Dichondra occidentalis -- -- 4 U
Blochman=s Dudleya - Dudleya blochmaniae sC -- 1B U
Many-stemmed Dudleya - Dudleya multicaulis sC - 1B U
San Diego Button Celery, Coyote Thistle - Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii E E IB N
Coast Wallflower - Erysimum ammophilum sC - !B N
San Diego Barrel Cactus - Ferocactus viridescens sC - 2 N
Palmer's Grappling Hook - Harpagonella palmeri SC - 2 U
San Diego Marsh Elder - lva hayesiana SC - 2 N
San Diego Geldenstar - Mullia clevelandii SC -- 1B P
Mesa Clubmoss, Ashy Spike Moss - Selaginella cinerascens -- - 4 N
San Diego County Needlegrass - Nasella diegoensis -- - 2 N
San Diego County Viguiera - Viguiera laciniata -- -- 2 N
Red Legged Frog - Rana aurora draytoni T -- 9]
Arroyo southwestern toad - Bufo microscaphus californicus E U
Southwestern Pond Turtle - Clemmys marmorata pallida U
Coronado Island Skink - Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis sC CSC P
San Diego Horned Lizard - Phrynosoma coronatum blainveliei SC CSC SDHS U
Coastal Western Whiptail - Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus sC - -- P
Orange-throated Whiptail - Cremidophorus hyperythrus beldingi SC CSC SDHS O
Silvery Legless Lizard - Anniella pulchra pulchra -- CsC N
Two-striped Garter Snake - Thamnophis hammondii -- CSsC P
Coastal Rosy Boa - Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca sSC P -- N
San Diego Ringneck Snake - Diadophis punctatus similis SC - - P
Coast Patch-nosed Snake - Salvadora hexalepis virgultea SC CsC -- P
Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake - Crotalus ruber ruber SC CsC -- 8)
Double-crested cormorant - Phalacrocorax auritus - CSC 8)
Least bitten - Ixobrychus exilis -- CSC P
White-faced ibis - Plegadis chihi - CSC U
Fulvous whistling-duck - Dendrocygna bicolor -- CsC 8]
California Least Tern - Sterna antillarum browni E E N
California Gnatcatcher - Polioptila californica T CSC 6]
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow - Aimophila ruficeps canescens SC - P
Coastal Cactus Wren - Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus - CsC U
California Horned Lark - Eremophila alpestris actia SC CsC P
Osprey - Pandion haliaetus -- CS8C N
Bald Eagle - Haliaeetus leucocephalus T E N
Swainson's Hawk - Buteo swainsoni -~ T N
Merlin - Falco columbarius - CsC N
Peregrine Falcon - Falco peregrinus E E N
Prairie Falcon - Falco mexicanus -- CSC N
White-tailed Kite - Elanus caeruleus majusculus FP CSC P
Northern Harrier - Circus cyaneus hudsonius PM CSsC P
Cooper's Hawk - Accipiter cooperii - CSC P
Sharp-shinned Hawk - Accipiter striatus -- CSC,w P
Golden Eagle - Aquila chrysaetos FP FP,CSC N
Yellow-billed Cuckoo - Coccyzus americanus -- E p
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TABLE 2.2-1 - (Continued)
SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE

USDRIP VICINITY

USFWS CDFG CNPS Occ.
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher - Empidonax traillii extinus E E P
Willow Flycatcher - Empidonax traillii - E P
Loggerhead shrike - Lanius ludovicianus SC CSC P
Least Bell's Vireo - Vireo bellii pusillus E E P
Yellow Warbler - Dendroiea petechia - CsC P
Tricolored Blackbird - Agelaius tricolor -- CSC P
Yellow-breasted chat - Ieteria virens - CSC o
Burrowing Owl - Speotyto cunicularia hypugaea PM CSC N
Long-eared Owl - Asio otus -- CSC P
California Mastiff Bat - Eumops perotis californicus sC CsC U
Pale Big-eared Bat - Plecotus townsendii pallescens _ sC CSC u
California Leaf-nosed Bat - Macrotus californicus SC CsC U
San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit - Lepus californicus bennetti SC CsC N
Dulzura Pocket Mouse - Chaetodipus fallax femoralis sC CSC 8)
Northwestern San Diego Pocket Mouse - Chaetodipus fallax fallax S CsC P
Pacific Pocket Mouse - Perognathus longimembris pacificus E E N
Southern Grasshopper Mouse - Onychomys torridus ramona SC CsC P
San Diego Desert Woodrat - Neotoma lepida intermedia SC CsC N
American Badger - Taxidea taxus jeffersoni -- CSCHS N
Riparian woodland - - 0]
Streamcourses** -- -- 0]
Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP NCCP o)
Notes:

This table contains a listing of most of the sensitive biological resources reported from the site vicinity. Some
species that have been reported in the vicinity but which have very specific habitat requirements which would
indicate an extreme uniikelihood of their occurrence on site have not been included in this table.

Occ. Occurrence

P Possible/Probable undetected occurrence on-site.

0 Occurs on-site.

U Unlikely to occur on-site.

N No occurrence on-site.

E Endangered; Species is in immediate danger of extirpation or extinction from existing pressures.

PE/PT Proposed for federal Listing as endangered or threatened.

Fp Fully Protected by special ordinance or statute.

5C Federal species of concem. Unofficially applied to former Candidates for Federal Listing as Threatened

or Endangered - Species for which existing information indicates a listing may be warranted, but for
which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking.

CsC CDFG Species of Special Concern; native species not having state or federal Threatened or Endangered
Species status, but thought to warrant monitoring due to declining population numbers.

1B CNPS Priority List 1B; plant rare, threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere; eligible for state
listing.

2 CNPS Priority List 2; plant rare, threatened, or endangered in CA, but more common elsewhere; eligible
for state listing.

4 CNPS Priority List 4; on watch list for plants of limited distribution.
Protected by CDFG Code Chapter 1600 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [ACOE]).

NCCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan
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2.3 NOISE

The noise section identifies, describes, and evaluates noise sources and potential noise conflicts
associated with the proposed project. This section analyzes the noise impacts generated by the
proposed project, including both the short-term construction impacts and long-term operational
impacts, and determine whether the proposed project would result in perceptible or significant
increases in noise levels. These impacts are evaluated based upon the worst-case buildout of
allowed uses.

2.3.1 Ecxisting Conditions
Terminology and Methodology

Noise is often defined as unwanted sound because it can cause hearing losses, interfere with
speech communication, disturb sleep, and interfere with the performance of complex tasks.
Environmental noise is usually measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA). A decibel (dB) is a
logarithmic unit of sound energy intensity. Sound waves, traveling outward from a source, exert
a sound pressure level (commonly called “sound level”), measured in dBs. A dBA is a dB
corrected for the variation in frequency response of the typical human ear at commonly
encountered noise levels. In general, people can perceive a 3-dBA difference in noise levels; a
difference of 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling of loudness. Some representative sounds and
sound pressure levels are shown in Figure 2.3-1.

Community noise is generally not steady state and varies with time. Under these conditions of
non-steady state noise, some type of statistical system of measurement is necessary in order to
quantify human response to noise. Several rating scales have been developed for the analysis of
adverse effects of community noise on people. These scales include the Equivalent Noise Level
(L), the Day-Night Average Level (Ly,), and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).

L., is the sound level cormresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total
energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. L., is the “energy” average noise
level. L4, and CNEL are similar to L, but it is for 24 hours, and applies a weighting factor
which places greater significance on noise events occurring during the evening and night hours
(when sleep disturbance is a concern). L, is a 24-hour, time weighted average, obtained after the
addition of 10 dB to sound levels between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. CNEL is a 24-
hour, time-weighted average, obtained after the addition of 5 dB to sound levels between the
hours of 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB to sound levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Sound Propagation and Attenuation

Each source of noise can be categorized as either a “line source” or a “point source.” For a “line
source” of noise, such as a heavily traveled roadway, the noise level decreases by a nominal
value of 3 dB for each doubling of distance between the noise source and the noise receptor. In
many cases, noise attenuation is increased to 4.5 dB for each doubling of distance with the
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combined effects of environmental factors, such as wind conditions, temperature gradients,
characteristics of the ground and the air, and the presence of vegetation.

In an area which is relatively flat and free of barriers, the sound level resulting from a single
“point source” of noise decreases by 6 dB for each doubling of distance. This applies to fixed
and mobile sources, which are temporarily stationary, such as an idling truck or other heavy duty
equipment operating within a confined area, such as a construction site.

Noise Standards, Plans, Policies, and Guidelines
Noise Element of the General Plan

The project area lies entirely within the County of San Diego and is therefore subject to
regulation in accordance with the Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan and the
County Noise Ordinance.

The Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan establishes general noise exposure
standards for determining land use/noise compatibility in terms of CNEL. It also establishes
comprehensive goals, policies, and actions to address noise problems in the County; in particular,
the Noise Element includes Policy 4b with the following provisions:

I. Wherever possible, development in San Diego County should be planned and constructed
so that noise sensitive areas are not subject to noise in excess of CNEL equal to 55
decibels.

2. Whenever it appears that new development will result in any (existing or future) noise

sensitive area being subjected to noise levels of CNEL equal to 60 decibels or greater, an
acoustical study should be required.

3. If the acoustical study shows that noise levels at any noise sensitive arecas will exceed
CNEL equal to 60 decibels, the development should not be approved unless the following
findings are made:

A. Modifications to the development have been or will be made which reduce the
exterior noise level below CNEL equal to 60 decibels; or

B. If with current noise abatement technology it is infeasible to reduce exterior
CNEL to 60 decibels then modifications to the development have been or will be
made which reduce interior noise below CNEL equal to 45 decibels. Particular
attention shall be given to noise sensitive interior spaces such as bedrooms; and

C. If finding "B" above is made, a further finding is made that there are specifically
identified overriding social or economic considerations which warrant approval of
the development without modification as described in "A" above.
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4. If the acoustical study shows that noise levels at any noise sensitive area will exceed
CNEL equal to 75 decibels, the development should not be approved.

Policy 4b defines “Development” as any physical development, including, but not limited to,
residences, commercial, or industrial facilities, roads, civic buildings, hospitals, schools, airports,
or similar facilities. Policy 4b defines “Noise Sensitive Area” as the building site of any
residence, hospital, school, library, or similar facility where quiet is an important attribute of the
environment.

County Noise Ordinance

The County of San Diego Noise Ordinance establishes the property line sound level limits. The
Noise Ordinance specifies in Section 36.404 “Sound Level Limits™ that unless a variance has
been applied for and granted, it shall be unlawful for any person to cause or allow the creation of
any noise to the extent that the one-hour average sound level, at any point on or beyond the
boundaries of the property on which the sound is produced, exceeds the applicable limits listed
below. .

According to the Noise Ordinance, the sound level limit at a location on a boundary between two
(2) zoning districts is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two districts. The Noise
Ordinance specifies that the one-hour average sound level limit applicable to extractive industries
including but not limited to borrow pits and mines, shall be 75 decibels at the property line
regardless of the zone where the extractive industry is actually located. The Noise Ordinance
also specifies that if the measured ambient level exceeds the applicable limit, the allowable one-
hour average sound level shall be the ambient noise level.

In the immediate vicinity of the project site, the property sound level limits of the Noise
Ordinance are as follows:

Applicable Limit
One-Hour Average Sound
Zone Time Level (decibels)
RS7, RS3, A72, 580, RU29 Use 7 am. to 10 p.m. 50
regulations with a density of less 10 p.m. to 7 am. 45
than 11 dwelling units per acre
RU29 Use regulations with a 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 55
density of 11 or more dwelling unit 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50
per acre
C34,C36 7 am. to 10 p.m. ' 60
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 55
M52, M54 Anytime 70
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Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines

The State of California has established guidelines and/or standards for acceptable community
noise levels. These guidelines are presented in Figure 2.3-2. These compatibility guidelines
indicate that office buildings, business, and professiona!l land uses are acceptable in areas of
65 dBA (L, or CNEL) or less and normally acceptable in areas exposed to 65 to 75 dBA. These
guidelines also indicate that residential uses and other noise-sensitive receptors generally should
be located in areas where outdoor ambient noise levels do not exceed 65 to 70 dBA. However,
the State stresses that these compatibility guidelines can be modified to reflect sensitivities of
individual communities to noise (OPR 1987).

Based on the land use compatibility guidelines in Figure 2.3-2, commercial development is
normally acceptable in areas with ambient levels of up to 70 dBA. When commercial
development is permitted in areas of 75 dBA or greater, special construction precautions and
sound barriers are required prior to construction.

Existing Noise Levels

The existing noise environment throughout the project area is affected primarily by
transportation-related noise, including both automobile and truck traffic noise, and noise
associated by sand mining and reclamation activities. Noise levels in the vicinity of the project
area are produced almost exclusively by motor vehicle traffic on Highway 67, Riverside Drive,
Lakeside Avenue, El Nopal Road, Riverford Road, Woodside Avenue, and Channel Road, and
heavy equipment used for mining activities along the San Diego River.

Sensitive Receptors .

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others, due to the
amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure time and “insulation” from noise) and the
types of activities typically involved. Residences, motels and hotels, schools, libraries, churches,
hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, parks and outdoor recreation areas are generally more
sensitive to noise than are commercial and industrial land uses.

There are a limited number of sensitive receptors in the project area, which include 32 single-
family dwelling units, six duplexes, Lakeside Farms Elementary School, which is located on
Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Middle School, which is located south of the San Diego River.
Surrounding sensitive receptors include the Willowbrook Country Club, single-family residences
to the north and to the west, and El Capital High School, located east of Highway 67.

2.3.2 Thresholds of Significance
When evaluating the noise related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA

Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would "increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas."
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In addition, the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance has established the following property
line one-hour average sound level limits, as discussed earlier:

7am.-10p.m. 10 p.m.-7 a.m.
¢ RS3,RS7, A72, RU29 (11<dw/acre) 50 dBA 45 dBA
o RU29 (11>du/acre) 55dBA 50 dBA
e (C34,C36 60 dBA 55dBA
e M52, M54 70 dBA 70 dBA

According to historical noise studies, an increase of 1 dBA cannot be perceived; a 3 dBA
increase is considered a just-noticeable difference (Stevens 1995 and Beranek 1954).
Additionally, a change of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in community
response would be expected. Therefore, the industry-accepted threshold of significance for an
area that already exceeds the applicable standard is determined by the “measurable change,”
defined as a change of 3 dBA or greater.

2.3.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-generated noise and activities
associated with industrial and commercial uses. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model was utilized to estimate the increase in traffic noise
levels along the following street segments due to project-generated motor vehicle trips during the
p-m. peak hour, which presents the worst-case scenario:

Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and Palm Row Drive;

Riverside Drive between Palm Row Drive and Vista Camino;

Riverside Drive between Vista Camino and Lakeside Avenue;

Lakeside Avenue between Valle Vista Road and Channel Road;

Channel Road between Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street;
Riverford Road between Riverside Drive and Highway 67; and

Woodside Avenue between Winter Gardens Boulevard and Channei Road.

The FHWA model has been used to estimate existing and future noise levels during the p.m.
peak hour to provide a consistent basis of analysis directly related to peak hour traffic volume
changes that would result from the proposed project. Traffic noise was estimated for the
following conditions: existing conditions (1998), and future (year 2005) conditions with and
without the project. Existing and projected noise levels at approximately 50, 150, and 300 feet
from the roadway segment are presented in Table 2.3-1. These distances were selected to present
noise levels at different locations from the roadway segment, where sensitive receptors couid be
located.

As mentioned briefly above, noise increases of less than 3 dBA are typically not noticeable by
the average person, while a 3 dBA and above increase in noise levels is just-noticeable to most
sensitive receptors. Due to the logarithmic nature of the acoustical scale, a 10 dBA increase is
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perceived as a doubling of loudness. As shown in Table 2.3-1, noise levels are expected to
increase in the project area as a result of project-generated traffic. However, this increase is
estimated to be no greater than 3 dBA, which does not exceed the measurable increase and would
not be perceptible and significant.

The project vicinity would be subject to noise levels exceeding 65 dBA. Similar to the
RiverWay Specific Plan, the proposed zone reclassification would allow the development of
residential uses adjacent to commercial and/or industrial uses and uses that are allowed by right,
which may result in a significant noise impact on sensitive receptors, specifically the residential
. uses. The areas where this potential conflict are located include:

¢ The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to M54
Industrial Zone;

e The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

e The northem portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

e The southemn pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

Noise impacts associated with industrial uses adjacent to the northwestern residential area (RS7)
are not anticipated to be significant because Mast Boulevard separates the industrial from the
residential uses. The physical separation between these two uses would be expected to reduce
the noise levels to acceptable levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan-to-Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

2.3.4 Mitigation Measures
e As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-

specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

- The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

- The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;
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- The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

- The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project sites to
ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's Noise
Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise Ordinance. The
noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including building design and
orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from residential property lines,
limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise walls, and setbacks, as needed.

2.3.5 Conclusions

With implementation of site-specific mitigation measures, noise impacts can be mitigated to
below a level of significance.
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THRESHOLD COMMON OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL COMMON INDOOR
LEVEL NOISE LEVELS (dBa}) NOISE LEVELS
Physically Painful Firearms, Air Raid Siren,
Sonic Boom }

Jackhammer

Jet Takeoff, Oxygen Torch

 EEECEERREEEER Discotheque

Motorcycle at 15 ft. {unmuffled) ------- =f== 110 ------- Rock Band
Power Mower at 3 ft.
Jet Flyover at 1000 ft.
Snowmobile, Chain Saw
Freight Train at 50t - Newspaper Press
Motorcycle at 50 ft. o
High Urban Ambient Sound ------- Garbage Disposal, Alarm Clock
Passenger Car (65mph) at 25 ft.
Busy Traffic ------- ‘ [L T Vacuum Cleaner
Air Conditioning Unit at 100 ft. ------- =G0 ------- Normal Speech, Dishwasher {rinse)
A at100fe
Large Transformers at 100 ft., ’ 50
Moderate Rainfall "~~~ """
Bird Calls ------—--
Lowest Limit of Urban ------- -t 30 -e----- Quiet Room
Ambient Sound )
------------- Library
KL Whisper
20 ------- Motion Picture Studio
10 ----e--- Leaves Rustling
Threshold of Hearing 0

Fig. 2.3-1
Typical Noise Levels of Familiar Sources

Sources: Federal Interagency Commuttee, Federal Agency Review of
Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992; American Speech
- Language - Hearing Association, ASHA Brochure, November 1997;
Los Angeles County Preliminary Noise Element, July 1994,
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SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

FIGURE 2.3-2 - Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment

Land Use Category

55 60 65 70 75 80

Community Noise Exposure
L4, or CNEL, dB

o l

Residential - Low Density Single Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential - Multiple Family

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospirals,
Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, P

Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports IR TG IR

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemetenes

Office Buildings, Business, Commercial

and Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,

Agriculture
Normally Conditionally Clearly
Acceptable | Acceptrable Unacceptable
Specified land use is New construction or New construction or New construction or
satisfactory based upon the development should be development should generally  development should generally
assumption that any undertaken only after a be discouraged. If new not be undertaken.
buildings involved are of detailed analysis of the noise construction or development
normal conventional reduction requirement is does proceed, a detailed
construction, without any made and needed noise analysis of the noise reduction
special noise insulation insulation features included in  requirements must be made

requirements. the design. Conventional and needed noise insulation
construction, but with closed  features included in the
windows and fresh air supply  design.
systems or air conditioning,
will normally suffice.

SOURCE: Office of Planning and Research 1987,
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TABLE 2.3-1
MODELED EXISTING AND PROJECTED AFTERNOON PEAK-HOUR
NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT AREA AND VICINITY

Noise Levels (dBA, L,,)"
Approximate Existing Plus
Distance from Existing Project
Road Segment Conditions Conditions Project Impact
Modeled Location (feet) (1998) (2005)
Riverside Drive® 50 74 76 2
Between Riverford Road and 150 69 71 2
Palm Row Drive 300 66 68 2
Riverside Drive® 50 73 75 2
Between Palm Row Drive and 150 68 70 2
Vista Camino 300 65 67 2
Riverside Drive® 50 72 75 3
Between Vista Camino and 150 67 69 4
Lakeside Avenue ' 300 64 66 4
Lakeside Avenue® 50 72 74 2
Between Valle Vista Road and 150 67 69 2
Channel Road 300 64 66 2
Channel Road"®
Between Lakeside Avenue and 50 72 74 2
Mapleview Street 150 66 69 3
300 63 66 3
Riverford Road® 50 73 76 3
Between Riverside Drive and 150 68 71 3
Highway 67 300 63 68 3
Woodside Avenue® 50 72 73 1
Between Winter Gardens Boulevard and 150 67 68 1
Channel Road 300 64 65 1
Notes:

a. Noise level estimates and projections were made using the U.S. Department of Transportation's FHWA Highway Traffic
Noise Prediction Model and are based on the turning volumes presented in the traffic impact analysis prepared by
Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Inc. Vehicle mix assumed to be 80% autos, 12% medium trucks, and 8% heavy
trucks {Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers, Inc.).

b. Assumes an average speed of 45 miles per hour (mph), as presented in the traffic impact analysis.

c.  Assumes an average speed of 40 mph, as presented in the traffic impact analysis.
d. Assumes an average speed of 35 mph, as presented in the traffic impact analysis.
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.3-11
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2.4  PUBLIC SERVICES

The Public Services Section assesses the impacts of the proposed project on fire protection,
police services, and schools. This analysis is based on comparisons of the existing levels of
service and the levels needed to adequately serve the uses allowed by the project.

2.4.1 Existing Conditions
Fire Protection

Fire protection and emergency services for the project area are provided by the Lakeside Fire
Protection District. Two stations are available to serve the project area; Station One, which is at
9726 Riverview Avenue within the project area, and Station Two, which is located at
11211 Valle Vista outside of the project area. Although Station One is located within the project
area, it is not in a suitable location to serve the needs of the project area as this station is
separated from the vast majority of the project by Highway 67. Additionally, the project area is
bisected by the San Diego River; as a result, the project area is subject to flooding, which
contributes to the occasional difficulty of accessing the project area in the event of an emergency.
Presently, response times vary but average five minutes in duration (Lakeside Fire Protection
District July 1998). The Lakeside Fire Protection District has an established response time goal
of five minutes, which is currently met. However, according to the District, this is not the only
criterion to determine service adequacy. According to the most recent study by ISO Commercial
Risk Services, Inc., the other criteria that need to be considered are the following: the number of
needed fire stations, a fire station equipped with a ladder truck within 2.5 road miles of a specific
site, and a fire station equipped with engine companies within 1.5 miles of a specific site
(Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

The Lakeside Fire Protection District currently needs seven fire stations to adequately serve their
area of jurisdiction; presently the District has four stations, which results in a shortage of three
stations to serve their District. Additionally, the District does not currently operate a ladder
company; the nearest available ladder truck is located on Cottonwood Avenue in the City of
Santee, which responds by a mutual aid agreement, but is well beyond the acceptable distance of
2.5 road miles. Moreover, Fire Station #2 at 11211 Valle Vista Road is beyond the acceptable
distance of 1.5 miles for engine companies (Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

The Lakeside Fire Protection District also indicates that the existing water supply system for the
project area is inadequate to serve large commercial complexes. For example, there are no fire
hydrants on Riverford Road between Woodside Avenue and Riverside Drive. Any fire in this
area would require "Tanker" operations and the Fire District's Water Tender 3 is located at 14008
Highway 8 Business, which is six miles from the project area. Additionally, many hydrants in
Marilla Drive and Riverview Avenue are substandard and are only capable of 800 gallons per
minute (gpm) of fire flow. The minimum water supply required to suppress a fire even in a
single-family dwelling is 1,500 gpm at 20 psi residual (Lakeside Fire Protection District July
1998).
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Currently, the Lakeside Fire Protection District has no plans to build additional fire stations or
purchase a ladder truck. However, their aerial water tower, which is housed at Fire Station #3 at
14008 Highway Business in El Cajon, (also well beyond the acceptable travel distance to the
project site), is due for replacement (Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

According to the Lakeside Fire Protection District, the project area is within the State of
California Severe Wildland Fire Danger Area, which requires any new development to conduct
additional clearing, brush removal, and building standards to reduce incidents of fire.

Police Profection

The project area is located within an unincorporated portion of the County of San Diego; it is
served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department from the Santee Sheriff's Station located at
8811 Cuyamaca Street. This station currently provides the following staffing: 1 captain, 2
lieutenants, 7 sergeants, 59 deputies, 12 detectives, 12 community service officers, 6 crime
prevention specialists, and 10 secretaries (San Diego County Sheriff's Department 1998).

Quick response to calls is critical because it increases the chances of saving lives and
apprehending criminals at or near the scene of the crime. In rural areas of unincorporated San
Diego, the current goal for response time to a priority call is 12 minutes or less. These are calls
involving life-threatening situations or felonies in progress. For all other calls, the target is 24
minutes or less. As provided by the Sheriff's Crime Analysis Unit, average response times for
calls for service in the Santee Sheriff's Station's unincorporated jurisdiction during the 1997
calendar year are as follows: priority calls - 10.8 minutes and non-priority calls - 37.3 minutes;
as presented, the average response time for non-priority calls does not meet the current target of
24 minutes or less (San Diego County Sheriff's Department 1998).

The desirable law enforcement service level for unincorporated areas is computed on a 24-hour
service package and consists of seven patrol deputies, two detectives, one supervisor and one
clerical support staff for each 10,000 resident population; for each population increase of 1,000
persons, approximately one sworn officer must be added to maintain current levels of service.
Although resources provided for the unincorporated area of the County are currently below
actual current projected staffing levels, the response time for priority calls is within the 12-
minute goal. However, current staffing and personnel do not adequately serve the project area
based on the desirable law enforcement service level (San Diego County Sheriff's Department
1998).

Schools

The project area is within the jurisdiction of the Lakeside Union Elementary School District
(Grades K-8) and the Grossmont Union High School District (Grades 9-12). The schools serving
the project area are Lakeside Farms School at 11915 Lakeside Avenue and Lakeside Middle
School at 11833 Woodside Avenue, both with the Lakeside Union Elementary School District
(Lakeside Union Elementary School District July 1998), and the El Capitan High School with the
Grossmont Union High School District. The current enrollment (as of October 26, 1998) for
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Lakeside Farms School is 558 students, with a capacity of 469 students; the current enrollment
(as of October 26, 1998) for Lakeside Middle School is 663 students, with a capacity of
696 students, and the current enrollment (as of October 8, 1998) for El Capitan High School is
2,233 students, with a capacity of 1,876 students (Lakeside Union Elementary School District
and Grossmont Union High School District, pers. comm. October 1998).

The Lakeside Union Elementary School District operates 9 schools; it currently exceeds its
facility capacity of 4,026 students and anticipates to continue to exceed capacity through the
2007-08 school year (Lakeside Union Elementary School District March 1998). As of October
26, 1998, the Lakeside Union Elementary School District enrollment is 4,858 (Lakeside Union
Elementary School District, pers. com. October 1998). The Grossmont Union High School
District operates 10 high schools; its current enrollment of 2,162 students currently exceeds its
capacity of 1,840 students. Its projected enrollment for 1997/1998 and for succeeding years
would exceed the desired assignment level, which is the level at which the Grossmont Union
High School District can provide its standard instructional program of six periods per day per
student without extended day scheduling.

A mechanism to offset new development impacts is the collection of “new development” fees
from new residential and commercial projects.

Currently, the mandatory state development fee is $1.93 per square foot for residential
construction, and $0.31 per square foot for commercial/industrial construction. However,
Government Code Section 53080 authorizes school districts to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or
other form of requirement against any development project for the construction or reconstruction
of school facilities provided that the district can show justification for levying of fees.

The Lakeside Union Elementary School District prepared a developer fee justification study,
which found that justification exists for levying fees in the district of at least $3.23 per square
foot for single-family residential construction, $6.32 per square foot for multi-family residential
construction, and between $0.04 and $3.05 per square foot for commercial and industrial
construction (Lakeside Union Elementary School District 1998).

The Grossmont Union High School District also has a developer fee assessment policy. The
current level of assessment for different types of development is as follows: $0.70 per square
foot for residential and $0.11 per square foot for industrial or commercial projects (Grossmont
Union High School District 1998).

Table 2.4-1 presents the student generation rates for both the Lakeside Union Elementary School
District and the Grossmont Union High School District. Table 2.4-2 presents the generation
factors used to determine the number of households associated with commercial and industrial
uses.
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2.4.2 Thresholds of Significance
Impacts to public services are considered significant if they cause any of the following:
¢ Require additional staff and equipment in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.

e Have a significant effect on, or result in a substantial need for new, altered, or expanded
services.

2.4.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Fire Protection

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire flow, response distance
from existing fire stations, and the Fire Protection District's judgment for needs in the area. In
general, the required fire flow is closely related to land use. The quantity of water necessary for
fire protection varies with the type of development, existing/potential hazards, occupancy and the
degree of fire hazard.

The residential development that would be allowed under the proposed project would be required
to have a minimum fire flow of 1,500 gpm at 20 psi. As previously mentioned, many of the fire
hydrants in the project area are substandard and have a maximum fire flow capability of 800
gpm. The existing water supply to serve the project is considered inadequate to meet fire flow
requirements. Thus, this would be considered a significant impact.

In conformance with the current sprinkler ordinance, all new construction would be required to
install sprinkler systems. Along with smoke detectors, this would provide adequate fire safety
for project area residents. Additionally, the project would be required to meet all applicable fire
codes, including street width, water supply, alarm systems, etc., during the plan check phase.
However, project implementation would increase the need for fire protection and emergency
medical services in the area. Because the project would result in the need for additional staff and
fire equipment to maintain the current level of service, which is already deemed inadequate by
the Lakeside Fire Protection District, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to
fire protection services. New development on the project site would generate new revenues (i.e.,
property tax) that could partially offset significant impacts to fire protection services. However,
impacts to fire protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan leve] of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a
net increase in demand for fire protection services when compared to the demand generated by
the uses allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.
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Police Protection

As mentioned above, current staffing and personnel do not adequately serve the project area.
Implementation of the proposed project would further reduce the level of service to the
remainder of the unincorporated area of the County, which would result in a significant impact to
police protection services. New development on the project site would generate new revenues
(i.e., property tax) that could partially offset significant indirect impacts to police protection
services. However, impacts to police protection services would remain significant and
unavoidable.

The proposed project would require increases in law enforcement resources to meet the increased
demand for services. The specific number of deputies and other sworn officers and associated
equipment servicing the proposed project cannot be estimated until further review is conducted
by the Sheriff's Department on a project by project basis.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a
net increase in demand for police protection services when compared to the demand generated by
the uses allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Schools

Based on the student generation rates presented in Table 2.4-1, implementation of the proposed
project could generate up to 256 elementary students and 61 high school students from the
development of residential uses. Additionally, development of industrial and commercial uses
may result in the indirect addition of students to local schools. New development under the
proposed project would contribute to the overcrowding of local schools within the two school
districts serving the project area, which would result in a significant impact to school services.
However, the developer fee that is required to be paid to both school districts would assist in
providing adequate public school services and facilities concurrent with need, which may be
done through the construction of new facilities or the modification of existing facilities; in some
cases, school boundary changes are the means of providing adequate services and facilities, to
reduce development impacts to school services to less than significant levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.
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2.4.4 Mitigation Measures
Fire Protection

There are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time to reduce impacts to fire
protection services.

Police Protection

There are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time to reduce impacts to police
protection services.

Schools

No significant impacts to school services were identified due to payment of the developer fee
paid at building permit issuance; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

2.4.5 Conclusions
Fire Protection

Because there are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time, impacts to fire
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

Police Protection

Because there are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time impacts to police
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

Schools

No significant impacts to school services are anticipated due to payment of the developer fee.
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TABLE 2.4-1
STUDENT GENERATION RATES

Land Use Average Student per Dwelling Unit
Grades K-5

Single-Family Units 0.338

Multi-Family Units 0.371
Grades 6-8

Single-Family Units 0.168

Multi-Family Units 0.113
Grades 9-12

Single-Family Units 0.120

Multi-Family Units 0.120

SOURCE: Lakeside Union Elementary School District, March 18, 1998; Grossmont Union High School District,

TABLE 2.4-2
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL GENERATION FACTORS

Employees/ District Household/
Type of Development 1,000 sq. ft. Employee
Industrial Parks 1.68 0.048
Neighborhood Shopping Centers 3.62 0.048

SOURCE: Lakeside Union Elementary School District, March 18, 1998.
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2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

A cultural resource analysis for the project site was conducted by Brian F. Mooney Associates in
March 1989. This analysis examined site records and previous studies for the project vicinity
and included an in-field examination of the various properties within the project site boundaries.
This section summarizes the results and recommendations of the cultural resource analysis.

2.5.1 Existing Conditions

Archaeological research conducted in the San Diego Valley region over the last few decades
indicates that the prehistoric period may be divided into what are generally accepted to be three
major culture-historical traditions: Paleoindian, Early Archaic, and Late Prehistoric. The
Paleoindian Tradition is typified by artifact assemblages of the San Dieguito, sole inhabitants of
coastal and inland areas from approximately 12,000 to 7,500 years before present (B.P.).
Beginning about 8,000 B.P. and extending until 3,000 to 2,000 B.P., the people of the Early
Archaic Tradition occupied the region, although their presence is predominantly represented by
large shell middens located along the coast shores to the west of the project area. The ancestors
of the ethnographically documented Kumeyaay were the last prehistoric culture to have occupied
the area, representing the Late Prehistoric Tradition, which ended at the time of Spanish contact.

In San Diego, the historic period begins with establishment of the first mission in Alta California
by Father Junipero in 1769. Lasting until about 1824, this first phase of historic occupation has
been designated the Spanish missionization and early agricultural development period.
Following this period, four other phases were delineated: the Mexican land grant distribution
(1824-1846); Early American ranching (1846-1880); late ranching and early town growth period
in the Lakeside/Santee area (1880-1920); and the Modern Period (1920-present).

For major drainages, such as the San Diego River, three zones can be delineated: 1) the active
floodplain, 2) the terraces and other stable landforms at the interface between the floodplain
margin and uplands, and 3) the surrounding elevated terrain. The hilly and mountainous terrain
(third zone) well above the river was an area of food and material procurement and extraction but
was not a preferred locale for habitation and long-term occupation. As a result, the sites that
occur in this zone tend to be small and of limited variability. The project area does not contain
any areas of this third zone type; therefore, these areas were eliminated from further
consideration.

The zone having the greatest potential for the occurrence of prehistoric sites is the interface
between the floodplain and uplands where terraces and other stable landforms are found. These
areas were most suitable for long-term occupation and the processing of food and material
resources as evidenced in the archaeological records. As a result, the vast majority of sites,
especially larger sites, tend to occur in these areas. Within the project area, these areas are
located on the northern and eastern periphery. The active, alluvial floodplain zone is generally
not considered to be an area of relatively high site potential although recent studies have
indicated that buried sites do occur under certain conditions. In the absence of detailed
geomorphological mapping of the floodplains, delineation of those areas, which possess the
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potential for buried sites, is currently not possible. As a result, archaeologist have resorted to the
use of monitoring during construction grading to detect such sites.

The effects of current land uses also have a considerable bearing on the potential for
archaeological site occurrence; within the project area, these effects are of particular importance.
A field examination of the project area indicated that there are basically two kinds of land uses
that may have had effects on the presence and integrity of archaeological resources.
Disturbances that are principally surficial in nature (ranging from 1 to 2 feet in depth) are of
relevance in those zones above the fioodplain, whereas extensive subsurface disturbances, such
as sand mining, effectively negate the potential for any archaeological resources and are of
relevance in the floodplain and interface zone.

