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CHAPTER 4 
Response to Comments 

As stated in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15074(b), “Prior to approving a project, the 
decisionmaking body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the public review 
process. The decisionmaking body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated 
negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record (including the initial study 
and any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a 
significant effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.”   

Nineteen (19) comment letters were received during the 30-day public review period for the 
project. This chapter provides a copy of the letters, as well as the lead agency’s response to the 
comments presented in the letters. Table 4-1 below lists the comment letters received.   

TABLE 4-1 
LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED  

ID 

No. Date Of Letter Commenter Agency/Organization 

Draft Subsequent IS/MND Comments 

A April 2, 2013 Dave Singleton, 
Program Analyst 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

B April 22, 2013 David Mayer CDFW 

C April 22, 2013 Jeffrey Szymanski City of San Diego 
Development Services 
Department 

D April 22, 2013 Peters & Freedman, 
L.L.P. Attorneys at 
Law 

Escala Master Association 

E April 22, 2013 Michael Albers  

F April 22, 2013 Nancy Barnhart  

G April 22, 2013 Mary Beth 
Brown-Kennett 

 

H April 19, 2013 Randy Dolph  

I April 22, 2013 Michael Fennell and 
Janet Cunningham 

 

J April 22, 2013 Kathleen Ford  

K April 22, 2013 John and Bev 
Hammond 

 

L April 22, 2013 Mary Jean Johnson  

M April 22, 2013 Kevin Johnston  
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ID 

No. Date Of Letter Commenter Agency/Organization 

Draft Subsequent IS/MND Comments 

N April 22, 2013 Jill Kaplan  

O April 22, 2013 Lois Lippold  

P April 22, 2013 Patty Manjarrez  

Q April 22, 2013 Charles Tucker  

R April 22, 2013 Laura Arnold and 
Jerry Urick 

 

S* April 24, 2013 Terry L. Ward  

*Letter received after close of public review period. 
 

 

Each comment letter (or email) is assigned a unique letter with each comment individually 
numbered. Individual comments and issues within each comment letter are numbered individually 
along the margins. For example, Comment A-1 is the first comment in Comment Letter A; “A” 
represents the commenter; “1” refers to the first comment in that letter.  

The following responses do not alter the project, nor do they change the conclusions presented in 
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-2 ESA / 120929.00 
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Response to Comment Letter A 
Native American Heritage Commission 
April 2, 2013 

A-1 The commenter requests that the appropriate Information Center be contacted for a record 
search to determine if all or a part of the Area of Potential Effect has been previously 
surveyed for cultural resources and that this information be noted in the environmental 
document. See Appendix B of the Draft MND for the Cultural Letter Report. ASM 
Affiliates (ASM) has contacted the appropriate Information Center by conducting 
a records search for the project at the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) South Central Information Center (SCIC) located at San Diego 
State University on December 2, 2011. The records search indicated that the 
entire trail system in Ruffin Canyon (project area) had been previously surveyed 
in 2007. The records search did not indicated the presence of cultural resources 
within the project area. Two previously recorded resources, a prehistoric lithic 
scatter and a prehistoric isolate, have been recorded within approximately 0.25 
mile of the project area. 

A-2 The commenter notes that if an additional archaeological survey is required, a final report 
should be prepared detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and 
field survey. The commenter suggests coordinating this effort with NAHC. The 
commenter confirmed that contact was made with the Native American Heritage 
Commission for a Sacred Lands File Check and provided a list of appropriate Native 
American contacts. ASM has determined that no additional cultural resources 
survey is required. In addition to the records search mentioned in Response to 
Comment A-1, above, ASM also contacted the NAHC to request a Sacred Lands 
File (SLF) search. The SLF contains information on sites of traditional, cultural, 
or religious value to the Native American community. On December 6, 2011, the 
NAHC responded to ASM’s request and indicated that no Native American 
cultural resources were located within the project area. The NAHC response letter 
also included an attached list of Native American contacts. Follow up letters to 
the individuals and groups on the list was sent by ASM. No responses were 
received. Based on the records search results and the SLF search, ASM 
determined that the project area was not sensitive for cultural resources and did 
not recommend further cultural resources surveys.  

A-3 The commenter notes the lead agency should include provisions for the identification and 
evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources in a mitigation plan. In 
areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally 
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources should monitor all 
ground-disturbing activities. Based on the results of the records search and SLF 
search, ASM determined that no archaeological or Native American monitoring 
would not be necessary. ASM cited the previous cultural resources surveys of 
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the project area, as well as the nature of the proposed action, for not 
recommending full-time archaeological and Native American monitoring. While 
ASM did not recommend any measures to be taken in the case of accidental or 
inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources, the project would be required to 
comply with Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code, 
Section 5097 which address the protection of human remains inadvertently 
discovered and the handling of any remains. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-8 ESA / 120929.00 
Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration May 2013 



State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

CHARL TON H. BONHAM, Director

April 22, 2013

Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street, Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) for the San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project,
San Diego, CA (SCH# 2013031068)

Dear Mr. McKernan:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND), dated March 2013, for the San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail
and Urban walk project. The San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC) serves as the lead agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act in the preparation and evaluation on the
environmental effects of the proposed project. The comments provided herein are based on
information provided in the draft MND/lnitial Study and our knowledge of sensitive and declining
vegetation communities in the County of San Diego, and our participation in regional
conservation planning efforts.

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; §§15386 and 15381, respectively) and is responsible for
ensuring appropriate conservation of the state's biological resources, including rare, threatened,
and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act
(Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.) and other sections of the Fish and Game Code. The
Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program.
While the Department acknowledges that the SDRC is not a signatory to the NCCP, the project
site is located within the approved boundaries of the City of San Diego (City) Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). Ruffin Canyon is part of the City's Multi-
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA); therefore, to the extent feasible, the Department seeks for the
proposed project to be consistent with MSCP objectives.

The project site is set within an urban area of the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities.
The 'urban walks' would occur along existing developed City-approved public access
easements and other public right-of-way facilities including sidewalks and pedestrian street
crossings. Ruffin Canyon is surrounded primarily by single-family residential land uses. Taft
Middle School is located to the northeast of Ruffin Canyon and San Diego Gas & Electric
Company's Mission Control facility is located to the southwest of Ruffin canyon.

Conserving Ca(ifornia's Wi{([(ife Since 1870
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 2 of 4

Ruffin Canyon consists of approximately 100 acres of flat mesa tops and steep sloping canyon
terrain. Elevations within the canyon range from 140 feet above sea level in the southern
portions to approximately 400 feet above sea level in the northern portions. The canyon is
characterized by low slopes along the canyon bottoms, between 3-10% in most areas, with
steeply sided slopes, between 50-100%, on the canyon walls. Vegetation within the canyon
includes Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, native grasslands, southern willow scrub, and riparian
vegetation. There is also a dominant presence of non-native ornamental vegetation in proximity
to the residential land uses.

Drainage within the canyon follows a north-to-south route. A dry wash along the bottom of the
canyon carries storm water runoff from the project site to the San Diego River, and evidence of
substantial erosion is present along the canyon walls and in higher use areas adjacent to the
drainage in the upper canyon (near Gramercy Drive). Informal trails currently exist within Ruffin
Canyon, which are used on occasion by pedestrians exploring or traversing the canyon. The
use of these informal trails contributes to the erosion and degradation of the stream
environment in the open space areas of the proposed project.

In order to assist the SDRC in avoiding, minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related
impacts to biological resources, we offer the following comments and recommendations.

1. The Department has responsibility for wetland and riparian habitats. It is the policy of the
Department to strongly discourage development in wetlands or conversion of wetlands to
uplands. We oppose any development or conversion which would result in a reduction of
wetland acreage or wetland habitat values, unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures
there will be "no net loss" of either wetland habitat values or acreage. Development and
conversion include but are not limited to conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or
building of structures within the wetland, and channelization or removal of materials from the
streambed. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial, should be
retained and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic
values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. Mitigation
measures to compensate for impacts to mature riparian corridors must be included in the
MND and must compensate for the loss of function and value of a wildlife corridor.

a. The project area supports riparian and wetland habitats; therefore, a jurisdictional
delineation of the creeks and their associated riparian habitats should be included in the
MND. The delineation should be conducted pursuant to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service wetland definition adopted by the Department 1. Please note that some wetland
and riparian habitats subject to the Department's authority may extend beyond the
jurisdictional limits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

"Cowardin, Lewis M., et al. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the
United States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 3 of 4

b. The Department also has regulatory authority over activities in streams and/or lakes that
will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may
include associated riparian resources) of a river or stream, or use material from a
streambed. The MND should state that the areas defined with the current jurisdictional
delineation report are being regulated pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and
Game Code. While mitigation ratios to offset temporary and permanent impacts stated
in the MND meet minimum requirements pursuant to the County's Guidelines for
Determining Significance for Biological Resources, the Department will evaluate the
adequacy of ratios at the time the project applicant formally submits a streambed
notification package to the Lake and Streambed Alteration Program of the Department.

2. The MND proposes to mitigate the impacts to 0.368 acre of coastal sage scrub and 0.521
acre of mixed chaparral with 1.05 acres of coastal sage scrub within the MHPA at a 1:1
ratio; however, the restoration areas indicated in Figure 15 of the biological survey report do
not appear to be within the MHPA as indicated in Figure 2. The SDRC should review and
confirm the location of the proposed restoration areas and mitigation ratios and revise the
MND accordingly.

3. The MND should discuss the proposed trail alignment's consistency with the City's SAP
Section 1.5.2 General Management Directives: Public Access, Trails and Recreation (page
52):

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

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

4. Mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 refers to onsite restoration within existing disturbed areas and
refers to habitat enhancement being implemented in areas identified for mitigation. The
Department considers restoration to be the replacement of one vegetation type, such as
non-native grassland, to another, such as coastal sage scrub. Enhancement is considered
the improvement of existing vegetation using techniques such as invasive removal. The
MND should clearly identify the areas proposed for restoration and those proposed for
enhancement.