Portions of the project area that have been subjected to extensive sand mining and other similarly
extreme disruption are not considered to have the potential for prehistoric and historic
archaeological resources. Certain other areas have been previously studied and are known to
contain no surface archaeological materials but have the potential for buried subsurface deposits
based on geomorphological data. The remaining areas have yet to be surveyed and are
considered to have the potential for both surface and subsurface archaeological materials.

2.5.2 Thresholds of Significance
The cultural resources impact analysis focuses on the potential disturbance of prehistoric or
historic resources. According to the CEQA Guidelines, an important prehistoric or historic

resource is one which:

e Is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American
history or recognized importance in prehistory;

e Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in
addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable or archaeological research questions;

¢ Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or last surviving
example of its kind;

o Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; and

¢ Involved important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered
only with archaeological methods.

If the resource meets any one of the above criteria, the resource is considered significant.
2.5.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The proposed project would not directly impact cultural resources within the project area as it
does not propose any specific project. However, future development allowed by the proposed
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project would potentially affect cultural resource sites that may exist in the project area. The
areas most susceptible to project impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where
extensive subsurface disturbances, such as sand mining, have not been conducted. As a result,
significant impacts to cultural resources may occur when land uses allowed under the proposed
project are developed.

Direct impacts would result from construction activities, particularly excavation and grading
activities, which could disturb existing unidentified cultural resource sites or artifacts. These
impacts to cultural resources would need to be addressed on a project by project basis during the
environmental evaluation for that specific project.

Without knowing the specifics of future development that may be proposed in the project area, it
is not possible to determine what the specific impacts to cultural resources would be. Appropriate
archaeological and paleontological studies would need to be undertaken on a project-specific
level to ensure compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the
Archaeological Resource Protection Act, and County guidelines and ordinances, including the
San Diego County Archaeological/Historical Report Procedures and the Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPO Article IV, Section 7), all of which regulate activities for the preservation of
cultural resources. Projects located within the USDRIP site boundaries are exempt from the
provisions of the RPO with the exception of Article IV, Section 7 of the ordinance, which
prohibits development, trenching, grading, clearing and grubbing, or any other activity or use
damaging to significant prehistoric or historic sites; a Resource Protection Study would have to
be prepared, which shows the proposed development and its relationship to significant
prehistoric or historic sites. Any proposed impact that involves a federal action such as obtaining
a 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will require compliance with the NHPA
which requires detailed archaeological surveys and avoidance of significant archaeclogical
artifacts or appropriate mitigation. This situation would occur for any development proposal in
the San Diego River or in any adjacent wetland. These regulations are enforced by the U.S.
Amny Corps of Engineers and the State Office of Historic Preservation. Any discretionary action
on the part of the County associated with a development proposal in the USDRIP area (this
would include issuance of a grading permit, subdivision map, or “B” Designator consideration)
would require compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act which requires full
disclosure of all impacts to cultural resources and mitigation for such impacts. However, without
a development proposal, impacts to cultural resources cannot be predicted at this time. Without a
detailed development proposai and mitigation plan for individual parcels, impacts are considered
potentially significant.

Those areas which require monitoring or survey/monitor are depicted on Figure 2.5-1. These
areas are depicted because, based on the archaeological studies done in the area, the potential for
finding buried cultural resources is greatest in these arcas. Areas with the highest cultural
resources sensitivity are located on terraces that have not been significantly disturbed by mining
activities and have not been previously surveyed. Where surveys are not practical because of
existing urban development, monitoring during construction is used to identify resources if they
exist.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

2.5.4 Mitigation Measures

As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.

For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1 will be required as part of any development proposal.

In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with County Guidelines for cultural resources surveys and
mitigation. Artifacts collected during a data recovery plan for a cultural resources site
determined to be significant according to CEQA and County significance criteria shall be
curated in a qualified facility.

In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these

‘investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

2.5.5 Conclusions

Implementation of the mitigation measures recommended above and adherence to existing
regulations pertaining to archaeological and cultural resources would result in the reduction of all
project impacts to less than significant levels.
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Cultural Resources Sensitivity
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2.6 AESTHETICS

This section identifies and evaluates key visual and aesthetic resources in the project area and
determines the degree of visual and aesthetic impacts that would be attributable to the proposed
project. The analysis describes the potential effects of the proposed project on the existing
landscape and built environment, focusing on the compatibility of the project with existing
conditions and the effects of the proposed project on visual resources.

2.6.1 Existing Conditions

The project area is located along the San Diego River Valley in the community of Lakeside. The
San Diego River bisects the project area. The project area is predominantly developed with
industrial uses dominated by mining activities conducted along the river. Industrial uses exist on
both sides of San Diego River and consist of outdoor stockpiling of sand, gravel, and rock;
warehouse uses; large construction equipment and truck rentals; and other light industrial uses
(Figure 2.6-1). Highway 67 is also a dominant use in the project area.

The project area is visible from the north side of Highway 67 (traveling west bound) and from
the surrounding hillsides (Figure 2.6-2). The entire river valley is visible from the hillsides north
of the site. Views to the site from these areas are not scenic in quality due to the heavy amount
of sand mining activities occurring in the area that tends to diminish the area’s overall scenic
quality. There are no scenic highways in the proximity of the project site.

Because most of the area within the river valley is being mined for sand and gravel, the scenic
quality along most of the river valley is poor. The site’s aesthetic appeal is generally limited to
the northeastern portion of the river valley where riparian woodland vegetation extends east of
Channel Road (Figure 2.6-3). This area can be seen from the suwrrounding hillsides. The project
area overall is considered to have a low visual quality.

The surrounding hillsides are developed with rural residential lots. Natural open space exists on
the hillsides to the northwest. These areas have views to the river valley and define the edges of
the San Diego river valley. These hillsides have a moderate to good scenic quality.

2.6.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it would have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.

2.6.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Under the proposed project, the project area will develop over time with new industrial uses to
replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any of the uses allowed under the
M54 zone. In addition, higher density residential uses would also be built along El Nopal,
replacing the rural residential homes that exist today. The most significant change in the area
will occur when the San Diego River is restored to riparian vegetation. This will occur
independently of the proposed project when the approved reclamation plans are implemented and
the area is revegetated. The proposed project is not anticipated to have an effect on the
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reclamation process. Reclamation of the river valley will occur as the mining operations leave
the area regardless of the proposed project. Once the river is restored and the flood control
channel is completed, new industrial uses will be developed.

Overall, the scenic quality of the area will improve from today’s condition as the river is
restored. Riparian vegetation and trees will replace the mining activities. Other areas of the site
would probably not significantly change visually from today’s condition since industrial uses
already exist in the area. The M54 zone would allow uses similar to those already occurring in
the project area including outdoor storage. Outdoor storage could present a negative aesthetic
impact if not properly screened from view. However, the site would be subject to the Lakeside
Design Guidelines. These guidelines would apply to all new uses proposed in the industrial and
commercial zones. Although these guidelines are not standards, all development (commercial
and industrial) proposals would require approval from the Lakeside Design Review Board before
development permits are issued. The Lakeside Design Review Board would apply these
guidelines (as they do for other projects in the Lakeside Community Plan area) when reviewing
site designs for aesthetic quality. The design review process requires that information on the
existing site, site plans, landscape plans, floor plans, building sections, sign design, and lighting
design be submitted to the County and Lakeside Design Review Board for new projects.

The Lakeside Design Guidelines include a Landscaped Street Edge Zone along all front and site
street property lines. Implementation of this zone along Mast Boulevard and Riverside Drive
would help to soften industrial uses and parking lots and create a visually appealing streetscape.
Screening, with landscaping and walls, is also recommended for all storage yards and service
areas. Other forms of screening techniques recommended by the guidelines include setbacks and
rooftop equipment screening. The design guidelines also include architectural recommendations
and landscaping suggestions. Implementation of these design guidelines would reduce visual
impacts from industrial uses to less than significant.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations, which are being phased out. New development would be
compatible with existing industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar
to those already existing in the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new
commercial and industrial development, Impacts are not considered significant.

Regarding a plan-to-plan evaluation, the RiverWay Specific Plan includes design guidelines
specifically tailored to address design issues for the USDRIP site. These guidelines address
architecture, project gateways, streetscape (hardscape and landscaping), guidelines for parking
areas, lighting, site furniture, and signage. Also, the Specific Plan includes guidelines for the
river corridor such as a revegetation plan, design guidelines for trails and walkways, and access
to the river. These guidelines would no longer be applicable under the proposed project.
Although the Lakeside Design Guidelines address aesthetic design issues, they are more general
in nature. While the Lakeside Design Guidelines are more general, they do consider the
aesthetic value of the USDRIP area. Lakeside Community Design Object number 6 states,
“Carefully integrate new industrial development with the existing landscape, and minimize its
visual impact on the community’s residential neighborhoods and scenic resources.” Objective
number 6 requires development proposed within USDRIP be carefully located to minimize
disruption of views to neighboring hillsides and mountains. The Design Guidelines prescribe
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strong planting requirements to screen industrial sites from view, creating a park-like
background of vegetation that will dominate the built facilities. Consequently, a mechanism
remains in place to deal with design issues in the USDRIP area.

However, the Lakeside Design Guidelines do not address the revegetation of the river as do the
RiverWay Specific Plan Design Guidelines. The intent of the RiverWay revegetation plan was
primarily to preserve and create habitat for the least Bell’s vireo while offering support to the
community’s image and historic identity. Under the proposed project, revegetation of the river
corridor would be required in accordance with Clean Water Act 404 wetland regulations.
However, as identified under the biological resources analysis (Section 2.2 of this EIR), the
revegetation requirements of the RiverWay Specific Plan are more detailed and include a
planning buffer. Treatments within the planning buffer include a trail, landscaping, and a row of
parking stalls between the river and buildings. Creation of the planning buffer between buildings
and the river would no longer be in force. Loss of this component, combined with less stringent
landscaping requirements, could be considered a significant visual impact from a plan to plan
perspective.

2.6.4 Mitigation Measures

e Prior to issuance of a discretionary permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant
shall take the aesthetic value of the river into account as follows: No construction of
buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of the exterior bank of the flood control channel.
This buffer is intended to provide a natural visual transition between the river corridor and
adjacent industrial development and to allow enjoyment of the natural setting of the river
corridor. Native plants should be used in this area in order to achieve a natural interface with
the river corridor. Landscaping shall be designed so as to visually screen activities of
adjacent development from the river corridor; parking may be allowed within the buffer in
conjunction with a 10-foot screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the
Director of the Department of Planning and Land Use. Parking lot and security lighting shall
be shielded to avoid light spillage into the river cormridor in accordance with terms and
conditions imposed by the wildlife agencies.

2.6.5 Conclusion

The adverse aesthetic impact can be eliminated by implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures.
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Hillside Views of the Project Area
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Riparian Woodland Vegetation
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2.7 HAZARDS

This section describes the project area in regards to the use, storage, transport, and disposal of
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, and flooding. This section also addresses the
potential impacts that may occur as residential uses are developed adjacent to industrial uses
within the project area. Additionally, impacts to human health and safety during accidents
and/or events of upset conditions are addressed in this section. This information is based in part
on information contained in the Final EIR/EA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by
Brian F. Mooney Associates in June 1990.

2.7.1 Existing Conditions
Hazardous Materials and Wastes

As described in Chapter 1.0, major portions of the project area are in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Active sand and aggregate mining and processing
activities have been conducted since the 1950s. Uses within the project area include
manufacturing of concrete products; storage of heavy equipment, construction and drilling
materials; commercial uses retailing building materials and supplies; and a barn manufacturer.

Some of these industrial uses involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials,
including, but not limited to, gasoline and diesel fuel and other chemicals used for processing
sand and aggregate materials. Presently, the potential for public exposure to hazardous material
and/or waste associated with existing site conditions already exist.

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) is responsible for
enforcement of regulations governing the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace, which
include the use of hazardous materials, as detailed in the California Code of Regulations
(Title 8). Cal/OSHA regulations include requirements for employee safety training, availability
of safety equipment, accident and illness prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure
warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation.

Flooding

The project area is dominated by the San Diego River and its associated 100-year floodplain.
Through the project area, the river's floodplain ranges from approximately 400 to 2,700 feet wide
between Highway 67 and the Santee city limits, as shown in Figure 2.7-1.

Over the years, sand extraction activities, as well as the construction of roads, bridges, upstream
dams, and other development, have significantly altered the river's hydraulic characteristics.
Sand extraction has had a major effect on the riverbed by creating deep pits and other changes,
which have altered the upstream and downstream runoff characteristics. Extraction operations
have been largely responsible for endangering bridges on Highway 67 and Magnolia Avenue by
increasing runoff velocities and changing the sediment transport system, which results in head
cutting and undermining of support structures (Brian F. Mooney Associates 1990). Extensive
flooding has historically occurred within the area, with resulting damage to properties in the
Lakeside and Santee areas.
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Since the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, a flood control plan was adopted in
1992, establishing the final configuration of the San Diego River and type and location of needed
flood control structures. This flood control plan would continue to be in effect for the project
site, and flood control and land development would be subject to the improvements required by
this plan. Presently, one of the three proposed flood control structures under the flood control
plan has already been compileted, and the Channe]l Road Bridge project (involving a drop
structure and other improvements to Channel Road) has been engineered and is scheduled for
completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds.

2.7.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant adverse
impact on the environment if it would create the following:

e A potential public health hazard or involve the use, production, or disposal of materials that
pose a hazard to people, animal, or plant populations in the area affected, or

e Substantial flooding, erosion or siltation.
2.7.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Hazardous Materials and Wastes

The proposed project would not substantially change the types of uses that are currently allowed
by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could potentially be located within the project
area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also involve the use, handling, and transport
of hazardous materials, which are regulated by applicable state, regional and local regulations
associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous materials/wastes could include
gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and other chemical substances used in
industrial facilities.

The County Environmental Health Division issues permits to businesses for handling hazardous
materials and requires these businesses to prepare Hazardous Materials Management Plans that
detail hazards inventories, site layouts, training and monitoring procedures, and emergency
response plans. Compliance with proper hazardous materials handling procedures would
minimize the hazards to the public, particularly sensitive receptors such as schools and
residences, to below a level of significance.

Because portions of the project area have been in industrial use for many years, hazardous
contamination may be present on some properties from previous or current industrial activities.
As new development projects are constructed, ground disturbance associated with demolition of
existing structures and grading activities could disturb contaminated soils thereby potentially
exposing construction crews and the general public to hazardous materials. This situation is
considered significant.
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Flooding

Flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to stabilize the river
channel and provide for 100-year flood protection, along the San Diego River within the
boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of the proposed project.
The structures proposed under the adopted flood control plan would continue to be implemented
under the proposed project and would act as "check dams" to dissipate the high energy water
flows of major floods. These structures would also lower the level of the flood water and control
the high velocity turbulence at the structures. Water flow between structures would be
controlled with a slow velocity that would prevent significant erosion of the riverbed or banks.
This would allow the existing floodway to be reshaped into a more natural, vegetated appearance
along its banks and streambed as an alternative to construction of a concrete channel.

The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent potential floods
from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the channel capacity to
contain a 100-year flood. Additionally, special land use designators would be applied to portions
of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel Designator would be
applied to areas subject to the 100-year floodplain. This designator restricts development within
the 100-year floodplain prior to the development of flood control structures to prevent any
development from becoming subject to a 100-year inundation. This eliminates flood hazards to
any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no significant
impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

The project lies within the mapped dam inundation area for El Capitan and San Vicente
reservoirs. The County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan in the event of a catastrophic
failure of either reservoir. Both reservoirs are monitored to reduce flood danger during periods
of peak flows and rainfall. Because all development would be located outside of the 100-year
floodplain and the existence of the County’s Operational Area Emergency Plans, there would be
no significant impact. It should also be recognized that the proposed uses are similar to those in
the adopted Specific Plan.

2.7.4 Mitigation Measures

e Prior to issuing a discretionary grading permit on property previously used for industrial
uses, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be required
to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns resulting
from existing or prior uses. Each assessment shall identify measures, including site
remediation, if necessary, to ensure that no public exposure to hazardous materials and/or
waste would occur during project construction.

2.7.5 Conclusions

With implementation of the mitigation measure above, impacts associated with hazardous
materials use can be mitigated to below a level of significance.
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San Diego River Floodplain

Source: County of San Diego
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3.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
3.1 LIST OF PAST, PRESENT, AND- REASONABLY ANTICIPATED FUTURE
PROJECTS

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that "cumulative impacts shall be discussed
when they are significant”. Cumulative impacts involve individual effects which may increase in
scope or intensity when considered together. Such impacts typically involve a number of local
projects, and can result from individually incremental effects when these collectively increase in

~ magnitude over time. The evaluation of cumulative effects can be based on a list of past,

present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.

Because the Lakeside area and surrounding communities and/or cities are already developed, few
projects of any magnitude are under construction or planned. In addition to limited roadway
improvements planned for the County, there are three projects in the City of Santee, which
would contribute to the cumulative setting -- the Santee Trolley Square within the Santee Town
Center Specific Plan Area, approximately two miles west of the project area near the intersection
of Mission Gorge Road and Cuyamaca Street; the Edgemoor Hospital County-owned parcel also
within the Santee Town Center Specific Plan Area; and Fanita Ranch, approximately three miles
northwest of the project area in the northeastern corner of the City. The Santee Trolley Square
project is approximately 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site. The project is 45 acres with
commercial/retail uses and a library. The anticipated completion of the project is 2000 to 2001.
Impacts considered for this project included traffic, noise, and aesthetics. The Edgemoor
Hospital County-owned parcel is also approximately 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site.
Development on the Edgemoor County-parcel has not been fully established; however, at the
time of the filing of the project application, the land use plan for this county-owned parcel
includes the following: 131.6 acres of residential uses (with a maximum of 1,650 dwelling
units), 22.8 acres of office uses, and 44.6 acres of commercial uses. However, the County is also
considering other uses, including rebuilding the existing hospital. Fanita Ranch Specific Plan is
located about 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site. The 2,600-acre project includes 3,000 single-
family units, general commercial uses, and a hotel. The project has not been approved yet and
the completion date is unknown at this time. Impacts considered for this project include
biological resources, cultural resources, traffic, land use, landform alteration, visual quality, and

geology.

The area surrounding the USDRIP site is mostly residential with zoning consistent with the
existing type of development. No other projects within the unincorporated areas of the County
were identified.

3.2 SUBJECT AREA CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
3.2.1 Existing Conditions
The cumulative setting would be the same as those presented in Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 6.0. A

description of the existing conditions for each environmental issue area can be found in each of
the sections in that chapter.
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3.2.2 Thresholds of Significance

A project would have a significant cumulative impact if the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past project, other current projects,
and probable future projects.

3.2.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Land Use and Planning

All three nearby projects are located within the City of Santee and would result in the increased
urbanization of the City. Cumulative impacts relating to land use and planning issues are not
considered to be significant. Land use incompatibilities between the USDRIP site and projects
nearby in Santee would not occur because new industrial uses would be separated enough from
residential uses avoiding noise and air quality impacts.

Geological Issues

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would increase the amount of exposed soils
during excavation and grading and may result in increased erosion and sedimentation. However,
due to the short-term nature of grading and construction activities, cumulative impacts resulting
from erosion and sedimentation are not anticipated to be significant. The increase in land use
intensity at each individual project site would result in the exposure of an increasing number of
patrons, visitors and/or workers and property to geological hazards associated with seismic
activity in the area. Adherence of cumulative projects, including land uses that would be
allowed under the proposed project, to building codes would minimize impacts to peopie and
property to less than significant levels.

Water Resources

Of the identified cumulative projects, Santee Trolley Square, located approximately two miles
west of the project, is the closest project to the San Diego River, located approximately 0.25 mile
from the River at its closest point. Given its distance from the river, construction of the Town
Center is unlikely to cause turbidity impacts the River. The other identified projects are located
more than 0.5 miles from the River. Due to their distance from the river, these projects are also
unlikely to impact surface water quality. More importantly, the City of Santee has strict storm
water regulations. The city requires physical best management practices to preclude discharge of
silt from construction sites. Additionally, all commercial and industrial sites are required to
implement physical best management practices, such as oil/water separators, to preclude impacts
from stormwater runoff, including “first-flush” runoff (Personal Communication, City of Santee
Engineering Staff, August 2, 2000). As such, stormwater runoff from the cumulative projects is
unlikely to significantly impact the San Diego River. Therefore, none of the cumulative projects
considered would impact water resources in the area, as they are not anticipated to result in
increased water turbidity, or significant increase of other pollutants, in the San Diego River or
any water body.
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As discussed in Section 6.1.5, implementation of future development in the project area is not
anticipated to result in significant, incremental increases in water quality impacts. Current
regulations are expected to protect water quality. Furthermore, future development within the
project area (other than individual single family residences) will require site plan approval and,
therefore be subject to further environmental review. If project specific impacts are identified,
feasible project-specific mitigation measures would be required, based on project-specific design
information not available at this time.

Current groundwater contamination in the region resulting from leaking underground storage
tanks outside of the project area, has shut down public well fields within the project area.
Although the use of underground storage tanks (USTs) is allowed within the project area, all new
installations of USTs would be subject to current regulations regarding design. As such, impacts
to water quality due to tank leaks are not expected to occur, and increases in impacts to
groundwater quality are not expected.

As discussed above, the land uses allowed under the proposed project are not expected to result
in incrementally significant impacts to water resources. Further, the cumulative projects are not
expected to result in significant impacts to water quality, given their location relative to the San
Diego River, and the City’s stormwater regulations. As a result, the cumulative projects and land
uses that would be allowed under the proposed project are not expected to create a significant
cumulative long-term impact to water resources.

Air Quality

Construction of cumulative projects in the area and land uses allowed under the proposed project
would generate air pollutant emissions. Air dispersion modeling was also conducted for future
conditions, which took into account traffic volumes generated by ambient growth and cumulative
projects in the area. The results of CO modeling for the year 2015 indicate that ambient growth
and the development of cumulative projects in the area and land uses allowed under the proposed
project would not create a CO hot spot (exceeding the one-hour or eight-hour CO standard) at
any one of the intersections modeled for the proposed project (see Section 6.1.2). Because the
proposed project is located in a non-attainment area, any contribution caused by the addition of
vehicular trips exceeding the O3 and PM, standards in the San Diego Air Basin would be
considered cumulatively significant. :

Transportation/Circulation

The cumulative traffic scenario is based on general growth between existing conditions and the
year 2015, including full build out of the Lakeside Community Plan in the year 2015, Santee
Trolley Square, and Fanita Ranch, and partial build out of the Edgemoor County-parcel. Based
on the forecasted traffic volumes for 2015 as analyzed in the traffic impact analysis for the
proposed project, all but the following four intersections (both unsignalized) would operate at an
acceptable LOS D or better, assuming that all mitigation measures presented in Section 2.1 are
implemented:

e Riverside Drive/Vista Camino (LOS F)
e Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (LOS F)
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o Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
e Mapleview Street/SR 67

Signalization of the Riverside Drive intersections identified above would improve the LOS and
reduce traffic impacts on these intersections to less than significant levels. Adding one through
lane in each direction on SR67 at Lakeside Avenue and a full interchange on SR 67 at
Mapleview Street would be required to fully mitigate these two intersections.

In the year 2015 the following two segments would operate at below LOS D:

e Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
e Mapleview Street east of Channel Road

Both segments can be mitigated below significant by improving Riverford Road to a four-lane
major road standards and Mapleview to a four-lane collector standards. LOS D operations are
calculated on SR 67, assuming this freeway is widened to six lanes. However, because there are
insufficient funds to implement the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.1, traffic impacts
to the intersections and street segments would remain cumulatively significant. '

Biological Resources

Due to the cumulative loss of biological resources resulting from implementation of the projects
in the surrounding area, cumulative impacts to biological resources are considered significant;
however, with the adoption of the MSCP, the impacts would be mitigated cumulatively.

Future development proposed in the project area must comply with the MSCP as well as feasible
mitigation measures needed to reduce any significant site-specific biological impacts. The area
immediately surrounding the USDRIP site does not contain a substantial amount of biological
habitat that could be disturbed by future projects (particularly in the single-family-zoned areas
that are already substantially disturbed).

Hazards

None of the cumulative projects considered are expected to use large quantities of hazardous
materials that would create a potential public hazard. Cumulative projects are anticipated to use
small quantities of commonly used hazardous materials, such as cleaning solvents, paint,
fertilizers, etc., which pose no unwarranted risks to public health and safety with proper handling
and storage.

Additionally, development areas of any of the cumulative projects are not located within any
floodplain or are located higher than any floodplain and would not be directly exposed to any
flood hazards. In particular, the Santee Trolley Square Project is located approximately 600 feet
south of the San Diego River floodway, which is capable of handling a 100-year flood event, and
is not anticipated to be impacted by flooding in the area. Similarly, the Edgemoor County-parcel
is located at a higher elevation than the San Diego River, and is, therefore, not anticipated to be
impacted by flooding in the area.
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Noise

The FHWA model was used to estimate future noise levels. Modeled future noise levels took
into account traffic volumes generated by ambient growth and cumulative projects in the project
vicinity, including the Santee Square Trolley, Edgemoor County-parcel, and Fanita Ranch. In
the year 2015, noise levels are expected to increase by a range of 2 dBA to 7 dBA over existing
levels as a result of development of land uses allowed under the proposed project, ambient
growth and cumulative projects anticipated in the area and the corresponding increase in traffic.
An increase of 2 dBA is estimated for Woodside Avenue between Winter Gardens Boulevard
and Channel Road. An increase of less than 3 dBA is generally not considered perceptible and
is, therefore, not significant. An increase of 7 dBA is estimated for Channel Road between
Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street. This increase is perceptible and measurable, and is,
therefore, considered significant and unavoidable.

Public Services

Cumulative projects considered are within the City of Santee; therefore, these projects would be
under the jurisdiction of other public service providers than those that would serve the project
area. Therefore, cumulative impacts to public services serving the project area would not occur.

Public Utilities

Cumulative projects considered are within the City of Santee; therefore, these projects would be
under the jurisdiction of other public utility providers than those that would serve the project
area, with the exception of electricity and natural gas, which would be provided by San Diego
Gas & Electric for all the projects in the County. The San Diego Gas & Electric would be able
to provide energy services to all development projects in the County. Cumulative impacts to
other public utility providers, including water, wastewater and solid waste collection services
serving the project area, would not occur. More specifically, water and wastewater services
provided by the Padre Dam Municipal Water District would not be significantly impacted.
According to Padre Dam, the District assesses a capacity fee at the initial stages of individual
project planning and engineering to ensure that adequate capacity and services are available.
Additionally, all three projects have been included in the Padre Dam Municipal Water District's
Facilities Master Plan (Padre Dam Municipal Water District, pers comm. January 4, 1999).

Aesthetics

The cumulative projects are located three to four miles from the project area; therefore, the
aesthetic impacts of these projects would not be cumulatively noticeable.

Cultural Resources

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources would essentially be the same as those identified for the
proposed project. Each individual specific project is required to evaluate archaeological and
paleontological resources on-site and conduct salvage operations if applicable. Some impacts to
cultural resources could result from ministerial actions, such as development of a single-family
home; because no comprehensive surveys of the entire cumulative project area have been done,
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impacts cannot be determined. However, impacts from ministerial projects would likely be
minimal. The area is largely developed and has already been disturbed. Very few vacant lots
remain for single-family development and the cumulative impact from disturbance to the few
lots remaining is not considered significant. Large scale grading would only occur associated
with a discretionary action such as a proposed subdivision. Cultural impacts from new large-
scale disturbance to the area would require mitigation under the RPO and impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant. Therefore, the cumulative impact to these resources would be
less than significant.

3.2.4 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures identified in each of the environmental issue area discussed in
Chapter 2.0 would reduce cumulative impacts to below a level of significance, with the
exception of air quality, traffic, and noise impacts.

3.2.5 Conclusions

Cumulative impacts to air quality and traffic would remain significant and unavoidable.
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4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

An EIR must describe and evaluate a “range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project”
that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project, but avoids or

substantially reduces one or more of the project's significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126(d)).

41  RATIONALE FOR ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

The alternatives evaluated in this EIR were selected based on discussions with the County. They
were also selected based on their ability to reduce significant impacts identified in this EIR while
meeting the project's basic purpose and objectives.

The alternatives evaluated in this EIR are the following:

No Development Alternative

No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative
M52 Zoning Buffer Alternative

Lakeside Planning Group Alternative

RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative

A description of impacts associated with each alternative is discussed in detail below (Sections
4.2-4.5) with a comparison to the proposed project. Table 4-1 is a comparison of each
alternative.

Additionally, the following discussion identifies alternatives seriously considered but rejected as
infeasible:

All Residential Alternative

This alternative would rezone the entire project site to residential uses. It was rejected on the
basis of incompatibility with existing land uses and community character and failure to meet the
project objective of providing a greater range of allowed uses by right and by discretionary
permit. Except for the area currently zoned for residential uses, the USDRIP area has
historically been associated with sand mining and other heavy industrial uses. Many of the
businesses in the area have been in existence for many years, and some have stated that they are
unlikely to end their activities in the foreseeable future. Based upon that, it was determined that
residential uses throughout the USDRIP area would create conflicts between new residential and
existing industrial use types.

Another reason the alternative was rejected is because the Lakeside Community Plan identifies
the project area as one of the three established industrial areas in Lakeside and states that it is
intended that Lakeside’s industrial areas, including the USDRIP area, will be used more
extensively in the future rather than establishing new industrial areas. Consequently, rezoning
the entire USDRIP area to residential uses would deprive the community of an important part of
its economic infrastructure and could lead to future pressures to allow industrial uses in less
suitable areas of the community.
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All M52 Alternative

This alternative would rezone the entire project area to the M52 Limited Impact Industrial Zone.
Although this alternative could potentially reduce aesthetics impacts due to lighter industrial uses
and the prohibition of outdoor storage in M52 zones, it was rejected due to the heavier industrial
uses that currently exist on the project site. Prior to adoption of the Specific Plan, the majority of
the project area was designated for M54 uses, and a number of businesses aliowed by that zone
have been developed. This alternative would cause a number of existing businesses to become
legal non-conforming uses. While some expansion of these businesses could be accomplished
within its current floor area, no outside area accommodating or serving the use could be
established or increased in size unless the business was allowed in that zone by a use permit and
the business could obtain a use permit for the expanded uses. This situation could negatively
impact the economic viability of the project area. If the use were not allowed by permit in the
new zone, no expansion such as that described above could be accomplished. For these reasons
and the fact that this alternative would not meet the objective of providing a greater range of
uses, the alternative was rejected.

Multifamily Residential Alternative

This alternative would rezone the residential area in the northwest comer of the project site from
single-family to multiple-family dwellings. This alternative was rejected because the
environmental impacts would be essentially the same as the single-family designation, and the
alternative would not be consistent with the community character of the surrounding residential
area. The residential area of USDRIP, although only partially developed, is made up of single-
family residences as are the residential areas surrounding the project site.

Also, the City of Santee has zoned the area just west of the project site for single-family homes,
thereby adding to a community character typified by single-family residences. Therefore, due to
no expected lessening of impacts and inconsistency with established and planned community
character, this alternative was rejected.

42  ANALYSIS OF THE NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE
4.2.1 No Development Alternative Description and Setting

The No Development Alternative proposes to leave the project area in its present condition
without project development or new construction. Existing conditions for each environmental
issue area, as described in Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 6.0, would remain, and environmental
impacts would remain at existing levels.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR . ) - 4-2



ALTERNATIVES

4.2.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No Development Alternative to the Proposed
Project

Land Use and Planning

The following existing uses would remain: concrete product manufacturing, heavy equipment
storage, building materials and supply stores, construction and drilling material storage, a barn
manufacturer, a restaurant, a plant nursery, a gas station, 2 schools, an egg ranch, a Christmas
tree farm, a swim/tennis club, 32 single-family dwelling units, 6 duplexes, and a mobile home
park.

Although no new development would occur within the project area, the approved reclamation
plans for three sand and gravel mining operations within the project area would continue to be
implemented. The plans provide a reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will
be rehabilitated to restore the San Diego River back to riparian vegetation and allow future
industrial development. No significant land use impacts are associated with this alternative.

Geological Issues

The No Development Alternative would have no potential effects on geology, seismicity, and
soils because no new construction would take place. The project area and the existing structures
and uses would continue to be subject to seismic activities in the area.

Water Resources

This alternative would have no new impacts to water resources in the project area. Since there
would be no new construction or any grading activities proposed under this alternative, water
quality impacts, including short-term changes in water turbidity, would not occur.

Air Quality

The No Development Alternative would not involve any new construction in the project area;
therefore, this alternative would not result in any new emissions generated by on-site uses.
Impacts to air quality would result from the continued operation of mining, industrial, and
commercial activities in the project area. This is not anticipated to be considered significant.

Transportation/Circulation

The No Development Alternative would not involve any new uses or improvements to the
existing roadways in the project area; therefore, this alternative would not result in any new trips
generated by on-site uses. Traffic generation and circulation in the project area and vicinity
would remain congested and at LOS D or worse for some street segments and intersections.
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Biological Resources

Under the no development alternative, conditions on the site would remain as described under
existing conditions. This includes the eventual implementation of the mining reclamation plans
as described.

Hazards

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would create any new
potential hazards in the project area. However, the flood control plan would continue to be in
effect for the project site, and flood control and land development would be subject to the
improvements required by this plan. Presently, one of the three proposed flood control structures
under the flood control plan has already been completed, and the Channel Road Bridge project
(involving a drop structure and other improvements to Channel Road) has been engineered and is
scheduled for completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds. This would prevent the areas
located within the floodplain to be subject to flooding.

Noise

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would contribute to noise
increases in the project vicinity. This alternative would eliminate noise associated with
construction activities as they would not be conducted.

Public Services

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would increase demand
for public services, including police and fire protection services and schools, provided in the
project area. Therefore, no mmpacts to public services would be created under this alternative.

Public Utilities

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would increase demand
for public utilities, including electricity and natural gas supply, water, sewage disposal and solid
waste disposal services. Therefore, no impacts to public utilities would be created under this
alternative.

Aesthetics

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new construction. As a result, no
changes in view of the project area from the surrounding uses would occur. The area would
continue to appear visually blighted due to the mixture of poorly maintained properties and the
extraction activities.

Cultural Resources

Because no new construction would take place under the No Development Alternative,
archaeological and paleontological resources that may exist within the project area would not be
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disturbed. Impacts to cultural resources associated with the proposed project would be
eliminated under this alternative.

4.2.3 Conclusion

The No Development Alternative is not feasible or practical to implement. This alternative does
not meet any of the goals and objectives of the proposed project. The parcels within the project
area are privately owned, the project area is developed with industrial and commercial uses, and
the project area is substantially surrounded by urban development. Therefore, it is neither
feasible or practical to prohibit all future development. Moreover, this alternative would not
meet the project objectives.

43  ANALYSIS OF THE NO PROJECT/EXISTING ENTITLEMENT
ALTERNATIVE

4.3.1 . No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative Description and Setting

Under this alternative, the project area would retain the zoning and land use designations of the
existing RiverWay Specific Plan (see Figure 1-5). This plan allows for the development of
approximately 240 acres of industrial uses, 17 acres of commercial uses, and a total of
746 dwelling units. Additionally, the existing Specific Plan allows for the development of low
intensity recreational uses and the creation of new wildlife habitat within the riverbed. In
comparison to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan allows 160 fewer acres of
industrial uses, 6 fewer acres of commercial uses, and 241 more dwelling units than the proposed
project.