5. The MND should include a discussion addressing edge effects such as increased human
incursion and increased exotics in the proposed trial alignment.
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Mr. Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
April 22, 2013
Page 4 of 4

6. The MND should include a figure that shows the potential brush management areas.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the MND for this project and to assist the
SDRC in further minimizing and mitigating project impacts to biological resources. If you
should have any questions or comments regarding this letter please contact Jennifer
Edwards at (858)467-2717 or via email atJennifer.Edwards@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

D~~~
Acting Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

cc: David Zoutendyk, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

Comment Letter B
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Response to Comment Letter B 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
April 22, 2013 

B-1 The commenter notes that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is a 
Trustee and Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA. The commenter recognizes that the 
project is within the boundaries of the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP) and requests that the project be consistent with the 
MSCP SAP objectives. As discussed in Sections 3.4 and 3.10 of the Draft MND, the 
project is consistent with the MSCP SAP guidelines and management directives. 

B-2 The commenter describes the existing conditions of the project. Comment noted. 

B-3 The commenter notes that wetland impacts should be avoided where possible and 
mitigation provided to compensate for any loss of function and value of riparian 
corridors. Comment noted. 

B-4 The commenter states that a jurisdictional delineation should be included in the MND. A 
wetland delineation was performed and is addressed in the Biology Technical Report 
(Appendix A of the Draft MND).  

The commenter also requests that text be added to the MND to state that CDFW 
jurisdictional areas are regulated by Section 1600 eq seq. of the Fish and Game Code. 
This text has been added under the heading ‘CDFW Jurisdiction’ in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources in the Final MND. 

B-5 The commenter is correct in that the restoration area at Gramercy Drive is not located 
within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA); all others areas are located within the 
MHPA. Habitat impacts will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio to account for mitigation located 
both inside and outside the MHPA. The Final MND and Biology Technical Report have 
been edited to reflect this mitigation ratio. 

B-6 The proposed trail is being designed to conform to trail construction guidelines in the 
MSCP SAP as stated in Section 3.10, Land Use and Land Use Planning and Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources of the Draft MND. For example, the trail is located on disturbed 
hillsides to the extent feasible to avoid the sensitive streambed at the canyon bottom. In 
addition, the trail will be consistent with the City’s Consultant’s Guide to Park Design 
and Development, Appendix K – Trail Policies and Standards. 

B-7  Only restoration activities are being proposed in the identified mitigation areas, not 
enhancement. The Draft MND and Biological Technical Report have both been updated 
by removing all references to habitat enhancement. A restoration plan identifying 
restoration of biological resources is currently being prepared and will be submitted as 
part of the City’s Site Development Permit application. The areas identified for 
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restoration will be identified in the plan and include the decommissioning of 
unauthorized trails (with the exception of the City’s sewer access). 

B-8 The Draft MND discusses the potential edge effects of the project in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-
BIO-6 would reduce these effects to less than significant. Per the commenter’s request, 
the potential brush management areas have been added to Figure 1-5 in the Final MND 
and Figures 15 and 16 of the Biological Technical Report. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-14 ESA / 120929.00 
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Response to Comment Letter C 
City of San Diego Development Services Department 
April 22, 2013 

C-1 The commenter states that the restoration plan required as part of Mitigation Measure 
MM-BIO-5 needs to be completed prior to certification of the MND. Mitigation Measure 
MM-BIO-5 in the Draft MND states that “A Revegetation/Restoration Plan shall be 
prepared consistent with Attachment B of the Land Development Code (LDC) 2012 
Biology Guidelines.” Attachment B outlines specific performance standards that are to be 
incorporated in a restoration plan. Under CEQA, if a mitigation measure requires the 
preparation of a certain plan but it is not practical to define the specifics of the plan when 
the environmental document is prepared, the lead agency may defer formulation of the 
specifics of the plan if performance standards are identified. As such, preparation of the 
Revegetation/Restoration Plan for the project at a later date is permissible under CEQA. 
A Revegetation/Restoration Plan will be submitted to the City as part of the Site 
Development Permit (SDP) application. 

C-2 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-5 in the Draft MND requires that the 
Revegetation/Restoration Plan be prepared in accordance with Attachment B of the 
City’s LDC 2012 Biology Guidelines and includes mitigation for impacts to coastal wren 
habitat. 

C-3 Comment noted. See Response to Comment C-19. 

C-4 The Draft MND states that a deviation from the Environmental Sensitive Lands 
Regulations for impacts to wetland habitat is required from the City of San Diego, and 
would be considered as part of the SDP application to construct the project. It is 
recognized that the project, as defined, does not meet the criteria for granting a wetland 
deviation under the Essential Public Project option. Reference to this text has been 
deleted in the Final MND. A Biology Survey Report will be prepared and submitted to 
the City as part of the SDP application. The Report will address the Supplemental 
Findings identified in LDC Section 126.0504(c). 

C-5 A conceptual wetland mitigation plan will be included in the Revegetation /Restoration 
Plan that will be submitted to the City as part of the SDP application. See Response to 
Comment C-1. 

C-6 The proper reference date for the Biology Guidelines has been corrected in the Final 
MND and Biology Technical Report (BTR). 

C-7 See Response to Comment A-1. 

C-8 The commenter is requesting that the Draft MND and BTR be revised as recommended 
in the comments that follow. Comment noted. 

San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk 4-27 ESA / 120929.00 
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C-9 The text has been edited accordingly. 

C-10 Section 3.4, Biological Resources of the Final MND and the BTR have been 
updated with the following statement, and mitigation has been provided 
accordingly: “It should be noted that the City only recognizes “impacts” on a 
general scale and does not decipher between temporary and permanent impacts. 
While temporary impacts (defined as areas where the root systems of upland 
vegetation are maintained and vegetation may reestablish on its own) are 
anticipated to occur from project implementation, all impacts, whether temporary 
or permanent shall be mitigated as if they were “permanent” according to the 
City’s Biology Guidelines.” 

C-11 The Final MND and BTR have been revised accordingly. 

C-12 See Response to Comment C-4. 

C-13 See Response to Comment C-4. A BTR will be submitted to the City that includes the 
analysis of a Biologically Superior Option as part of the SDP application. 

C-14 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 has been revised to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. 

C-15 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3 has been revised to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. Per Mitigation Measure MM-
BIO-2 and MM-BIO-3, if host plant species for the cactus wren cannot be avoided then a 
salvage plan shall be included in the restoration plan for the project. As noted in 
Response to Comment C-1, the restoration plan will be submitted to the City for approval 
as part of the SDP application. 

C-16 See Response to Comment C-1. 

C-17 Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 has been edited to accommodate the intent of the 
commenter’s recommended language for this measure. 

C-18 The Draft MND concludes that the project is consistent with the City’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). A MSCP consistency analysis 
separate from the analysis conducted in the Draft MND is a specific City request and will 
be provided with the submittal of the SDP application to the City. 

C-19 The Draft MND concluded that the project is consistent with the MSCP SAP, 
including its policies, directives, and guidelines. See Sections 1.5, 3.4, and 3.10 of 
the Draft MND. To clarify that this consistency includes compliance with Section 
1.4.3 of the MSCP SAP (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines), the second to 
the last paragraph in Section 3.10, Land Use and Land Use Planning has been 
revised to read: “The project is being designed to be fully compliant with the 
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MHPA, including the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines set forth in Section 1.4.3 of 
the MSCP SAP; the Area Specific Management Directives in Table 3-5 of the 
MSCP SAP; the City’s ESL designation; and City trails specifications. The 
proposed trail would improve or replace existing informal trails segments with a 
more sustainable trail to create less environmentally damaging access through 
Ruffin Canyon and to improve the public’s ability to access the canyon. The 
proposed project adheres to the specific management policies and directives 
under MSCP Urban Habitat Lands, specifically guideline B16 which discusses 
the restoration of native vegetation along the San Diego River corridor. Section 
3.4, Biological Resources, discusses in detail the potential biological resources 
impacts.” 

C-20 The Final MND and the BTR have been updated to state that the project is consistent 
with Table 3-5 of the MSCP. See Response to Comment C-18 and C-19. 

C-21 Figures 1-2 and 1-5 in the Final MND have been revised to include the MHPA boundary. 

C-22 Figure 15 in the BTR has been revised to include the MHPA boundary. 

C-23 The commenter is recommending that Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-7 be added to the 
Final MND, which contains typical language specific to the City’s approval for project 
construction. It is at the City’s discretion to add this condition at the time of issuance of 
the SDP. As such, the mitigation measure has not been added to the Final MND. 
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Attn: Jim King, Project Manager 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 

City of San Diego 
Parks and Open Space 
202 C Street, MS 5D 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tel: (760) 436-3441 
Fax: (760) 436-3442 

April 22, 2013 

PALM DESERT OFFICE 

43100 COOK Sl"REET 
SUITE 202 

PALM DESERT, CA 92211 
Tel: (760) 7734463 
Fax: (760) 773-0919 

Via e-mail to cityclerk@sandiego.gov 

City of San Diego 
c/o City Clerk-Elizabeth Maland 
202 C Street, 2d Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Via e-mail to dsdweb@sandiego.gov 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Avenue, MS 301 
San Diego, CA 912101-4154 

Via e-mail to scottshennan@sandiego.gov 
Council Member Scott Sherman 
202 C Street, MS #IO-A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: San Diego River Tributary Canyons Project (Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk) 
Our Client: Escala Master Association 
File No. 2617 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please be advised that the law finn of Peters & Freedman, L.L.P. represents the Escala Master 
Association ("Association"). The purpose of this letter is to infonn you of the Association's 
objections to the San Diego River Conservancy's ("Conservancy") Notice of Intent to Adopt 
Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") regarding the proposed San Diego Tributary Canyons 
Project (Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk) a portion of which is proposed to be located within 
property owned and maintained by Escala Master Association.. Significant adverse effects to the 
environment will occur due to the proposed project, which warrant an EIR 
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I. Background 

The Escala community consists of approximately 773 upscale residences within a private gated 
community. The Conservancy and other related agencies are proposing to develop a pedestrian/non­
motor vehicular "trail" for use by the public, a portion of which is located on, and traverses directly 
through, the Association's property. The "trail" will consists of the sidewalk along Northside Drive, 
leading to the Association's property consisting of an open space lot at the most northern portion of 
the EscaJa community project, located near the bottom of Ruffin Canyon. The trail proposes to 
proceed into the steep slopes of Ruffin Canyon for over one mile until it reaches Gramercy Road. 
To the south of Escala, the proposed "trail" is located on the Portofino Apartment property, which 
leads to a tunnel below Friars Road. The tunnel connects to commercial property (Fcnton 
Marketplace) on the South side of Friars Road (i.e. Costco). Gates exist at each terminus of the 
tunnel which limit access. 

Below are the preliminary objections which the Association has with respect to this project at this 
time. As further information and documentation is produced and obtained regarding this matter, the 
Association reserves the right to modifY andior supplement such objections: 

II. Objections 

1. Incompatible and/or Conflicting Purposes. The Conservancy and related organizations have 
stated various and conflicting purposes for the trail, including but not limited to (I) connection of 
the Serra Mesa community with Mission CitylMission Valley and the Fenton Marketplace (See 
MND Section 1.1); (2) to "provide a means for pedestrians and bicyclists to pass through various 
planning areas", (3) recreational use; and (4) use for "local access to shopping" and to "regional 
transit". Further, the report refers to "urban walks", which are not defined and appear inconsistent 
with the use of a steep "canyon trail". 

Most telling ofthe lack of need for this project is that the MND admits "operation of the trail would 
not differ much from existing conditions which already support an unofficial trail system" (See 
MND page 3-44), and contemplates only "minimal" or "infrequent" users (i.e. the "occasional 
hiker"). If that is the case, the proposed project will not promote the Conservancy's stated goal of 
"improving accessibility or connectivity", and therefore should not be pursued. 

The entire MND primarily focuses on the alleged impacts of "construction" of the trail being subject 
to mitigation or not having an impact. See, i.e. MND Page 3-44, 3-46, 3-50. However, the MND is 
deficient as to a real and practical analysis of the actual long-term operation and use of the trail. 

The reference to "cooperation with local community groups" (MND Section 1.1) is misleading. and 
implies that the communities which the Conservancy proposes to "link" including local residents 
located adjacent to the trial, have been provided full notice, disclosure and an opportunity to voice 
objection/comment as to the proposed public access. Neither the residents, including EscaJa 
residents, nor the San Diego Unified School District (Taft Middle School) are reflected as haying 
received formal notice of the proposed MND. 
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We note that the San Diego River Conservancy's primary emphasis, as stated in the SD River's Trail 
Gaps Analysis (October 2010) is to pursue a continuous link along the San Diego River, from 
"Julian" to the Pacific Ocean. Other goals include promoting education, facilitating the preservation 
of environmentally sensitive lands. Allowing public access to the Escala property does not appear 
to promote such goals. 

2. Lack of lIn adequate Disclosure. There has been a lack of and/or inadequate disclosure as to the 
proposed trail consisting of "Urban Walks" and a canyon trail connecting communities north of the 
canyon (Serra Mesa) to those in the south (Escala). Further, disclosure as to the potential alternatives 
and/or elimination of same were not adequately made and have not been addressed. 

Also, noticeably absent from the list of entities/persons to which notice of the MND was provided 
are the individual homeowners within Escala, and the owners of lots bordering Ruffin Canyon to 
which the proposed "trail" is located almost immediately adjacent. Further, it does not appear that 
San Diego Unified School District was notified or provided disclosure as to potential impacts, such 
as safety and security, due to a public access trail being installed next to Taft Middle School. 

3. Failure to Prepare an EIR. It is our understanding that the City and/or Conservancy have 
declined to prepare an EIR, and instead propose to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
("MND"). The failure to prepare an EIR for this particular project violates CEQA, as there are 
numerous significant environmental impacts that will result, as are noted in the MND, and a number 
of which are detailed below. In addition, we understand there has been no analysis of alternative 
routes (i.e. Sandrock) outside of the Association's property, as would normally occur as part of an 
EIR. An EIR must address potential alternatives before eliminating or refraining from pursuing 
same. Further, the impacts of the entire proposed project must be fully disclosed and analyzed. A 
piecemeal approach as to the single portion which is the subject of the MND is not compliant with 
the relevant requirements. The Association is prepared to exercise all available legal and equitable 
remedies to compel a proper and full environmental review. 

4. Access Within Gated Community. Escala was established, and approved by relevant City 
authorities, as a gated community, for the purpose of excluding unauthorized persons from its 
property. The Master Association, not the City or Conservancy, is responsible to maintain, repair 
and replace its property, including the proposed "trail" to be located within the property. See 
CC&Rs Section 6.1 and 6.2 .. The prospect of a "public trail" through the Association's property 
only compromises the intent that the community be closed to access by the general public and 
presents safety and security issues that are not discussed or disclosed in the MND or otherwise. 

Further, no limits on hours of use are discussed or proposed in the MND. Be advised that even 
assuming the trail is subsequently approved, Escala will continue to provide for restricted access to 
its community, and will limit hours of use (i.e. sunrise to sunset). 

Per relevant agreements pertaining to the tunnel, access to other portions of the trail which are to 
connect with Escala are limited and were disclosed as being limited or may be limited. The Friar' s 
tunnel was constructed with gates at each terminus. In addition, there are portions of the proposed 
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trail which were not designated for access by the public. Such "gaps" in the proposed trail, making 
public access within Escala unnecessary. 

5. Crime. Access by the public to a community which was built as gated almost certainly increases 
the potential for crime. The Conservancy's San Diego River Tributary Canyons Report 2010 Report 
("2010 Report") on page 2-44 specifically notes that crime is a real concern. Further, while the 20 I 0 
Report on such page notes that "patrols should be provided for trail areas on a random schedule" 
(page 2-44), the MND conversely notes that no additional personnel such as police services, are 
anticipated. (See MND Section 3.14, page 3-67). 

Also noticeably absent from any discussion of the MND is safety and crime concerns involving 
installation of a formal trail open to the public which passes immediately adjacent to Taft Middle 
Schoo!' At minimum, such a trail that can be accessed presents an attractive nuisance to middle 
school students or others in relation to the schoo!. Construction of the trail only facilitates 
unauthorized access by middle school students, to the detriment of their safety, and for strangers 
originating from the trail entering onto school grounds, where no access existed before. We note that 
San Diego Unified School District was not a listed party as receiving Notice of the MND so that they 
may object or provide comment. 

6. Soils/Geological Concerns. The MND in Section 3.6 specifically notes erosion and slope 
slippage concerns as to the proposed trail on the open space within Escala. See Report ofNinyo & 
Moore dated January 28,2013 attached as Appendix C to the MND. Further, the 2010 Report 
acknowledges that the slopes within Escala contain the "steepest slopes found along the trail route 
in Mission Valley", and that the "improvements proposed for steep portions of the slope may require 
special treatment to minimize the potential for erosion and other (related) problems." (See 2010 
Report, page 2-39.) Clearly, this concern has not been fully analyzed or discussed. It is our 
understanding that concerns as to run off and erosion were also raised by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. A full environmental study is needed to assess and account for these factors. 

In addition, the 2010 Report sets forth an exhibit highlighting the open space within Escala area as 
being subject to potential liquefaction. (See Diagram 2.8 to the 201 0 Report). This is not mentioned 
or accounted for in the MND. 

The proposed restoration/revegetation does not appear to discuss permanent impacts, including 
prevention and/or monitoring for slope failure and erosion, of an area which is already admitted 
prone to erosion. Nor have the proposed mitigation measures been analyzed to determine impact 
to soils and erosion, and potential consequences to the residences below and near the canyon. 
Further, the impact of increase in human use/access of the canyon has not been addressed, such as 
increased trash, dog droppings, off-leash damage to habitat. 

In Section 3.9 addressing "Hydrology", very little or no discussion of existing conditions or the 
existing trail is made, and the new proposed's trail's long term effect on the area, particularly the 
Escala property. 
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7. Exacerbation of Risk of Fire. The MND fails to address issues raised in the Report as to 
restoration of certain vegetation that was noted to cause concerns over increased fire and erosion 
hazards. (See 2010 Report, page 2-30.) This concern is increased where increased human access 
would be encouraged via a fonnal trail. A full environmental study is required to address the impact 
on potential fire hazards. 

8. Circulation and Traffic. As noted in the 2010 Report and MND (page 1-9), no public parking 
is available within Escala, which is a gated community. Thus, the prospect for access by the puhlic 
over the trail within Escala is not real or practical. This factual scenario is distinguishable from a 
trailhead where ample public parking exists, in which encouragement of public use would make 
sense. 