4.3.2 Comparisoh of the Effects of the No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative to the
Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, permitted uses under the existing Specific Plan would result in the
conversion of existing residential uses, agricultural uses, and vacant land to higher intensity uses.
Additionally, in areas currently used for mining and processing of aggregate materials, permitted
uses would result in less impactive land uses, such as business parks, commercial, residential, or
open space uses.

The RiverWay Specific Plan would avoid land use incompatibility issues between residential and
industrial uses by limiting industrial uses in areas adjacent to residential areas and disallowing
outdoor uses. However, industrial uses would still be allowed along Mast Boulevard and
adjacent to two residential areas (Planning Areas I and II). This alternative would simply
implement the Lakeside Community Plan/General Plan without requiring amendments. No land
use or planning impacts are associated with this alternative.
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Geological Issues

The existing Specific Plan would have similar geological issues as those identified for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, the potential exists for settlement hazards
associated with development in alluvial areas under the existing Specific Plan. Extensive
recompaction of soils may be required prior to development to ensure adequate foundation
support. With implementation of appropriate engineering practices, erosion susceptibility would
be moderate. The potential for liquefaction wherever unconsolidated soils overlay groundwater
exists during seismic activity.

Water Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the construction of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would potentially result in the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids
(TSS) within the project area or further downstream, which could result in a short-term
significant impact to water quality. However, subsequent to the completion of construction
activities, the relatively small developed portion of the project area, as compared to the entire
watershed, is not anticipated to result in increased contaminants downstream of the project area.
As a result, this alternative would not create a significant long-term impact to water resources.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, vehicular emissions generated by uses allowed under this
alternative would be the primary source of pollutants in the project vicinity. Emissions in the
1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions were based upon SANDAG growth forecasts,
which were derived from county and city plans. Since the County's General Plan was amended
to include the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, the 1994 SIP revisions, in turn,
took into account pollutant emissions associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan.

Since the No Project Alternative would maintain the existing Specific Plan, which was included
in the projections considered in the County's Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), and the
1994 SIP revisions, this alternative is not anticipated to adversely impact air quality.

Transportation/Circulation

As previously estimated in the EIR for the Riverway Specific Plan, the existing Specific Plan
would generate approximately 37,602 daily trips; this is approximately 1,768 trips less than the
those estimated for the proposed project. However, similar to the proposed project, increasing
the average daily traffic at local intersections and roadways would significantly impact the
existing road network and traffic.

Biological Resources

The no project alternative assumes that conditions would remain as they are in terms of potential
impacts to the project site. The potential impacts would remain as described in the descriptions
of general and area specific impacts above. The primary difference being that under the existing
RiverWay Specific Plan, the planning buffer remains in place, and the revegetation requirements
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within the floodway remain in place. With respect to biological resources, the no project
alternative is preferred over the proposed project.

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. Because new development
under the existing entitlements would be similar to the proposed project, site disturbance to
existing contaminated soils would still be significant. However, as with the proposed project,
this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the
mitigation measure listed in Section 2.7.

This alternative would not allow new uses to be developed within the 100-year floodplain prior
to the development of flood control structures; therefore, no significant impacts associated with
flooding have the potential to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-
generated noise and activities associated with industrial and commercial uses. Wherever
residential development is proposed directly adjacent to future commercial or industrial uses,
buffer zones and/or the use of barriers may be required to ensure acceptable noise levels.

Noise levels are expected to slightly increase in the project area as a result of traffic generated.by
this alternative. However, similar to the proposed project, this increase is not estimated to be
measurable and would not be perceptible; therefore, no significant noise impacts are anticipated
with implementation of site-specific mitigation measures.

Public Services

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would significantly increase demand for public services, including fire protection,
emergency services, police protection, and schools. These services would have to be expanded
in proportion to increased population generated by the development of new uses in the project
area. This would result in a significant impact to public services, particularly fire and police
protection.

Public Utilities

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would significantly increase demand for public utilities, including electricity, natural gas,
water and wastewater services, and solid waste collection. Electricity, natural gas, and solid
waste collection services are not anticipated to be significantly impacted as these utility
providers are able to accommodate increased demand and to continue servicing the project area
based on local demand.
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Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. .As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan would enhance the scenic quality of
the project area as currently mined lands would be transformed into an environmentally sensitive
flood control channel with new riparian vegetation. As with the proposed project, development
of land uses allowed under the existing Specific Plan would be required to conform to the
Lakeside Design Guidelines. Additionally, the RiverWay Specific Plan Design Guidelines will
remain applicable and will ensure that no significant visual impacts will occur through
development on adjacent lands. These guidelines are site-specific to the USDRIP site and would
be superior to the more general guidelines contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. The
RiverWay guidelines are specifically tailored to address architecture, project gateways,
streetscape, and guidelines for improvement of the river corridor in the USDRIP area. This
alternative would avoid adverse aesthetic impacts associated with development of new industrial
uses in the area and application of the more general Lakeside Design Guidelines.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan would not directly impact cultural
resources within the project area as it does not propose any specific project. However, future
development allowed by the Specific Plan would potentially affect cultural resource sites that
may exist or have been documented in the project area. The areas most susceptible to project
impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive subsurface disturbances, such
as sand mining, are not conducted and where cultural resource sites have yet to be discovered.
As a result, significant impacts to cultural resources may occur.

4.3.3 Conclusion

The No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative does not implement two of the four project
objectives: 1) to provide a greater range of uses, nor 2) eliminate County fund commitment to
implement the Redevelopment Plan. The County is currently experiencing a shortfall in revenue
to implement necessary road improvements, which becomes a major hindrance to the
continuance of redevelopment activities under the existing Specific Plan. Coupled with the other
constraints to development, such as weak market demand, egg ranch, and the time needed for
land reclamation, the County has determined that it is more prudent at this time to cease
redevelopment efforts and to restore private development potential through the removal of the
Specific Plan and allowing development under the conventional zoning. The impacts of this
alternative are substantially the same as the proposed action; however, since there are no means
to implement mitigation measures that would reduce significant traffic impacts, they would
remain unmitigable and unavoidable. With the exception of biological impacts, this alternative is
not the environmentally preferred alternative. The No Project Alternative would be preferred
over the No Development Alternative since the No Development Alternative is completely
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infeasible and could not be implemented without a moratorium on new development or a transfer
of ownership to a public entity.

44  ANALYSIS OF THE M52 BUFFER ALTERNATIVE
4.4.1 M52 Buffer Alternative Description and Setting

The M52 Buffer Alternative proposes to create a buffer, which would consist of lower impact
industrial uses, between areas where higher intensity industrial uses are located adjacent to
residential uses, as shown in Figure 4.5-1. Other uses that would be prohibited in the M52 zone
without certain restrictions would be automotive repair and heavy equipment sales. The M52
zone would not allow storage of automobiles and equipment or scrap operations. These uses
would be allowed in the M54 zone by right. This alternative would rezone approximately 24
acres to M52, which would create a buffer zone, measuring 200 feet from the property lines for
the portion of Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and the Willowbrook Country Club and
200 feet from the property line of the parcel located south of Mast Boulevard. Additionally, this
buffer zone would be placed approximately 600 feet of the length of the property immediately
west of the Willowbrook Country Club, as shown in Figure 4.5-2.

Approximately 68 acres would be rezoned RS7, resulting in a maximum of 493 dwelling units
(12 units less than the proposed project); approximately 24 acres would be rezoned to C36;
approximately 4 acres would be rezoned to C34; and 34 acres would remain as they are now
zoned under the RiverWay Specific Plan.

Similar to the proposed project, under this alternative, the "W" and "B" designators would be
applied as proposed under the proposed action. The "W" Designator language in Section 5454 of
the Zoning Ordinance would be modified to allow the Director of Public Works to waive
building restrictions of the “W” Designator if the Director of Public Works determines the parcel
is no longer subject to inundation due to the construction of flood control structures of facilities.

Similarly, Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance dealing with substitution and expansion of legal
non-conforming uses in a Redevelopment Area would be repealed under this alternative.

4.4.2 Comparison of the Effects of the M52 Buffer Alternative to the Proposed Project
Land Use and Planning

Similar to the proposed project, the land use and zoning designations under this alternative
would be consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.

This alternative would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-approved
flood control channel improvements, and the project area would be subject to the "W"
Designator. As a result, this alternative would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain
policies and recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. The Lakeside
Community Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would still apply to
the USDRIP project area. Therefore, this alternative would not cause a significant conflict with
adopted plans and goals; no significant impact would occur.
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Additionally, the project area is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities
and related land uses. Under the zoning proposed for this alternative, future industrial
development and redevelopment in the M52 and M54 zones would allow a wide range of
industrial uses, including light manufacturing and outdoor storage, as well as commercial sales
and uses. Typically, industrial uses are a concern because they may create nuisance impacts to
surrounding uses (particularly residential uses), including visual blight, noise, and light and
glare. However, because the M52 zone area, as shown in Figure 4.5-2, would serve as a buffer
between residential development and the land uses allowed in the M54 zones, land use
compatibilities are improved. This results in a reduction of the potential for land use conflicts in
those areas where the M54 zones are located adjacent to residential zones. For example, because
outdoor storage is not permitted in the M52 zone, then surrounding residential uses at the
Willowbrook Country Club and RS7 area would not be located in proximity to outdoor storage
activities. The M52 and the width of Mast Boulevard would buffer the residential uses from
industrial uses more so than the proposed project. The "B" Designator would also be
implemented, as applicable in all commercial and industrial zones. Otherwise, the impacts
identified in the proposed project are similar to those anticipated for this aiternative.

Geological Issues

This alternative would not change any of the geological impacts identified for the proposed
project. The potential for risks of injury and damages to structures in the project area also exists
during project construction and during seismic events. However, as with the proposed project,
these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance with the
Uniform Building Code and the County of San Diego Grading Ordinance.

Water Resources

This alternative would not change any of the impacts to water resources identified for the
proposed project. Impacts to groundwater and water quality would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. As with the proposed project, these impacts would be less
than significant due to required compliance with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permitting
requirements.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the
increase in local pollutant levels due to construction-related activities. However, because
construction-related emissions occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction
activities, these emissions are not normally considered significant. As with the proposed project,
implementation of this alternative is not anticipated to create a CO hot spot at local intersections
and would not result in a significant long-term impact on air quality.
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Transportation/Circulation

Because the land uses that would be allowed under this alternative are similar to those for the
proposed project, traffic generation and distribution are anticipated to be the same as those
estimated for the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in eight intersections and five street
segments in the project area and vicinity to be significantly impacted by the addition of traffic
generated by the development of land uses allowed under this alternative. With the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 2.1, traffic impacts would only
be partially mitigated to below a level of significance. Because there are no means to implement
these mitigation measures, traffic impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.

Biological Resources

For the evaluation of potential biological impacts, the M52 Buffer Alternative is identical to the
proposed project. There will be no change in the potential biotic impacts to the project site based
on the land use designations under this alternative because it is assumed that in either case the
entire site would be impacted.

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. Because new development
under the M52 zone would be similar to the proposed project, site disturbance to existing
contaminated soils could still be significant. However, as with the proposed project, this impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation
measures listed in Section 2.7.

Additionally, this alternative would not substantially change the uses proposed in the project area
or those that are currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could
potentially be located within the project area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also
involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials in compliance with applicable
state, regional and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous
materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and
other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.

Similarly, flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to
stabilize the river channel and provide for 100-year flood protection, along the San Diego River
within the boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of this
alternative. The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent
potential floods from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the
channel capacity to contain a 100-year flood. Additionally, special land use designators would
be applied to portions of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel
Designator would be applied to areas subject to the 100-year floodplain. This designator restricts
development within the 100-year floodplain prior to the development of flood control structures
to prevent any development to be subject to a 100-year inundation. This eliminates any flood
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hazards to any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no
significant impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase noise levels in the project vicinity
to unacceptable levels intermittently during project construction for the duration of construction;
this would occur for a short term and would not be considered a significant impact. Noise from
operation of this alternative would result from traffic generated by the development of land uses
aliowed under this alternative, which is not anticipated to significantly increase noise levels in
the project area. Development of the M52 buffer zone between the M54 zones and the
residential areas would reduce noise impacts associated with industrial activities, particularly
outdoor storage, which would not be allowed in the M52 zones.

Public Services

This alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to fire protection, emergency
services, and police protection as the proposed project. Since this alternative would involve
development of a smaller residential area (12 fewer units), the number of students that would be
generated under this alternative would be incrementally less than the number of students that
would be generated under the proposed project. However, because the schools serving the
project area are currently operating over their capacities, any additional students generated under
this alternative would result in a significant impact to school services. Public services would
have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated by the development of new
uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact, particularly to fire and police
protection.

Public Utilities

Because the uses that would be allowed under this alternative are very similar to the proposed
project, this alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to public utilities, including
electricity and natural gas, water and sewer services, and solid waste collection services, as the
proposed project. Electricity, natural gas, and solid waste collection services are not anticipated
to be significantly impacted as these utility providers are able to accommodate increased demand
and to continue servicing the project area based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in the redevelopment of the project
area with new industrial uses to replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any
of the uses allowed under the M52 and M54 zones. However, outdoor storage is not permitted in
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the M52 zone so screening techniques, although still required, would not have to be used to the
same extent as in the M54 zone to hide aesthetically offensive outdoor storage. Instead, all
storage would be enclosed with less potential for blight.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations. New development would be compatible with existing
industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar to those already existing in
the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and industrial
development., Impacts are not considered significant. Additionally, development of the M52
buffer zone between the M54 zone and the residential areas would reduce visual impacts
associated with industrial uses, particularly outdoor storage, which would not be allowed in the
M52 zones.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have the potential to encounter isolated
archaeological deposits, which would represent a potentially significant impact. However, as
with the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant
levels with the implementation of the RPO and mitigation measures in Section 2.5.

4.4.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with this alternative are similar to the proposed action.
Table 4-1 compares this alternative to the other alternatives. This alternative meets the goals and
objectives of the proposed project and reduces some impacts, including noise and aesthetics, by
providing a buffer zone between the M54 zones and the residential uses. This alternative,
therefore, better meets Project Objective No. 3 “to ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan
designation changes with adjacent existing residential uses.”

4.5  ANALYSIS OF THE LAKESIDE PLANNING GROUP ALTERNATIVE
4.5.1 Lakeside Planning Group Alternative Description and Setting

Similar to the proposed project, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would also remove the
Specific Plan land use designation and zoning from the USDRIP site and replace them with
conventional zoning. However, the zones proposed for this alternative differ from the proposed
project (Figure 4.5-1 and Table 4.5-1). The flood control channel area would be zoned S80
(Open Space Use) instead of M54. This zone would allow uses that have a minimal impact on
the natural environment, or those that would be compatible with the hazards, resources, or other
restrictions within the flood control channel area. This alternative would also replace the M54
General Impact Industrial zone proposed on the western half of the site with M52 Limited
Industrial. The primary difference between these industrial zones is that the M52 zone requires
all uses to be conducted within buildings. Outdoor uses are only allowed if approved by a Major
Use Permit. Other uses that would be prohibited in the M52 zone without certain restrictions
would be automotive repair and heavy equipment sales. The M52 zone would not allow storage
of automobiles and equipment or scrap operations. These uses would be allowed in the M54
zone by right. The M54 zone at the eastern end of the project area would be the same as the
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proposed project. The M52 zone would also replace the RS7 zone proposed in the northwestern
portion of the project area along El Nopal. Instead, a smaller area adjacent to the Lakeside
Farms Elementary School along Riverside Drive would be zoned RS3. This area would allow
approximately 29 dwelling units. The C36 General Commercial zone along Riverside Drive and
Riverford Road would also be reduced in size and would not extend into the flood control
channel area. All other aspects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would be the same
as the proposed project.

4.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative to the
Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

Similar to the proposed project, the land use and zoning designations under this alternative
would be consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.
This alternative would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-approved
flood control channel improvements, and the project area would be subject to the “W”
Designator. As a result, this alternative would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain
policies and recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan.

The Lakeside Community Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would
still apply to the USDRIP project area. Therefore, this alternative would not cause a significant
conflict with adopted plans and goals; no significant impact would occur.

Additionally, the project area is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities
and related land uses. Under the zoning proposed for this alternative, future industrial
development and redevelopment in the M52 and M54 zones would allow a wide range of
industrial uses including custom manufacturing as well as commercial sales and uses. However,
as with the proposed project, these uses would be required to comply with County-imposed
performance standards and site design requirements to reduce impacts to surrounding uses. The
M52 zone does not allow outdoor storage and the condition where industrial uses are proposed
near residential areas would not exist. This condition would further minimize the potential
incompatibility with adjacent residential uses. However, the potential for community impacts is
not considered significant for the project or for this alternative.

Build out of the M52 zone area in the northwestern portion of the project area would preclude
agricultural operations on the prime agricultural land located there. However, the impact is not
considered significant because the prime agricultural land is already developed with residential
uses, is small in size (about 20 acres), is isolated and surrounded by urban uses, and is not used
for crop production.

Geological Issues
This alternative would not change any of the geological impacts identified for the proposed

project. The potential for risks of injury and damages to structures in the project area also exists
during project construction and during seismic events. However, as with the proposed project,

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR . 4-14



ALTERNATIVES

these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance with the
Uniform Building Code and the County of San Diego Grading Ordinance.

Water Resources

This alternative would not change any of the impacts to water resources identified for the
proposed project. Impacts to groundwater and water quality would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. As with the proposed project, these impacts would be less
than significant due to required compliance with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permitting
requirements.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the
increase in local pollutant levels due to construction-related activities. However, because
construction-related emissions occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction
activities, these emissions are not normally considered significant. As with the proposed project,
implementation of this alternative is not anticipated to create a CO hot spot at local intersections
and would not result in a significant long-term impact on air quality.

Transportation/Circulation

Because the land uses that would be allowed under this alternative are similar to those for the
proposed project, traffic generation and distribution are anticipated to be the same as those
estimated for the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in eight intersections and five street
segments in the project area and vicinity to be significantly impacted by the addition of traffic
generated by the development of land uses allowed under this alternative. Because there are no
means to implement these mitigation measures, traffic impacts would remain significant and
unmitigable.

Biological Resources

For the evaluation of potential biological impacts, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is
nearly identical to the proposed project. The one exception is on the five-acre parcel near the
center of the site, which is described below.

The northwest corner parcel, designated as Planning Area I, single family residential in the
RiverWay Specific Plan. The Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use zone designates this
parcel as M52, Industrial. There will be no change in the potential biotic impacts to this area

based on these land use designations because it is assumed that in either case the entire site

would be impacted.

The Lakeside Sanitation District parcel in the southwest comer of the site is designated as
Planning Area VIII, Industrial, in the RiverWay Specific Plan, the site would be designated as
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M52 Industrial under the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative proposed zoning. There would
be no change in potential impacts based on changes in proposed land uses.

The RiverWay Specific Plan designates the five-acre parcel that is presently occupied by a large
pond that supports some willows along its margins, Planning Area XX, Flood Plain. The
Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use zones designates most of this site as floodway. It
appears that this alternative would preserve most of the existing riparian resource on this parcel.
The impact would be approximately the same as with the existing Specific Plan.

The 16-acre area east of the Willowbrook Golf Course is designated in the RiverWay Specific
Plan as Planning Area XV, Industrial. The Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use is
designated as M54 Industrial. There would be no change in potential impact based on the
proposed project.

The five acres of disturbed ruderal habitat in the northeast comer of the site is designated as
Planning Area XII, Industrial in the RiverWay Specific Plan, and as floodway in the Lakeside
Planning Group proposed plan. Based upon the known existing conditions, it is assumed that the
existing developed area and ruderal uplands would actually remain out of the floodway. It is
assumed that implementation of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would have very little
effect on this portion of the project site.

There are two other potential impacts of the Lakeside Planning Group proposed alternative. The
first would be the removal of the Planning Buffer zone around the preserved/restored riparian
habitat along the floodway. This buffer is currently planned as a 50-foot wide zone where no
building would be allowed. If the Specific Plan is removed, building could be permitted up to
the edge of the biological buffer zone, which includes the floodway and its banks.

The other impact would be a substantial reduction in the revegetation requirements for the
floodway in the Calmat property. The RiverWay Specific Plan includes substantial revegetation
and riparian habitat creation in this area. The Calmat reclamation plan is quite limited in this
regard. :

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. However, as with the
proposed project, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with the
implementation of the mitigation measure listed in Section 2.7.

Additionally, this alternative would not substantially change the uses that would be allowed in
the project area from those that are currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses
that could potentially be located within the project area, including industrial and commercial
uses, may also involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials in compliance
with applicable state, regional and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste.
These hazardous materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and
waste o1l and other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.
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Similarly, flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to
stabilize the river channel and provide for 100-year flood protection, along the San Diego River
within the boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of this
alternative. The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent
potential floods from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the
channel capacity to contain a 100-year flood. Additionally, special land use designators would
be applied to portions of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel
Designator would be applied to areas subject to the 100-year floodplain. This designator restricts
development within the 100-year floodplain prior to the development of flood control structures
to prevent any development to be subject to a 100-year inundation. This eliminates any flood
hazards to any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no
significant impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase noise levels in the project vicinity
to unacceptable levels intermittently during project construction for the duration of construction;
this would occur for a short term and would not be considered a significant impact. Noise from
operation of this alternative would primarily result from traffic generated by the development of
land uses allowed under this alternative, which is not anticipated to significantly increase noise
levels in the project area.

Noise impacts associated with industrial uses adjacent to the small residential area located -near
the northeastern comer of the project site are not anticipated to be significant because Riverside
Drive separates the industrial from the residential areas. The physical separation between these
uses would be expected to reduce the noise levels to acceptable levels.

Commercial uses generate increased noise levels predominantly associated with loading. The
“B” Designator will be used to establish community design guidelines, which includes siting,
buffering, and landscaping between differing land uses. Because the “B” Designator will apply
to all commercial uses, noise impacts, particularly to the residential area adjacent to commercial
uses on the southern portion of the project site, will be reduced to below a level of significance.

Public Services

This alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to fire protection, emergency
services, and police protection as the proposed project. Since this alternative would involve
development of a smaller residential area, the number of students that would be generated under
this alternative would be less than the number of students that would be generated under the
proposed project. However, because the schools serving the project area are currently operating
over their capacities, any additional students generated under this alternative would result in a
significant impact to school services. Public services would have to be expanded in proportion
to increased population generated by the development of new uses in the project area. This
would result in a significant impact, particularly to fire and police protection.
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Public Utilities

Because the uses that would be allowed under this alternative are very similar to the proposed
project, this alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to public utilities, including
electricity and natural gas, water and sewer services, and solid waste collection services, as the
proposed project. Electricity, natural gas, waste collection services are not anticipated to be
significantly impacted as these utility providers are able to accommodate increased demand and
to continue servicing the project area based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services,

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in the redevelopment of the project
area with new industrial uses to replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any
of the uses allowed under the M52 and M54 zones. Because outdoor storage is not allowed in
the M52 zone, the potential for outdoor storage of automobiles, equipment, lumber, and
manufactured products would be eliminated. Although unsightly uses may be proposed in the
M52 zone (warehouse for example), implementation of the Lakeside Design Guidelines would
minimize visually offensive uses and design.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations. New development would be compatible with existing
industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar to those already existing in
the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and industrial
development. Impacts are not considered significant.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have the potential to encounter isolated
archaeological deposits, which would represent a potentially significant impact. However, as
with the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant
levels with the implementation of the RPO and mitigation measures in Section 2.5.

4.5.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with noise, land use, and aesthetics are reduced for this
alternative; however, the remaining impacts are similar to the proposed project. This alternative
meets the majority of the goals and objectives of the proposed project. Although the Lakeside
Planning Group Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, it is not
preferred over the Specific Plan Amendment Alternative since the Specific Plan Amendment
Alternative also reduces impacts to noise, biclogy, land use, aesthetics, and water quality
because it retains the revegetation plan and planning buffer for the river, disallows the more
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impactive uses, retains the Specific Plan Design Guidelines and institutes standards of review for
the protection of water quality.

46 RIVERWAY SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT ALTERNATIVE
4.6.1 RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative Description and Setting

Under this alternative, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be amended to allow a greater range of
uses than those that are currently allowed under the current Specific Plan. The proposed
amendment to the Specific Plan would allow almost the full range of uses that are found in the
C36, M52 and M54 Zones; however, some uses that would be prohibited include crematoriums,
drug paraphernalia shops, adult entertainment establishments, and mini-warehouses, as well as
farm equipment sales and rentals in the western end of the project site. The S$-88 Specific
Planning Areas, as amended, would be used to implement the land uses in all of the RiverWay
Specific Planning Areas.

Industrial uses, generally allowed by right or permit within the M52 or M54 zones, would be
allowed consistent with the Industrial, S-88 (Modified M52) or (Modified M54) zones as
proposed in the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment. The amendment would allow open
storage, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The amendment would also allow accessory vehicle parking (i.e., delivery trucks, etc.) up to a
maximum of 50 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of the building.

Two parcels south of State Route 67 that never carried the S88 Specific Plan Zone would be
zoned S88 and would allow modified C36 commercial uses. One parcel, approximately 10 acres
in area, is currently zoned C36 and would become S88. The other parcel, a little over an acre in
area, is currently zoned A72 and would be rezoned to S88 as well. North of State Route 67 the
San Diego River, which has been zoned S80 (Open Space) through the project area, would be
rezoned to S88 (Specific Plan), a zoning that would limit future allowable land uses within this
portion of the river due to the ability to limit uses within a specific plan area.

Amendments would be required to RPO, BMO, and the Zoning Ordinance. RPO would be
amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the USDRIP area.
Similarlty, the BMO would be amended to remove all exemptions to the BMO in the USDRIP
area. The amendments to the Zoning Ordinance would consist of the repeal of Section 6878,
which currently allows a use that has become non-conforming, as the result of a rezone
associated with a redevelopment project, to be expanded or substituted for any other use allowed
in the previous zone by right or a Minor Use Permit. Section 6878 also allows, the substitution
or expansion of use by a Minor Use Permit and entering into a participation agreement with the
Redevelopment Agency. The Zoning Ordinance Amendment would also amend Section 5454
(the “W” Flood Control Channel designator) to allow the Director of Public Works to waive
certain development restrictions when the property is no longer in the flood plain. The Flood
Channel Special Area Regulation (W) and the S-88 Specific Plan Use Regulation would be
applied to land permanently reserved for conveyance of the 100-year flood. The Specific Plan
amendment would require amendment of the General Plan to delete references to the
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Redevelopment Plan and Agency from the Lakeside Community Plan to make it consistent with
the amended Specific Plan.

4.6.2 Comparison of the Effects of the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendmént Alternative to
the Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

Almost the full range of uses atlowed in the C36, M52, and M54 zones would be allowed, with
certain limitations, after amendment of the RiverWay Specific Plan. Open storage would be
allowed, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The Specific Plan provides a reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be
rehabilitated to restore the San Diego River with riparian vegetation and allow future industrial
development. The San Diego River would retain the “W” designator and the S-88 Specific Plan
Use instead of M54 as proposed, which would limit future development within the river 100-year
floodplain. The Specific Plan Amendment would require compliance with the BMO, and the
RPO would be amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the
USDRIP area.

Because the project includes minor amendments to the existing Specific Plan and these
amendments are considered beneficial, there would be no conflicts with adopted plans or goals.
The project’s proposed land uses are very similar to those under the adopted Specific Plan. There
would be no land use compatibility constraints because the buffering is required at the site design
phase between industrial and residential uses (see Section 6.1.1). The Specific Plan Amendment
Alternative is better than the other alternatives evaluated. No significant land use impacts are
associated with this alternative.

Geological Issues

The amended Specific Plan would have similar geological issues as those identified for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, the potential exists for settlement hazards
associated with development in alluvial areas under the existing Specific Plan. As with the
proposed project, the potential for liquefaction wherever unconsolidated soils overlay
groundwater exists during seismic activity. Alluvial deposits, such as those that occur on the
site, may require extensive recompaction during development to avoid potential structural failure
or damage to buildings and streets from settlement or expansion of these soils. The impact that
structural failure and/or damage to buildings and streets poses to building occupants and the
public would be less than significant provided the soil is adequately prepared prior to building
construction.

Water Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the Specific Plan Amendment Alternative would be subject to
the extensive laws and regulations protecting water resources. A brief discussion of some of
these laws and regulations is outlined in Section 6.1.5 below. The amended Specific Plan would
have similar water quality issues to those identified for the proposed project.
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Impacts from Construction Activities

The construction of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan would potentially
result in the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids (TSS) within the project
area or further downstream, which could result in a short-term significant impact to water
quality. However, because the County has recently established requirements for implementing
erosion control measures through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) under the
authority of the Grading Ordinance, this potential impact to water quality is reduced to below a
level of significance. These BMPs are designed to reduce impacts from erosion to the maximum
extent practicable, and as such, construction activities are not anticipated to cause substantial
impacts to water quality.

In addition to those erosion control measures, any construction activities encompassing more that
five (5) acres of soil disturbance would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit
for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (General Permit). Under the
requirements of the General Permit, any project meeting the 5-acre threshold would be required
to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from contacting
storm water, with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off-site into
receiving waters. In addition, the General Permit requires that projects eliminate or reduce all
non-storm water discharges. As a result of these requirements, the construction of individual land
uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan is not expected to create a significant long-term
impact to surface water quality. Further, no impacts to groundwater resources, including
drinking water, are expected from construction activities associated with land uses allowed under
the amended Specific Plan. These activities are not anticipated to rely on groundwater since
water services is readily available in the Project Area. Further construction activities will not
interfere with groundwater recharge in the area because the river is the primary source of
groundwater recharge, and no diversion of water from the river is proposed under the land uses
allowed under the amended Specific Plan Alternative.

Impacts from Commercial/Industrial Activities

Development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan and by night would result in
increased impervious surfaces in the project area, which, in turn, would result in increased
surface water runoff. Typical urban pollutants usually come from automobile use, oil and gas
residue, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide use, animal waste, and the inadequate storage and handling
of materials. These poliutants would have the potential to enter the storm drain system or
percolate through permeable surfaces to significantly impact water quality and groundwater
resources in the area.

Under this alternative, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be amended to include Development
Review Procedures (DRPs) that would require all proposed land development activities be
subject to design review for the implementation of design elements which would control
stormwater runoff from both commercial and industrial property. The implementation of these
DRPs was included in the amended Specific Plan in response to concerns from the community
and other interest groups. The design elements would include physical BMPs such as retention
basins, oil/water separators, vegetated swales, and the use of non-pervious materials to minimize
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off-site stormwater flow. In addition, consideration would be given to project-specific pollutants
when appropriate.

Development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan and by right include
industrial activities which would be subject to the industrial permitting requirements under the
NPDES permitting system. As discussed in Chapter 6.1.5, industrial activities subject to the
Industrial Permit are required to identify and evaluate sources of pollution that could affect the
quality of stormwater discharges from industrial activities, identify and implement BMPs to
reduce or prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges, and monitor stormwater discharges to
ensure protection of water quality and compliance with the industrial permit. Further, any
development allowed under the proposed project would be required to comply with the County
of San Diego Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance. Compliance with these requirements,
as discussed in Chapter 6.1.5 below, is expected to preclude impact to water resources from
industrial and commercial activities within the project area.

Industrial activities allowed under the amended Specific Plan may use and store hazardous
materials on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Hazardous materials use, storage, and
transport which may occur in the project area is regulated, and subject to permitting by State and
County agencies. The requirements under these regulations specify engineering design
considerations to protect soil, groundwater, and surface water contamination by poor hazardous
materials handling and storage activities. Such design considerations include the use of double-
walled, underground tanks, oversized containment basins for above ground storage, and
monitoring activities. Leaking underground storage tanks from offsite facilities has resulted in
contamination of local groundwater sources. However, these tanks were older, single-walled
tanks, which were not built to current standards. All new projects within the project area which
use and handle hazardous materials, including storage in underground tanks, would be required
to comply with current regulations. As such, potential impacts from potential use and storage of
hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.

Development of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not
anticipated to deplete groundwater resources; since land uses that could be developed in the
project area may include light manufacturing and outdoor storage, which are not heavy water
users and are not anticipated to impact groundwater supply. Further, the availability of water
from local water districts serving the project area precludes the need for dependency on
groundwater in the project area. No projects allowed under the amended Specific Plan are
expected to divert water from the San Diego River, nor develop within the river channel. Since
the primary recharge of the groundwater basin is through streambed infiltration along the San
Diego River, projects allowed under the amended Specific Plan are not expected to impede or
significantly alter groundwater recharge in the basin.

Some land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, may fall into the
category of potentially contaminating activities (PCAs) under the State Drinking Water and
Assessment Act. Among these are industries which may use and/or store hazardous materials
on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Current regulation of hazardous materials, including
the implementation of hazardous materials business plans, and emergency response plans are
expected to minimize any potential impacts to water quality. Further, only one active well is
currently utilized as a public, potable water source within the USDRIP area. This well (Lakeside
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Well No. 5) is located upstream from the project area. Given the well’s location, upstream from
the project area, and the regulations concerning hazardous materials use and storage, minimal, if
any, impact is expected to the well source. Other public water supply wells in the project area
(Riverview wells) are currently not operating due to contamination of the groundwater from off-
site sources. It is unknown if, or when, these wells will be operational. Riverview Water District
staff, along with County, State, and Federal officials, are currently reviewing the situation, and
attempting to clean up the contaminated water supply. Development of the land uses allowed
under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not anticipated to adversely affect the clean-up
efforts, since existing and future activities would be subject to compliance with the regulatory
framework for handling of hazardous substances.

Development of any of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right is
not anticipated to cause flooding in the area; potential hazards of flooding associated with the
San Diego River are discussed in Section 2.7, Hazards.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed amended Specific Plan), the physical impacts are similar because the amended Specific
Plan would aliow land uses that are substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

Air Quality

There are two major sources of air pollution: construction and operation. Construction impacts
are associated with dust generated by demolition, earthmoving, excavation; hydrocarbon
emissions from paints and asphalt; exhaust emissions from powered construction equipment; and
motor vehicle emissions associated with construction activities. These construction impacts are
limited in duration and are generally not significant. Project emissions include mobile source
(vehicle) and stationary-source (electric and natural gas).

Similar to the proposed project, vehicular emissions generated by uses allowed under this
alternative would be the primary source of pollutants in the project vicinity. Emission levels in
the 1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions were based upon SANDAG growth
forecasts, which were derived from county and city plans. Since the County's General Plan was
amended to include the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, the 1994 SIP revisions,
in turn, took into account pollutant emissions associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan. As
long as the proposed uses do not increase the emissions projected under the SIP, there would not
be any significant stationary source impacts.

Since the RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would allow development largely consistent with
the existing Specific Plan, which was included in the projections considered in the County's
Regional Air 'Quality Strategy (RAQS), and the 1994 SIP revisions, this alternative is not
anticipated to adversely impact air quality.
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Transportation/Circulation

As previously estimated in the EIR for the RiverWay Specific Plan, the existing Specific Plan at
buildout would generate approximately 37,602 daily trips; this is approximately 1,768 trips less
than the those estimated for the proposed project. The amendment of the Specific Plan would
generate the same ADT as addressed in the Proposed Project because the Alternative proposes
the same land uses resulting in the same trip generation. However, similar to the proposed
project, increasing the average daily traffic at local intersections and roadways would
significantly impact the existing road network and traffic.

Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road;

Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road;

Channel Road/Mapleview Street;

Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 northbound off-ramps;
Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard,;
Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road; and

Riverford Road/Highway 67 Southbound Ramps.

Additionally, the alternative would add traffic to the following three intersections already
operating at poor LOS (LOS E or LOS F):

¢ Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard (LOS E) and
e Riverford Road/'Woodside Avenue North (LOS E).
e Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the intersections identified above are planned by the
County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

D Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

e Northbound (Channel Road): two through and one right
e Southbound: one left and two through

e Westbound: one left and one right

2) Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: two lefts, two through, and one right
Southbound: one left, one through, and one through-right
Eastbound: one left, two through, and two right
Westbound: two lefts, two through, and one right

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the intersections identified above, with the
exception of the intersections of Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road and Riverside Drive/Riverford
Road/Mast Boulevard, would be significantly impacted by project alternative-generated traffic.
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The results indicate that the following street segments would operate from acceptable LOS D or
better to LOS E with the addition of project alternative-generated traffic to the existing street
system: '

e Riverside Drive east of Riverford Road;
¢ Channel Road south of SR 67; and
e  Woodside Avenue west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Additionally, the alternative project traffic would add to the following five street segments
already operating at poor LOS (LOS E):

Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
Riverford Road south of Riverside Drive
Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue and
Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the street segments identified above are planned by
the County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

1) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Riverside Drive to Channel
Road.

2) Improve Channel Road to a four lane Collector Road from Lakeside Avenue to Woodside
Avenue.

Based on the 2 percent established thresholds of significance, the street segments identified
above, with the exception of the segments of Lakeside Avenue and Channel Road (south of
Lakeside Avenue) would be significantly impacted by project alternative-generated traffic. In
addition, Mapleview Street east of Channel Road would also be significantly impacted by project
alternative-generated traffic as the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio for that street segment would
be increased by 0.13, exceeding the 0.02 allowable increase due to project alternative-generated
traffic.

The following intersections would operate at LOS F with the addition of the traffic from the
amended Specific Plan. The following mitigation measures, recommended for the proposed
project, would also be recommended for this alternative:

Intersections

e [akeside Avenue/SR 67

Signalize the intersection
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e Mapleview Street/SR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:

- Northbound: one left, two through, one right

- Southbound: one left, two through, one right

- Eastbound: one left, one through, one right

- Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

o Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp

Signalize the intersection
e Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one right

- Eastbound: one left and two through

- Westbound: one right and two through

e Channel Road/Mapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one through and one through-right

- Southbound: one left and two through

-  Westbound: one left and one right

¢ Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right

- Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right

- Eastbound: one left, two through and one right

- Westbound: one left, two through and one right

e Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one shared left-right

- Eastbound: two lefts and one through

- Westbound: two through and one right

¢ Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through

- Southbound: two through and one right

- Westbound: one left-through and one right
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¢  Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through

- Southbound: one through and one through-right

- Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

e Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

e Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue. '

¢ Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Bouievard to
Riverford Road.

While the construction of the required road improvements in the USDRIP area would reduce
traffic impacts to below significant levels, and some of the required improvements are already
included in the CIP, there is no guarantee that the remaining improvements would be constructed
concurrent with need. The Redevelopment Agency does not generate adequate funding to
implement the traffic improvements. Because there is no commitment of funds to finance the
USDRIP road improvements, impacts remain significant and unmitigable.

Biological Resources

The RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would result in similar impacts to those identified for
the project. The primary differences between this alternative and the proposed project is that
under the amended RiverWay Specific Plan: 1} the river would be zoned S88, with only a few
non-impactive uses allowed; and 2) the implementation of the alternative will be subject to the
BMO. Additionally, under this alternative, the planning buffer remains in place and the
revegetation requirements within the floodway remain.

Significant biological impacts could occur from future development in areas that support
wetlands, sensitive plan and animal species, and sensitive biological habitat. No specific
development is proposed as part of this alternative. It is not possible to determine what specific
impacts future projects could cause, how significant these impacts would be, or how to mitigate
them, without knowing the specifics of project development. However, future development
would be subject to the County BMO. The County BMO contains specific requirements for

. future development proposals that may impact biological resources including detailed site

surveys to identify the presence of sensitive habitat or species, quantification of impacts to
sensitive resources, and mitigation for any impacts. The BMO is a habitat-based mitigation
regulation that requires mitigation for species-supporting habitat according to a tier-based
system. The mitigation requirements vary by the quality of resources impacted and the sensitivity
of a plant or animal population. Mitigation ratios are established for vegetation communities that
exist on the USDRIP site including wetlands and coastal sage scrub. Wetlands are considered a
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Tier I Vegetation Community which requires in-kind mitigation at replacement ratios varying
from 1:1 to 3:1.

Future development that may be proposed in the project area under this alternative must comply
with the BMO and other regulations discussed above designed to protect biological resources.
Therefore, potential impacts to biological resources should not be significant, with the exception
of wetland impacts associated with the County flood control plan because the project will be
required to adhere to the County BMO.

This alternative is biologically superior to the proposed project because the alternative requires
compliance with the County BMO. The following mitigation measures shall apply:

¢ Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

e All wetland restoration, revegetation, and creation activities will be conducted within the San
Diego River floodplain.

e Impacts to all wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands
which replace the functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will
be no net loss of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values.

e The mitigation plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and
Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the USACOE and
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The project apphcant shall also
comply with all applicable permit requirements.

Hazards

Flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to stabilize the river
channel and provide for 100-year flood protection, along the San Diego River within the
boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of the proposed
alternative. The structures proposed under the adopted flood control plan would continue to be
implemented under the proposed alternative and would act as "check dams" to dissipate the high
energy water flows of major floods. These structures would also lower the level of the flood
water and control the high velocity turbulence at the structures. Water flow between structures
would be controlled with a slow velocity that would prevent significant erosion of the riverbed or
banks. This would allow the existing floodway to be reshaped into a more natural, vegetated
appearance along its banks and streambed as an alternative to construction of a concrete channel.

The project lies within the mapped dam inundation area for El Capitan and San Vicente
reservoirs. The County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan in the event of a catastrophic
failure of either reservoir. Both reservoirs are monitored to reduce flood danger during periods
of peak flows and rainfall. Because all development would be located outside of the 100-year
floodplain and the existence of the County’s Operational Area Emergency Plans, there would be
no significant impact. It should also be recognized that the proposed uses are similar to those in
the adopted Specific Plan.
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The RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would not substantially change the types of uses that are
currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could potentially be located
within the project area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also involve the use,
handling, and transport of hazardous materials, which are regulated by applicable state, regional
and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous
materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and
other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.

The County Environmental Health Division issues permits to businesses for handling hazardous
materials and requires these businesses to prepare Hazardous Materials Management Plans that
detail hazards inventories, site layouts, training and monitoring procedures, and emergency
response plans. Compliance with proper hazardous materials handling procedures would
minimize the hazards to the public, particularly sensitive receptors such as schools and
residences, to below a level of significance.

Because portions of the project area have been in industrial use for many years, hazardous
contamination may be present on some properties from previous or current industrial activities.
As new development projects are constructed, ground disturbance associated with demolition of
existing structures and grading activities could disturb contaminated soils thereby potentially
exposing construction crews and the general public to hazardous materials. This situation is
considered significant. '

The following mitigation measure will be required:

e Prior to issuing a discretionary grading permit on property previously used for industrial
uses, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be required
to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns resulting
from existing or prior uses. Each assessment shall identify measures, including site
remediation, if necessary, to ensure that no public exposure to hazardous materials and/or
waste would occur during project construction.

Reduction in Noise Due to Enclosed Uses

Similar to the proposed project, noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-
generated noise and activities associated with industrial and commercial uses. Noise associated
with future industrial and commercial uses may decrease relative to the existing extractive uses.
Wherever residential development is proposed directly adjacent to future commercial or
industrial uses, buffer zones and/or the use of barriers may be required to ensure acceptable noise
levels. Noise levels will be potentially reduced because much of the uses will be enclosed.

Noise levels are expected to slightly increase in the project area as a result of traffic generated by
this alternative. However, similar to the proposed project, this increase is not anticipated to be
measurable and would not be perceptible; therefore, no significant noise impacts are anticipated
with implementation of the following mitigation measures.

e Asa réquirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:
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- The northwestern portion of the site where Residential is located in proximity to the
proposed Industrial, S-88 (Modified M52 or M54 Zone);

- The northern portion of the site where the proposed Industrial, S-88 (M52 or M54 Zone)
is located adjacent to existing residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

- The northern portion of the site where Residential is located in proximity to Commercial;
and

- The southern pocket of the site where Residential is located adjacent to Commercial.

o The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise
walls, setbacks, and berms/walls around heavy equipment, as needed.

Public Services
Fire Protection

Because the project would result in the need for additional staff and fire equipment to maintain
the current level of service, which is already deemed inadequate by the Lakeside Fire Protection
District, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to fire protection services. New
development on the project site would generate new revenues (i.e., property tax) that could
partially offset significant impacts to fire protection services. However, impacts to fire
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable for the same reasons as discussed
in Section 2.4.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a net increase in
demand for fire protection services when compared to the demand generated by the uses allowed
under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Police Protection

The alternative would require increases in law enforcement resources to meet the increased
demand for services. The specific number of deputies and other sworn officers and associated
equipment servicing the proposed project cannot be estimated until further review is conducted
by the Sheriff's Department on a project by project basis. Mitigation is infeasible, and impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable, for the same reasons as discussed in Section 2.4.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a net increase in
demand for police protection services when compared to the demand generated by the uses
allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Schools

New development under the proposed alternative would contribute to the overcrowding of local
schools within the two school districts serving the project area, which would result in a
significant impact to school services. However, the developer fee that is required to be paid to
both school districts would assist in providing adequate public school services and facilities
concurrent with need, which may be done through the construction of new facilities or the
modification of existing facilities; in some cases, school boundary changes are the means of
providing adequate services and facilities, to reduce development impacts to school services to
less than significant levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.

Public Utilities

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific
Plan Alternative would significantly increase demand for public utilities, including electricity,
natural gas, water and wastewater services, and solid waste collection. Electricity, natura! gas,
and solid waste collection services are not anticipated to be significantly impacted as these utility
providers are able to accommodate increased demand and to continue servicing the project area
based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. As discussed in Section 6.0, a Master Plan update would be required prior to
incorporation into the district. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate
water and wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result,
future development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services. No mitigation
would be proposed.

Aesthetics

The amended Specific Plan would enhance the scenic quality of the project area since currently
mined lands within the flood control channel would be transformed into an environmentally
sensitive area with new riparian vegetation. Development of land uses allowed under the
amended Specific Plan would be required to conform to the RiverWay Specific Plan Design
Guidelines, which will ensure that no significant visual impacts will occur through development
on adjacent lands. The RiverWay guidelines are specifically tailored to address architecture,
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project gateways, streetscape, and guidelines for improvement of the river corridor in the
USDRIP area. This alternative would avoid adverse aesthetic impacts associated with
development of new industrial uses in the area. Further, performance standards regarding
screening of open space areas would be incorporated into the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan
Amendment is environmentally superior to the proposed project.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the amended Specific Plan Alternative would not directly impact
cultural resources within the project area as it does not propose any specific project. However,
future development allowed by the Specific Plan would potentially affect cultural resource sites
that may exist or have been documented in the project area. The areas most susceptible to
project impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive subsurface disturbances,
such as sand mining, are not conducted and where cultural resource sites have yet to be
discovered. As a result, significant impacts to cultural resources may occur. Because future
deveiopment will be required to adhere to RPO Cultural Resources requirements, these impacts
are considered mitigable provided the following measures are implemented:

e As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the northwest portion of the site, a
monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required.

e For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.

e In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation. Artifacts collected during a data recovery plan for a cultural resources site
determined to be significant according to CEQA and County significance criteria shall be
curated in a qualified facility.

e In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

4.6.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative
are similar to the proposed project. This alternative meets the goals and objectives of the
proposed project and reduces impacts to biological resources, visual aesthetics, noise, land use,
and water quality. This alternative, therefore, better meets Project Objective No. 3 “to ensure
compatibility of zone and General Pilan designation changes with adjacent existing residential
uses.” Therefore, this would be considered an environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed project.
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ALTERNATIVES
TABLE 4-1
COMPARISON OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Issue Areas
) Water Biological Public Public Cultural
Alternatives Land Use Geology Resources | Air Quality | Transportation | Resources Hazards Noise Services Utilities Aesthetics Resources
Proposed Project Not Significant Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Not Significant Significant
.1 Significant Significant Significant Unmitigable Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable Unmitigable | Significant Mitigable Mitigable
for police and
fire
No Development No Impact No Impact No Impact Not Not No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Significant Significant
No Project No Impact Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not No Impact Significant
Significant Significant Significant Unmitigable Mitigable Significant Mitigable Unmitigable | Significant Mitigable
Mitigable for police and
fire
M52 Buffer Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
improved land | Significant Significant Significant Unmitigable Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable, Unmitigable | Significant Mitigable, Mitigable
use compatibility reduced noise | for police and reduced
impact fire aesthetic impact
Lakeside Planning Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
Group improved land Significant Significant Significant Unmitigable Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable, Unmitigable | Significant Mitigable, Mitigable
use compatibility reduced noise | for police and | reduced
impact firz aesthetic impact
RiverWay Specific Plan | Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
Amendment improved land Significant Significant Significant Unmitigable Mitigable Mitigabie Mitigable Unmitigable | Significant Mitigable, Mitigable
use compatibility for police and reduced
fire aesthetic impact
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TABLE 4.5-1
PROPOSED ZONES AND LAND USE DESIGNATIONS FOR THE
LAKESIDE PLANNING GROUP ALTERNATIVE

Approx. Dwelling

Zone Land Use Designation Acres Units Other Uses
RS7 (6) Residential 4 29
C34 (13) General Commercial 0
C36  (13) General Commercial 11
M52  (15) Limited Impact Industrial 219
M54  (16) General Industrial 104
RS3*  (22) Public/Semi-Public 7 Elementary School
A72*  (22) Public/Semi-Public 2 1
C36*  (13) General Commercial 9
RU29* (22) Public/Semi-Public 20 Middle School/Fire Station
S80 Open Space Use 155
Roads 21
Total 552

* No change to current zone.
All numbers are rounded.
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LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5.0 LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
5.1  GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed project. A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines as “the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, ..., either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” The CEQA Guidelines
also require the analysis of those project characteristics that may encourage or facilitate activities
that, either individually or cumulatively, will affect the environment.

‘Induced growth is any growth which exceeds planned growth and results from new development

which would not have taken place without the implementation of the proposed project.
Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it results
in growth or population concentration that exceeds those assumptions included in pertinent
general plans, land use plans, or projections made by regional planning authorities. However,
the creation of growth-inducing potential does not automatically lead to growth. Additionally,
the CEQA Guidelines also state that the lead agency must never assume that growth in an area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

The environmental effects of induced growth are secondary or indirect impacts of the proposed
project. Secondary effects of growth could result in significant, adverse environmental impacts,
which could include increased demand on community or public services, increased traffic and
noise, degradation of air and water quality, and conversion of agricultural land and open space to
developed uses.

Implementation of the proposed project is not considered growth-inducing because it would
primarily involve zone reclassification, which would generally allow the same land uses within
the project area as those that are currently existing and allowed under the RiverWay Specific
Pian. The project site already contains industrial and commercial uses, which are concentrated
within a core area around the river valley. The surrounding area is not conducive to industrial
development because of the steep topography and lack of direct access off of SR 67. It is not
anticipated that conversion of the sand and gravel operations to industrial development would
cause growth in the surrounding area, but would encourage continued viability of the adjacent
industrial and commercial uses. As a result, the net effect on regional growth associated with the
impiementation of the proposed project is not considered to be adverse or significant.

5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES RESULTANT
FROM PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

CEQA §21100{f) and CEQA Guidelines §15126(e) require that an EIR analyze the extent to
which the proposed project's primary and secondary effects would impact the environment and
commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations will be unable to reverse.

Much of the project site has historically been mined for its aggregate resources and some
portions of the river are still under active extraction for sand and gravel. Extraction has slowed
recently because a majority of the sources have already been mined. Mining would continue as
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long as economically viable. The removal of the Specific Plan may accelerate the development
of the project area, but because the majority of the aggregate resources have already been
extracted, development of the area would not result in a significant loss of mineral resources.

As discussed above, the proposed project would primarily involve zone reclassification, a
process which would not directly impact the environment or commit nonrenewable
resources.However, development that would be allowed under the conventional zoning would
generate a demand for nonrenewable resources, including energy and water. Because the project
area is already urbanized, substantial amounts of nonrenewable resources would not be required.
The demand is not anticipated to be substantial enough to have a significant effect on the
environment.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA Guidelines §15128 requires the identification of impacts of a project that were
determined not to be significant and that were not discussed in detail in the impact section of the
EIR. Therefore, a brief discussion of environmental issues that were not found to be significant
for this project is presented below.

6.1 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AS PART OF THE EIR
PROCESS

The following are the environmental issues that were found not to be significant:
6.1.1 Land Use and Planning

This section analyzes the effects of the project on existing land uses, adopted land use and
environmental plans in and around the project area, and on community character. Information
was derived from site reconnaissance and planning documents such as the Lakeside Community
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Resource Protection Ordinance.

Existing Conditions
EXxisting Land Uses

Figure 6.1.1-1 illustrates the land uses that exist within and surrounding the project site. The
project site is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of commercial,
industrial, residential, and institutional uses. Several semi-rural residential communities surround
the project site including Eucalyptus Hills, Blossom Valley, Flinn Springs, Winter Gardens and
others. Dominant land uses in the area include the San Diego River, Highway 67, and sand and
gravel mining activities.

The site's western boundary is the City of Santee's jurisdictional boundary. Single-family homes
exist adjacent to Santee along El Nopal. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the
northwest portion of the site on El Nopal. Land uses transition to extraction and mining related
businesses closer to the San Diego River. Aggregate mining activities occur along most of the
San Diego River, although areas of high quality riparian habitat have regenerated in the northeast
corner of the project area east of Channel Road. Mining-related uses exist along Riverside Drive
and between the San Diego River and Highway 67 including concrete products manufacturing,
heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores, and construction and
drilling materials storage.

Two schools exist in the project site: Lakeside Farms Elementary School on Lakeside Avenue
and Lakeside Middle School on Woodside Avenue. A Lakeside Fire District fire station exists
adjacent to the middle school on Riverview Avenue. Existing residential uses within the project
area consist of approximately 32 single-family dwelling units, six duplexes, and a 60-space
mobile home park located in the southeast portion of the site. The Willowbrook Country Club
and a mobile home park are located along Riverside Drive outside the project boundaries. A gas
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station and strip commercial uses exist at the northeast corner of Riverford Road and Riverside
Drive and at Palm Row and Riverside Drive. El Capitan High School and two county parks are
located east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo Lake County Park.

Land Use and Zoning Designations

The project site is located in the Lakeside Community Planning Area and is designated (21)
Specific Plan. The Lakeside Community Plan land use designations are depicted on
Figure 6.1.1-2 for the project site and surrounding area. Surrounding land use designations
consist of Residential to the north of the project site with densities ranging from 1 to 6 dwelling
units per acre and lower density residential and agriculture zones further north in Lakeside
Farms. General Commercial land exists at two locations along Riverside Drive. Land use
designations are more mixed south of Highway 67 and consist of General and Service
Commercial, and Residential at 24 and 43 dwelling units per acre.

Most of the project site is zoned S88 Specific Plan, with the exception of the San Diego River
which is zoned S80 Open Space. The Lakeside Farms Elementary School is zoned RS3 Single
Family Residential and the non-contiguous area of the project south of Highway 67 is zoned A72
Agriculture, C36 General Commercial, and RU29 Urban Residential. Zoning to the south of
Highway 67 consists mostly of Urban Residential, General Commercial, and Heavy Commercial.

Land Use Regulations

Lakeside Community Plan. The RiverWay Specific Planning Area and USDRIP Redevelopment
Plan goals are incorporated as part of the Lakeside Community Plan. The goals are as follows:

e To eliminate and prevent the spread of blight and to conserve, rehabilitate, and redevelop the
project area in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan.

e To provide employment opportunities for the residents of the community.

e To encourage the cooperation and participation of residents, business persons, public
agencies, and community organizations in the revitalization of the project area.

e To encourage private sector investment in the development of the project area.

e To improve the San Diego River Channe! and eliminate flood hazards that constrain the
development of various parcels in the project area, the cost of which cannot be borne by
private enterprise alone.

e To facilitate the recycling of existing sand and gravel extraction activities to uses that are
more environmentally sensitive and compatible with the riparian habitats in the project area.

¢ To implement a San Diego River Flood Control and Environmental Rehabilitation Plan that
is consistent with the goals of the Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of
Fish and Game, the County of San Diego, project area property owners, and the community.
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e To provide for the enhancement and rehabilitation of the riparian habitat, especially as it
relates to promoting recovery of the least Bell’s vireo, a federally protected songbird.

e To provide additional recreation opportunities to the community within the constraints
imposed by federal and state environmental agencies.

e To provide needed improvements to the community’s educational and other facilities to
better serve the project area.

e To promote public improvements and facilities which are sensitive to the unique
environmental characteristics of the project area.

e To facilitate, if necessary, reparcelization of land into reasonably sized and shaped parcels
served by an improved public infrastructure and public facilities.

o To expand the resource of developable land by obtaining, if necessary, underutilized land and
making it available for development.

e To contrel unplanned growth by guiding new development to meet the needs of the
community.

e To alleviate certain environmental deficiencies, including substandard vehicular and
pedestrian circulation systems, insufficient off-street parking, and other similar public
improvements.

¢ To achieve an environment reflecting a high level of concern for architectural, landscape, and
suburban design principals appropriate to the goals of this Plan and applicable community
plans.

¢ To make provisions for housing as is required by the Redevelopment Law to satisfy the
needs and desires of the various age, income, and ethnic groups of the community,
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice.

e To develop safeguards against noise and pollution to enhance future industrial/commercial
activity in the project area.

o To coordinate revitalization efforts in the project area with other public programs of the
County and surrounding community.

The Lakeside Community Plan also contains goals, policies, and recommendations relevant to
each land use designation as well as to the floodplain of the San Diego River and sand and gravetl
extraction. The policies and recommendations are:
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Improve natural drainage channels when it is necessary to protect life and
property.

Encourage the utilization of the floodplains outside of the Current Urban
Development Area for recreation, open space, agriculture, and planned extraction
of natural resources.

Minimize flood hazards and public expense by discouraging fill and construction
of permanent structures in floodplains while allowing channel improvement
projects to take place.

Avoid the need for artificial drainage structures; utilize natural channels and
streambeds, and recharge groundwater supplies with runoff and drainage.

Review technical data and onsite situations on a regular basis to note any changes
in the status of the floodplain.

Design the use of floodways where public access if available so that all modes of
recreational transportation will have an opportunity to enjoy this space.

Construct flood control works to adequately protect existing urban development,
utilizing natural-appearing banks as much as possible.

Permit only controlied extraction operations which have a minimal adverse
impact on the environment.

Extract sand and gravel in a way that minimizes any harm or disturbance to
adjacent residents and properties. '

Minimize dust, noise, traffic, unsightly views, accumulations of water, steep
slopes, and safety and heaith hazards resulting from sand and gravel operations.

Recognize that extraction of sand and gravel is a long-term process. Allow
extraction only on a controlled, coordinated basis and provided for the
rehabilitation of worked-out areas.

Consider a system of recreational lakes outside of the floodway that could be
created by extractive operations.

Protect areas designed in the plan for sand, gravel, and rock excavation from
scattered and incompatible urban intrusion by applying extractive use regulations
to such areas.

Plan the eventual rezone and reuse of the land containing this resource for
agriculture, husbandry, recreation, open space, and as “made land” above the
floodplain suitable for industry, commerce, or housing through reclamation plans.
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Lakeside Design Guidelines. The Lakeside Design Guidelines apply to all commercial and
industrial development within the Lakeside Community Planning Area including the project site.
They also apply to multi-family and duplex residential development greater than 7.3 dwelling
units per acre and certain types of Major Use Permits. Projects are evaluated by the Lakeside
Design Review Board, an advisory citizens panel. The design guidelines address site design,
architecture, signage, lighting, historic building preservation, and specific guidelines applicable
to development type (e.g., commercial). Special environmental considerations, such as scenic
roads, hillside development, and floodplain development are also addressed.

. Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). The project site is exempt from the County’s RPO

because it lies within the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project’s redevelopment area
boundaries (Article V.6 of RPO).

Zoning Ordinance. Under the RiverWay Specific Plan, all parcels outside the single-family
residential designation are subject to the “B” Designator. The “B” Designator, which is the
Community Design Review Area Regulations, applies community design review and guidelines
to all areas with this designator. Also, the USDRIP design regulations apply in the “B”
Designator areas. The area in the San Diego River currently carries the “F” floodplain
designator. Under the proposed project, this area would no longer be subject to the “F”
Designator. Instead, the “W” designator would apply to all areas in the 100-year floodplain.
The “W” Designator, which is the Flood Channel Area Regulations, would apply to all properties
subject to inundation under 100-year frequency flood conditions (i.e., the 100-year floodplain).
The regulations require that all flood control improvements must be done according to a County-
approved flood control plan.

Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP). The project site is within the Metro-Lakeside-
Jamul Segment of the MSCP County of San Diego Subarea Plan. However, at the time the
County Subarea Plan was approved, the RiverWay Specific Plan was in the process of receiving
approval for the open space configuration and obtaining the 404 permit. The Subarea Plan states
that the USDRIP site is “exempt” from the MSCP Subarea Plan requirements.

County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. The USDRIP site is also exempt from the County’s
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) (Article II1.7) because it is within the redevelopment
plan for USDRIP. :

Agriculture

Approximately 20 acres of prime agricultural land, as identified by the California Department of
Conservation Important Farmland Maps (1986), exist in the northwest portion of the site. No
crop farming is occurring in this area. However, an egg ranch and a Christmas tree farm are
located in the vicinity of the prime agricultural land along El Nopal.

Mineral Resources

Sand and gravel extraction has been occurring along the San Diego River over the last 40 years
by several companies including Woodward Sand Company and CalMat. Nelson-Sloan and Dave
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Martin Supplies process aggregate material on site from material mined elsewhere. The sand
mining companies have approved reclamation plans on file with the County as required by the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (see below). The project area is
identified by the Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology as an MRZ-2
Area where “significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that there is a high
likelihood for their presence.” However, the sand and gravel resources in this portion of San
Diego River have been nearly consumed.

Reclamation Plans

Approved reclamation plans exist for two sand and gravel mining operations within the project
area. These plans are on file at the County, in accordance with the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA), for Lakeside-Caster and Woodward Sand and Materials. The plans
have incorporated the County-approved flood control channel configuration for the San Diego
River and revegetation plans in accordance with SMARA requirements. The plans provide a
reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be rehabilitated to allow future
uses after mining has ceased including flood and erosion control, revegetation of biological
habitat, and land stabilization for future development (in this case, primarily industrial
development pads). The reclamation plan for the Calmat property (see Figure 1-3) expired on
March 28, 1995. An application for a modification of that plan was applied for in November
1993 and is currently being processed by the County.

Thresholds of Significance

For land use issues, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will:
e Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located;

e Cause land-uses incompatiblie with existing uses or chafacter of the community; or

o Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the agricultural productivity
of prime agricultural land.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Conflict with Adopted Plans and Goals

Removing the project site’s SPA designation would be in conflict with the Lakeside Community
Plan which anticipates development in accordance with the RiverWay Specific Plan. Once the
Lakeside Community Plan is amended to replace the SPA designation with the proposed land use
and zoning designations, the project would no longer be in conflict with the plan. Most of the
project site, under the RiverWay Specific Plan, would have redeveloped as industrial uses in
addition to commercial and residential uses. The proposed land use and zoning designations are
consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.
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Development in the project area would occur according to the proposed zoning and compliance
with adopted plans and goals of the Lakeside Community Plan and the County Zoning
Ordinance. In addition, future development requiring discretionary approval would be required
to comply with CEQA.

The ability to meet all the Redevelopment Plan goals anticipated by the Lakeside Community
Plan for the project site may not be as feasible without the RiverWay Specific Plan to guide
development. In addition, redevelopment funds would not be available to “eliminate and prevent
the spread of blight” as intended by the Redevelopment Plan. Instead, the community and
property owners in the area would have to rely solely on private funds to redevelop the area.
However, implementation and enforcement of the Lakeside Design Guidelines would require
development that is aesthetically pleasing and not a blight to the community.

Other goals may be more difficult to attain without the RiverWay Specific Plan and
redevelopment funds to expedite implementation. Improving the San Diego River Channel to
eliminate flood hazards may be more difficult since it is not clear whether the private sector
would be able to fund the costs for the remaining improvements. This is considered speculative
and does not represent a significant impact. Most of the flood control improvements have
already been installed by the County; however, further development could not occur in the
floodplain without completing the flood improvements.

Future development under conventional zoning would not be in conflict with any of the land use
goals of the Lakeside Community Plan. Under the proposed project, community plan goals such
as providing employment opportunities; encouraging cooperation and participation for
revitalization of the project area; and recycling the existing sand and gravel activities to more
environmentally sensitive uses through future development and the reclamation of San Diego
River could still be accomplished.

Since the proposed project would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-
approved flood control channel improvements and the project site would be subject to the “W”
Designator, the project would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain policies and
recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. In addition, the project would not
change the existing extraction operations. It is anticipated that these uses will be replaced with
industrial uses under the proposed zoning as mined land is reclaimed. Conflicts with the sand
and gravel policies and recommendations are not anticipated.

Planning documents and regulations would remain in effect under the proposed project. The
Lakeside Community Plan would still apply to the USDRIP project area as well as the Lakeside
Design Guidelines. All discretionary actions within the project site would also be subject to
CEQA. Discretionary actions would include proposals for:

¢ Subdivision Maps

¢ Grading Permits

e Major Use Permits
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¢ Development proposed on parcels with “B” Designator (i.e., all commercial and industrial
parcels).

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not cause a significant conflict with
adopted plans and goals. No significant impact would occur.

Land Use Compatibility

The project site is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities and related
land uses. Under the proposed zoning, future industrial development and redevelopment in the
M54 zone would allow a wide range of industrial uses including custom manufacturing and
screened outdoor storage as well as commercial sales and uses. Heavier industrial uses such as
recycling operations, storage and distribution, swap meets, scrap operations, etc. would require
major and minor use permits. These permits would allow for County-imposed performance
standards and site design requirements to reduce impacts to surrounding uses. The M54 zone
regulations state that the zone is intended for uses that would not be a nuisance to surrounding
properties (Section 2540).

The northwest portion of the site contains single-family residences, an egg farm, and a Christmas
tree farm. These uses are currently somewhat buffered from the mining activities along the San
Diego River by large lots along El Nopal. Under the proposed zoning, new industrial uses may
be developed adjacent to the existing residential lots which may adversely effect the existing
residences. However, new industrial development will have to comply with the “B” Designator
which requires design measures, such as screening and landscaping, to minimize visual and light
and glare impacts.

The residential area along El Nopal is comprised of large lots that would require lot subdivisions
to develop the proposed RS7 zone at 7.3 dwelling-units per acre. The residential area would be
buffered from the industrial uses by Mast Boulevard — a four-lane street located between the two
zones. Most likely, new industrial uses would have frontage along Mast Boulevard with
landscaping in the front setback (as required by the “B” Designator) and storage towards the rear
of the lot away from residential uses. Also, a proposed residential project will require a
subdivision map which will be subject to CEQA compliance and adherence to the County Noise
Ordinance (see Section 6.1.4 of this EIR). Proposed subdivisions would require a subdivision
map and compliance with the County’s zoning ordinance, the Lakeside Community Plan,
grading ordinance, and CEQA (as discussed above). These regulations require site plans and
design measures to avoid or reduce impacts to surrounding uses. Potential impacts would be
evaluated on a project basis. It is anticipated that compliance with these regulations would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Conversion of Prime Agriculture

Build out of the proposed RS87 zone area would preclude agricultural operations on the prime
agricultural land located there. However, the impact is not considered significant because the
prime agricultural land is already developed with residential uses, is small in size (about
20 acres), is isolated and surrounded by urban uses, and is not used for crop production.
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6.1.2 Air Quality

This section addresses the impacts of the proposed project on ambient air quality and the
exposure of people, especially sensitive individuals, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations. Air
pollutants of concern include ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter and oxides of nitrogen.
This section analyzes the type and quantity of emissions that would be generated by the
construction and operation of the proposed project.

Existing Conditions
Regional Climate

Air quality is affected by both the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by meteorological
conditions which influence movement and dispersal of pollutants. Atmospheric conditions such
as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, along with local topography,
provide the link between air pollutant emissions and air quality.

The project area is within the San Diego Air Basin, which includes the entire County of San
Diego. The distinctive climate of the air basin is determined by its terrain and geographic
location. San Diego County experiences a Mediterranean-type climate. During the summer, a
marine layer provides cooling effects to the western portion of the County. Physically, the
county gradually rises from west to east with mountain ranges in the eastern portion marking the
eastern boundary of the air basin. A thermal inversion layer, extending from the coast to the
mountains at a typical elevation of 2,000 feet, is a prevalent feature in the summer months,
usually May through October, when elevated concentrations of ozone, generally known as smog,
are most common. When a temperature inversion layer occurs, it traps air pollutants against the
slopes and prevents them from rising. An inversion is formed when warm, dry air overlies the
cool, moist marine air.

In San Diego County, smog standards are exceeded most frequently in the foothills east of the
metropolitan area. The polluted air rises to the base of the inversion layer, where it is blown
eastward by the sea breeze and trapped against the foothills.

However, unhealthful smog concentrations in the County are not caused solely by pollution
sources in the region. Smog is transported into the San Diego area from the South Coast Air
Basin (the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties)
during “Santa Ana” wind conditions. Winds blowing toward the southwest transport the South
Coast smog out over the ocean, and the sea breeze brings it onshore into San Diego County.
When the transported smog cloud is at ground level, the highest smog concentrations are
measured at coastal and near-coastal monitoring sites. When the smog cloud is elevated, coastal
sites may be passed over, and the transported smog is measured further inland.

No significant smog transport from Tijuana, Mexico has been detected in San Diego. When the
wind blows out of the south, weather conditions include a higher inversion level, resulting in
lower ground level concentrations.
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Air Quality Regulations, Plans and Policies

State and federal agencies have set ambient air quality standards for certain air pollutants.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established for the following
criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen dioxide
(NO»), inhalable particulate matter (PM)o), and lead (Pb). The state standards for these criteria
pollutants are more stringent than the corresponding federal standards.

Areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either “attainment” or “non-attainment”
areas for each criteria pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have been achieved or not. The
project area is located in the San Diego Air Basin, which is designated as a non-attainment area
for O; and PM;¢; the County is classified as an attainment area for CO, NO,, SO,, and Pb.

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) for San Diego was first adopted in the early 1970s and
revised in 1979, 1982, 1992, 1993, and 1994. Each of these revisions addressed emission control
requirements and measures to reduce ozone precursor emissions to demonstrate federal ozone
standard attainment by 1999.

San Diego County's first Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) was developed in the early to
mid 1970s to comply with the federal Clean Air Act of 1970. The RAQS was substantially
revised in 1979 in response to the 1977 federal Act. The 1979 RAQS reflected a comprehensive
air resources management program and included most of the currently adopted smog control
measures at the time. As required by the 1977 federal Act, the 1979 RAQS was updated in 1982.
This revision was primarily a “fine tuning” of the 1979 RAQS. Additional reasonably available
control measures were added and the stringency of control measures already in the RAQS
increased. The emphasis was on controlling photochemical smog. In 1991, the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (APCD), the regional agency responsible for protecting public health
from air pollution in San Diego County, prepared a revision to the RAQS to comply with the
California Clean Air Act of 1988, and to include Transportation Control Measures and regional
process to implement an indirect source review program (SDAPCD 1992). The APCD is
currently in the process of updating the 1991 RAQS. Adoption of the 1997 RAQS is expected in
March 1998 (Ryder personal communication 1997).