While the MND states the "trail would improve accessibility and connectivity for the residential 
communities and encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation such as walking and biking" 
(Page 3-44), it is not realistic that persons in Serra Mesa will travel almost 2 miles by foot (or by 
bike) over the steep mountainous paths within Ruffin Canyon, to the Mission City shopping center 
to buy goods at Costco, Lowes or lkea, or to reach the Mission Valley Library and travel back to their 
home, nor that persons in Mission City would traverse a steep trail to reach a park, or recreation 
center or business district in Serra Mesa that serves primarily residents of Serra Mesa. Any shopping 
at such stores would necessarily involve travel by vehicle, rendering pedestrian access for such 
purpose from Serra Mesa to Mission City unnecessary. It is clear the alleged desire to "connect" the 
communities over Ruffin Canyon ("linking upland neighborhoods north and south" to the river and 
its related amenities", as stated by the Conservancy) is not well thought out, and does not make 
sense. 

While private pathways within Escala may encourage Escala residents to walk to the Fenton 
Marketplace, a public connection through Ruffin Canyon encourages trespass on private property, 
and should be denied. 

In addition, until other more significant connections to other portions of the San Diego River are 
actually pursued and constructed, the full impact of which has not been analyzed nor is the subject 
of this MND, the small portion of "trail" proposed within Escala is futile and not useful. 

9. Public Services. Surprisingly, the MND in Section 3.14 states there is "no impact" on the need 
for new facilities. However, the Conservancy has failed to explain how members of the public 
access who hike over a canyon several miles and through the gated private community of Esc ala will 
not require necessary public facilities, such as water fountains, bathrooms, trash cans, etc. Per the 
maps attached to the MND, persons must walk over two miles from Gramercy Drive to the Fenton 
Marketplace before being able to access a public bathroom with running water. Further, with an 
increase in use by the public, there would naturally be an increased demand for emergency services 
including but not limited to police and fire/ambulance (i.e. heat related conditions (heat stroke), falls, 
snake bites, crime, etc.), which is not addressed. No increase in trash or other service is addressed. 

10. Improper Expansion of Scope and Use of Trail. The original purpose of the Mission Valley 
portion of the trail is for "pedestrian" use, which is referred to throughout the Conservancy's 
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Concept PlanlReport (see pages 1-4, 1-5, 1-9,2-15,3-25 and 3-33.) Further, the initial Candidate 
Findings for the Mission City Specific Plan refer to "pedestrian access" and a 'strong pedestrian 
focus" . The MND now appears to expand the stated use to "a path for pedestrians and bicyclists". 
The impact of having bicyclists on what is primarily an 8 (eight) foot wide unpaved path within the 
Association necessarily presents a danger and the direct potential for injury where both are traveling 
together in such close proximity and in such narrow width. Further, while the stated purpose of such 
trail is to connect "two communities" (Serra Mesa to Mission city area), there would be no real or 
practical path for bicyclists over "steep slopes", as Ruffin Canyon is described both in the 2010 
Report and MND. 

We note that the SDR Trail Gaps Analysis (October 2010) refers to certain multi use paths not being 
recommended for bicycles. See 1.3.8 and 1.3.11. The report further indicates that each segment of 
the project shall be evaluated as to accessibility by bicyclists on a 'project by project" basis. Thus, 
any inclusion and expansion of use to include bicyclists would be inappropriate and should be 
denied, in the case of sidewalks and portions of the trail on Association property, and on steep 
canyon trails. 

11. Visual/Aesthetic Impacts. The trail is proposed to be located immediately adjacent to the 
single family residences within Escala. (See MND, page 3-69, Section (a». The MND in Section 
3.1 finds only a "less than significant impact" on aesthetics due to the proposed trail. In many cases, 
the trail is proposed only several feet from many of the Escala residences. Imagine a resident sitting 
in their dining room and having trail users pass in front of their windows on a continuous basis. 
Such activity will result in a significant nuisance and loss of reasonable use and enjoyment of these 
homes. 

12. Noise. In Section 3.12, the MND focuses on "noise" that will be associated with construction 
and/or maintenance of the trail, but wholly omits any discussion as to the noise associated with 
everyday use of the proposed trail, and its impact on residents living immediately adjacent to the 
trail. Any EIR should include a full analysis of the noise impact due to the use by humans, dogs, and 
the like. 

13. Impact on PrODertv Values and Loss of Taxable Value. Property values will be negatively 
affected due to the public having access over what was designed and constructed as a private, gated 
restricted access community. The property taxes and other taxes from these properties which are 
enjoyed by the various governmental entities will be reduced, due to a project of this type and scope, 
within several feet of these homes. It is apparent that lenders as to this project will not be able to 
recover or protect their interest in these properties ifthis project proceeds as planned. 

14. Inapplicability of ADA to Association Property. 

We note that there are several references to accessible areas by handicapped persons in relation to 
the ADA. Please note that the Association is not bound by ADA requirements with respect to its 
property. The Association is not required to modif'y or construct its property so as to meet such 
requirements, contrary to reference to same. Further, natural run-off on portions of the trail often 
create crevices which may make portions of same unusable by handicapped persons. This has not 
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been studied or analyzed as part of the MND. Thus, any path within the Association will not result 
in furthering the goal of such access. 

1 S. Further Action. 

In summary, the above issues demonstrate that the proposed project will result in significant adverse 
impacts to the environment, specifically, the Escala property. The Association is prepared and 
intends to pursue any and all legal or equitable remedies to protect the interests of Escala and its 
members, and its property, as to the above matters. 

We and other representatives and members of the Esca1a Master Association intend to be present at 
the meetinglhearing on May 2, 2013 regarding this proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

PETERS & FREEDMAN, L.L.P. 

Da~Sq. 
DMP:LFM:im 
Enclosures 
cc: Board of Directors 

G:' 261261 7\LFM\LTRISDRC 01 
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Rutfirt/SlIndroQmyDn 

The lower portions of Sandrod; and Ruffin canyons are In a more natural condition thin d'le upper 
perticns. The upper pcrtIons of the canyons are heavily Impacted by Invasive exotic species and offer 
excellent restoration opportunities. The majority of the length of the canyon bottom In the upper half 
of both canyons is dominated by fan palm (Washingtonla rcbusrDJ. pepper tree (Schinus rereblnthlfolia), 
and other exotic spedes. Willows (SQlbc spp.), mulefat (Saccharts salidfoIia), a nd other wetland specfes 
are present, wIllch Indicates appropriate hydrology for riparian restoration. Much of the upland slopes 
adjacent te the drainage are dominated by keplant and could be restened to C5S or CH habitats. 
Elimination of thIs large source of eKOtic species In the upper reaches of the drainage would eliminate 
a long-term threat to downstream degradation of natural habitats in the MHPA and the San Diego 
River corrlder. Detailed mapping of restoration areas was net completed during this phase of the 
project. but preliminary mapping Indicates a minimum of2 acres of restoration area available In 
Sandrock canyon and at least 1 acre Is avadable In Rullin canyon (see Rgure 2.4). Whlfe the actual 
extent of upland restoration that Is possIble needs te be Vl!I1fied with detailed surveys. thIs estlmate 
could double. Additional restoration opportunitfes exist elsewhere In the canyon, IncludIng a badly 
eroding hillside lceated on the northern edge of the SDG&E parcel in Sandrock Canyon. Restoration of 
this area would be challenging, but highly benefidal te water quality. habitat quality, and trail stability. 

Some opposltfon from adjacent residents te restoration of C55 and CH habitats may be encountered 
due to concerns over Incresed fire and erosion hazards perdeved to be assocIated with the work. 
TechnIcal approaches to address these concerns are aval/able, but assuaging the associated fear of 
neighboring property owners may be more drfficult 

Mission Vallq 

Resteration areas wIthin the study area of MiSSion Valley include the eradication of invasive exotic 
species within the existing riparian corridor and the possible expansion of riparian habitat Without 
detailed biological surveys. it Is not possible to quantify the extent of exotic species to be removed. 

2-30 

Such detail could be developed during future planning phases. 

expansion of the floodplain and riparian habitat could potentIally 
be achieved on the north side of the river through regrading 
the I!XIstlng storm channel extendIng from the end of Fenton 
Part-Wily Thts chame! delivers stormwater from Ruffin Canyon te 
tht: San Dlegt.t River and i, currently refat1yel~ narrow. Pvrt10ns of 
the small undeveloped parcel Immediately scuth of the Fenton 
Parkway trolley alIon could be graded to lower elevations to 
establish new riparian habitat SImilar efforts could potentially 
be applied to the old practice field site located dlreclfy to the 
east of Fenton Parkway. It Is Important to note that these areas 
have limited capacrty te balance cut and fill gradIng on site. and 
exporting exl:e5S art material is ofttIn prohibitively expensive. 
These issues may place practical Omits on the extent of npafllm 
expansion that can be accomplished; however, Its I'I!aImmended 
that such aebons be considered In assOCiation With the more 
detailed plannmg required for a liver 005smg. 
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2.9 Slopes 
In genera~ slopes on the floor of Mission Valley are gentle and the slopes of the valley walls are 
extremely steep. Selection of feasible trail routes from the valley floor to the mesa tops requires 
detailed Investigation of the topography of various possible routes (see Figure 2.9). 

Ruftin/Sandroclc Canyon 

Ruffin and Sandrock canyons are characterized by low slopes along the canyon bottom (3-10% In 
most areas) surrounded by steep slde slopes on the canyon walls ranging as high as SO to 100%. Trails 
placed on canyon walls will require careful siting and construction to achieve appropriate footing, 
benching, and tread stability. It will be necessarY for at least a portion of the traR to be placed on the 
steep canyon walls in order to connect the trail the full length of the canyon from its. lower oudet to its 
upper extremities. 

Ellison C"nyon 

Slopes In Bllson canyon are similar to those found in Ruffin canyon; however, Ihe slope of the overall 
canyon floor Is substantially steeper, ranging from , 0-15% on average. As with Ruffin Canyon. It will 
be necessarY for at least a short portion of II trail through Ellison Canyon to be placed on the steep 
canyon walls in order to connect the trail to the canyon rim. Trail segments that cross steep sideslopes 
In the canyons may require spedal treatment such as retaining walls or stairs to minimize potential for 
erosion and other problems. 