Existing Air Quality

The APCD maintains an air quality monitoring station in El Cajon on Redwood Avenue at
Ballard Street (the closest to the project site), approximately 4.5 miles south of the project area.
A five-year summary (1992-1996) of data collected at this station is shown in Table 6.1.2-1 and
compared with the corresponding state ambient air quality standards. As previously noted, O3
and PM;¢ are the pollutants of concern in San Diego County as the standards for these two
pollutants are currently exceeded, designating the County as non-attainment for these pollutants;
CO and NO; are presently in attainment.

The most pervasive air quality problem in the San Diego Air Basin is high ozone (Os)
concentrations. Ozone is not emitted directly, but is a secondary pollutant produced in the
atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic
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compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOy). Significant O3 production generally requires
about three hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. Ozone is a regional air pollutant
because it is transported and diffused by wind concurrent with the photochemical reaction
process. Motor vehicles are the major source of ozone precursors in the basin. During late
spring, summer, and early fall, light winds, low mixing heights, and abundant sunshine combine
to produce conditions favorable for maximum production of O;. Ozone causes eye and
respiratory irritation, reduces resistance to lung infection, and may aggravate pulmonary
conditions in persons with lung disease. Ozone is also damaging to vegetation and untreated
rubber. The state one-hour ozone standard was exceeded an average of 17 times between 1992
and 1996 in El Cajon (Table 6.1.2-1).

Inhalable particulate matter (PMo) refers to particulates less than 10 microns in diameter -- those
which can be inhaled and cause health effects. Particulates in the atmosphere resuit from many
kinds of dust- and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, combustion, and
atmospheric photochemical reactions. - Demolition, construction, and vehicular traffic are major
sources of particulates in urban areas. Natural sources of particulates include wind-blown dust,
and ocean spray. Very small particulates of certain substances can cause direct lung damage, or
can contain absorbed gasses that may be injurious. Particulates can also damage materials and
reduce visibility. PM,, standards have been exceeded 26 times in El Cajon between 1992 and
1996 (Table 6.1.2-1).

Existing Air Pollution Sources

Air quality in the vicinity of the project site is affected by emissions from a variety of sources.
However, the primary source of emissions in the project area is regional motor vehicle and local
motor vehicle traffic on nearby freeways, including State Highway 67, which borders the project
area to the east and south, and major arterial streets, such as Lakeside Avenue, Woodside
Avenue, and Riverside Drive. Other sources include mining and reclamation activities that are
presently being conducted along the San Diego River; these activities primarily generate fugitive
dust and PM,y emissions, which are being minimized through frequent watering. No sources of
hazardous air pollutants are known to exist within the project area.

Sensitive Receptors

Different land uses have different sensitivities to air pollution; some uses, such as those that
accommodate children, the elderly, the acutely and chronically ill, especially those with cardio-
respiratory diseases, are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, such as industrial
and commercial areas.

Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained
exposure to any pollutants present. Recreational land uses are considered moderately sensitive to
air pollution. Although exposure periods are generally short, exercise places a high demand on
respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air pollution. In addition, noticeable air
pollution can detract from the enjoyment of recreation. Industrial and commercial uses are
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considered the least sensitive to air pollution; the land uses within the project area boundaries are
primarily commercial and industrial, consisting of aggregate mining and processing.

However, there are numerous sensitive receptors in the project vicinity, including the Lakeside
Farms School on Lakeside Avenue, Lakeside Middle School on Woodside Avenue, El Capitan
High School on Ashwood Street, single-family and multi-family residences north and south of
the project area (north of Lakeside Avenue, Riverside Drive, and El Nopal Road and south of El
Nopal Road and Highway 67).

Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the air quality-related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance
Construction Emissions

Construction activities would result in the generation of air pollutants. Construction-related
emissions would primarily be: 1) dust generated from demolition, earthmoving, excavation, and
other construction activities; 2) hydrocarbon emissions from paints and asphalt; 3) exhaust
emissions from powered construction equipment, and 4) motor vehicle emissions associated with
construction activities.

Dust emissions would vary according to the level and type of activity being conducted, silt
content of the soil, and prevailing weather. PM,, emissions (i.e., dust) would result from the
demolition of the existing structures and excavation and grading activities during construction of
uses that would be allowed under the proposed project and development by right. Relatively
large-sized particulates raised by construction would settle out of the atmosphere rapidly with
increasing distance from the site. As a result, dustfall can be expected to occur on cars, streets,
sidewalks, and other outside surfaces within a 200- to 800-foot radius of individual building
sites. Construction particulates are a nuisance and may be hazardous to persons with respiratory
problems.

Additionally, air pollutants would be generated from on-site equipment use and workers' travel.
Since the proposed project does not involve constructing a specific development, construction-
related emissions cannot be estimated. However, any development either under the proposed
project or by right would be required to comply with APCD Rules and Regulations, particularly
Rule 50 and Rule 51, addressing visible emissions and public nuisance, respectively.

Sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the increase in local pollutant
levels due to construction-related activities. However, because construction-related emissions
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occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction activities, these emissions are
not normally considered significant.

Project Operation

Motor vehicle emissions would be the primary source of pollutants resulting from the
development of land uses allowed under the proposed project. However, because individual
projects are not currently proposed, project-specific emissions inventories cannot be estimated at
this time. The traffic impact analysis for the proposed project estimated that a maximum of
39,370 trips could be generated by uses allowed under the conventional zoning.

Stationary-source emissions, which occur both on- and off-site, would also be generated as a
result of the combustion of natural gas and the use of electricity to meet the energy demands
generated by the land uses the couid be developed in the project area. Natural gas consumption
results in the emission of air pollutants generated immediately from the source and occurs on-
site; electrical consumption results in the emissions of air pollutants generated off-site at
electrical power generating plants located throughout the utility's generating network. Power
plant emission factors assume continued availability and use of natural gas in power plants, and
an average amount of hydroelectricity per year. Compared to motor vehicle emissions,
stationary-source emissions are not anticipated to contribute to significant air quality impacts.

More specifically, buildout of the uses under the proposed project and by right will not involve
mining operations. This will reduce impacts from PM;, emissions on adjacent sensitive
receptors as mining activities are replaced by uses that are not anticipated to generate further
increases in PM;y concentrations due to earth disturbances. Additionally, development of uses
under the proposed project or by right is not anticipated to generate hazardous air pollutants that
would impact adjacent sensitive receptors, including local schools, as these uses would be
required to comply with County and APCD regulations.

To determine vehicular impacts to air quality, curbside CO concentrations were estimated using
the CALINE-4 air dispersion model developed by the California Department of Transportation,
using peak-hour traffic volumes. CO concentrations were modeled for four intersections most
affected by project-generated traffic under the following scenarios: existing (1998) conditions
and existing plus project conditions in the year 2005.

Existing and projected worst-case CO concentrations are shown in Table 6.1.2-2. The
concentrations correspond to a location’ of approximately 40-50 feet from the center of a given
intersection. Future CO concentrations are generally less than existing levels due to the on-going
vehicle exhaust control programs that will produce a less-poliuting vehicle fleet for future years
compared to that for 1998.

The results of CO modeling, as shown in Table 6.1.2-2, indicate that CO concentrations in the
year 2005 would not exceed existing CO concentrations at local intersections. Because emission
factors for future years are estimated to decrease due to on-going vehicle exhaust control
programs, as mentioned above, the addition of project-generated traffic to local intersections
would not create a CO hot spot (the exceedance of the one-hour or the eight-hour average CO
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standard) at any of the local intersections modeled. Therefore, the proposed project is not
anticipated to create a significant impact on air quality.

State Implementation Plan

The State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is based in part on all planning documents in
California, including the County's General Plan, intends to bring the County in attainment of the
O, and PM,, standards. Although the proposed project would involve a General Plan
Amendment and zone reclassification, it would allow the development of land uses that would
primarily be similar to those under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan, and therefore, would
remain consistent with the County's Regional Air Quality Strategy and in conformance with the
SIP.

At a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the proposed General Plan/Zoning
Project), the physical impacts are similar because the land use intensities are substantially the
same.

6.1.3 Public Utilities

This section assesses the impacts of the proposed project on electric and natural gas services,
water and wastewater services, and solid waste services. This analysis is based on comparisons
of projected service needs to the existing or anticipated levels of service.

Existing Conditions

Electric and Natural Gas Services

The San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) provides electric and natural gas service to the project
area. Electricity is distributed to the project site through a series of underground lines running

beneath El Nopal Road, Riverford Road, Riverside Drive, Channel Road, and Lakeside Avenue.
Additionally, there are several gas lines in the following locations:

4-inch gas line in El Nopal from the western end to Riverford Road;

e 6-inch gas line in Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to Highway 67,

e 4-inch gas line in Riverford Road north of Riverside Drive;

¢ 4-inch gas line in Riverside Drive from Riverford Road to Palm Row Drive;

e 3-inch gas line in Riverside Drive from Palm Row Drive to New Belford Court;

e 2-inch gas line in Riverside Drive (approximately 200 feet in length 420 feet west of the
Lakeside Avenue-Riverside Drive merge/fork);

¢ 1'-inch gas line in Riverside Drive west of Lakeside Avenue;
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e 3-inch gas line in Lakeside Avenue from Riverside Drive to Highway 67; and
e 3-inch gas line in Channel Road from Lakeside Avenue to Lakeshore Drive.

Similarly, SDG&E maintains numerous underground electrical lines throughout the project area.
According to SDG&E, its existing distribution system is adequately serving the project area
(SDG&E 1998).

Water Services

The entire project area is located within Padre Dam Municipal Water District's Wholesale Water
Improvement District. However, retail water services in the project area is provided by three
water agencies -- the Lakeside Water District, the Padre Dam Municipal District, and the
Riverview Water District. The Lakeside Water District services the majority of the project area;
the Padre Dam Municipal District services the western portion of the project area, and the
Riverview Water District services the small portions of the project area south of the San Diego
River. Some parcels within the project area are not located within any retail water service area
and would require annexation into one of the three water service territories if public water
demand is generated from these parcels (Padre Dam Municipal Water District 1998).

The Lakeside Water District maintains water supply lines in the following areas (Lakeside Water
District 1998):

10-inch line in El Nopal,

10-inch and 8-inch lines in Riverside Drive;
20-inch and 12-inch lines in Channel Road;
6-inch line in Mapleview Street;

12-inch line in Industry Road; and

10-inch line in Lakeside Avenue.

Existing water supply lines currently maintained by the Lakeside Water District adequately serve
the project area (Lakeside Water District 1998).

The Padre Dam Municipal Water District maintains a 12-inch water supply line in Riverford
Road to serve the western portion of the project area (Lakeside Water District 1998).

According to the Riverview Water District, it supplies the small portions of the project area south
of the San Diego River through an 8-inch water line north of Woodside Avenue and a 6-inch
water line south of Woodside Avenue between Marilla Drive and Winter Gardens Boulevard.
There are no water lines located north of Highway 67; however, existing water lines are currently
adequate to serve existing and proposed land uses (Riverview Water District 1998).
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Wastewater Services

Padre Dam Municipal Water District services a portion of the project area primarily west of
Riverford Road, including the majority of the parcels fronting Riverside Drive. The County of
San Diego's Lakeside Sanitation District is the other agency providing sewer service to the
project area. Similar to the water services, some parcels within the project area are not located
within any wastewater service area and would require annexation into one of the two wastewater
service territories if demand for wastewater collection services is generated from these parcels.

Currently, the Lakeside Sanitation District maintains sewer lines located along Highway 67 and
Channel Road. However, neither one of these lines are currently serving the project area. There
are no sewer truck lines currently serving the project area.

Solid Waste Services

Residential, industrial, and comimercial - wastes currently generated in the project atea are
disposed of at Sycamore Landfill, which occupies approximately 492 acres. According to San
Diego Landfill Systems, Sycamore Landfill has a permitted capacity of 40.2 million cubic yards;
the remaining permitted capacity at this time is estimated at 27.3 million cubic yards, which
results in the landfill's life expectancy of another 16 years to closure (San Diego Landfill
Systems 1998). San Diego Landfill Systems also indicated that there is a potential for landfill
expansion to accommodate an additional 100 million cubic yards, which could extend the closure
date by 35 to 50 years (San Diego Landfill Systems 1998).

Presently, Sycamore Landfill accepts an average of 2,200 tons of solid waste per day. The
County’s Mandatory Recycling Ordinance ensures that trash haulers serving the project area will
offer recycling programs.

Thresholds of Significance

Impacts to public utilities are considered significant if they cause any of the following:

e Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy;

e Use fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner;

e Have a significant effect on, or result in a substantial need for new, altered, or expanded
services; or

e Extend a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new development.
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Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Electric and Natural Gas Services

According to SDG&E, implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses
that would be allowed under the zone reclassification would not significantly impact its services
in the area (SDG&E 1998). Additionally, the proposed project and land uses allowed under the
proposed project are not anticipated to use large amounts of energy or use energy in a wasteful
manner. As a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant adverse impact
to electric and natural gas services. The demand for electric and natural gas services is expected

to be substantially similar to the demand generated under the Specific Plan because of the similar
uses.

Water Services

According to the Lakeside Water District, which is the major water provider in the project area,
implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses that would be allowed
under the zone reclassification would not significantly impact its services in the area (Lakeside
Water District 1998). Existing water supply lines would adequately meet future water demand
generated by on-site uses.

Similarly, the Riverview Water District indicated that the existing water lines south of
Highway 67 would also adequately meet future water demand by on-site uses (Riverview Water
District 1998).

As with the other two water districts, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District has indicated
capacity to serve; therefore it is not anticipated to be significantly impacted by the proposed
project and development of land uses west of Riverford Road (Padre Dam Municipal Water
District 1998).

As a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant adverse impact to water
services. It should be recognized that the demand for water service will be substantially the
same as that identified under the Specific Plan because of the similarity of uses.

Wastewater Services

Implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses allowed under the
proposed project would result in the need for wastewater services in the area. Since there are no
sewer lines currently serving the project area, wastewater service providers, namely the Padre
Dam Municipal Water District and the Lakeside Sanitation District, would have to install new
sewer lines to serve future development within the project area. This would be an adverse
impact to these utility providers as the proposed project has not been included in the providers'
current Master Plan. However, the impacts of the proposed project are similar to those
anticipated under the Specific Plan because of the similarity of uses.
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According to the Lakeside Sanitation District, typically any proposed development within the
project site would contact either the Lakeside Sanitation District or the Padre Dam Municipal
Water District to determine available capacity to provide service to that specific development.
This would occur as part of the County's standard building and sewer permit procedures
(Lonsdale, pers. comm. November 1998). If it is determined that there is available capacity, the
proposed development site would be annexed into the Lakeside Sanitation District or the Padre
Dam Municipal Water District jurisdiction to allow for the extension of service to the site.
Subsequently, the proposed development would be required to obtain a sewer permit concurrent
with the building permit application (Lonsdale, pers. comm. November 1998). If it determined
that there is no available capacity to serve the development, this proposed development site
cannot be annexed until expansion of capacity is achieved. Therefore, no development would be
permitted without adequate sewer service.

Solid Waste Services

According to San Diego Landfill Systems, Sycamore Landfill would be able to accept additional
solid waste that would be generated by land uses allowed under the proposed project. Therefore,
it does not anticipate the proposed project to significantly impact solid waste services to the
project area (San Diego Landfill Systems 1998).- Solid waste generated by the uses under the
Specific Plan would be similar to that generated under this scenario because of the similarity of
uses.

6.1.4 Geological Issues

This section of the EIR evaluates potential soil and geologic conditions which may limit the
implementation of the proposed project. This discussion includes a review of the soils on the site
and any relevant seismic issues of notable concern. This section is based on information
contained in the Final EIR/EA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by Brian F. Mooney
Associates in June 1990.

Existing Conditions
Geology/Soils

The project area lies within the upper San Diego River Valley near the boundary of the
Peninsular Range and Coastal Provinces. Topographically, the project area is located in a broad,
flat alluvial valley. Geological features within the project area are limited to the Quaternary
period, consisting of recent alluvium deposited by the San Diego River.

The boundaries of the 100-year floodplain vary considerably in width due to sand mining and
development within the project area. Alluvium materials, which are composed of granular sands
derived primarily from the metavolcanic and granitic rocks in the highlands to the east, can be
found in and adjacent to the floodplain of the San Diego River and its tributaries. Due to the
presence of hard rock in Mission Gorge, which is located downstream of the project area, the
gradient of the San Diego River is relatively flat throughout the project area. This decreased
gradient tends to slow down floodwaters, resulting in sediment drop out. Underlying the sandy
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alluvial deposits are coarse alluvial sands and gravel; below these materials are decomposed
granitic rocks.

Soils within the project area are alluvial in nature. These soils are characteristically very loose
with potentially serious settlement problems. Alluvium materials found within the project area
are made up of five different soil series. In descending order of prominence within the project
area, these soils series are presented as follows: Tujunga sand, Visalia sandy loam, Riverwash,
Grangeville fine sandy loam, and Placentia sandy loam. All of these soils are highly susceptible
to erosion by water.

Tujunga sand (0-5% slope) is the dominant soil series on-site. This type of sand is derived from
granitic alluvium and is characteristically low in fertility and excessively drained. Tujunga sands
have a moderate erosion potential, and their shrink-swell behavior is low. As topsoil, Tujunga
sand is poor.

Visalia sandy loam (0-2% and 9-15% slope) can be found in the southeastern and far western
portions of the project area. Unlike the Tujunga series, this soil series is high in fertility and
drains moderately. However, similar to Tujunga sand, Visalia sandy loam (0-2% slope) has a
moderate erosion potential and low shrink-swell behavior. Compared to the Tujunga series, this
soil series is much more suitable for topsoil.

Riverwash meanders through the center of the site from west to east. Typically, Riverwash is
sandy, gravelly or cobbly, excessively drained, and permeates rapidly. This soil series is
currently mined within the project area.

Grangeville fine sandy loam (0-2% slope) consists of very deep fine sandy loams derived from
granitic alluvium materials, which are found over a small area along the southern boundary of
the project area. This soil series is high in fertility and is somewhat poorly drained with
moderate to rapid permeability.

Placentia sandy loam (2-9% slope) encompasses the Lakeside Union Middle School and areas to
the south. The soils in this series are moderately well drained sandy loams and have a sandy clay
subsoil. These soils are also formed in granitic alluvium. Placentia soils have poor drainage
characteristics and severe shrink-swell behavior.

Seismicity

Groundshaking is the most damaging effect of an earthquake, resulting in the largest loss of life
and property. The extent and severity of groundshaking at a particular site is controlled by many
factors including earthquake magnitude, the distance from the epicenter, the duration of the
shaking, the vibration period, and the near-surface amplification. A measure of groundshaking
severity is maximum ground acceleration. The primary effect of groundshaking is damage or
destruction of buildings, infrastructure (including utilities, pipelines, roads and bridges), and
possibly injury or loss of life.
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There are three major fault zones in the San Diego region -- the La Nacion Fault Zone, which is
located approximately nine miles to the southwest of the project area and is considered
potentially active, the Elsinore Fault, which is located approximately 25 miles to the northeast of
the project area and is considered active, and the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, which is
approximately 20 miles west of the project area and is also considered active. The maximum
probable earthquake magnitude assigned to the Elsinore Fault is 7.0. Based on geologic and
statistical data, it is estimated that the Elsinore Fault could generate an earthquake of this
magnitude once every 40 to 100 years.

- Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the geological impacts of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would “expose people or structures to major geologic hazards.”

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Quaternary alluvium constitutes the only geological feature on-site. Due to potential settlement
hazards associated with development in alluvium areas, compaction of soils prior to
development, as required by local regulations and state guidelines, would be required. Alluvial
deposits may require extensive recompaction during development to avoid potential structural
failure or damage to buildings and streets from settlement or expansion of these soils.
Otherwise, structural failure and/or damage to buildings and streets would pose a significant risk
to building occupants and the public, which would result in a significant impact.

Although no faults or landslides exist in the project area, structures existing and proposed in the
project area could be subject to damage from a maximum earthquake possible on the nearby
active Elsinore Fault. A potential for liquefaction during seismic activity exists wherever
unconsolidated soils overlay groundwater; this would result in a significant impact as it would
expose people and/or structures to major geologic hazards. However, any development allowed
under the proposed project would be required to comply with the Uniform Building Code and the
County of San Diego Grading Ordinance. Due to extensive sand extraction and the possibility
that some areas may have been re-filled without adequate soils testing or compaction, strict
adherence to County soils testing regulations would be required and would adequately reduce the
level of significance. Specifically, Section 51.0303 of the San Diego County Code shall be
applied to all property within the project area and require a soils report by a registered civil
engineer prior to construction. Each developer would be required to submit specific soils
reports, which would include recommendations for foundation design, to the County. The risk of
damage to buildings by ground shaking would be reduced by strict adherence to the Uniform
Building Code. A site specific geology report shall be prepared on a project by project basis in
accordance with state and local regulations. Additionally, the Grading Ordinance regulates slope
stability and safety by establishing design standards and performance requirements for drainage
terraces on cut slopes, removal of expansive soils, fill compaction, setbacks, erosion prevention,
ground cover, irrigation systems, safety precautions, and notification of non-compliance.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

6.1.5 Water Resources

This section of the EIR evaluates potential hydrology and drainage conditions that may limit the
implementation of the proposed project. This discussion includes a review of water quality,
surface water flow, and potential flooding in the project arca. This section is based on
information contained in the Final EIR/EA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by Brian F.
Mooney Associates in June 1990.

Existing Conditions

The project area is located within the San Diego Hydrologic Unit, which is a long, triangular-
shaped area of approximately 440 square miles drained by the San Diego River. El Capitan, San
Vicente, Cuyamaca, Jennings, and Murray reservoirs are the major storage facilities. San
Vicente, Jennings and Murray reservoirs mainly store Colorado River water, whereas El Capitan
Reservoir mainly stores local runoff and some Colorado River water. Cuyamaca Reservoir
stores only local runoff (RWQCB 1994).

Much of the impounded water is used to serve major population centers, including a portion of
the San Diego metropolitan area and the communities of El Cajon, Santee, Lakeside, Alpine, and
Julian. The San Diego Hydrologic Unit is comprised of four hydrologic areas -- Lower San
Diego, San Vicente, El Capitan, and Boulder Creek. These hydrologic areas are further broken
down into five hydrologic subareas -- Mission San Diego, Santee, El Cajon, Coches, and El
Monte (Figure 6.1.5-1). The project area overlies the Santee/El Monte Groundwater basin,
within the Santee Hydrologic Subarea (see Figure 6.1.5-2).

The project area incorporates the reach of the San Diego River from the Santee city-limits to the
Highway 67 bridge crossing. San Vicente and El Capitan reservoirs are located upstream of the
project area. Together, these two reservoirs control approximately 85 percent of the watershed,
and therefore, trap most of the sediment that would normally enter the project area. Although
flow in the river is naturally perennial, the upstream reservoirs and additional water withdrawals
cause the river to run dry in some reaches during low-flow periods.

The 1997 San Diego County Groundwater Report, prepared by the San Diego County Water
Authority, indicates that the primary source of groundwater recharge results from streambed
infiltration from the San Diego River. Presently, San Diego State University is conducting, on
behalf of the County Water Authority (CWA), a comprehensive groundwater study for the
County of San Diego. The Santee-El Monte Groundwater Management Planning Study portion
relies on 23 monitoring wells located throughout the basin. Although the complete study is not
expected to be completed until late 2000, preliminary studies confirm that the groundwater basin
recharges/discharges east to west, and that dominant recharge results only from reservoir spills
and releases via streamflow infiltration. Further, given the slow recharge of the aquifers, the
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preliminary studies indicate that the long-term viability of potable groundwater usage in the
basin is poor.

Beneficial Uses

In California, the regulation, protection and administration of water quality are carried out by the
State Water Resources Control Board (State Board), and nine California Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (Regional Board). Each of the nine Regional Boards is required to adopt a Water
Quality Control Plan, or Basin Plan. The project area lies in the portion of San Diego County
under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Region Board. The San Diego Regional Board’s Basin
Plan, formally titled “Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (9),” was adopted on
September 8, 1994, and subsequently revised in May of 1998. The San Diego Basin Plan is
designed to preserve and enhance water quality, and protect the beneficial uses of all regional
waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan: 1) designates the beneficial uses for surface and ground
waters; 2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect
the designated beneficial uses and conform to the State’s antidegredation policy; 3) describes
implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the Region; and 4)
describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin Plan
(SDRWQCB 1994).

In 1972, the State Board adopted a uniform list and description of benefictal uses to be applied to
water basins throughout the state. During the 1994 Basin Plan update, beneficial use definitions
were revised and new beneficial uses were added. Table 6.1.5-1 below provides a list of the
designated beneficial uses for the San Diego River Watershed, the El Capitan, San Vicente,
Cuyamaca, Jennings, and Murray Reservoirs, and the Santee/El Monte Groundwater Basin.

Water Quality

As discussed above, the Basin Pian is the Regional Board’s plan for achieving a balance between
the competing needs of mankind for water of varying quality in the San Diego Region. As such,
the Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives for all ground waters and surface waters in the
Region. Water quality objectives are the levels of water quality constituents that must be met to
protect the beneficial uses. Table 6.1.5-2 provides a listing of the primary and secondary
standards for water quality for identified constituents. In addition, Table 6.1.5-2 provides the
results of the water quality monitoring for Lake Skinner, Lake Jennings, and the Lakeside Water
District Drinking Water Production Well (Well No. 5).

Historically, mosquito control and eutrophication have been significant water quality problems
(Wirth Associates 1982). These problems were largely eliminated by the mid-1970s through
better water quality management practices. Current sources of pollution in the area are primarily
non-point sources, such as urban and agricultural irrigation water and surface runoffs (Nolte and
Associates 1990). Groundwater quality in the Santee Hydrologic Subarea has experienced
excessive concentrations of total dissolved solids (TDS), sulfate, and chlorides. Preliminary
studies as part of the County Groundwater Plan indicate that TDS levels in the basin range from
less that 1,000 ppm TDS to as high as 3,000 ppm TDS. These are predominantly the result of
historic agricuitural operations in the Santee/Lakeside area, and other non-point sources.
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Management of non-point source wasteloads has received little attention until the early 1990s.
Categories of non-point sources include irrigation return water, surface runoff, construction
erosion, dredging spoils, solid waste disposal site effluent, and other miscellaneous wastes.

Until recently, both the Lakeside Water District and Riverview Water Districts utilize
groundwater as a source of potable water. Over the last several years groundwater has provided
approximately 15 percent of the water supply used by the Lakeside Water District, and as much
as 40 percent of the water supply used by Riverview, with the remaining percentage made up by
imported water provided by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). The remaining water
district serving the project area, Padre Dam Municipal Water District, relies solely on imported
water. Recently, contamination of the groundwater supply by Methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether
(MTBE), a gasoline additive, forced the shutdown of all Riverview Water District drinking water
wells. The source of the contamination, a leaking underground storage tank located just south of
the project area, has been identified, and monitoring and clean-up activities are currently being
conducted. At this time, it is uncertain if, or when, the Riverview wells will be utilized again. As
such, the only public agency currently relying on groundwater for potable water in the region is
the Lakeside Water District. As discussed above, Table 6.1.5-2 provides the 1999 monitoring
data for the Lakeside Water District Production Well (Well No. 5). This data shows that the
water source for this wellsite meets or exceeds all current water quality standards for drinking
water.

The Lakeside Water District water wells are located upstream from the project area.
Figure 6.1.5-3 shows the location of active and inactive wells sited in the current planning
region. Although the Lakeside Water District’s potable well (Well No. 5) is located upstream
from the project site, a portion of the well’s cone of depression (e.g., the area of the groundwater
reservoir which is drawn into a well) underlies the eastern portion of the project area. No trace
of MTBE has ever been found in the water supply for Well No. 5. Figure 6.1.5-3 shows the
approximate extents of the cone of depression for the both the Lakeside Water District and
Riverview Water District wells.

Regulatory Framework

Surface and groundwater quality (including drinking water sources) are protected and regulated
by numerous laws and regulations. The following is a brief summary of some of the most
important water regulations affecting both surface and ground water issues.

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) makes it unlawful for any person to discharge a pollutant
into navigable (i.e., jurisdictional) waters of the United States, unless the discharge is an
authorized exception (i.e., Section 401 Certification or Waiver, Section 404 Permit, and etc.).
Discharges may be permitted when in compliance with:

e Technology based effluent limitations;

e Water quality based effluent limitations;

e National performance standards for applicable categories or sources;
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e Toxic and pretreatment effluent standards;
e Authorized discharges associated with approved aquaculture;

e Discharges permitted under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES);
and

o Permits for dredge and/or fill material.

Any person discharging pollutants, or proposing to discharge pollutants, within any region with
the potential to affect the quality of the waters of the State of California (except into a
community sewer system), shall do so in compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) issued by the Regional Board pursuant to the CWA. The Regional Board also has
authority to issue a Water Quality Certification (or waiver thereof) as part of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) permitting process for “dredge” and/or “fill” impacts to
jurisdictional waters or wetlands of the United States.

The State Board has issued the NPDES Construction General Permit for stormwater discharges
associated with construction activities statewide. The Regional Board enforces the requirements
of the General Permit. Any construction activities encompassing five (5) or more acres of soil
disturbance would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (General Permit). The General Permit
requires that projects eliminate or reduce all non-storm water discharges. Under the requirements
of the General Permit, a project would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
will prevent, to the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP), all construction pollutants from
contacting storm water with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off-site
into receiving waters. BMPs consist of programs, technologies, processes, siting criteria,
operating methods, measures, or devices that control, prevent, remove or reduce pollution. Some
examples of BMPs used in construction include the use of geotextiles, stabilization of entrances
to the construction site using non-toxic soil binders, silt fencing, straw bale barriers, and
sediment traps. In addition to including a discussion of BMPs to be implemented at a project
site, the SWPPP must include site maps and identify the construction/contractor activities that
could cause pollutants in the stormwater. This SWPPP must be prepared and implemented before
construction begins.

Effective August 1, 2000, the County of San Diego implemented revisions to its grading permit
program which requires all grading permit holders to document stormwater pollution prevention
activities on their project sites. This change requires the selection and application of BMPs to
reduce or eliminate pollutants from site runoff for all grading operations subject to grading
permits. This includes grading operations which disturb less than 5 acres of area that are not
subject to the NPDES permitting system. The County list of appropriate BMPs is taken from the
list of BMPs used by both the Regional Board and the California Department of Transportation.
During the permitting process, applicants will be required to provide documentation showing the
BMPs that will be used on-site and certify their intent to implement and make changes to these
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BMPs as necessary during the duration of their grading project. Verification of compliance will
occur during site inspections by County staff.

In addition to the General Permit for stormwater construction discharges, the State Board has
issued guidelines for stormwater discharges related to municipal and industrial activities. The
Industrial Permit has similar objectives to the General Permit, and is also enforced by the
Regional Board. These objectives are to: 1) identify and evaluate sources of pollution that could
affect the quality of stormwater discharges from industrial activities; 2) identify and implement
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce or prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges;
and (3) monitor industrial stormwater discharges to ensure protection of water quality and
compliance with the industrial permit. In general, the industrial permit applies to 10 specific
categories of industry. Several of these are allowed by right, or by permit, in the project area.
Examples include manufacturing facilities, transportation facilities that conduct any type of
vehicle maintenance including cleaning and fueling, and certain “light industries” which use
outdoor storage for equipment. In order to be exempt from the requirements of the program, a
facility must demonstrate that it is a zero discharge facility. Under the Industrial Permit,
industries are required to prepare and implement an facility specific SWPPP, which implements
BMPs. Examples of BMPs, which may be implemented under an industrial stormwater permit,
include water detention and treatment basins, covered material storage and handling areas, and
equipment wash areas.

The monitoring element of the industrial stormwater permit requires that three types of
monitoring be conducted at each site: (1) quarterly Non-stormwater Discharge Visual
Observations, (2) Stormwater Discharge Visual Observations (during storm events), and (3)
sampling and analysis activities during storm events. The report containing the results of the
observations and analyses must be submitted to the RWQCB or industries subject to these
requirements face enforcement action.

In addition to the requirements of the NPDES permitting system, development allowed under the
proposed project would be required to comply with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance. Section 67.805 of the County Code prohibits, “discharge of Pollutants
directly or indirectly into the Stormwater Conveyance System, or Receiving Waters; except as
permitted in Section 67.806 of this Chapter.” Section 67.806 provides for exemptions for
discharge under authorized RWQCB permits, from potable water sources, or under written
authorization from an Authorized Enforcement Officer where it is necessary to protect public
health and safety. Under Section 67.807, the Stormwater Ordinance provides that “any person
suspecting an Illegal Discharge, Illegal Connection, littering, or other activity which may result
in Pollutants entering Stormwater, Stormwater Conveyance System, or Receiving Waters shall
undertake measures to reduce Pollutant discharges to Maximum Extent Practicable. Section
67.807(a)(1) authorizes enforcement official to require preparation of a “SWPPP to reduce spills,
leakage, and/or escape of Pollutants. The SWPPP shall include all appropriate details up to, but
not necessarily including all, items required under a State NPDES Construction or NPDES
Industrial activity permit.” The ordinance also requires that impervious surfaces shall be cleaned
and maintained free of dirt and litter, particularly just prior to each wet season, and that waste
material from cleaning impervious surfaces such as paved sidewalks, driveways, parking lots,
and other similar surfaces are to be disposed of in a legal manner. Further, anyone having
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knowledge of a spill or release of pollutants must notify appropriate agencies of the incident
within 24 hours and take necessary actions to contain and minimize the spill or release. This
ordinance is enforced by the County Departments of Public Works and Environmental Health.

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) indirectly regulates water quality through
the Streambed Alteration Agreement process (Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et. seq.). Any
alteration of a streambed (i.e., San Diego River) would require authorization by CDFG. CDFG
typically places conditions on construction activities to preclude impacts to water quality from
erosion or other effluents, in an effort to protect wildlife and their habitat. These conditions
typically would require revegetation of erodible slopes, or the creation of buffer areas.

Potential water quality impacts can also resuit from improper handling, transport, and storage of
hazardous materials. Hazardous materials use, storage, and transport are regulated by numerous
regulations. For example the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA; 42 U.S.C.
§6921 and following) regulates the generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous waste.

Within California laws have been implemented to regulate the use and storage of hazardous
materials including California Health & Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 (Hazardous
Waste Control), Chapter 6.7 (Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances), and Chapter 6.95
(Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory). In addition, State regulations
provide for specific design criteria for hazardous materials storage, such as Title 23, Division 3,
Chapter 16 of the California Code of Regulations which specifies the design of underground
storage tanks and related secondary containment areas in order to “protect waters of the state
from discharges of hazardous substances from underground storage tanks”. These laws and
regulations are implemented at the local area by Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA),
that receive their authority from the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA),
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). In San Diego County, the County Department
of Environmental Health is the designated CUPA. In addition, San Diego County Code
Section 68.1105 requires that any person who handles hazardous materials subject to the
inventory requirements of Division 20, Chapter 6.95 of the Health & Safety Code must obtain a
permit from DEH. Through this permitting process, DEH monitors operations by conducting
routine site inspections to ensure storage, handling, and disposal practices are in compliance with
these regulations.

In addition, the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) includes measures to
protect against impacts to water resources. For surface mining operations, SMARA requires
reclamation plans to describe how contaminants will be controlled, and mining waste disposed
of, and how streambed channels and banks will be rehabilitated to minimize erosion and
sedimentation (Public Resources Code Section 2772(b)(8)). The County implements this
requirement when it reviews and approves reclamation plans.

Drinking water quality is also regulated extensively. The primary law regulating drinking water
is the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) that specifies standards for drinking water quality
(Health & Safety Code 116275 and following). The 1986 amendments to the SDWA, established
a wellhead protection program to protect groundwater which supply drinking water wells for
public water systems. 1996 amendments to the SDWA established a related program called the
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source water assessment program (SWAP). The SWAP is intended to promote water source
protection, with assessments serving as the first step. Section 116762.60 of the California Health
& Safety Code requires the California Department of Health Services (DHS) to develop and
implement a program to protect sources of drinking water that will include both a SWAP and
wellhead protection programs. In California, the SWAP is called the Drinking Water Source
Assessment and Protection (DSWAP) program. The DSWAP satisfies the mandates of both the
1986 and 1996 SDWA amendments. The DHS Division of Drinking Water and Environmental
Management is the lead agency with responsibility for development and implementation of the

DWSAP.
The goals of the DWSAP program are:
e Protection and benefit of public water systems of the State;

¢ Improve drinking water quality and support effective management of water resources;

e Inform communities and drinking water systems of contaminants and PCAs that may affect
drinking water quality or the ability to permit new drinking water sources;

¢ Encourage a proactive approach to protecting drinking water sources and enable protection
activities by communities and drinking water systems;

e Refine and target the monitoring requirements for drinking water sources;

e Focus cleanup and pollution prevention efforts on serious threats to surface and groundwater
sources of drinking water;

e Meet federal requirements for establishing wellhead protection and drinking water source
assessment programs; and

e Assist in meeting other regulatory requirements.
Federa!l law mandates California to prepare the SWAP. Given time and financial constraints, the
DHS is encouraging public water sources to conduct their own assessment following the DHS

guidance. As part of the assessment portion of the DWSAP, the assessment must include:

¢ Delineation of the area around a drinking water source through which contaminants may
move and reach drinking water supply (zore of influence); :

e Inventory of possible contaminating activities (PCAs) that might lead to the release of
microbiological or chemical contaminants within the delineated area;

¢ Determination of the PCAs to which the drinking water source is most vulnerable; and

¢ Notification of the public of the vulnerability of the drinking water source(s).
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Those water systems that plan to conduct their own assessments will need to notify DHS by
December 31, 2000, submit a progress report to DHS no later than February 2002, and submit
the final assessment to DHS no later than December 31, 2002. Information contained in these
reports will be made available to local planning agencies in order to provide guidance for future
land use classification within the zone of influence.

Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the hydrology and drainage-related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project will normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it would:

Substantially degrade water quality;

Contaminate a public water supply;

Substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources;
Interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; or
Cause substantial flooding, erosion or siltation.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Impacts from Construction Activities

The construction of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project would potentially result in
the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids (TSS) within the project area or
further downstream, which could result in a short-term significant impact to water quality.
However, because the County has recently established requirements for implementing erosion
control measures through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) under the authority of
the Grading Ordinance, this potential impact to water quality is reduced to below a level of
significance. These BMPs are designed to reduce impacts from erosion to the maximum extent
practicable, and as such, construction activities are not anticipated to cause substantial impacts to
water quality.

In addition to those erosion control measures identified above, any construction activities
encompassing five (5) acres or more of soil disturbance would be required to comply with the
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(General Permit). Under the requirements of the General Permit, any development which meets
the 5-acre threshold would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent
all construction pollutants from contacting storm water, with the intent of keeping all products of
erosion from moving off-site into receiving waters. In addition, the General Permit requires that
projects eliminate or reduce all non-storm water discharges. As a result of these requirements,
the construction of individual land uses allowed under the Proposed Project is not expected to
create a significant long-term impact to surface water quality. Further, no impacts to
groundwater resources, including drinking water, are expected from construction activities
associated with land uses allowed under the Proposed Project. These activities are not anticipated
to rely on groundwater since water services is readily available in the Project Area. Further
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construction activities will not interfere with groundwater recharge in the area because the river
is the primary source of ground recharge, and no diversion of water from the river is proposed
under the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan Alternative.

Impacts from Commercial/Industrial Activities

Development of land uses allowed under the Proposed Project and by right would result in
increased impervious surfaces in the project area, which, in turn, would result in increased
surface water runoff. Typical urban pollutants usually come from automobile use, oil and gas
residue, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide use, animal waste, and the inadequate storage and handling
of materials. These pollutants would have the potential to enter the storm drain system or
percolate through permeable surfaces to significantly impact water quality and groundwater
resources in the area.

Development of land uses allowed under the Proposed Project and by right include industrial
activities which would be subject to the industrial permitting requirements under the NPDES
permitting system. As discussed above, industrial activities subject to the Industrial Permit are
required to identify and evaluate sources of poliution that could affect the quality of stormwater
discharges from industrial activities, identify and implement BMPs to reduce or prevent
pollutants in stormwater discharges, and monitor stormwater discharges to ensure protection of
water quality and compliance with the industrial permit. Further, any development allowed
under the proposed project would be required to comply with the County of San Diego
Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance. Compliance with these requirements, is expected
to preclude impact to water resources from industrial and commercial activities within the
project area.

In addition, industrial activities allowed under the Proposed Project may use and store hazardous
materials on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Hazardous materials use, storage, and
transport which may occur in the project area is regulated, and subject to permitting by State and
County agencies. The requirements under these regulations specify engineering design
considerations to protect soil, groundwater, and surface water contamination by poor hazardous
materials handling and storage activities. Such design considerations include the use of double-
walled, underground tanks, oversized containment basins for above ground storage, and
monitoring activities. Leaking underground storage tanks from offsite facilities has resulted in
contamination of local groundwater sources. However, these tanks were older, single-walled
tanks, which were not built to current standards. All new projects within the project area which
use and handle hazardous materials, including storage in underground tanks, would be required
to comply with current regulations. As such, potential impacts from potential use and storage of
hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.

Development of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right, is not
anticipated to deplete groundwater resources; since land uses that could be developed in the
project area would include light manufacturing and outdoor storage, which are not heavy water
users. As such, these uses are not anticipated to impact groundwater supply. Further, the
availability of water from local water districts serving the project area precludes the need for
dependency on groundwater in the project area. Development permitted under the Proposed
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Project is not expected to divert water from the San Diego River, nor will development occur
within the river channel. Since the primary recharge of the groundwater basin is through
streambed infiltration along the San Diego River, development allowed under the Proposed
Project is not expected to impede or significantly alter groundwater recharge in the basin.

Some land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right, may fall into the category of
potentially contaminating activities (PCAs) under the State Drinking Water and Assessment Act.
Among these are industries that may use and/or store hazardous materials on-site, including
gasoline and diesel fuel. Current regulation of hazardous materials, including the
implementation of hazardous materials business plans, and emergency response plans are
expected to minimize any potential impacts to water quality. Further, only one active well is
currently utilized as a public, potable water source within the USDRIP area. This well (Lakeside
Well No. 5) is located upstream from the project area. Given the well’s location, upstream from
the project area, and the regulations concerning hazardous materials use and storage, minimal, if
any, impact is expected to the well source. Other public water supply wells in the project area
(Riverview wells) are currently not operating due to contamination of the groundwater from off-
site sources. It is unknown if, or when, these wells will be operational. Riverview Water District
staff, along with County, State, and Federal officials, are currently reviewing the situation, and
attempting to clean up the contaminated water supply. Development of the land uses allowed
under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not anticipated to adversely affect the clean-up
efforts, since existing and future activities would be subject to compliance with the regulatory
framework for handling of hazardous substances.

Development of any of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right is not
anticipated to cause flooding in the area; potential hazards of flooding associated with the San
Diego River are discussed in Section 2.7, Hazards.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
Proposed Project), the physical impacts are similar because the Proposed Project would allow
land uses that are substantially similar to those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.

6.2 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT DURING INITIAL STUDY
6.2.1 Population and Housing

Land uses similar to those that would be allowed under the proposed project already exist within
the project area. Therefore, incremental increases in employment opportunities from future
commercial and industrial uses would not represent a substantial growth in the area.

Additionally, the project area does not contain any large residential development. As a result,
the proposed project would not replace a significant number of affordable or existing housing
units.
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TABLE 6.1.2-1
PROJECT AREA AIR POLLUTANT SUMMARY
1992-1996*
Pollutant Standard” 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Ozone (O3)

Highest 1-hr average, ppm® 0.09 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.11
In exceedance? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of standard exceedancesd 27 23 11 17 8

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Highest 1-hr average, ppm¢ 20.0 9.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 6.0
In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedancesd 0 0 0 0 0

Highest 8-hr average, ppmd 9.0 5.0 4.8 44 3.7 4.1
In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedancesd Y 0 0 0 0

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOy)

Highest 24-hr average, ppm® 0.25 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.09
In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedancesd 0 0 0 0 0

Particulate Matter-10 Micron (PM,g)

Highest 24-hr average, p.g/m3 c 50 67 80 74 82 67
In exceedance? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of standard exceedancesd>€ 6 8 4 6 2

Notes:

3o00p

Measured every six days.

Source:
1994, 1995, 1996.

Data are collected from the APCD monitoring station located on Redwood Avenue in the City of EI Cajon.
State standard, not to be exceeded.

ppm = parts per million; pg/m’= micrograms per cubic meter

Refers to the number of days in a year during which at least one excess was recorded.

California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board, 4ir Quality Data, 1992, 1993,
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TABLE 6.1.2-2
ESTIMATED EXISTING AND PROJECTED FUTURE
MAXIMUM CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS

FOR 1998 AND 2005
CO Concentration (ppm)*
Averaging Existing Conditions Existing Plus
Modeled Intersection Period (1998)° Project (2005)¢
1. Riverford Road and Riverside Drive 1-hr. 15.3 9.1
8-hr.? 10.7 6.4
2. Riverside Drive and Palm Row 1-hr 7.8 6.6
Drive - 8-hr.! 5.5 47
3. Channel Road and Mapleview Street 1-hr 10.8 10.2
8-hr.? 7.6 72
4. Woodside Avenue and 1-hr 11.5 8.6
Winter Gardens Boulevard 8-hr! 8.1 6.1
Notes:

The state one-hour average CO standard is 20 ppm; the state and federal eight-hour average CO standard is 9.0 ppm.
The concentration shown in bold indicates exceedance of the state 8-hour standard. These estimated concentrations
are based on the traffic impact analysis prepared Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers.

a.

Modeled with the CALINE-4 dispersion model using EMFACTF composite emission factors and assuming
worst-case meteorological conditions. Caoncentrations correspond to a location between 40 to 50 feet from the
edge of the given intersection.

Existing levels refer to 1998 and include worst-case background concentrations of 5.7 ppm, one-hour average,
and 4.0 ppm, eight-hour average. Background concentrations are based on a 3-year running average of the
second highest recorded concentration at the El Cajon monitoring station.

These estimates refer to 2005 and include worst-case background concentrations of 4.9 ppm, 1-hour average,
and 3.5 ppm, 8-hour average. These projected backgrounds were based on future CO emission trends as
described in 1991 Regional Air Quality Strategy Triennial Update for the San Diego Air Basin.

Eight-hour average concentrations (calculated) are assumed to be 70% of local one-hour average
concentrations.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 6-39
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TABLE 6.1.5-1

STATE WATER RESOURCE CONTROL BOARD BENEFICIAL USE
DESIGNATIONS FOR SAN DIEGO RIVER WATERSHED

Water Body

Beneficial Use Designations

San Diego River Watershed (Santee/El
Monte Hydrologic Subareas)’

Agricultural Supply (AGR)

Industrial Service Supply (IND)

Contact Water Recreation (REC1)

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)

Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species (RARE)

El Capitan, San Vicente & Cuyamaca
Reservoirs

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
Agricultural Supply (AGR)

Industrial Process Supply (PRCC)

Industrial Service Supply (IND)

Contact Water Recreation (REC1)?

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)

Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species (RARE)’

Lake Jennings

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
Agricultural Supply (AGR)

Industrial Process Supply {PROC)
Industrial Service Supply (IND)

Contact Water Recreation (REC1)®
Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Lake Murray

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
Industrial Service Supply (IND)
Contact Water Recreation (REC1)?
Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Hydropower Generation (POW)

El Monte/Santee Groundwater Basin

® @& & 0|9 & & & & & 0 S| " & 0 & 0 0 0 0" & B s " B P OO B|e % ° e e 0 8 0

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
Agricultural Supply (AGR)

Industrial Process Supply (PROC)
Industrial Service Supply (IND)

Source: Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1994
Table Notes:

! The Santee/El Monte Hydrologic Subareas are exempt from designation as a source of drinking water under State Water Board Resolution

No. 88-63, “Sources of Drinking Water”.
? Fishing from shore or boat only permitted.
* Cuyamaca and El Capitan Reservoirs only.
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TABLE 6.1.5-2
1999 WATER QUALITY DATA
PRIMARY STANDARDS - Mandatory Health Standards (mg/L) KEY TO FOOTNOTES & ABBREVIATIONS
FEDERAL  STATE ~ MCLG/ LAKE LAKE LWD. OVERALL (&) Cannot be present in more than 5% of month-
MCL  MCL  (PHG)  SKINNER  JENNINGS WELL  RANGE - }IYh required numbfer of samples. .
CLARITY e pccurrence of two consecutive to
. coliform-positive sampies, one of which is fecal
Turbidity (NTU) 0.5 0.5 NS 0.08 .08 0.7  0.40-0.19 coliform/E.coli, constitutes and acute MCL.
{¢) In 1996, 60 additicnal crganics were anatyzed
MICROBIOLOGICAL and not detected. Results are available.
Total Coliform Bacteria (a) 5% 5% o @) 0% 0 0% (d) In 1998, 11 additicnal inorganics were analyzed
Fecal Coliform Bacteria (b) (b} (b} 0% 0% 0 0% © ;ﬁl ef:la.lm bgétfcg;d.bilsults zg;v;ﬂable.
e een rep y a treatment
ORGANIC CHEMICALS (mg/L){c) technique which requires agencies to optimize
Total Trihalometha .10 010 NS 0.04 0.075 ND  .073-076 corrosion-contro} treatment.
o frralomethanes (§ Our lab uses the Flavor Profile Method, which
ORGANIC CHEMICALS (¢) . berter detects odor disturbances.
Aluminum 085020 1 NS 0.186 011 0051 011 @ igcgglant effluent samples were analyzed in
Barium 2 1 2 ND 0.1 0016 0.1 D Tested for and not Detected.
O Y T Y e T VT B e R est or and not Detect
. \ : 0.
Fluoride 4 2 0.0 0.26 0.34 46 022045 | T action Level
Lead () (&)  AL=0.015 (0.002) ND ND ND ND NS T No Standard.
Nitrate (as NOy) a5 45 (45) 0.396 2 88 053-3.60 [ NTU........ Nephelometric “Turbidity Units.”
. This  is a measure of the clarity of
RADIONUCLIDES (pGi/L) water.
Gross Alpha 15 15 NS 49 4.7 59 nNpg4 | NIF ........ Not Tested FOLU bl
Cross Beta gmRemfyr 50 NS 77 25 13 npaz | DL lu'omn)g’m per Liter (parts per bil-
Radium 226 5(20 proposed) 5 NS ND < NTF < MCL........ Maximum Contaminant Level.
Radon 300 NS NS ND <5 NTF <S-15 pCuL ....... PicoCuries per Liter.
Strontium NS 8 NS ND 0.9 N 034 umhos/an . . -gﬁmmh“dl:lf Cenpmeteri o
o PN ecommended maximum level ranges
Tritium 20,000 20,000 NS ND 184 NTE 0400 for mineralization.
Uraniurn 30 20 NS 3.4 3.0 298 2737 - Secondary standard.
SECONDARY STANDARDS - Aesthetic $tandards (mg/L) DEFINITIONS
Chioride 250  250-500° NS 75 84 200 70-200 Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL):
Color 15 15 NS 3 5 5 110 The highest ievel of a contaminant that is
Copper (e} ® A=13 (0ID ND NG 0.0049 ND allg;veg }:E} dmmc‘;’_acfﬂasM&Cég :‘t:i 2}1 as close
) to the s an ] y ot
Foaming Agents (MBAs) 0.5 05 NS ND ND 0.05 ND rechnologically feasibie.
fron 03 0.3 NS ND NO 0 ND
Public Health Goal:
X X N N N . N o
:angan:; oty 0.03 0.8 5 ° ° 06 © The level of a contaminant in drinking water
eth!z% ry-Dutyl-ether below which there is no known or expected risk
N 0.005 N ND ND N N
(MTEE) : 5 5 © o to health. PHGs are set by the California EPA.
Odor Threshold (TON) 3 3 NS (0} ® 1 0] . )
pH (units) 6585 NS NS 8.06 7.2 77 6883 Mm;“? i‘:ﬂ?mﬂmm Level tG°31 (MCLG): or
" e leve of a contaminant in drinking wa
:""" o1 o1 NS ND ND ND o ND below which there is no known or expected risk
pecific Conductznce
{ambosfam) NS 900-1600* NS 830 742 1420 452-1420 to health. MCLGs are set by the USEPA.
Sulfata 250 250-500° NS 189 250 250 91.287 Primary Drinking Warer Standard (PDWS):
Total Cissolved Solids 500 500-1000 NS 504 435 870 300870 Primary MCLS, specific treatment techniques
adopted in lieu of primary MCLs and monitor-
inc s 3 NS NO ND 0.0072  ND ing and reporting requirements for MCLs which
are specified in regulations.
ADDITIONAL PARAM U
Caleiumn NS NS NS 59 78 130 6883
Cryptasporidium (g) NS NS NS ® ND ND ND
Giarida {g) NS NS NS ) ND ND ND
Hardness (as CaCOy) NS NS NS 242 228 359 118559
(grains/galion) NS NS NS 14.2 13.4 3269 6.9-32.69 ] L
Magnesium NS NS NS 3 18 557 0.57 Source: Lakeside Water District, 1999.
Perchlorate NS NS NS 4 ND NTF ND
Potassium NS NS NS 3.8 29 NTF 29
Sodium NS NS NS 76 75 100 100
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS

CONTACTED
8.1 EIRPREPARERS
Lead Agency
County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123-1666

Kiersten Rydbeck, Environmental Management Specialist 11
Joseph M. DeStefano II, Environmental Management Specialist II

J. Eric Gibson, Environmental Coordinator

Bob Forsythe, Associate Planner
Nancy Whalen, Regional Planner

The following agencies may use this EIR for issuing permits for future development projects:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Diego Regulatory Branch
10845 Rancho Bernardo, Suite 210
San Diego, California 92127

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office

2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, California 92008

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Clean Water Act Compliance
75 Hawthome Street, WTR-7

San Francisco, California 94105

State of California

Department of Transportation - District 11
Post Office Box 85406

San Diego, California 92186

California Department of Fish and Game
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50
Long Beach, California 90802
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Environmental Consultants
Environmental Impact Report

P&D Environmental Services
401 West A Street, Suite 2500
San Diego, California 92101

Betty Dehoney, Principal-in-Charge

Shawna Anderson, AICP, Project Manager

Madonna Marcelo, Environmental Analyst

Ty Garrison, Biologist

John Burke, Environmenta} Specialist

Shannon Allen, Environmental Specialist
Transportation/Circulation

Linscott Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 135
San Diego, California 92108
John Boarman, P.E., Traffic Engineer
8.2 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED
Azimzadeh, Kamran, Lakeside Union Elementary School District
Becker, Christina, Manager, Facilities & Construction, Grossmont Union High Schbol District
Bird, L..A., Captain, San Diego County Sheriff's Department
Chadwick, Don, Padre Dam Municipal Water District
Deihr, Daniel, Senior Water Resources Specialist, San Diego County Water Authority
Jayne, Deborah, Environmental Specialist IV, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board

Kaiser, Mike, Regional Engineer, San Diego Landfill System

McPherson, Mark, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Storm Water
Division

Mistow, John, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials
Division
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Ryder, Rob, San Diego Air Pollution Control District

Sanders, Brett, Superintendent, Lakeside Water District

Strange, Wayne T., Chief, Lakeside Fire Protection District

Teasiey, Doug, Field Operations Superintendent, Riverview Water District

VanRhyn, Jon, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Storm Water Division

Wong, Bai, Wastewater Management Division, County of San Diego Department of Public
Works
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9.0 LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ENVIRONMENTAL

9.1

9.1.

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED FOR THE PROJECT

1 Transportation/Circulation

Intersections

Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
Signalize the intersection
Mapleview Street/SR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left, two through, one right
- Southbound: one left, two through, one right
- Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
- Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp
Signalize the intersection
Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one right
- Eastbound: one left and two through
-  Westbound: one right and two through

Channel Road/Mapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one through and one through-right
- Southbound: one left and two through
- Westbound: one left and one right

Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:

- Northbound: two lefts, one through and cone through-right
- Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 9-1



- LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND -
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

- Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
- Westbound: one left, two through and one right

¢ Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
- Eastbound: two lefts and one through
-  Westbound: two through and one right

¢ Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: two through and one right
- Westbound: one left-through and one right

e Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: one through and one through-right
- Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

e Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

¢ Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

e Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

Since the County lacks the financial means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce
traffic impacts to below a level of significance, traffic impacts would remain unmitigable and
unavoidable.

9.1.2 Biological Resources
e Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance

with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. All wetland restoration, revegetation, and
creation activities will be conducted within the San Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all
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wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands which replace the
functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will be no net loss of
wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values. The mitigation plan
must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and Land Use. In addition,
appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the California Department of Fish and Game. The project applicant shall also comply with
all applicable permit requirements.

9.1.3 Noise

As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

- The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

- The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

- The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

- The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise

_ walls, and setbacks, as needed.

9.1.4 Public Services

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.5 Cultural Resources

As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be reqpired. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.
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e For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.

e In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation.

e In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

9.1.6 Aesthetics

e Prior to issuance of a building permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account by implementing the following: no
construction of buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of the exterior bank of the flood
control channel; landscaping with the buffer shall be done in accordance with the Lakeside
Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall be allowed in conjunction with a 10-foot
screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

9.1.7 Hazards

¢ Prior to construction of each individual development allowed under the proposed project or
by right, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be
required to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns
resulting from existing uses.

9.1.8 Land Use and Planning

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.9 Air Quality

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.10 Public Utilities

No mitigation measures were identified.
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9.1.11 Geological Issues

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.12 Water Resources

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE PROJECT

Because the proposed project is analyzed at a programmatic level, there are no project-specific
environmental design considerations, such as proposed landscaping, road improvements,
drainage system design, etc., identified in this report. The following lists the applicable state,
regional, and/or local requirements and regulations, including guidelines, ordinances, plans, etc.,
to which each of the individual projects allowed in the project area would need to comply and
adhere, resulting in the reduction of impact to below a level of significance:

9.2.1 Transportation/Circulation

Congestion Management Plan

Circulation Element

Subdivision Ordinance

Centerline Ordinance

Board Policy J-34

Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)
Capital Improvement Program

9.2.2 Biological Resources

e Section 404 Clean Water Act
e Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement
¢ Biological Mitigation Ordinance

9,2.3 Noise

e Noise Element
e County Noise Ordinance

9.2.4 Public Services

e School Developer Fees
e Fire Mitigation Fees

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 9-5
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9.2.5 Cultural Resources

National Historic Preservation Act
Archaeological Resource Protection Act

Resource Protection Ordinance
9.2.6 Aesthetics

¢ Lakeside Design Guidelines
9.2.7 Hazards

¢ Cal/OHSA Regulations
"W" Flood Control Channel Designator

9.2.8 Land Use and Planning

. County of San Diego General Plan which includes the Lakeside Community Plan

e Lakeside Design Guidelines
¢ Zoning Ordinance

9.2.9 Air Quality

¢ Regional Air Quality Strategy
e State Implementation Plan

9.2.10 Public Utilities
None identified.
9.2.11 Geological Issues

¢ Uniform Building Code
¢ County Grading Ordinance

9.2.12 Water Resources

¢ County Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance

San Diego County Archaeological/Historical Report Procedures

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR
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9.3 MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED FOR THE ENVIRONMENTALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

9.3.1 Transportation/Circulation
Intersections

Lakeside Avenue/SR 67

Signalize the intersection
¢ Mapleview Street/SR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left, two through, one right
- Southbound: one left, two through, one right
- Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
-  Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

e Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp
Signalize the intersection
e Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one right
- Eastbound: one left and two through
- Westbound: one right and two through

e Channel Road/Mapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one through and one through-right
- Southbound: one left and two through
-  Westbound: one left and one right

e Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
- Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
- Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
-  Westbound: one left, two through and one right
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Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
- Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
- Eastbound: two lefts and one through
- Westbound: two through and one right

Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: two through and one right
- Westbound: one left-through and one right

Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left and two through
- Southbound: one through and one through-right
- Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

Since the County lacks the financial means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce
traffic impacts to below a level of significance, traffic impacts would remain unmitigable and
unavoidable.

9.3.2 Biological Resources

Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance and Resource Protection Ordinance. All
wetland restoration, revegetation, and creation activities will be conducted within the San
Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and
restoration of wetlands which replace the functions and values of the resources disturbed.
For all impacts, there will be no net loss of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of
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the functions and values. The mitigation plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the
Department of Planning and Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and
Game. The project applicant shall also comply with all applicable permit requirements.

9.3.3 Noise

¢ As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

- The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

- The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

- The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

- The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

e The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise
walls, and setbacks, as needed.

9.3.4 Public Services
No mitigation measures were identified.
9.3.5 Cultural Resources

e Asa condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.

e For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.
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o In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation.

e In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

9.3.6 Aesthetics

e Prior to issuance of a building permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account by implementing the following: no
construction of buildings shall be approved within 50 feet of the exterior bank of the flood
control channel; landscaping with the buffer shall be done in accordance with the Lakeside
Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall be allowed in conjunction with a 10-foot
screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

9.3.7 Hazards

e Prior to construction of each individual development allowed under the proposed project or
by right, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be
required to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns
resulting from existing uses.

9.3.8 Land Use and Planning

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.9 Air Quality

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.10 Public Utilities

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.11 Geological Issues

No mitigation measures were identified.
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9.3.12 Water Resources
No mitigation measures were identified.

94 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE ENVIRONMEN-
TALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Because the proposed project is analyzed at a programmatic level, there are no project-specific
environmental design considerations, such as proposed landscaping, road improvements,
drainage system design, etc., identified in this report. The following lists the applicable state,
regional, and/or local requirements and regulations, including guidelines, ordinances, plans, etc.,
to which each of the individual projects allowed in the project area would need to comply and
adhere, resulting in the reduction of impact to below a level of significance:

9.4.1 Transportation/Circulation

Congestion Management Plan

Circulation Element

Subdivision Ordinance

Centerline Ordinance

Board Policy J-34

Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)
Capital Improvement Program

9.4.2 Biological Resources

e Section 404 Clean Water Act

¢ Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement
¢ Biological Mitigation Ordinance

e Resource Protection Ordinance

9.4.3 Noise

¢ Noise Element
e County Noise Ordinance

9.4.4 Public Services

e School Developer Fees
e Fire Mitigation Fees
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9.4.5 Cultural Resources

National Historic Preservation Act
Archaeological Resource Protection Act

Resource Protection Ordinance
9.4.6 Aesthetics

e Lakeside Design Guidelines
9.4.7 Hazards

e (Cal/OHSA Regulations
"W" Flood Control Channel Designator

9.4.8 Land Use and Planning

¢ County of San Diego General Plan which includes the Lakeside Community Plan

e Zoning Ordinance
9.4.9 Air Quality

¢ Regional Air Quality Strategy
o State Implementation Plan

9.4.10 Public Utilities
None identified.
- 9.4.11 Geological Issues

e Uniform Building Code
e County Grading Ordinance

9.4.12 Water Resources

¢ County Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance

San Diego County Archaeological/Historical Report Procedures

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR
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GARY PRYOR
DIRECTOR

{6189) 634-2962 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 32123-1866
INFORMATION ({€19) 694-2960

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

April 30, 1998

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the County of San Diego is requesting public
input regarding the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act for the Upper San
Diego River Improvement Project, Log No. 98-10-014. The proposed project
includes a General Plan Amendment and a Zone Reclassification of
approximately 591 acres which currently make up the RiverWay Specific Plan
Area (SPA)/Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area.
The project site would be reclassified to RS7 (approximately 64 acres), C34
(four acres), C36 (22.8 acres), M54 (402.7 acres). Impacts to land use,
geologic issues, water resources, air quality, transportation/circulation,
biological resources, hazards, noise, public services, utilities and
services, aesthetics, and cultural resources are the potential significant
environmental issues to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report.
The proposed project is located within the unincorporated community of
Lakeside, California, under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego
within the current boundaries of the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Area. The project site is situated approximately 21
miles northeast of downtown San Diego and is within the Lakeside Community
Planning Area, immediately north and west of the Lakeside Town Center.
Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 48, Grid C-2, 3; D-2, 3; E-2, 3; F-2, 3.
This Notice of Preparation can be reviewed at the Department of Planning

~and Land Use, Project Processing Counter, 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B, San

Diego, California 92123, at the Lakeside Branch Library, located at 9839
Vine Street, and the Santee Branch Library, located at 9225 Carlton Hills
Boulevard, #17. Comments on this Notice of Preparation should be sent to
Kiersten Rydbeck at the address 1isted above and should reference the
project number and name. Comments on this proposed Notice of Preparation
must be received no later than June 1, 1998 at 4:00 p.m. (a 30 day public
review period). For additional information, please contact Kiersten Rydbeck
at (619) 694-3016.

ND0498/9810014.NOT; jer
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

The County of San Diego will be preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the project described below. The purpose of this Notice of Preparation is to
solicit input and participation from affected public agencies and the general
public on the scope of the EIR. This scoping includes but is not limited to
determining the type and sequence of discretionary actions necessary to implement
the project, identification of potentially significant and "non-significant”
impacts, possible mitigation scenarios, and proposals of feasible alternatives.

Project Description

The proposed project includes a Zone Reclassification of approximately 591 acres
which currently make up the RiverWay Specific Plan Area (SPA}/Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area (Figure 1). The site is currently
zoned S88 with a (21) Specific Plan Land Use Designation, except for
approximately 27 acres which were given the (21) Land Use Designation but
retained their pre-SPA zones. Approximately 64 acres located in the northwestern
portion of the site would be reclassified to RS7 with a (6) Residential Land Use
Designation. This designation allows 7.3 dwelling units per acre. Approximately
22.8 acres adjacent to Riverford Road would be reclassified C36 (General
Commercial) with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation. Four acres in
the northeastern portion of the project area would be given a C34 (General
Commercial/Residential) zone with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation.
Approximately 242 acres in the western, southern and eastern portions of the
project area would be reclassified to M54 (General Impact Industrial) with a (16)
General Impact Land Use Designation as would 5.7 acres of General Commercial
located in the western area of the project site. Approximately 155 acres, which
includes the San Diego River, would also be reclassified to M54 with a (16) Land
Use Designation and a ‘‘W’’ Flood Channel Special Area Designator. A ‘B’
Community Design Review Special Area Designator (attached) would be applied to
areas proposed for industrial and commercial zones. The remaining 70.5 acres of
the 591 acre site include roads. Please refer to the Use and Enclosure Matrix of
The Zoning Ordinance for a list of uses allowed within each zone classification.

Project Location

The 591 acre project area is located within the unincorporated community of
Lakeside, California, under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego within
the current boundaries of the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Redevelopment Area. The project site is situated approximately 21 miles
northeast of downtown San Diego and is within the Lakeside Community Planning
Area, immediately north and west of the Lakeside Town Center. The project site
is bound on the west by residential property in the unincorporated area and the
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city 1imits of Santee, on the south and east by State Highway 67, and on the
north by portions of E1 Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue. A portion
of the property extends south and east of Highway 67 and north of Riverside
Drive. Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 48, Grid C-2, 3; D-2, 3; E-2, 3; F-2,
3 .

Description of Anticipated Environmental Effects

Land Use and Planning - The EIR will analyze the proposed project against goals
and objectives of the County’s General Plan, Lakeside Community Plan, Lakeside
Design Review Manual, regulations in The Zoning Ordinance, and other relevant
planning documents. The analysis will include a description of the bulk and
scale of structures and existing grading. The analysis will assess the levels of
traffic, which would be generated by the project relative to that existing in the
surrounding area. In addition, the analysis will address potential
jncompatibilities between existing and allowed residential development with
allowed industrial and commercial uses with emphasis on visual, noise, and air
quality effects. '

Geological Issues - The EIR will analyze the existing geological environment in
conjunction with standard building practices, the Uniform Building Code, and the
Grading Ordinance to identify and assess any geological impacts associated with
development allowed under the proposed project. The analysis will include a

discussion of impacts associated with seismic and landslide hazards and erosion.

Water Resources - The EIR will analyze any impacts to surface and groundwater
resulting from increased impervious surfaces and urban runoff as well as
piecemealed flood control implementation in conjunction with the San Diego Basin
Plan and Water Quality Element Regional Growth Management Strategy. The analysis
will determine the project’s impact on the quality and pattern of runoff to the
surrounding area. In addition, the assessment will address siltation and erosion.
associated with runoff and describe drainage.

Air Quality - The EIR will assess air quality impacts, which would result from
changes in zoning and land use designations and traffic levels, in accordance
with the Regional Air Quality Strategy. The analysis will also include air
quality impacts from odors and emissions from existing (e.g., egg ranch) and
allowed (commercial and industrial) uses.

Transportation/Circulation - The EIR will assess on and off-site impacts which
would result from development of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.
The traffic study will include a projection of traffic that would be generated by
the proposal on potential and actual routes of travel for the vehicles both to
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and from the project site. The analysis will contain information regarding
existing and projected level of service for on-site and adjacent roads with may

be affected by allowed development.

Biological Resources - The EIR will assess impacts caused by implementation of
the project and include a report for biological surveys including discussions of
the quality of the resources and areas that would be impacted by the proposed
project. The assessment will include a vegetation map with special emphasis on
the unique and sensitive habitat lands identified in the San Diego County
California and Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Resource Protection
Ordinance (RP0). Directed surveys for sensitive plants and animals involving
site examination on foot will be performed. Focused surveys for the following
state and federally 1listed species and narrow and endemic species: 1) San Diego
Ambrosia; 2) Willowy monardella; 3) Southwestern willow flycatcher; 4) Least
Bell’s vireo; 5) American Peregrine falcon; 6) Southwestern pond turtle; and 7)
California black rail (Extirpated) will be performed. The analysis will also
address conformance with the Multiple Species Conservation Program Plan and RPO
with respect to the loss of exemption status due to elimination of the
Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the study will include analysis of impacts on
regional and local wildlife corridors.

Hazards - The EIR will analyze hazard impacts associated with implementation of
allowed residential, commercial and industrial uses. The analysis will include
discussion of the exposure of people or property to flood hazards, dam failure
and the County’s Operational Area Emergency Plan, release of hazardous
substances, and accidental explosion. :

Noise - The EIR will evaluate noise impacts resulting from allowed uses,
assessment of noise created by traffic, changes in land use activities and the
effects of noise on existing and proposed residential development and determine
whether or not noise levels would exceed San Diego County standards. The noise
analysis will conform to the Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan.

Public Services - The EIR will determine whether or not the proposed project
would significantly increase existing maintenance burdens or capacities on Tocal
fire and police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities serving
the project site.