Mission Valley 

The Mission Valley segment is characterized by slopes less than 8% in most areas, and less than 15% in 
all areas. The Escala development contains the steepest slopes found along the trail route In Mi5sion 
Valley, but it has been designed with appropriate trail grades integrated into the development. No 
significant slope issues are anticipated wllhln the Mission Valley segment. 

The following prlnr.lples guKle the IJ~ of slope Inform .. tlon through the remainder of 
the proJf!tt. 

1 Tra.s shall be located on slopes that 0)Ilf0rm t,(>!he CIty of san DIego TIIII 
Standard' ¥lhele-ever poSSible 

2 Tlalls shall be deSIgned to maXimize safety Ind minimIZe ma'"tenan~e and 
er'JSlon problems where Ihey must be placed on steep slopes. 

2.10 Scenic Resources 
MISSion Vaney IS a commumty With Significant scemc resources induding the nller. valley walls. 
canyons. and mesa tops. Each of these features can be seen from publIC vantage pOints as Identified 
In Figure 2 9. MISSIOn Valley and Its scenic resources are among the first things that visitors see when 
traveling from the east to the CIty of San Diego and are valued by San Diego residents as part of the 
beauty of San Otego Any proposed changes to the scenic charactet I)f MISSion Valley should be 
carefully conSidered 

The Visual charader of MiSSion Valley can be descrrbed in response to Its baSIC landforms, as outlined 
below 
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The follOWIng prlndples guide the use of scenic resource Informabon through the 
remainder of the project. 

1. Trail routing shall maximize sceniC viewing opportUnities along the trail corridor 

2. Trail routing and design shall minimize alteration of natunllandforms, habitats, 
and other valued scenic elements. 

3 Trail bclhties shall be designed to compiJment their natural and built 
surrour,dlngs In scale, color, and materials. 

2.11 Crime 
ARJIS (Automated Regional Justice Information System) data for the project area shows relatively 
high crime rates in the urban core of the Normal Heights neighborhood, relatively low crime rates in 
Mission Valley and the northern portions of Normal Heights near the proposed trail, and relatively 
moderate crime rates in Serra Mesa. Crime rates generaUy Increase with proximity to urban centers, 
roads, and highways, and decrease doser to canyons and open space. See Agure 2.10 

For the successful ImplementatIOn of any traO project, It Is critical to establish what effect, If any, trail 
construction has on crime. Crime Is a common Issue of concern for reSidents with homes or property 
adjacent to, or near a proposed trail. Although It Is II common concern, research indicates that trails 
typically have a neutral to positive effect on crime and vandaRsm. This Is generally attributed to the 
fact that well-planned public trails attract a user group of responsible citizens. This "eyes on the street" 
effect is shown to discourage crime, vandalism, and homeless encampments along a trail corridor. 
Attracting responsible users to trails can be accomplished by providing the proper amenities such as 
quality trail construction, trash cans, benches, and kiosks. It is also accomplished through patrolling 
by rangers and encouraging community stewardship of public rights-of-way, particularly events such 
as nature walks, environmental cleanups, and trail maintenance parties. 

One good example of the interplay between trails and crime Is found in Seattle. A study conducted by 
the Seattle Engineering Department's Office for Planning found the existence of the Burke-Gllman Trail 
in Seattle has little, if any, effect on crime and vandalism near and adjacent to the traU corridor. Police 
officers Interviewed found no greater Incidence of burglaries and vandalism of homes along the trail. 
Residents interviewed reported that the estabUshment of the trail has helped to decrease the amount 
of litter, and discourage vagrants within the corridor. Real estate agents who buy and sell homes In 
areas near arid adjacentto the trail found the trail broughtan increase in property values and proVided 
an added seiling ""lnt Similar expenences have been documented in cities throughout the country. 
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Project GuhIeIIrte. 

The folloWIng prInCiple! guide the use of cnme information through the remainder of 
the project. 

1. TnJis shall be designed to maxlllllze Vlslbllit.y along t.he trail 

2 Trailheads shall be designed to dISCOurage unwanted 10ltenng and shall Include 
user safety infot matlon 

3 Patrols shall be provided for trail areas on a random schedule. Contact 
Inform&tlon for rangers or other patrolhng groups shall be posted at trallheads. 
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The discussion below provides detailed lnfonnztlo:l and recommendations for Alternative 1. see 
Appendix A for similar descriptions of Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Access Points 

Tite southern trailhead for the recommended alignment (Alternative 1) beg i ns at the end of an 
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. . asphalt utility tum-around area just north of Northside Drive and 
just west of the sewer access path that extends down into the 
canyon. Basic trailhead signage and a kiosk are proposed, and 
smallinterpre:!ve elements could \lotent: .. lly be added. The stc:m 
dmln Inlet that carries all runoff from Ruffin ilnd Silndrock Canyons 
to the river lies directly adjacent to the proposed trailhead, offering 
an excellent opportunity for Interpretive Informatiorl focusing on 
w"ter quality, watershed functior., and lite ecoiogbl connection 
be~n the cany:lns end the San Diego River. The tra!lhead is 
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an existing tunnel under Friar's Road provides a separated and safe pedestrian crossing of 
Friar's Road. 

an existing network of sidewalks and urban trails provides public routes through residential 
and commercial areas on the valley floor (the Mission City Trail). 

Each of these items individually provides major advantages as compared to other parts of the valley, 
but the fact that they all occur along one cross-section ofthe valley is a very fortuitous combination. 
That fortune is further enhanced by the land uses, ownership patterns, and amenities that exist along 
the route. SpeCifically, 

The Normal Heights and Serra Mesa neighborhood business districts anchor each end of the 
route, and Fenton Marketplace provides a major commercial/retail node at the proposed trail's 
connection to the San Diego River Trail. 

The route connects directly to major residential popUlations in each of the three communities. 

The route connects directly to the Fenton Parkway trolley station, allowing optimal 
connectivity between pedestrian networks and public transit and posing new transit­
enhanced recreational opportunities. 

The Mission Valley library, Serra Mesa library, Adams Recreation Center, Serra Mesa Recreation 
Center, Adams Elementary School, Normal Heights Elementary School, Taft Middle School, 
Wegeforth Elementary School, and future San Diego River Discovery Center lie directly on or 
near the route. 

No other location in the valley has the extent of City-owned land found on and around the 
Qualcomm Stadium site, which is directly adjacent to the proposed trail route. A probable 
future redevelopment of the stadium site is likely to include new amenities that could 
transform this portion of the valley into a major hub of recreational activity along the San 

Diego River. 

Project Vision 
The San Diego RiverTributary Canyons Project is envisioned to build on the vision and goals 
established for the San Diego River corridor and its surrounding communities, and to respond to the 
environmental, social, recreational, and transportation needs of the river and residents. A strategic 
conceptual plan and feasibility report for the cross-valley trail concept is the first step. The trail Is 
to be part of an inter-neighborhood pedestrian network, consisting of designated neighborhood 
routes and canyon trails that will link upland neighborhoods north and south of the San Diego 
River to the river and its related amenities. The project will achieve community planning goals and 
reflect the Conservancy's multiple interests: land conservation, recreation and education, natural and 
cultural resource preservation and restoration, and maintenance of water quality and natural flood 
conveyance. 

1.3 Goals and Objectives 

The Conservancy's mission is based on a balanced approach to providing for preservation, 
conservation, and restoration of natural and cultural resources along with enhancing opportunities 
for recreation and education. Goals and objectives for the Tributary Canyons Project are structured 
to reflect the Conservancy's miSSIOn. Goals provide broad vision and definition of purpose for the 
project, whereas objectives articulate specific measures that support one or more goals. 
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Goal #1 - Recreation: Improve recreational access to the San Diego River and its 
tributary canyons. 

o Objective 1 -1: Provide canyon trails that maximize the users' ability to view and 
experience natural open space responsibly. 

~ ~ 

o Objective 1 -2: Provide a trail experience that appeals to a wide cross-section of the publiC. 

o Objective 1 -3: Maximize functional connections to the San Diego River Trail, urban 
pedestrian routes, and other trails. 

Goal #2 - Transportation: Improve non-vehicular transportation options for 
movement within and between neighborhoods. 

o Objective 2-1: Connect Normal Heights and Serra Mesa to Mission Valley by way 
of the most direct, safe, and logical pedestrian routes possible. 

o Objective 2-2: Maximize functional connections to residential, commercial, office, 
recreational, community destination points and the trolley. 

o Objective 2-3: Maximize functionality for pedestrian users, while incorporating 
multimodal accessibility for bicycles and disabled access as much as possible. 

Goal #3 - Environmental: Preserve and enhance natural resources and processes. 

o Objective 3-1: Avoid and minimize biological, cultural, water quality, and other 
environmental impacts of trails to the maximum possible extent. 

o Objective 3-2: Restore existing degraded habitats near the trail corridor. 

o Objective 3-3: Improve water quality through proper trail deSign, use of permeable 
surfaces, and incorporation of bioswales and similar BMP's. 

o Objective 3-4: Demonstrate sustainable development through maximizing use of recycled 
and green materials. 

Goal #4 - Education: Promote environmental awareness and learning. 

o Objective 4-1: Implement comprehensive interpretive programs that address 
San Diego's natural and cultural resources, green building practices, fire-safe and 
water-wise landscape design, and environmental conservation initiatives. 

o Objective 4-2: Incorporate interpretive elements into all aspects of the trail corridor for 
fully integrated appeal. 

The goal of this report is to summarize the process followed during the planning of the project, to 
articulate the proposed designs for the trail route and its related amenities, and to outline a strategic 
plan for the implementation of the project that the Conservancy can use to prepare for the next steps 
in the process. 
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~~d'~~~i~~s ~;hi~'N~;~~i'H~i~h~~~~d' S~;r;M~;~"Th~ Ci;~ ~sh~;~s';h~d~;~;~~~ ;~;~bli~h~;h~-;;;iI r.s 
connections proposed by this project. All work proposed by the project has been coordinated with 
the City throughout the planning process in an effort to be consistent with City goals. 

" Normal Heights Mobility Study 
~ I · , 

The mobility study, completed in 2006, identifies issues and 
needs for non-vehicular mobility within Normal Heights. It 
indicates the potential for a pedestrian/bicycle connection to 
Mission Valley within Ellison Canyon. It also highlights North 
Mountain View Drive and Hawley Street as major existing 
pedestrian and bicycle routes within the community. These 
observations and recommendations are consistent with the 
goals of the Tributary Canyons Project and provide strong 
support for the selected connection to Normal Heights. The 
pedestrian and bicycle routes noted in the study connect the 
trail project to the rest of the community and to major urban 
trail routes that extend beyond Normal Heights into North 
Park and City Heights. 

City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan 
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The City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan (Phase 1 completed in 2006) was developed as a guide 
for the City to plan and Implement new or enhanced pedestrian projects. The plan alms to help the 
City enhance neighborhood quality and mobility options by identifying and prioritizing pedestrian 
projects based on technical analYSis and community input. The vision identified in the plan is to create 
a safe, accessible, connected and walkable pedestrian environment that enhances neighborhood 
quality and promotes walking as a practical and attractive means of transportation In a cost-effective 
manner. The Tributary Canyons Project is consistent with the vision and goals of this plan by providing 
safe, accessible pedestrian connectivity between neighborhood, transportation and commercial 
infrastructure. 
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Three major linear barriers exist to foot or bicycle traffic traveling across the valley: 1) Interstate 
8, 2) the San Diego River, and 3) Friar's Road. Additional barriers to movement across the valley 
are presented by the various developments present, which have, in general, blocked pedestrian 
movement through them. The portion of Mission Valley being studied is unique in that solutions for 
each of these typical issues (except a San Diego River crossing) are already in place, and they happen 
to lie precisely in line with the trail alignment proposed by this study. These solutions include: 

Interstate 8; Pedestrian traffic can cross 1-8 in several 
places in Mission Valley, however, the Mission City Parkway 
overpass bridge Is the only place where pedestrians can 
cross the freeway without being forced to cross numerous 
freeway ramps or associated busy surface streets. 

Friar's Roqd; During the development of Fenton 
Marketplace and the Escala residential community, an old 
truck tunnel used by gravel mining operations in the area 
was converted to a pedestrian undercrossing of Friar's 
Road. The tunnel was closed for several years following its 
construction, but was finally opened for public use in the 
summer of 2009. 

Development; Fenton Marketplace was planned in the 
1990's, guided by the Mission City Specific Plan, and 
construction began in late 1999. The Specific plan called 
for a circulation system that promoted pedestrian and 
bicycle travel as well as access to City open space in 
Ruffin Canyon. Fenton Marketplace includes a pedestrian 
promenade with a row of pedestrian-oriented shops on 
its western edge. The existing sidewalk and pedestrian 
experience is well-suited to foot traffic and provides an 
efficient and safe route from the San Diego River to the 
Friar's Road tunnel. The Escala development was designed 
with a pej"stri?~ ~h called the Mission City Traii 
connecting the Friar's Road tunnel to various points within 
the development and to the mouth of Ruffin Canyon. The 

intent of the Mission City Trail was that it be open to the public to allow public access from Ruffin 
Canyon through Escala and Fenton Marketplace to the light rail station along the river. 

Project Guidelines 

The following principles guide the use of the existing tra il information through the 
remainder of the project: 

1. EXisting trails shall be used to the maximum extent possible. 

2. Existing trails shall not be used where they present safety hazards to users, 
create unnecessary long-term environmental impacts, or conflict with adopted 
land use policies. 

3. Existing trails not needed for implementation of this project and not 
considered suitable for future trail projects shall be closed. 
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Recommended design for the trailhead is based upon 1) the park-like qualities of the space, 2) 
potential nuisance factors for neighbors, and 3) visibility and aesthetic considerations from Sandrock 
Road. The proposed design provides an enhanced experience beyond basic trailhead amenities, but 
avoids features that could generate substantial noise or unwanted activity. The recommended design 

includes the following features: 

An 8'wide improved trail with a class II road base surface is proposed from the end of Sandrock 
Road through the western edge of the trailhead area. 

The entry path from Sandrock Road Is marked by a pair of cairns identifying the trail (see 
Design Guidelines section). 

Native landscape buffer plantings are proposed on the east and west edges of the space to 
minimize potential nuisance factors for neighboring properties and improve the aesthetics of 
the area. 

A native plant and water conservation demonstration garden is proposed in the northern 
portion of the flat R.O.w. area. The demonstration garden could illustrate fire-safe and water 
conserving solutions recommended for use on residential lots on canyon edges. The 'design 
should include class II gravel surfacing on paths and a well planned mix of groundcovers that 
require minimum weeding and maintenance. Basic plant identification information should be 
provided along with sources of additional information. 

The garden includes a central space that could host naturalist presentations or interpretive 
installations as well as a standard informational kiosk (see Design Guidelines section). The trail 
side of the kiosk should contain a trail map, trail rules, and similar information. The garden side 
of the kiosk should contain interpretive information and garden-related facts. Several large 
rectangular stone seats are proposed within the central space as well. 

Community Connec(ions 

The recommended alignment (Alternative 1) provides a direct connection between Serra Mesa and 
Mission VaHey through a diverse landscape. The southern end of the trail leaves the Ruffin Canyon 
natural area and connects to the Escala development, the Mission CityTrail and Fenton Marketplace 
thereby creating the pedestrian corridor envisioned In community plans and reinforced in the specific 
area plan for eastern Mission Valley. There is no other feasible link between Serra Mesa and Mission 
Valley meeting the goals of the project other than the alignments that converge at the mouth of Ruffin 
Canyon. 

The northern end of the trail provides a connection to the Serra Mesa business district one block 
further to the north. The Serra Mesa Recreation Center, Serra Mesa Library, and Taft Middle School are 
a short walk to the north and east. Though Alternatives 2 and 3 provide a more direct connection to 
those three facilities, the recommended alignment (Alternatil(e 1) provides a better overall connection 
to the center of the community. 

Trai/Route 

Sandrock and Ruffin canyons offer an expansive, natural canyon experience for trail users. The 
recommended alignment through Sandrock Canyon offers a more diverse trail experience than the 
other two alternatives, which both have a more immersive, rugged character along nearly their entire 
length. The lower segment (roughly half of the length) of the recommended alignment has the same 
sort of rugged, immerslve natural character, which affords the user a sense of escape from urban 
development and a view of unaltered native habitats. The canyon is wider, deeper, and generally 
natural in the lower half, and the trail is located near the canyon floor. The upper segments have a 
more"urban transitional" character given that the upper end ofthe canyon is narrower, shallower, 
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Mission City Trail 

The Mission City Trail was first identified as a planned element in 
the Mission City Specific Plan to provide a continuous pedestrian 
route from Ruffin Canyon open space, through residential and 
commercial developments, to the MTS trolley station beside the 
San Diego River. The Mission City Trail was implemented as part 
of the Escala residential community and Fenton Marketplace 
shopping center. With the opening ofthe pedestrian tunnel 
under Friar's road in 2009, the vision of the Mission City Trail was 
complete. It is a tremendous asset to the community, providing 
for a safe, pleasant, and wheelchair-accessible route to a variety 
of destinations, including the pedestrian-oriented shops in 
Fenton Marketplace, Ruffin Canyon open space, and the Fenton 
Parkway trolley station. 

No changes or Improvements are recommended for the existing 
trail alignment, width, or surfacing. However, additional 
wayfinding elements are proposed for the Mission City Trail to 
help create a single identity with the proposed canyon trails and 
to assist navigation of the trail for new users. The wayfinding 
elements should be visually compatible with the existing features 
of Escala and Fenton Marketplace and should be both prominent 
enough to be noticed by those who are looking for them and 
subtle enough to go unnoticed by those who are not. The 
follOWing wayfinding elements are proposed: 

Cairns: Low, arts and crafts themed rock cairns are 
proposed at key locations along the alignment of the 
proposed Tributary Canyons Project trail (See Design 
Guidelines section for details). Cairns are recommended 
at the locations depicted on Figure 3.3, typically placed in pairs, one on either side of the trail. 

Sidewalk Plaques: The wayfinding cairns are proposed to Include a bronze plaque identifying 
the proposed trail mounted on one or more sides. Figure 3.3 indicates locations where 
these same plaques are recommended to be embedded in existing sidewalks as wayfinding 
elements. 

Trail Maps: Maps are recommended at key locations, illustrating the trail route through Fenton 
Marketplace and Escala to the connecting trail segments as well as the pedestrian points 
of Interest within the Mission City Specific Plan area. Maps are recommended at the Ruffin 
Canyon trailhead, the tunnel under Friar's Road, and at the Fenton Parkway trolley station. The 

top surface of the cairns could provide a unique opportunity for displaying a wayfinding map. 

ACCl!ss Points 

As an urban trail highly integrated with its adjacent land uses, the Mission City Trail reach of the 
proposed trail network can be accessed at numerous points along its length. No improved or 

additional access points are necessary. 