Utilities and Services - The EIR will determine if future development, allowed
with implementation of the proposed project, would result in the need for
significant new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations.
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Aesthetics - The EIR will include a worst-case analysis of visual quality impacts
from allowed uses on adjacent residential development and SR 67. The analysis
will include a map of the viewshed and a discussion of communities and roads from
which the project may be viewed as a prominent feature.

Cultural Resources - The EIR will include the results of an institutional record
search for archaeological and historical resources within the project area.
Scientific evidence will be provided to substantiate the scientific or historical
significance and the boundaries of the resource(s). The report will address
direct and indirect impacts and include, under separate cover, spec1f1c
archaeological/cultural site location maps and figures.

Environmental Effects Determined Not to be Significant During Initial Study

Based on the analysis conducted during the Initial Study for the current
proposal, population and housing and paleontological resources were determined
not be potentially significant. The EIR will include discussions addressing the
rationale for determining each issue as insignificant.

Alternatives Anticipated to be Considered

The EIR will include a minimum of five (5) project alternatives including the
‘*No Project’’ and ‘‘No Development’’ alternatives as defined in the Guidelines as
well as the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative (described below). The remaining
two project alternatives will be developed based upon the analysis contained in
the first screencheck draft EIR.

The Lakeside Planning Committee Alternative would replace some portions of the
proposed zoning with zones and/or land use designations that allow reduced
development densities. In the western and southern portions of the project area,
the proposed M54 General Industrial zone would be replaced by M52 Limited
Industrial. These zones would have a (15) Limited Impact Industrial Land Use
Designation as opposed to the proposed (16) General Impact Industrial. Directly
east of Riverford Road, the proposed C36 zone would remain but would have a (13)
General Commercial instead of a (14) Service Commercial Land use Designation. In
the northeastern portion of the project area, four acres of proposed would be
zoned RS7 Single-Family Residential with a (6) Residential Land Use Designation
under the Planning Groups alternative. Finally, the San Diego River would have
an S87 Limited Control Zone with (24) Impact Sensitive Land Use Designation.

Attachment A: Initial Study
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ATTACHMENT A

GARY PRYOR
DIRECTOR

(819) 694-2962 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE
520% RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1666
INFORMATION (619) 694-2980

INITIAL STUDY FORM

Project Number(s)/Environmental Log Number/Name:
98-10-014/Upper San Diego River Improvement Project

Description of Project:

Background

The Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP) redevelopment area was established
July 18, 1989 by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors. Government assistance through
redevelopment was deemed necessary for the USDRIP due to the severity of blight caused by
abandoned sand mining operations. flood damage. odd lot configurations. and the lack of
needed infrastructure.

The Riverway Specific Plan was adopted to establish zoning and development requirements for the
project that would implement the goals and objectives of the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Plan. Since the approval of the redevelopment area several goals and
objectives were implemented: a) a flood control plan was adopted. establishing the final
configuration of the San Diego River and the type and location of needed flood control
structures: b) one of three fiood control structures was built; ¢) & drop structure was
engineered and is scheduled for construction as part of the TransNet Channel Road project: d)
portions of Channe! Road and Riverside Drive were funded for major improvement: and e) portions
of Mast Boulevard were improved to a two-lane road.

It was the goal of the USDRIP Specific Plan to redevelop the area to eliminate blight. provide
flood control and envirommental protection., and to provide new employment and recreational
opportunities for residents in the East County. Though some progress has been made toward these
goals. continued progress has been hindered by poor market demand for land uses currently
planned in the project area. the speed with which land can be reclaimed from sand mining
activity. and the high cost of needed road improvements.

Project Objectives

O Restore reasonable development opportunities to the private sector by eliminating
infrastructure improvements and reducing discretionary approval requirements:

O Ensure future development is not built within the 100-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation, utility. and flood control improvements;

0 Ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual. noise. and air quality impacts: and

O Change the General Plan to reflect the elimination of County fund commitments to implement
the Redevelopment Plan.
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Project Description

The proposed project includes a Zone Reclassification of approximately 591 acres which
currently make up the RiverWay Specific Plan Area (SPA)/Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Area (Figure 1). The site 1is currently zoned S88 with a (21)
Specific Plan Land Use Designation (Table 1). except for approximately 27 acres which were
given the (21) Land Use Designation but retained their pre-SPA zones. Approximately 64
acres located in the northwestern portion of the site would be reclassified to RS7 with a
(6) Residential Land Use Designation. This designation aliows 7.3 dwelling units per acre.
Approximately 22.8 acres adjacent to Riverford Road would be reclassified C36 (General
Commercial) with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation. Four acres 1in the
northeastern portion of the project area would be given a €34 (General
Commercial/Residential) zone with a (14) Service Commercial tand Use Designation.
Approximately 242 acres in the western. southern and eastern portions of the project area
would be reclassified to M54 (General Impact Industrial) with a (16) General Impact Land
Use Designation as would 5.7 acres of General Commercial located in the western area of the
project site. Approximately 155 acres. which includes the San Diego River. would also be
reclassified to M54 with a (16) Land Use Designation and a “W" Flood Channel Special Area
Designator (attached). A “B™ Community Design Review Special Area Designator (attached)

would be applied to areas proposed for industrial and commercial zones. The remaining 70.5°

acres of the 591-acre site include roads. Please refer to the Use and Enclosure Matrix of
the Zoning Ordinance for a list of uses allowed within each Zone Classification (attached).

Table 1: Land Use Matrix for USDRIP GPA and Rezone

$88 Residential Uses (21) Specific Plan | 64 RS7 (6) Residential

588 Residential Uses (21) Specific Plan | 4.0 C34 (14) Service Comercial

$88 General Commercial (21) Specific Plan | 22.8 36 {14) Service Comercial

588 Limited Industrial (21) Specific Plan | 143 M54 (16) General Impact Industrial
S88 General Commercial (21) Specific Plan | 5.7 M4 (16) Generai Impact Industriai
588 General Impact Industrial | (21) Specific Plan | 99 M4 (16) General Impact Industrial
SB8 Open Space (21) Specific Plan | 155 M54 (16) General Impact Industrial.

The "W~ Flood Conmtrol Channel Designator restricts development within a 100-year floodplain
approved for channelization by the Board of Supervisors. No buildings or structures are
allowed within an area subject to Flood Channel Area Regulations (attached) until adequate
flood control structures are erected and the land is no longer subject to a 100-year

inundation.

The "B~ Community Design Review Designator requires that a site plan be reviewed and approved
for all industrial and commercial development prior to issuance of building or discretionary
permits. Physical design. siting. and interior vehicular and pedestrian access are considered
during the review process for projects subject to Design Review Area Regulations (attached).

The project also proposes to downgrade Riverford Road between the two on/off ramps of SR67 from
a Prime Arterial to a four-lane collector (Figure 2). Mapleview Street. between Channel Road
and SR67. and Channel Road between Woodside Avenue and Mapleview Street would be downgraded from
Major Road status to four-lane collector status. In addition. Mapleview Street between
Riverford Road andg Wintergardens Boulevard would be deleted from the Circulation Element.
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The proposed project would eliminate the adopted Riverway Specific Plan which requires a
mixture of residential uses with an overall density not to exceed 0.99 dwelling units per
acre. In addition. the project proposes to delete Section 6878 of the San Diego County Zoning
Ordinance which states: "Notwithstanding other provisions of these Nonconforming Regulations.
any use located within the project area of a Redevelopment Plan approved pursuant to the
Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code section 33000 et seq.) which becomes
nonconforming to zoning which is adopted to implement such redevelopment plan. may. upon
issuance of a Minor Use Permit. be expanded. extended. modified or another use substituted
therefore. provided such substituted use was a permitted use by right or Minor Use Permit under
the existing zoning prior to the rezone which created the nonconformity. Any application for
such Minor Use Permit shall be accompanied by an Owner Participation Agreement which has been
entered into pursuant to Section 33339 of the Community Redevelopment Law and is in effect and
which provides for such continuation. expansion. modification or substitution. In addition to
the findings for Minor Use Permit required by Section 7358. the approving authority shall first
find that such permit is in conformance to the applicable redevelopment plan.”

Project Applicant Name and Address:

County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road. San Diego. CA 92123

Project Location:

The 591-acre project area is located within the unincorporated community of Lakeside.
California. under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego within the current boundaries

-of the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area. The project site is

situated approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diegoe and 1is within the Lakeside
Community Planning Area. immediately north and west of the Lakeside Town Center. The
project site is bound on the west by residential property in the unincorporated area and
the city limits of Santee. on the south and east by State Highway 67. and on the north Dy
portions of E1 Nopal. Riverside Drive. and Lakeside Avenue. A portion of the property
extends south and east of Highway 67 and north of Riverside Drive.

Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 48. Grid C-2. 3; D-2. 3: E-2, 3: F-2, 3
Environmental Setting:

The Project Area is partially urbanized and is generally surrounded by urbanized uses. and
currently contains an assortment of commercial. industrial. residential. and institutional
uses. In addition. a large potion of the project area is vacant floodplain of the San
Diego River. and much of this area has been subject to sand mining operations.

Industrial. commercial. agricultural. and institutional uses in the area include concrete
products manufacturing. heavy equipment storage. building materials and supply stores.
construction and drilling materials storage. and @ barn manufacturer. A restaurant, plant
nursery. gas station. fire station. and two schools are also located in the project area.
An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion. and a swim and
tennis club is situated in the northeastern part of the project area. The total acreage of
aggregate mining/processing. industrial. agricultural. institutional, and commercial is
approximately 362 acres.
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Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units. six duplexes. and a mobile home park with 60 spaces. About 149 acres can
be characterized as open space. Although much of the open space has been mined for sand
resources in the past. areas of high quality riparian habitat have regenerated in the
northeast corner of the project area south of E1 Nopal. A 15-acre parcel, the site of a
former sewage treatment plant owned by the Lakeside Sanitation District is in the southeast
corner of the project area and has been reactivated for wastewater storage as part of a

flow equalization facility.

The area surrounding the project site consists of a 183-space mobile home park with a golf
course. Single-family residential and general commercial land uses also comprise the
property immediately north of the project boundary. West of the project site is a
residential neighborhood with residential care for the developmentally handicapped.
Primarily commercial uses exist west of the site while to the east is undeveloped open
space of the San Diego River. industrial storage. rodeo grounds. and the Lakeside Town

Center,

General Plan Designation

Community Plan: Lakeside Community Plamning Area

Land Use Designation: (21) Specific Plan

Density: various

Zoning

Use Regulation: S80 (Floodplain). S88 (Industrial). SB8 (Very Restricted
Industrial). S88  (Residential Density .- 7.3). S88

(Commercial). R23 (Residential - 2.9). RU29 (Residential
Density 29). C36 (General Commercial). A72 (General
Agricultural)

Density: varies from 0.0 to 29 du/acre

Special Area Regulation: B

Environmental resources either significantly affected or significantly affected but
avoidable as detailed on the following attached “Enviromnmental Analysis Form™.

Land Use and Planning;
Geologic Issues:

Water Resources:

Air Quality:
Transportation/Circulation;
Biological Resources;
Hazards;

Noise:

Public Services:
Utilities and Services
Aesthetics: and
Cultural Resources.

Lead Agency Name and Address:
County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B MS 0650
San Diego. California 92123-1666
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

tead Agency Contact and Phone Number:
Kiersten Rydbeck. Project Manager. Environmental (619) 694-3016

Public agencies. other than the County, whose approval is necessary to implement the
proposed project:

Air Poliution Control District

California Department of Fish and Game

Caltrans

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency - Wetlands Division

State agencies (not included in #11) that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources
affected by the project:

California Department of Conservation. Division of Mines and Geology
Participants in the preparation of this Initial Study:

Kiersten Rydbeck. Project Mangger. Environmental
Eric Gibson. Environmental Coordinator

Robert Forsythe. Project Manager. Planning
Nancy whalen. Regional Planner

Steve Denny. Transportation Planner

Kent Burnham. Civil Engineer

Initial Study Determination:
On the basis of this Initial Study. the Department of Planning and Land Use recommends that

the proposed project MAY have a potentially significant effect on the environment. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT s required.

Kiersten Rydbeck. Project Manager. Envirommental Date: April 20. 1998
County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use
Resource Planning



Proposed Land Use Regulations

Using Standard Zoning

[ ] Change in zoning from S88 to zoning shown. Figure 1

["] Nochange in existing zoning.
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5450

FLOOD CHANNEL AREA REGULATIONS

5450 TITLE AND PURPOSE.

The provisions of Section 5450 through Section 5499, inclusive, shall be
known as the Flood Channel Area Regulations. The purpose of these
provisions is to protect the public health, safety and welfare by
restricting the construction of buildings and structures within areas as
set forth in Section 5452 until such time as adequate flood protection or
control works or facilities are constructed to protect persons and

property.

5452 APPLICATION OF FLOOD CHANNEL DESIGNATOR.

A flood channel designator shall be applied to those properties within
San Diego County which are subject to jnundation under 100-year frequency
flood conditions. A determination of such flood conditions shall be
reached by the Board of Supervisors after considering available reports
of the Federal Government, appropriate State and County agencies and
consultants. These regulations shall be applied only to watercourses, or
portions thereof, for which the Board of Supervisors has, by resolution
adopted after a public hearing, approved a plan for channelizing the
watercourse or portion thereof by the construction of a flood control
structure of facility, or because of existing construction and
development, it has been determined by the Board of Supervisors that
channelization is appropriate.

5454 REMOVAL OF FLOOD CHANNEL DESIGNATOR.

Pursuant to a public hearing initiated by the County, the flood plain
designator shall be removed from any property no longer subject to
jnundation as a result of the construction of flood control structures or
facilities in accordance with Section 5462.

5456 USES PERMITTED.
The following uses are permitted in areas subject to the Flood Channel

Area Regulations:
a. Uses permitted by the Use Regulationms.
b. Any irrigation structure; and

c. Flood contro) structures and facilities subject to the provisions of
Section 5462.



5458

5458 RELATIONSHIP TO NONCONFORMING USE REGULATIONS.

In any case of conflict between the provisions of the Flood Channel Area
Regulations and the provisions of the Nonconforming Use Regulations, the
provisions of the Flood Channel Area Regulations shall apply.

5460 BUILDING AND STRUCTURES SUBJECT TO COUNTY CODE.

No building or structure shall be placed, erected or constructed within
the area subject to the Flood Channel Area Regulations except in
accordance with such regulations, all provisions of the San Diego County
Code, including but not limited to the provisions of the Building Code
(Chapter 1 of Title 5 of the San Diego County Code) applicable to areas
subject to inundation, and Division 8 of Title 8 of the San Diego County
Code applicable to drainage and watercourses.

5462 FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.
A1l flood control structures and facilities are subject to the following

conditions:

a. Adopted Plan. Concrete flood control channels shall be constructed
only in accordance with a plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

b. Construction Without Adopted Plan. If a plan for channelizing a
watercourse has not been adopted, earth, sack cement, rip rap or
similar flood control structures or facilities shall include plans
satisfactory to the Director of the Department of Sanitation and
Flood Control, to connect to future compatible flood control
structures or facilities upstream and downstream.

5464 REPAIR, RECONSTRUCTION OR IMPROVEMENT.

Repair, reconstruction or improvement to any existing building or
structure within the floodway is permitted, provided such repair,
reconstruction or improvement is not substantial improvement and would
not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurence of a 100-

year flood.

5466 STRUCTURES FOR HUMAN HABITATION OR EMPLOYMENT.

Except as provided in Section 5464, no building or structure designed or
used for human habitation, or as a place of work, or by the public shall
be constructed, erected, placed or maintained in a floodway.



5468

5468 STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL OF OTHER STRUCTURES.

Except as provided in Section 5464, no building or structure may be placed,
erected, constructed or expanded in a floodway unless the facility is not
designed or used for human habitation or as a place of work or by the public
and unless the Director of the Department of Sanitation and Flood Control
determines such building or structure will not adversely affect or unduly
hinder, restrict or alter the water- carrying capacity of the floodway and
will not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of a

100-year flood.

5470 TEMPORARY STRUCTURES PERMITTED IN FLOODWAY.

The restrictions of Section 5466 and Section 5468 shall not preclude the
Director from authorizing the construction, erection or placement and
maintenance of a temporary structure within the floodway during the period
from the beginning of May to the end of October.

(Amended by Ord. No. 7935 (N.S.) adopted 6-19-91)

5472 STORAGE OF MATERIALS IN FLOODWAY.

With the exception of parking operating motor vehicles incidental to
residential or business use or except as may be specifically authorized by a
use permit issued in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance, no
materials, vehicles or equipment shall be stored within the floodway and
outside of a building, except those materials that will not create a hazard to
the health or safety of person or property in the event the storage area is

inundated.

9-91



DESIGN REVIEW AREA REGULATIONS
(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)

5800

The provisions of Section 5900 through Section 5949, inclusive, shall be known
as the Design Review Area Regulatioms. The purpose of these provisions is to
jnsure that future structures and development of a site will complement not
only the site to be developed but also the surrounding areas and existing

development.
(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)

5902

The design review area designator shall be applied in accordance with the
stated purpose of the Design Review Area Regulations at Section 5500. The
ordinance applying said designator to particular property shall contain a
statement of the objective(s) sought to be achieved and the standard(s) by

which the required site plan will be judged.
{(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)

5905

b.

C.

applying the design review designator would not be applicable to the

5900

TITLE PURPOSE.

APPLICATION OF DESIGN REVIEW DESIGNATOR.

SITE PLAN REQUIRED.

No permit of any type shall be issued for any development in areas
subject to the Design Review Area Regulations until a Site Plan has been
submitted and approved in accordance with the Site Plan Review Procedure
commencing at Section 7150. A Site Plan is not required if the Director
determines that the proposed project is of such type or character that
the stated objectives or review criteria contained in the ordinance

proposed project. A Site Plan is also not required {f said ordinance
applying the design review designator specifically waives or exespts the
Site Plan requirement for the proposed project, and such an ordinance
waiver or exemption shall be finmal.

The Site Plan shall not be required to contain more information than
required to satisfy the stated concerns of the Board of Supervisors at
the time the design review area designator was applied.

The Site Plan requirement of this sectfon may be waived by the Director
under either of the following circumstances:

1. If it is determined that the nature of the proposed project is
such that subjecting it to the Site Plan review process would not
materfally contribute to the attainment of the stated purpose or
objectives of the ordinance which applied the Design Review Area



5905

Regulations to the subject property, or that all of the purposes
and requirements of the Site Plan have been fulfilled by an
existing approved discretionary permit. In making a decision on
such a waiver of a Site Plan, the Director shall consider the
recommendation of the applicable Community Planning Group or
Sponsor Group. Waiver requests shall be transmitted by the
applicant to the Group using a form approved by the Director for
that purpose. If no recommendation is received by the Director
from the Group within 45 days following the Group’s receipt of the
request, the Director may make a decision without the Group’s
recommendation. Notwithstanding the above, the Community Planning
or Sponsor Group may recommend waiver of entire classes of
projects, in which case the Director may waive projects within
these classes without obtaining recommendations from the Planning
or Sponsor Group on each individual case.

2. If all of the purposes and requirements of the Site Plan will be
fulfilled by a concurrent discretionary permit which will be
reviewed by the applicable Community Planning Group or Sponsor
Group. :

No building permit shall be issued for a project for which the Site Plan
requirement has been waived except pursuant to plans bearing the Director’s
stamp granting such waiver. No deviation from aspects of such plans pertinent
to the stated purpose or objectives of the ordinance which applied the Design
Review Area Regulations to the subject property shall be permitted without
prior recommendatton of the appropriate Community Planning or Sponsor Group.

(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (K.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amended by Ord. No. 6761 (N.S.) adopted 4-25-84)
(Amended by Ord. No. 7432 (N.S.) adopted 1-06-88)
(Amended by Ord. No. 8105 (N.S.) adopted 7-15-92)
(Amended by Ord. No. 8185 (N.S.) adopted 12-16-52)
(Amended by Ord. No. 8236 (N.S.) adopted 5-5-83)

5906 CONTENT OF SITE PLAN.

The required Site Plan shall specify the dimensions, elevation, color and
architectural design of the proposed buildings and structures necessary to be
compatible with the architectural theme and character of adjacent developed
parcels and the existing neighborhood. In additionm, the required Site Plan
may, when required pursuant to Section 5905b, include such maps, plans,
drawings, and sketches as are necessary to show:

3. The placement, height and physical characteristics of all existing and
proposed buildings and structures lYocated on the development site;

b. The existing vegetation to be removed or retained and all proposed
landscaping;
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e.

f.

(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amended by Ord. No. 6761 (N.S.) adopted 4-25-84)

5910

The statement by the approving authority as required by Section 5902 shall be
the general criterion for review of the site plan by the Director. The
following specific criteria shall also be reviewed to achieve the objectives

of the approving authority.

a.

5906

The location and dimensions of existing and proposed ingress and egress
points, interior road and pedestrian walkways, parking and storage area;

The existing and finished topography of the development site, including
the existing natural drainage system and its proposed treatment;

The number, size, location and design of existing and proposed signs;
and

The exterior lighting plan, which could have a visual impact on the
exterior appearance of the development.

SITE PLAN CRITERIA.

Building Characteristics. The dimensions, color, architectural design
of the proposed buildings and structures shall be compatible and in

keeping with those existing in the designated area.

Building and Structure Placement. The placesent of buildings and
structures shall not detract from the visual setting or ebstruct

significant views.

Landscaping. The removal of native vegetation shall be minimized and ®
the replacesent vegetation and landscapi shall be compatible with the @
vegetation of the designated area and shall harsonize with the natural
Jandscaping. Landscaping and plantings shall be used to the saximm

extent practicable to screen those features 14sted in subsections °d*
and "e® of this section and shall not obstruct significant views, either.

when installed or when they reach mature growth. ®
Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas. Any development ®
involving more than one building or structure shall provide common ®

access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking and outside storage areas
shall be screened from view, to the maximum extent feasidble, by existingg
topography, by the placement of buildings and structures, or by

Jandscaping and plantings.
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grading. The alteration of the natural topography of the site shall be
pinimized and shall avoid detrimental effects to the visual setting of
the designated area and the existing natural drainage systes.
Alterations of the natural topography shall be screened from view by
landscaping and plantings which harmonize with the natural landscape of
the designated area, except when such alteration add variety to or
otherwise enhance the visual setting of the designated area.

Signs. The number, size, location, and design of all signs shall not
detract from the visual setting of the designated area or obstruct
significant views. Subsequent to the site plan review and approval, any
alteration to signs other than general maintenance shall be subject to a

new Site Plan or an Administrative Permit.

Lighting. The interior and exterior 1ighting of the buildings and
structures and the lighting of signms, roads and parking areas shall be
cozpatible with the lighting employed in the designated area.

(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amended by Ord. No. 6983 (N.S.) adopted 7-03-85)



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FORM

DATE: April 20. 1998

PROJECT NAME: Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
PROJECT NUMBER(S):  98-10-014

EXPLANATION OF ANSWERS:

The following questions are answered either “Yes™. “Yes. Unless Mitigated™. “No™. or “Not
Applicable”.

A “Yes~ answer indicates that County staff has recommended that there is substantial
evidence that the project has a potentially significant environmental effect and the effect
is not clearly avoidable with mitigation measures. Any “Yes™ entry in the following form
indicates that County staff recommends the preparation of an Envirommental Impact Report
(EIR) for the project.

A “Yes. Unless Mitigated™ answer indicates that County staff has recommended that the
incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the applicant has clearly reduced a
potentially significant adverse environmental effect to a less than significant adverse

envirgnmental effect.

A “No~ answer indicates that County staff has recommended that. while the project has an
adverse effect on the resource. there is no substantial evidence that the effect is
potentially significant.

A “Not Applicable™ answer indicates that County staff has recommended that the proposed
project clearly has no adverse effect on the environmental resource.

I. LAND USE AND PLANNING
1. Would the proposal potentially be in conflict with General Plan designation or
zoning? No.

The proposed project is a rezone and would amend the General Plan: therefore.
it would not result in a conflict with the Genéral Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

Z. would the proposal potentially be in conflict with applicable environmental
plans or policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project? Yes.
unless mitigated.

The proposed project. with its Special Area Designators. complies with
development allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. However, the project would
no longer be exempt from the County's Resource Protection Ordinance or the
Biologica? Mitigation Ordinance.

3. Does the proposal have the potential to be incompatible with existing land
uses or character of the community? Yes. unless mitigated.
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A 7.3 density for the residential zone would be incompatible with the egg
ranch operation currently onsite due to fly and odor problems normally
associated with egg ranch operations. On the western and southern sides of the
project area. M54 (General Impact Industrial) s proposed. The zone
reclassification would allow outdoor storage and manufacturing. Such intense
uses would result in significant visual. noise. and air quality impacts on
existing residences to the north as well as areas proposed for residential
development .

would the proposal have a potentially significant adverse impact on
agricultural resources or operation? Yes. unless mitigated.

Portions of the project site contain prime agricultural land. The proposed
rezone could adversely impact agricultural resources. In addition. the EIR
prepared for the RiverWay Specific Plan identified pressures from the
surrounding neighborhoods to stop agricultural activities and change onsite
egg ranching and nearby tree farming to other land uses. The proposed project
may add to such pressures resulting in potentially significant adverse impacts
on agricultural resources. .

Wwould the proposal have the potential to significantly disrupt or divide the
physical arrangement of an established community? No.

Although the project site is largely undeveloped. the majority of it has been
disturbed by mining activities. thereby functioning as an established
industrial area. Implementation of the proposed project would not
significantly change this land use or divide the physical arrangement of the
area.

Would the proposal use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient
manner? Yes. unless mitigated.

Although this area has been a significant source of sand and gravel for the
region in the past. ongoing mining operations have subsided due to the Timited
amount of remaining sand and gravel reserves. The abandonment of the
remaining sand and gravel reserves could result in wasteful or inefficient use
of the project site.

I1. POPULATION AND HOUSING

1.

Would the proposal potentially induce substantial growth in an area either
directly or indirectly? No.

Utilities and public services currently exist within the project site. As a
result. extension of services would not be required which could promote growth
in the surrounding area. Although the proposed project would allow about the
same number of housing units as the previously approved RiverWay Specific
Plan. an increase in the intensity of industrial could occur. A1l proposed
land uses aiready occur within the project area. Therefore. incremental
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increases in employment opportunities from future commercial and industrial
uses would not represent a substantial growth in the area.

would the proposal displace a potentially significant amount of existing
housing. especially affordable housing? No.

The project site is largely undeveloped and does not contain residential
development. Therefore. the proposed project would not replace a significant
amount of affordable or existing housing.

II1.  GEOLOGIC ISSUES

1.

would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the exposure
of people to hazards related to fault rupture (Alquist-Priolo Zone). seismic
ground shaking. seismic ground failure (liguefaction). subsidence of land
(from groundwater extraction), or landslides? Yes. unless mitigated.

The project site is not located within an Alquist Priolo fault zone: however.
a seismic event during & peak flow period of the San Diego River could result
in liquefaction of the alluvial sand that forms the land around the Sen Diego
River. Buildings placed on top of alluvial sand could structurally fail

during such an episode.

would the propesal result in potentially significant increased erosion? Yes.
unless mitigated.

The proposed project would allow commercial. industrial and residential uses
to occur within the project site. In addition, the project would allow
development where the previously approved RiverWay Specific Plan designated
open space. Although future development would be required to comply with
Sections 87.414 (Drainage - Erosion Prevention) and 87.417 (Planting) of
Division 7 (Excavation and Grading) of the San Diego County Zoning and Land
Use Regulations. increased impervious surfaces and additional runoff could
result in a significant increase in erosion within the San Diego River

floodpiain.

Would the proposal result in potentially significant unstable soil conditions
from excavation. grading. or fi11? Yes. unless mitigated.

A review of the San Diego Area Soil Survey identifies one soil onsite which
has a HIGH shrink-swell bahavior. This soil exists within the island section
of the project site south of SR67 which is fully developed and no rezone is
proposed. A1l other mapped soils onsite have a LOW shrink-swell behavior and
are not identified as having adverse potential for development activity:

however. ongoing mining activities of the onsite alluvial material is unstable

and would require excavation and recompaction. Future development would be
required to comply with the Grading Ordinance which includes provisions for
the protection of unstable soil.



Environmental Analysis Form -4 -

4.

Does the proposal have soil characteristics that have the potential to
substantially increase grading quantities? Yes. unless mitigated.

The alluvial material located within the project site is loose, inter-bedded
sand and gravel. This material would require excavation and recompaction. An
estimated 3.5 million cubic¢ yards of material would need to be moved for
future development. of which approximately 2.5 million cubic yards of fill
materials would need to be imported.

would the proposal result in a potentially significant adverse effect to
unique geologic features? No.

A site visit completed by Kiersten Rydbeck on March 30. 1998 did not identify
any significant unique geologic features onsite. No known unique geologic
features were identified on the property or within the immediate vicinity on
the Natural Resources Inventory of San Diego County listed in the Conservation
Element of the San Diego County General Plan. Since no unique geclogic
features are present onsite. no adverse impacts would result with
implementation of the proposed project.

Would the proposal result in potentially significant loss of availability of a
known significant mineral resource that would be of future value to the
region? Yes. unless mitigated.

The project site is located within a significant mineral resource area. as
identified on maps prepared by the Department of Conservation. Division of
Mines and Geology (Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials
in the western San Diego Production-Consumption Region. 1996). Although.
ongoing mining operations have depleted the majority of the sand and gravel
within the project site. remaining reserves could represent a significant
amount of mineral resources valuable to the region.

Iv. WATER RESOURCES '

1.

Would the proposal create a potentially significant adverse envirormental
jmpact to drainage patterns or the rate and amount of surface runoff? Yes.
unless mitigated.

Due to the increase in allowed uses within the project site. additional
impervious surfaces would result with implementation of the proposed project.
Therefore, future development could significantly impact drainage patterns or
the rate and amount of surface runoff.

Would the proposal result in a potentially significant increase in local
imported water supply demand? Yes. unless mitigated.

The proposed project involves a rezone and General Plan Amendment. Proposed
uses could significantly increase the demand for imported water. Consultation
with the Lakeside and Riverview Districts is required in order to determine
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whether or not the project would result in a significant increase in the water
supply demand.

would the proposal have a potentially significant adverse impact on surface
water quality? Yes, unless mitigated.

The proposed project would allow development of intensive industrial and
commercial uses within the project site. Development of such uses would
increase impervious surfaces as well as increase urban runoff within the local
watershed which could result in significant surface water quality impacts.
Implementation of Best Management Practices in accordance with the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Basin Plan would be required to reduce
impacts to below significant levels.

IT the proposal is groundwater dependent. plans to utilize groundwater for
non-potable purposes. or will obtain water from a groundwater dependent water
district. does the project have & potentially significant adverse impact on
groundwater quantity? No.

The project would obtain its water supply from the local Water Districts which
obtain water from surface reservoirs and/or imported sources. The project
would not use any groundwater for any purpose. including irrigation or
domestic supply.

Would the project have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater
quality? Yes. unless mitigated.

Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant groundwater
quality impacts from allowed industrial and commercial uses. Implementation of
Best Management Practices in accordance with the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board's Basin Plan would be required to reduce impacts to
below significant levels.

V. AIR QUALITY

1.

would the proposal have the potential to significantly contribute to the
violation of any air quality standard or significantly contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation? Yes. unless mitigated.

Future development of commercial and industrial uses allowed with
implementation of the proposed project could contribute significant quantities
of either stationary or indirect sources of air pollutants. Individual
development would require subsequent review by the Air Pollution control
District (APCD).

Would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the exposure
of sensitive receptors to any excessive levels of air pollutants? Yes. unless
mitigated.
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The proposed project would allow residential. commercial. and industrial
development to occur within the San Diego Air Basin. Future development has
the potential to significantly increase the exposure of sensitive receptors
(e.g.. adjacent residences) to air pollutant levels in excess of APCD
standards. Individual development would require subsequent review by the Air
Pollution control District.

3. would the proposal potentially result in the emission of objectionable odors
at a significant intensity over a significant area? Yes. uniless mitigated.

Future commercial and industrial uses could result in incremental emission of
objectionable odors: however. Section 6318 of the Zoning Ordinance sets
performance standards which prohibit such emissions. Although. uses allowed
with implementation of the proposed project would be required to comply with
Section 6318. future development would be subject to existing objectionable
odors created by the onsite egg ranch.

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

1. would the proposal result in a potential increase in traffic congestion that
is significant in relation to existing traffic loads and street capacities?
Yes.

Traffic generated by future development. allowed within the project site.
would have significant impacts to the existing Circulation Element. Séveral
on- and off-site Circulation Element roads are currently operating at
unacceptable levels of service. In addition. the dissolution of the RiverWay
Specific Plan would result in the loss of clear enforcement mechanisms for
mitigating significant offsite traffic impacts.

2. Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse traffic safety
impacts related to development of. or increased exposure to. identified
traffic safety issues (e.g.. sharp curves. limited sight distance. or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g.. farm equipment. heavy
truck use)? Yes. unless mitigated.

Implementation of the Circulation Element involves both constructing new roads
and reconstructing existing roads to their selected Circulation Element
classifications. The design of all Circulation Element roads would be
completed in accordance with County road standards which would eliminate
potential design deficiencies. such as limited sight distance. substandard
curve radii. and right of way. However, heavy truck uses associated with
allowed commercial and industrial uses could be incompatible with existing and
allowed residential development.

3. would the proposal potentially resuit in inadequate emergency access? Yes.
unless mitigated.

Implementation of the Circulation Element involves both constructing new roads
and reconstructing existing roads to their selected Circulation Element
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classifications. Although. the design of all Circulation Element roads
includes standards which would eliminate potential design deficiencies. such
as inadequate emergency access. consultation with the Lakeside Fire Protection
District is required to determine if the project would result in inadequate
emergency access.

would the proposal potentially result in insufficient parking capacity onsite
or offsite? Yes, uniess mitigated.

The proposed project would allow development of intensive industrial and
commercial uses. Unless appropriate site designs. for individual projects
within the site. ensure adequate parking opportunities. future development
could result in insufficient on and offsite parking capacities.

would the proposal result in a potentially significant adverse increase in
hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? Yes. unless mitigated.

A Class I11 Bikeway exists along Mast Boulevard. within the western portion of
the project. and traverses the northern project boundary on Riverside Drive
and Lakeside Avenue. Uses allowed with implementation of the proposed project
could result in an increase in hazards or barriers for pedestrians or
bicyclists.

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1.

Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to an
endangered. threatened. or rare plant or animal species or their habitats?
Yes. unless mitigated.

Future development allowed with implementation of the proposed project could
jmpact riparian wetland and open water biological habitats. Losses to San
Diego Ambrosia. Willowy monardella. Southwestern willow flycatcher. Least
Bell's vireo. American Peregrine falcon., Southwestern pond turtie. and
California black rail (Extirpated) which are state and federally endangered
species and rare. narrow endemic species within the MSCP Subarea.

Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to
wetland habitat? Yes. untess mitigated.

Freshwater Marsh. Freshwater. and Southern Riparian Scrub exist within the
project site. Therefore. future development of the site could result in
potentially significant impacts to wetland habitat with impiementation of the
proposed project.

would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to
wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? Yes. unless mitigated.

The San Diego River, which traverses the project site. is not identified on
the MSCP. County Subarea Plan as a wildlife corridor. However. the River
could serve as a local wildlife corridor connecting patches of significant
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VIII. HAZARDS

1.

habitat and open space within the floodplain. Therefore. future development of
the site could result in potentially significant impacts to wildlife dispersal
and/or migration corridors.

would the proposal present a significant risk of accidental explosion or
release of hazardous substances? Yes. unless mitigated.