Community Connl!ctions 

Mission Valley is a major hub of activity and transportation connections. The Mission City Trail helps 
form the epicenter of pedestrian-friendly development in this part of Mission Valley. It provides 
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6. Pedestrian OrientationlLinkage 

The Mission City Specific Plan provides a unique opportunity to successfully combine different 
housing products with a vari~ty of commercial Ul'es linked together by a functional pedestrian, 
bicycle and vehiculat· circulation plan. Designed as an urban wmmunity with a st.-ong pedestrian 
focus. the complement of land uses will be lied t:.gether with a pedestrillDibicycle trail network 
and functional circulation system, strengtheni\lg the coht'Sivenes~ of the land use mix in a manner 
which emphasizes pedestrian accl$s. Thi: :-'11r;sinn CIty trail ne~"er:- will r-,.".vld£ a~r.('ss to rhe 
LRT ana other surrounding iand Ui>C\ ,'u~h as the RIver Run residential development and 
Qual.:omm Stadiam. COllnections to transit (ir"I'Juing b'l< roll'~~ and the LRT} will enahle 
resldent.~ and employees Wlthin MISSIon City t9 e.tS·,ly att('!,~ tilt' variety' of uses planned for 
Miss:on CilY CT te "::at;:h" a trolley, a~c.l!Ssing other area~ nf S/Ill Diego An undercrossing at 
Friar~ Road for t.~e Missioll City trliil ... ·ill Enk ItfCllli ;n M!~sio!1 City l'onh to the multiple I.:~e 
area in .\ ·Iifsion City Soulh Development in Mis$iclfl C::y" s mUltiple use area will further 
strengthen >ledestrian tonnections and linkages while de-emphasizing the pleeminent role that the 
automobile typically plays in site pili/ming. Envisioned liS an activity node for :'\.lission City, the 
Mission City Pas;:o located in the mult:ple IJSC area will hecome a focal point fer resting, eating:. 
conversing and people watching. 

7. Inrn:ased Housinr Opportunities 

The proposed plan creates a land use plan which anticipates market needs and public demands 
by providing a divers~ty of housing types to be selected at the time of finai map reoording. This 
selection time will allow the Duilder to provide a housing ploject ill C'.lITent demand. The !lase 
Loncs available fe,r ~electioD provide for a range of high quality ~m;.:ll-lot detached, and attached 
housing to S(;fVe a ~pectrum of potent;al !lUyers and renters. 

8. Zoning Codt Update 

The propc.'sf'd project may be the very first development to implement the City's new Land 
Development Code, the product of th~ City's five-)ear Zorling Code Update. Tbe new Land 
Development Code provides ~iml'lified decisinn making processes and increa~es regulation 
flexibility tor hw.inesses llI1d .new development while staymg within the policies set by City 
Council The L.and Development Code improves implementation of Council policy direction and 
community planning goals. Because tbe obje::tives of the Zoning Code Update were similar t<l 

the Setth:ment Agreement, the applicant agreed to use (;ertain City-wide base zones in lieu of land 
use~ and development fe!;Ulations drafted solely tnr Mission City. To addres:; cenain limited 
items thnt could not b" addressed ~,y the base mnes, the proposti1 pro.lect includes the Missior! 
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City Overlay Zone which will be adopted by ordinance and made a pan of the Land Development 
Code. 

9. Ontn Space 

:\-lission City will provide a full array of recr~ation and open space opportunities. The Mission 
City Private Recreation Complex, planned in the northern pan C'f Mission City. will s",w the. 
active and passive recreational need~ of residents in Mission City The area north of the private 
recreation alea will be placed in an open Sp~.':1l easement and will function as a continuation of 
the offsite opec space area provided within the Serra 'teoa community. The Specific Plan also 
preseIVes as open space the San Diego River floodway WId it. associated biological communities. 
Other bands of .;pen space would uccur ~ manufactured slopes within tbe Specific Plan are&. and 
as revegetated mined slope fa;:es. Development of the Multiple Usc area in MisSlon City South 
(Planning Area 6) will include additional area5 for public spac.;es including the Mission City 
PaseorTrail and associated pedestrian links, as well as variety of walkway!. alld plliZllS constructed 
to serve the mix of (lses in Planning Areb 6. The pedestrian Iml system and pri>'ate st:eel~ 
planned througbout Missiun City will proviue a mems for po:destri3DS and bicyclists to pass 
through the variou~ planning areas in a pleasant environment, as well as opportunities for jogging 
and a linkage for the, various land uses by way of a !!feen belt tying t<'gether offsite open space' 
slopes 10 the nonb with the San Diego River corridor and LRT on the south. 

/l., 289994 
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Response to Comment Letter D 
Peters & Freeman LLP on behalf of Escala Master Association 
April 22, 2013 

D-1 Commenter states that the Escala Master Association (Association) opposes the project 
and suggests that there are significant effects to the environment which warrant the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This summary statement is 
followed by a list of objections for which responses have been prepared.  

D-2 The commenter reiterates the Association’s objection to the project and notes that the 
objections that follow are preliminary and that the Association reserves the right to 
modify and/or supplement these objections. Comment noted. 

D-3 The commenter states that there are conflicting purposes for the trail in the Draft MND 
including, but not limited to 1) connection of the Serra Mesa community with Mission 
City/Mission Valley and the Fenton Marketplace; 2) to provide a means for pedestrians 
and bicyclists to pass through various planning areas; 3) recreational use; and 4) use for 
local access to shopping and to regional transit. As explained throughout the Draft MND, 
the proposed trail (both the canyon portion and the urban walk portion) will serve 
multiple uses, including the ones noted above. These uses complement each other and are 
consistent with policies and objectives of the San Diego General Plan, the Sera Mesa 
Community Plan, and the Mission Valley Specific Plan. See Section 3.10, Land Use and 
Land Use Planning of the Draft MND and Response to Comment D-18. 

The commenter also states that the Draft MND does not define the urban walk portion of 
the trail which appears to be inconsistent with the steep canyon trail. See Section 1.5, 
Project Description of the Draft MND for a detailed description of the urban walk which 
would connect the San Diego River Trail with the Ruffin Canyon trail, and link Sera 
Mesa with Mission Valley.  

D-4 The commenter states that the Draft MND only analyzes the construction activities of the 
project and not the operational activities. The project’s operational impacts are analyzed 
and discussed throughout the respective resource topics in the Draft MND. Pursuant to 
CEQA, the Draft MND adequately analyzes operational activities of the project as it 
relates to any adverse changes to the physical environmental as defined in Pub Res C § 
21060.5. 

D-5 Project outreach has centered around the community planning groups (Serra Mesa, 
Mission Valley, and Normal Heights), and Friends of Ruffin Canyon. Agenda-noticed 
project presentations were made to the Serra Mesa Community Planning Group meetings 
and to the Mission Valley Community Planning Group. The Escala Homeowners 
Association and H.G. Fenton Industries (developer/master planners for the 
Escala/Portofino development) were consulted during the feasibility stage, as part of 
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researching the City’s public access easement for the proposed trail system. A Notice of 
Intent was sent to the Escala Master Association. In addition, Friends of Ruffin Canyon 
have a long-standing collaboration with Taft Middle School and have kept the school 
informed of the trail plans. Proper noticing of the project was provided as required under 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15072. 

D-6 See Response to Comment D-3. 

D-7 See Responses to Comments D-3 and D-5. Also, Section 1.4, Project Evolution of the 
Draft MND summarizes the evaluation process that occurred in selecting the proposed 
trail alignment. A detailed alternatives analysis is not required to be included in a 
mitigated negative declaration. The Draft MND includes the required content pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15071 and has adequately analyzed the adverse changes to the 
physical environment as defined in Pub Res C §21060.5. 

D-8 The commenter states that an EIR should have been prepared for the project and that the 
Draft MND does not include alternative routes that avoid the Escala development. The 
Draft MND shows that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment 
with adoption of the proposed mitigation measures. As such, an appropriate 
environmental document to prepare is a MND. Also, see Responses to Comments D-7 
and D-9 through D-21.  

The commenter also suggests that the analysis of the project is a piecemeal approach to a 
larger connected action and therefore is in violation of CEQA. As stated in Section 1.1, 
Introduction of the Draft MND, the project has ‘independent utility’ as it serves to 
connect the Serra Mesa/Mission City residents with Mission Valley amenities which 
include a public library, trolley station, canyon open space, and the San Diego River 
corridor. The construction of the Ruffin Canyon and Urban Walk Trail is not dependent 
on the construction of other portions of the San Diego River Trail or other trail systems 
that may be proposed for the area. 

D-9 As explained in Section 1.5, Project Description of the Draft MND, the proposed trail 
would be located within City-approved public easements or rights-of-way and would go 
from the intersection of Gramercy Drive and Sandrock Road south to the San Diego 
River corridor. Public access easements through the Escala property were granted 
to the City in 2003. Information regarding these easements should have been 
included in the disclosure statements signed by each property owner at the time of 
purchase. Upon field verification by City staff, these easements are currently 
freely accessible to the public.  Further, it has been verified that the public can 
currently traverse the Mission City Trail from Fenton Marketplace through the 
pedestrian tunnel under Friars Road, through the Portofino Apartments property, 
continuing through the Escala property to Ruffin Canyon. This section of the trail 
was existing at the time of the Notice of Preparation for the project and no 
improvements for this section are planned aside from installing some ground-
level, directional markers. This section of trail is currently in use by surrounding 
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residents; and, as such, there would be no potential adverse environmental effect 
over and above this present practice.   

 It is anticipated that the maintenance of the trail would involve a combination of agencies 
that includes the San Diego River Conservancy, the City Parks and Recreation 
Department, the City Streets Division, and possibly a 501(c)(3) non-for-profit 
conservation organization. It is also anticipated that future discussion between the Escala 
Master Association and the lead agency (San Diego River Conservancy) would occur to 
clarify maintenance responsibilities and hours of operation for that portion of the trail 
through the Escala development. Regarding safety and security issues please see Section 
3.14, Public Services of the Draft MND and Response to Comment D-11. 