Implementation of the proposed project would allow commercial and intensive
industrial uses (e.g.. gasoline service stations. outside storage).
Therefore. the project could present a significant risk of accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances to the Lakeside Community.

would the proposal have the potential to significantly interfere with an
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? Yes. unless mitigated.

The proposed project lies within a mapped Dam Inundation area for the El
Capitan and San Vicente reservoirs. San Diego County. Office of Disaster
Preparedness is currently revising an evacuation plan for the area. In
addition. the County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan (Annex C: Law
Enforcement Mutual Aid Operations). Future development would be required to
comply with these plans in the event of dam failure.

would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the fire
hazard in areas with flammable vegetation? No.

The project site has been disturbed by past mining activities and does not
contain significant amounts of flammable vegetation. Therefore.
jmplementation of the proposed project would not significantly increase the
potential for such fire hazards.

would the proposal expose people or property to flooding? Yes. unless
mitigated.

Much of the project site is located within the 100-year floodplain of the San
Diego River. The proposed project does not include a comprehensive plan for
development within the fiocdway. Implementation of the proposed project would
result in piecemeal improvements to the River flood channel. Therefore,
depending upon the order and nature of future development. allowed with
implementation of the proposed project. the project could expose pecple or
property to flood hazards.

would the proposal expose people to any other demonstrable potentially
significant health or safety hazard not 1isted above? No.

The proposed project would not create a significant health or safety hazard
beyond those discussed above.



-

Environmental Analysis Form -9 -
IX. NQISE
1. Wwould the proposal expose people to potentially significant noise levels
(i.e.. in excess of the County General Plan or Noise Ordinance)? Yes. unless
mitigated.

XI.

The proposed rezone would allow intensive industrial uses adjacent to existing
residential uses. Noise from industrial uses may exceed thresholds identified
in the County General Plan and/or Noise Ordinance and significantly impact
existing and allowed residential development within the project vicinity.

2. would the proposal generate potentially significant adverse noise levels
(i.e.. in excess of the County General Plan or Noise Ordinance)? Yes. unless
mitigated.

The proposed rezone would allow development of intensive industrial uses.
Noise generated from such uses and increased traffic could exceed noise
thresholds identified in the County General Plan and/or Noise Ordinance.

PUBLIC SERVICES

would the proposal create potentially significant adverse effects on, or result in
the need for new or significantly altered services or facilities including a
significantly increased maintenance burden on fire or police protection. schools.
parks. or other public services or facilities? Yes, uniess mitigated.

Although service infrastructure exists within the project site. the wider
range of uses allowed with the proposed project could result in the potential
for a greater need for public services. Consultation with the local service
providers is required in order to determine if the proposed project would
significantly increase the maintenance burdens on local fire and police
protection. schools. parks. or other public facilities serving the project
site.

UTILITIES AND SERVICES

would the proposal result in a need for potentially significant'new systems or
supplies. or substantial alterations to the following utilities:

Power or naturatl gas:

Communication systems:

Water treatment or distribution facilities:
Sewer or septic tanks:

Storm water drainage:

Solid waste disposal:

water supplies?

Yes. unless mitigated. Although. systems and suppiies for the aforementioned
utilities and services already exist within the project site, consultation
with local utility and service providers is required to determine if future
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development. allowed with implementation of the proposed project. would result
in the need for significant new systems or supplies. or substantial
alterations.

XII.  AESTHETICS

1.

Would the proposal result in a demonstrable potentially significant adverse
effect on a scenic vista or scenic highway? No.

No scenic highways. as designated by the Scenic Highway Element of the County
General Plan exist within the project vicinity. In addition. the project site
has been extensively disturbed by past mining activities and does not contain
scenic vistas. Therefore. the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts on scenic resources.

Would the proposal result in a demonstrable potentially significant adverse
visual impact that results from landform modification, development on steep
slopes. and/or excessive grading (cut/fill slopes)? No.

The project site does not contain steep slopes and future development of the
site would not involve excessive grading: therefore. the project would not
result in significant visual impacts due to landform modification.

Would the project have any other demonstrable potentially significant negative
aesthetic effect not included above? Yes. unless mitigated.

Future development allowed with the proposed project could result in visual
quality impacts land use incompatabilities between allowed industrial and
commercial uses adjacent to allowed and existing residential development.

would the project produce excessive light or glare? Yes. unless mitigated.
Future development allowed with the proposed rezone could produce excessive

light or glare. Standard reduction measures including shielding and the use
of low sodium bulbs would be required on a project-by-project basis.

XII1. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1.

Would the proposal grade or disturb geologic formations that may contain
potentially significant paleontological resources? No.

No known paleontological resources exist within the project site. In
addition. the project site is not located within known paleontological
formations in the region.

would the proposal grade. disturb. or threaten a potentially significant
archaeological. historical. or cultural artifact. object. structure. or site
which:
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a. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions:
b. Has particular quality or uniqueness (such as being the oldest of its

type or the best available example of its type):

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

d. Is listed in. or determined to be eligible to be tlisted in. the
California Register of Historical Resources. National Register of
Historic Places. or a National Historic Landmark: or

e. Is a marked or ethnohistorically documented religious or sacred shrine.
landmark, human burial. rock art display. geoglyph. or other important
cultural site? .

Yes. unless mitigated. Future development. allowed with implementation of the
proposed project, within agricultural lands and properties not previously
mined. could impact significant archaeological resources. North of Lakeside
Avenue (i.e.. outside of the project boundary). Kumeyaay base camp (SDM-W-2142
was recorded within a plowed field of alluvial sand. Six similar settings.
within a few miles of the project site. have also been recorded.

Approximately 100 acres of the western portion of the project site are similar
to the agricultural field containing the Kumeyaay base camp. This suggests a
potential for significant archaeological resources onsite.

XIV.  OTHER IMPACTS NOT DETAILED ABOVE

There are no significant effects other than those identified in this Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment.

XV. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

1.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the enviromment.
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? Yes. unless mitigated.

As discussed in Section VII (Biological Resources) and Section XIII (Cultural
Resources). the proposed project could degrade the quality of the environment
which may substantially reduce that habitat of a fish or wildlife species.

The proposed project could cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels. and could threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
conmunity. In addition. development aliowed with implementation of the
proposed project could reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or
endangered plant or animal and could eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory.
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XVI.

VII.

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term. to the disadvantage
of long-term. environmental goals? No.

The Initial Study did not identify adverse effects to long-term environmental
goals.

Does the project 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.) Yes.

The proposed project would increase traffic in the Lakeside area. This impact
is both directly and cumulatively significant. The cumulative traffic impacts
would adversely affect the LOS of Circulation Element roads and residential
streets currently operating at unacceptable LOS in some areas.

In addition, the proposed project would significantly impact biological
resources within the project area. These impacts are both directly and
cumulatively significant. .

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantially
adverse effects on human beings. either directly or indirectiy? Yes. unless
mitigated.

The Initial Study and Environmental Assessment identified potential
significant effects on human beings from noise and visual quality due to
increased traffic and land use incompatibility.

EARLIER ANALYSIS

Earlier California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses are used where one or
more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration.

1.

Earlier analyses used.

None

Impacts adequately addressed in earlier CEQA documents. The following effects
from the above checklist that are within the scope of. and were adequately
analyzed in. an earlier CEQA document.

None

REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THE INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

California Alquist Priolo



Environmental Analysis Form - 13 -

California Department of conservation. Division of Mines and Geology. Mineral Land
Classification.

California Environmental Quality Act.

County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use. Environmental Guidelines.
County of San Diego. Zoning Ordinance.

County of San Diego. Grading Ordinance.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flicod Insurance Program. Flood
Boundary and Floodway Map. September 29. 1989.

Multiple Species Conservation Program.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS).

RiverWay Specific Plan Final EIR. GPA 90-04. SP90-003. SCH #90010319. Labeled “Upper
San Diego River Specific Plan.” Certified March 6. 1991.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey. San Diego Area. California. Part I and
11. December 1973.
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. STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

1400 TENTH STRFET SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA Po8i3-104w4¢

Pete Wilson
GOVERNOR

Paul F Miner

DIRECTOR .
DATE: May 29, 1998
TO: Reviewing Agencies
RE: UPPER SAN DIEGORIV ER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (SCH # 98041146)

Attached for your comment is the Notice of Preparation for the UPPER SAN
DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT environmental impact report,

Responsible agencics must transmit their concerns and comments on the scope
and the content of the NOP, focusing on specific information related to their own
statutory responsibility, within 30 dsys of recéipt of this notice. We encourage
commenting agencies to respond to this notice and express their soncerns early in the

environmental review process:
Please direct your comments to:
KIERSTEN RYDBECK
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1666

with a copy to the Office of Planning and Regearch. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the review process, call at (316) 445-0613.

Sincerely,
Awlso B -Hoag,
| ANTERO A. RIVASYLAT.
Chief, State Clearinghouse
Afttackmeats
c¢c: Lcad Agency



. STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESQCURCES AGENGY P WILSON Vi
@ DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
. Natural Community Conservation Planning

43949 Viewridge Avenue
@ San Diego, CA 92123

(619} 467-4251

@ Fax 4674235 | RECEIVED
May 11, 1998 MAY 1 4 1998
OEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck AND LAND USE
Department of Planring and Land Use
County of San Diego

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (Log No. 98-10-014)

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced
document in the County of San Diego. The County has approved the Subarea Plan and
Implementing Agreement (IA) under the Natural Community Conservation Planning Program. In
preparing the environmental documentation for the proposed project, the County must ensure and
verify that all requirements and conditions of the Subarea Plan and 1A are met. Biological issues that
are not addressed in the Subarea Plan and IA, such as specific impacts to and mitigation

requirements for wetlands or sensitive species and habitats that are not covered by the Subarea Plan
and IA also will need to be addressed.

Sections in the DEIR that may be affected by conditions and requirements of the Subarea
Plan and IA include: “Land Use;” “Landform Alteration/Visual Quality;” “Traffic/Circulation;”
“Biological Resources;” “Drainage/Urban Runoff/Water Quality;” “Noise;” and “Cumulative
Effects.” In addition, the DEIR should describe why the proposed project, irrespective of project
alternatives is consistent with and appropriate for the Subarea Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Ms. Terri Stewart of my staff at 619/467-4209.

Sincerely,

William E. Tippets
NCCP Field Supervisor

’4



Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck
May 11, 1998
Page 2

cc:  Department of Fish and Game
Gail Presley
Sacramento

Ron Rempel
Terri Dickerson
Long Beach

Terrt Stewart
Rob Thomas
San Diego

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Nancy Gilbert
Carlsbad

File: Chron
file: NCCP/UPRSDRVR.NOP

)
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Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck

San Diego County

Deparunent of Planning and Land Use

3201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123-1666

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

NOP for the 1F Di jver nt Project- 980411

Caltrans District 11 comuments are as follows:

o The current (December 1994) Caltrans Transportation Concept Report (TCR) for State Route
67 (SR-67) calls for a six-lane freeway south of Mapleview Street and a four-lane
conventional highway north of Mapleview Street. The TCR also notes that the existing
signalized intersection at Mapleview Strect should be upgraded to 2 full interchange.

o A traffic study should be prepared to analyze impacts to the SR-67 intersections at Riverford
Road, Mapleview Street and Lakeside Avenue and propose appropriate mitigation measures.
The State owned signalized intersections should be analyzed for each scenanio using the
Intersecting Lane Vehicle (ILV) method, Per Topic 406 of the Caltrans Highway Design
Manual.

e Beginning July 1, 1998, Caltrans will no longer maintain bothb metric and imperial versions
of the Standard Plans, Specifications, Special Provisions and manuals. Therefore, all plans.
as well as encroaciunent permit applications submitted to Caltrans must be stated in metric

units. . _ o o
Our contact person To SR-67 is Pam Klas, Route Masiager, at (619) 688-6134. For -
Traffic Operations Gur contact person is Richard Coward, Branch Chief, at (619) 467-4328.
BILL FIGGE, Chief
Pla.nmng Smdm Branch

BF/LS:hgs

TOTAL P.&Z



1600 Pacific Highway * Room 452
San Diego, CA 92101 « (619) 531-5400

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission

Chairwoman
Dr. Lillian M. Childs
Helix Water District

Vice Chairman
Bill Hom

May 8, 1998

Kiersten Rydbeck

gounty.Board of Project Manager (Environmental)
Hpenisors Department of Planning and Land Use
Members 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
Dianne Jacob San Diego, CA 92123-1666
County.Board of
Supervisors SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report -
Lori Howard Upper San Diego River Improvement Project, Log No. 98-10-
Cgunulmember, 14
City of Santee
ot Dear Ms. Rydbeck:
City of San Diego

Julianne Nygaard
Counciimember,
City of Carisbad

Ronald W. Wootton

Vista Fire Protection District

Andrew L. Vanderiaan

Public Member

Alternate Members

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We offer the
following comments.

The project area is wholly or partially within a number of governmental
agencies. These include the Padre Dam Municipal Water District, the
Lakeside and Riverview Water Districts, and the Lakeside Sanitation
District. Of special concern to the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) is that the provision of public services to the project area be as

Cc

g;eu?'tty_%oard of efficient as possible. This may entail modifications to the spheres of
Supervisors influence and the boundaries of some of these agencies. Sphere of
Shirley Horton influence amendments and district boundary changes will require LAFCO
M s , .

c:;'; Chula Vista review and approval.

o2 ot So that LAFCO can utilize the EIR when reviewing future changes of
City of San Diego government organization, the EIR should include a discussion of the
Bud Pocklington agencies currently serving the area and identify future jurisdictional changes

Scuth Bay Irrigation District

Guy W. Winton tii
Public Member

Executive Officer

Michae! D. Ott

Counsel
John J. Sansone

Counsel

(i.e., annexations and detachments) that will be necessary. Unless there
are special circumstances, individual services, such as sewer or water,
should be provided by a single agency and the EIR should identify the
preferred service provider. We suggest that the preferred service provider
be determined in consultation with the affected agencies and LAFCO staff.
The EIR should also discuss the level of services that will be required by the
project and the ability of the various agencies to extend these services.



Kiersten Rydbeck
May 8, 1998
Page Two

The Environmental Analysis Form (item 1. 4) indicates that the project area contains prime
agricultural land. LAFCO is required to consider the effect of any proposal on existing
agricultural lands and the EIR should discuss the location and extent of prime agricultural
lands as well as existing agricultural uses. For your information, | have enclosed a copy
of San Diego LAFCO's policy on open space and agricultural preservation.

| will be the LAFCO contact for this project. If you have any questions or would like to
discuss these comments further, please contact me at 531-5400.

Sincerely,
~
JOE CONVERY
Local Governmentat-Analyst
JFC:hm
Enclosure

cc:  General Manager, Padre Dam Municipal Water District
General Manager, Lakeside Water District
General Manager, Riverview Water District
Deputy Director, County Department.of Public Works, Liquid Waste Division



LEGISLATIVE POLICY

Subject
PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE AND AGRICULTURAL LANDS.
Purpose

To further the policies and priorities of the Cortese-Knox Local Government
Reorganization Act regarding the preservation of open space and prime agricultural
lands.

Background

The State Legislature has instructed Local Agency Formation Commissions to
establish policies that address the preservation of open space (Govt. Code §
56300). LAFCOs are required to consider how spheres of influence or changes of
local governmental organization could affect open space and prime agricuitural
lands. Commissions are directed to guide development away from prime

~- agricultural lands—unless that action would not promote the planned, orderly and

efficient development of an area—and to encourage development of existing vacant
or non-prime agricultural lands within a jurisdiction before approving any proposal
that would allow development of open-space lands outside of an agency’s boundary
(Govt. Code § 56377). Proposals must be further reviewed for their effect on

maintaining the physical and economic integrity of agricultural lands [Govt. Code §
56841(e)).

Policy
It is the policy of the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission to:

1. Discourage proposals that would convert prime agricultural or open space
lands to other uses unless such an action would not promote the planned,
orderly, efficient development of an area or the affected jurisdiction has
identified all prime agricultural lands within its sphere of influence and
adopted measures that would effectively preserve prime agricultural lands
for agricuitural use;

2. Require prezoning of territory (city only) to identify areas subject to
agricultural/preservation and planned development;

3. Follow San Diego LAFCO's adopted procedures to define agricultural and

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission page 1 of 2




B o LEGISLATIVE POLICY

open space lands and to determine when a proposal may adversely affect
such lands.

Adopted: November 6, 1978
Amended: June 4, 1990
Amended: May 4, 1998

Cross reference:

SAN DIEGO LAFCO PROCEDURES:
-Open Space and Agricultural Preservation

page 2 of 2 San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission
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JUN 02 1993
To: Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck DEPARTMEN
Department of Planning and Land Use AND L;:\?DF : égNNING
County of San Diego
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123-1666
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Log No. 98-10-014

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation for the subject project, received by this
Society earlier this month.

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cuitural resources in the list of subject areas to be
addressed in the DEIR, and look forward to reviewing it during the upcoming public comment
period. To that end, please include us in the distribution of the DEIR, and also provide us with a
copy of the cultural resources technical report(s).

SDCAS appreciates being included in the County's environmental review process for this
project.

Sincerely,

Environmental Review Committee

cc: SDCAS President
file
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a_ . 10887 7 /RQ. Box 71
Padre Dam Manicipal T A aros, CA 520725000
- » Teleph - 679-448-3111
Water District FAX Adiminiaration: 619-449.9469

FAX QOperations: 619-449-9537

Board of Directors:

RECE‘V ED Jesse T. Dixon

Division }

Mark Robak

JUN 021998 o a3

Andrew J. Menshek

Division 3

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING Lex Boswell

AND LAND USE Division 4

June 1, 1998 Dan McMilian

Division 5

Kiersten Rydbeck

County of San Diego
Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Thank you for a copy of the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the subject project. We
understand the project to be an amendment to the County of San Diego’s General Plan, and a
Zone Reclassification for parcels lying within the area that forms the River Way Specific Area of
the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP) Redevelopment Area.

The entire project area is located within Padre Dam Municipal Water District’s Wholesale Water
Improvement District. However, retail water service in the project area is provided by three
water districts/improvement district, being Lakeside Water District, Riverview Water District,
and Padre Dam Municipal Water District’s Western Service Area (formerly known as
Improvement District “A”). Per information compiled by our office, some parcels within the
project area are not located within any retail water service area, and would require annexation
into one of the three retail water service territories if public water service is desired.

A portion of the project area is within Padre Dam Municipal Water District’s sewer service area.
The District’s sewer service area within the project area is primarily west of Riverford Road, and
includes the majority of the parcels fronting Riverside Drive. The County of San Diego’s
Lakeside Sanitation District is the other agency providing sewer service to the project area.
Again, there may be several parcels in the project area that would require annexation into one of
the sewer service agencies, prior to being able to connect to the public sewer system.



County of San Diego
Page 2
June 1, 1998

Any action to annex parcels into a water or sewer service area would require consultations
between the various service agencies to determine which agencies can most likely serve the
parcel. Any action to annex a parcel would be subject to the approval of LAFCO.

Maps of our water and sewer service areas are available by contacting Joni Cooley at
(619) 258-4636.

Padre Dam Municipal Water District is considering the construction of a combined
administration/customer service/operations center in the project area. We are conducting a
feasibility analysis on a parcel of land owned by the City of San Diego located between
Woodside Avenue and Highway 67 (APN 382-260-12). Currently, the project shows this parcel
will be zoned as C-36.

.

The operations aspect of our new combined center would require a storage and maintenance yarﬂ
for the materials and vehicles used by the District. The proposed C-36 zoning does not provide e
for outdoor storage yards. We would like to propose that zoning be allowed that can QO
accommodate the District’s combined administration/customer service/operations center facility,

. such as C-37. Such a zoning designation would be consistent with other parcels.located on the /J
north side of Woodside Avenue, and west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

If you have questions concerning the District’s proposed combined administration/customer
service/operations center, please call Mr. Neal Brown, P.E. at (619) 258-4645.

PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
e
.4%:2:%Ei}45471¢éfl7

Roland D. Rossmiller, P.E.
Director of Engineering and Planning

RDR:DC:cc

17848.}1
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June 1, 1998

RECEIVEp
County of San Diego JUN 0
Department of Planning and LLand Use 3 1398
Attn: Kiersten Rydbeck OEPARTMENT of o 41 .
5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B AND Lag, |t VNING

San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Notice of Preparation for Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Area Zone
Reclassification and General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Rydbeck.

The City of Santee has reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the Upper San Diego River
Improvement Project Environmental Impact Report and offers the following comments:

1. The waffic analysis should take into consideration any project related impacts to City of
Santee streets. The analysis should also reflect the Santee City Council’s decision not to
open Mast Boulevard to the east until CalTrans completes the construction of State Route 32
to State Route 67, and evaluate impacts to City streets with and without the extension of
Mast Blvd. This study should be coordinated with the Ciry.

2. The City has an adopted Ordinance that prohibits through—City truck traffic from using City
streets. This Ordinance should be factored in when evaluating truck routes for the proposed
heavy industrial land uses.

LVS]

The Environmental Impact Report needs to clearly spell out how the traffic and other
mitigation measures will be carried out now that the Specific Plan has been dissolved. This
should include how responsibility for completion of the required mitigation measures will be
allocated, and mechanisms for monitoring completion of those mitigation measures.

4. The proposed land use designations place heavy industrial land uses directly adjacent to
proposed residential uses both in the City of Santee and the project area itself and existing
residential land uses on the north side of Riverside Drive. Land use compatibility impacts,
including noise and air pollution, should be evaluated and mitigations identified.

10681 Magnolia Avenue +  Santee, California 92071-1266 - (619) 238-410C



County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
June 1. 1998

Page 2

5. The Scenic Highway's Element of the City of Santee’s General Plan identifies SR67 as a
Scenic Road Cormridor. While outside the City’s boundaries, the proposed plan identifies
additional heavy industrial zoning along the north side of the freeway almost the full length
of the project area. This zoning district allows for outdoor material and equipment storage
which can result in visual impacts. The Environmental Impact Report should evaluate the
aesthetic impacts of the proposed zoning and identify mitigation measures to address those
mpacts.

The County may also wish to include a less intensive zoning district along the freeway and
adjacent to residential land uses to address aesthetic and land use compatibility issues.

6. When analyzing the impacts of flood hazard, and establishing the limits of the floodplain, an
analysis should be conducted based on ultimate development of the tributary watershed and
should not rely on the current FEMA mapping. The current FEMA mapping is based on
current flowrates and does not appear to take into account future flowrates at watershed buiid
out or vegetation growth within the river, both of which will create a higher water surface
elevation through the proposed project area. Currently the revised June 19, 1997 Flood
Insurance Study prepared by the County adopted a flowrate for the San Diego River of

© *36,000 cfs at Murphy Canyon Creek and 31,000 cfs downstream of the confluence of San
Vicente Creek. The flowrates adopted for the 1997 study are less than the flowrates used in
the adopted 1984 FEMA Flood Insurance Study through Santee, despite considerable
development within the watershed over the past fourteen years. Historical rainfall data from
1916, 1927 and 1980 indicate a much higher runoff potential, especially with reservoirs at or
near capacity when a major storm event occurs (Ref: FEMA June 19, 1997 Flood Insurance
Study and February. 1980 Storm Report prepared by San Diego County Flood Control
District). .Currently the City of Santee has an adopted standard recognizing as a minimum
flowrate of 45,000 cfs at our eastern boundary where the San Diego River enters the City.

The City appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation. We look forward
to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report when it is available. If you have any
questions on our comments vou can reach me at (619) 258-4100 x173.

Sincerely,

Associite Planner



F.22
LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP
Post Office Box 2040
Lakeside, California 92040

Cate: June 1, 1998
To: Joan Vokac, Department of Planning and Land Use
From: Gordon Shackelford, Chair Lakeside Community Pianning Group
Re: LCPG Recommendation: Notice of Prep. of an EIR for USDRIP, Log # 98-10-014

As per cur telephone conversation, | am in agreement that the Lakeside Community Planning
Groups Recommendation, that is M52 verses Staff's MS4 on the west end of the project and

. "lighter” Generat Plan Categories as applicable throughout the project area, be reviewed as @ "less

impactive alternative™ in this EIR. My support of this was because CEQA requires less impactive
alternates, rather than more impactive afternatives — which would be the case if the Staff and
LCPG Recommendations were reversed in position in this EIR. Given the unusuat nature of this
EiR and its relationship to the same Staff that appears to support "by right” General Qutdocr
industrial in the middle of Lakeside, this EIR must maintain the highest standards for even-
handedless and impartiality. Unfortunately, the Notice of Preparation fails this test in several
important areas: Project Objectives (Attachment A, page 1). Description of the Lakesige

Community Planning Group Alternative (page 4), and most seriously in the “Environmental
Analysis Form.”

Of further concern is, "Descrigtion of Anticipated Environmental Effect” (pages 2,3 & 4}. Many of
the environmental issues discussed have been studied many times in the past and do aot justify the
expenditure of adcition resources. At the same time, key issues that clearly show the differences

in the environmental impacts of Staff's M54 proposai verses LCPG's M52 proposal are not clearly
brought into focus.

Project Objectives (Attachment A, page 1)

Project objectives include "Restore reasonable development cpportunities to the private sector by
... reducing discretionary approval requirements." it is not the proper role of the County to run
land use for the benefit of private property owners -- the role of good government is to meet the
standard stated by, "The noblest motive is the public good.” The goal of this project must be to meet
the greater public/community need. of which the property owner is only a part.

Description of the Lakeside Community Planning Group Alternative (page 4)

"Tre LCPG Alternative would replace some portions of the proposed zoning with zones and,or land
designations that aliow reduced development densities.” The word “densities” is incorrect, the
LCPG Proposal differs primarily in cailing for the less intense M52 zone on the west end of the
project. Actually, intense outdoor industrial uses may occur under both Staff's M54 proposai and

the LCPG Proposal, the difference is that with M54 they are by right and in M52 would require 2
MLIP.

Environmental Anaiysis Form

The Environmental Analysis Form frequently answers questions about possible impacts with, “Yes,
Unless Mitigated" rather than, "Yes." A “Yes” answer is described as, "County staff has
recommended that there is substantial evidence that the project has a potentially significant
environmental effect and the effect is not clearly avoidable with mitigation measures.” Clearly
this is an appropriate response for a Staff proposz! to locate M54 in residential areas. However,
"Yes, Unless Mitigated™ is used to answer numercus environmental questions. “Yes, Uniess
Mitigated™ is described as, “"County Staff has recommended that the incorporation of mitigation
measures 2greed to by the applicant has clearly reduced a potentially significant adverse
environmental effect to 3 less than significant adverse environmentat effect.” Who is this
"applicant” who has agreed to something that is not public? This is inappropriate for a publicly
initiated rezone generally, and is not an accurate description of the potential environmental
impacts of Statf's proposal to place M54 next t¢ residential uses. The LCPG is most aggrieved by the
following uses of "Yes, Unless Mitigated” 1. Land Use and Planning #3, #4; V. Air Quality #1,
#2, #3: VL. Transportation/Circulation #2, #S; IX. Noise #1, #2 and Xll. Aesthetics #3.



F.a%
EIR Issues, "Description of Anticipated Environmental Effect” (pages 2,3 & 49)
Issue LCPG Recommendation
Land Use and Pianrung Cescription supported as written.
Geological issuas Studied numerous times, nc addition study needed.
Weter Resources Stucied numerous times, generally no additional study needed, except

for possible "Piecemealed flood control implementation” within the
USDRIP area due to the elimination of the Riverway Specific Pian.

Air Quality Studied numerous times, generaiiy no additionai study needed except
for the impact of heavy equipment/truck emissions (especially diesel
exhsust) comparing the differences due to Staff's proposed M54
zoning verses LCPG's proposed M52 zoning.

Trarsponation/Circulation Studied numerous times, generaily no addition study needed except
tor traffic impacts due to large trucks used in Staff's proposed M54
verses generally fighter trucks used in LCPG's proposed M52 zoning.

Biological Resources Studied numeraus times, generally no addition study ne=ded, except
for, "The analysis will also address conformance with the Multiple
Species Conservation Program Plan and RPO with respect to the 10ss
of exemption status due to elimination of the Redevelopment Plan."

Hazards Studred numerous times, no addition study needed.

Noise Supported as written, with the addition of a review of noise mmpacts
due to large trucks used in Staff's proposed M54 verses generally
kighter trucks used in LCPG's proposed M52 zoning.

Pugiic Servicas Studied numerous times, generally no addition study needed except
for impacts on “existing road maintenance burdens” due to large
trucks used in Styff's proposed M54 verses generally lighter trucks
used in LCPG's proposed MSZ zoning.

Utiliies and Services Studied numerous times, no addition study needed.

Aesthetics Supported as written, with the addition of a review of aesthetics
impacts due 1o Staff's proposed "by right” outdoor industriai MS4
uses verses the generally indoor uses or outdoor uses, subject to
MUP, in LCPG's proposed MS2 zoning.

Cuitural Resources Studied numerous times, no addition study needed.

Lakeside Planning Group Action

After group discussion of the issues described above, the LCPG at its May 20, 1998 meeting,
directed the Chair to work with Vice Chair Rick Smith to write a letter expressing its concerns.

Motion Passed i0-Yes, 0O-No. O-Abstain

cC. Supervisor Dhanne Jaccb
Kiersten Rydbeck, DPLU



-LAKESIDE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
May 17, 1998

TO: Kiersten Rydbeck ,
Department of Planning and Land Use

SUBJECT:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report:
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project, 98-10-014

Dear Ms. Rydbeck,

The Lakeside Design Review Board reviewed the notice of preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project at our meeting held May 13, 1998. The LDRB voted 6-Yes, 0-No, 0-
Abstain to submit the following comments.

I. The EIR must evaluate potential impacts of the zone reclassification regarding
the aesthetic/visual impacts associated with:
a. Loss of the Design Criteria appearing in the Riverway Specific Plan.

b. Indoor -uses allowed in an M52 zone versus outdoor uses allowed in an
M54 zone.

2. The EIR must propose mitigations for all aesthetic/visual impacts identified.

3. Regarding the Initial Study Form (Attachment A), the LDRB strongly
disagrees with the stated project objective of "... reducing discretionary approval
requirements: ....". _This should not be a purpose of the proposed Genera! Plan
Amendment unless a goal is to eliminate community input and accountability to
the Community of Lakeside.

Submitted by,

7}«; ,/ M/(/ RECEIVED

Janis Shackelford, Chair MAY 2 0 1998
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

AND LAND USE



CASTER FAMLY ENTERPRISES

4607 MISSION GORGE PL., SAN DIEGO, CA 92120 - TEL.: {619) 287-8873 - FAX (619) 287-2493

RECEIvep
Kiersten Rydbeck DEPARTMENT OF
County of San Diego AND L AND JéENMNG
i i Dept. of Planning and Land Use
i i 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, Ca. 92123-1666
Dear Kiersten,

I have reviewed the above EIR Notification. My only comment at this point is I believe you need
to review the split zoning option we have discussed with Bob Forsythe which has approximately
150 to 200 feet from the center line along Riverford Road and Riverside Drive back to be zoned
M-52. All other property behind that 200 feet would be M-54..

er Family Enterprises

...................................QO”.....
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Parvk Paseo |
Coemmunity Usseciation

c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3,1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land

- Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participaticn and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project’s environmental
documentation. '

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion. prior to April 16, 1998 to:
County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
e 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
S o "~ San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also feguest that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if vou favor

the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONIN
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning; ’
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
wesgem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AN
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses in¢luding non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage:
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commerciai areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; :

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). ’

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and H.esidents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or

- may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentaticn.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. ‘Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinicn prior to April 16, 1998 to:
County of San Diego
. Department of Planning and Land Use
< 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B

vl e : San Diego, CA 92123-1666 - . :
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that vou call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know. if vou favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.
RESOLUTION ON REZONING

Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND )
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
wgsgem area of the project be zoned as M54;
Al
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;

Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas

where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on

residential or commercial areas,” but some of the propcsed M54 zone is in fact
¥ adjacent to existing homes and schools;” -

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,
Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, Cailifornia 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this'property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Useé is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or

may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

' County of San Diego

i Department of Planning and Land Use
c e e w0 e ee - a - - 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B - -

L ;. San Diego, CA '92123-1666

You may aiso contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
€94-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also_request that you call Curis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia L eu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezonin M54 or not! The Board of Directors rec ends rejectin

the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply. ,
RESOLUTION ON REZONING

Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been

f’&)galed and is being replaced by standard zoning;

Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staif proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
= AND ' : :
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND A
Whereas, the preamble to M54 cleariy states that “the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools: .

"o

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westemn part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that'is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
pariicipation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project’s environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please compiete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion gricr to April 16, 1998 to:
: County of San Diego
o Department of Planning and Land Use
1 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B -
San Diego, CA 92123-1666 .
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We ailso request that vou call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu_ or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.
RESOLUTION ON REZONING

Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been

rAeNpBaled and is being replaced by standard zoning;
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
) westemn area of the project be zoned as M54;

AND ‘

Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating

X?qhéde storage and explosives storage;

Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas ' - -
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact -on - -
residential or commercial areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact

adjacent to existing homes and schools; ,

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westemn part of this area {(along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). ‘

Thank you,
Beard of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. -

- - 10455 Sorrento Valiey Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
-8an Diego, California 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which wouid allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to sufter indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project’'s environmental
documentation. '

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it

carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail

your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to: ,

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
o ... 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B - -
oL : San Diego, CA 92123-1666 '

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)

- 694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia L eu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if vou favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.
RESOLUTION ON REZONIN
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
Jr&rigaled and is being replaced by standard zoning;
W"hereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
- western area of the project be zoned as M54,
AND
" Whereas, M54 allows for a variety-of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage; -
N

Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas

where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on

residential or commercial areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact -
- adjacent to existing homes and schools; R

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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Fark Fasea |

c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to sufter indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land-Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project’'s environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
caretully. Then, piease complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:
County of San Diego
' Department of Planning and Land Use

. . v - » - 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B

.. ..0. - SanDiego, CA 92123-1666 _
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
"694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning. ’

4 We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
.. numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana_Peraza) to let us know if you favor
B the rezoning to M54 or not! _The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54, This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.
RESOLUTION ON REZONING

Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repeaied and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westermn area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inciuding non-operating
. vehicle storage and expiosives storage;

AND

Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas

where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
s residential or commercial areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
- adjacent to existing homes and schools; ‘

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along -
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). :

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 : (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had o endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be .incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. -Please review it

carefully. The complete the form .on the reverse of this ietter and mail
your opinion(prior to April 16, 1998 to:
County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
_ .- 5201 ‘Ruffin Road, Ste. B - -
.« .. -« . . SanDiego, CA 92123-1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
- 694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We aiso request that you call Curdis Management Company at the phone
. numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor

the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, S0 please take the time to

reply.
RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
_lfﬁgaled and is being replaced by standard zoning;
Whereas;- the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
Xﬁsgem area of the project be zoned as M54; . ‘
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inciuding non-operating
. Xﬂgcle storage and explosives storage;
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas,” but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; ‘ -

Therefore be it known that |, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). :

Thank you,
Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102 ' (619) 587-9844
San Diego, California 92121 ) (760) 436-4560
April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area

across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would aliow the Lakeside Land

Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This

means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
. and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

‘itie San Diego County Department of Pianning and Land Use is requesting pubiic
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an. alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for. the rezoning.is listed below.  Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:
' County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
e 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B -
- . ... . . .. . SanDiego, CA 92123-1666 i
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning. :

We also request that vou call Curtis Management Company at the phone -

numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if vou favor
onin M r not! The Board of Directors recommends rejectin

the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to

reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;

- Whereas, the prefiminary plan present by-County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54; .
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inciuding non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;

Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that “the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associa