D-10 The commenter states that are some gaps in proposed trail that are not currently 
accessible to the public, such as the underpass at Friar’s Road which is gated; thereby 
making the portion of the proposed trail through the Escala development unnecessary. 
See Response to Comment D-9. 

D-11 An impact on public services in itself is not a physical environmental impact required to 
be evaluated under CEQA; instead, the question is whether the response to the services 
impact – such as the construction of new facilities – will have significant environmental 
impacts. Use of the improved trail, as proposed, is not anticipated to require an increase 
in police services to monitor trail use activities to a point that it would necessitate the 
expansion or construction of a police station to accommodate any additional police 
officers that may be required to service the trail. Police services would be provided as 
needed, as in similar situations within the City of San Diego. Also, please note that the 
feasibility study for the project recognizes that while crime is a concern to residents 
adjacent to established trails, research indicates that trails typically have a neutral to 
positive effect on crime and vandalism (Foothill Associates, 2010).  

D-12 The commenter states that the Draft MND does not adequately address the potential for 
erosion and landslides associated with the proposed trail through Ruffin Canyon. Please 
refer to the geologic site reconnaissance report prepared by Ninyo & Moore dated 
January 28, 2013 (Appendix C of the Draft MND). The report recognizes the presence of 
surface erosion likely due to the diversion of runoff from adjacent development, and 
limited slope failures mainly in the central to lower portions of the canyon slopes. 
Mitigation Measure MM-GEO-1 would ensure that the trail is designed and constructed 
to avoid and/or minimize erosion impacts to the canyon slopes. 

D-13 The commenter states that there is little or no discussion of existing conditions and the 
proposed trail’s long-term effects. The description of existing conditions and hydrologic 
aspects of the canyon are spread throughout the document in addition to Section 3.9, 
Hydrology of the Draft MND. For example, Section 1.3, Environmental Setting describes 
the drainage conditions and existing trails of Ruffin Canyon; Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources describes the wetlands and riparian/riverine regime in the canyon; and Section 
3.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity describes the surface composition of the existing 
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trails and canyon drainage patterns which include the Escala property. Pursuant to 
CEQA, the Draft MND has adequately analyzed the adverse changes to the physical 
environment as defined in Pub Res C §21060.5. 

D-14 The commenter states that the environmental document does not adequately address the 
project’s impact on potential fire hazards. The Draft MND adequately analyzes fire 
hazards/protection in Section 3.14, Public Services. The nearest fire station and related 
response times are described in this section along with the impact of the project on fire 
services. Construction and operational activities were evaluated relative to the potential 
for the project to impact fire services. Per the CEQA significance thresholds applied to 
the analysis of the project, a significant impact to fire services would occur if 
implementation of the project would result in the need to construct or physically alter 
exiting fire facilities which could result in environmental impacts. It was determined that 
the project would not result in the need to expand existing fire facilities or construct new 
facilities. 

D-15 The commenter states that the prospect of the public using the southern portion of the 
proposed trail through the Escala community is not real or practical as there is no existing 
or proposed trailhead with public parking for accessing the trail, as proposed on the north 
portion of the trail. As stated in Section 1.5, Project Description of the Draft MND, the 
south trailhead would be located at the base of the existing asphalt ramp linking Ruffin 
Canyon with Pompeii Lane. The only trailhead improvement in this location would be 
directional signage placed within a public easement. There would be no public vehicular 
access to the south trailhead. While the lack of public parking at the south trailhead may 
dissuade the general public from outside the adjacent communities to begin at this point 
of the trail, it does not reduce the effective use of the trail by those living in close 
proximity to it; and serves as an important connection for trail users (whether inside or 
outside of the adjacent communities) to continue their travels from the more northerly or 
southerly portions of the trail. Also, see Response to Comment D-9. 

The commenter also suggests that a public-use trail through Ruffin Canyon encourages 
trespassing on private property. The commenter does not provide any evidence to this 
effect. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive 
comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a specific response. 
Nonetheless, it is noted in Section 1.3, Environmental Setting of the Draft MND that 
informal trails currently exist within Ruffin Canyon which are used on occasion by 
pedestrians. The proposed trail alignment would be designed and constructed in such a 
way that would clearly delineate the trail limits through surface improvements, signage, 
and selective pruning of vegetation; thereby encouraging trail users to stay on the trail.  

D-16 As stated in Section 1, Introduction of the Draft MND, the proposed Ruffin Canyon and 
Urban Walk Trail evaluated in this MND is part of the San Diego River Tributary 
Canyons Project that includes canyons located within the communities of Serra Mesa, 
Mission Valley, and Normal Heights. The Ruffin Canyon and Urban Walk trail has 
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independent utility, connecting Sera Mesa with Mission Valley. It would serve both Serra 
Mesa and Mission Valley residents and the general public with improved access to Ruffin 
Canyon and the amenities of Serra Mesa. Also, see Response to Comment D-8. 

D-17 Section 1.5 of the Draft MND details the components of the project. Site amenities such 
as water fountains, restrooms and trash receptacles are not a part of the project and, 
therefore, are not required to be analyzed under CEQA. Impacts of the project on public 
services such as police and fire services are analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft MND. 
Also, see Response to Comment D-11 and D-14. 

D-18 The concept of a joint use pedestrian/bicycle trail is recognized in the Candidate Findings 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations of the EIR for Mission City Specific Plan 
(City Council Resolution No. 289994 adopted April 21, 1998). Item 6 under Statement of 
Overriding Considerations states “The Mission City Plan provides a unique opportunity 
to successfully combine different housing products with a variety of commercial uses 
linked together by a functional pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation plan. 
Designed as an urban community with a strong pedestrian focus, the complement of land 
uses will be tied together with a pedestrian/bicycle trail network and functional 
circulation system, strengthening the cohesiveness of the land use mix in a manner that 
emphasizes pedestrian access.” Also, as stated under Item 9 “The pedestrian trail system 
and private streets planned throughout Mission City will provide a means for pedestrians 
and bicyclists to pass through the various planning areas in a pleasant environment, as 
well as opportunities for jogging and a linkage for the various land uses by way of a 
green belt tying together offsite open space slopes to the north with the San Diego River 
corridor and LRT on the south.” 

D-1 As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics of the Draft MND, the operations of the project 
would not have a significant impact on the visual character of the site or cause public 
view blockage. There may be a temporary visual impact during project construction as 
small construction equipment is introduced to the site. 

D-20 As described in Section 1.3, Environmental Setting and Section 3.12, Noise of the Draft 
MND, operational noise levels from the project would be similar to those that currently 
exist onsite from public use of the informal trail system throughout Ruffin Canyon and 
would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. 

D-21 The Draft MND does not consider comments that relate to potential economic impacts, 
such as property values, except to the extent such impacts could cause a physical change 
in the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(e)). Such comments do not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant 
environmental issue. Accordingly, the Draft MND does not address issues regarding 
property values. 

D-22 The commenter states that the Association is not bound by ADA requirements with 
respect to its property and that any path within the Association will not result in 
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furthering the goal of such access. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not 
considered a substantive comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a 
specific response. However, it is noted that the portion of the proposed trail that would be 
built to ADA standards is located at the north end of Ruffin Canyon, outside of the Escala 
Association property. 

D-23 The commenter makes a summary statement that the project will result in significant 
adverse impacts to the environment, specifically the Escala property; and that the Escala 
Association is prepared to pursue all legal means to protect the interests of Escala and its 
members. Pursuant to Pub Res C §21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive 
comment on an environmental issue, and does not require a specific response. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 10:33:43 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: Michael Albers <malbers1@san.rr.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 10:00:39 PM PDT
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail

Hello Kevin McKernan,

We were told that you're planning to put another trail in Ruffin Canyon.
 There is a trail currently located in the bottom of the canyon along the
usually dry creek bed.  That trail is used by hikers, people that clean and
maintain the trail, and the City of San Diego Sewer department who drive
their tractors and vehicles into the canyon to perform maintenance and
inspect the sewer pipes.

I feel this new trail is unnecessary because of erosion to the West side of
the canyon.  Many birds nest in the chaparral on either side of the
canyon and the trail would disrupt their habitat.  The few hikers that use
the trail are happy enough with the existing trail. The trail in its current
location is away from the homes that rim the canyon edge.  The privacy
and security of those homes is better insured by the steep canyon walls.
 Placing the trail up the side of canyon just invites problems.

Michael & Gerda Albers
2901 Sego Place
San Diego, CA 92123  
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Response to Comment Letter E 
Michael and Gerda Albers 
April 22, 2013 

E-1 The commenter states that the current informal trail system in Ruffin Canyon is used by 
hikers, people who clean and maintain the trails, and the City Sewer Department to 
inspect sewer pipes. Comment noted. 

E-2 The commenter is opposed to a new trail because of potential erosion, impacts to wildlife, 
proximity of the trail to existing homes, and privacy and security of residents near the 
proposed trail. Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue and, 
as such, do not require a specific response. Also, see Response to Comment D-11 and D-
12. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Jim King"; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:54:11 PM

 
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Nancy Barnhart [mailto:nanbarn@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:30 PM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk
 
Mr. McKernan -
 
I have recently learned of the planned Ruffin Canyon Urban Walk.  I am writing to you to
express my concerns over the location of this trail.  I live on Walker Drive and can see from
my backyard the markers of where the trail is planned.  I have also reviewed the map on
the " Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration". This location is extremely close to houses in this
neighborhood.  Several homeowners have  spent several thousand dollars on their steep hillsides to
prevent erosion.  The geologist who surveyed our property explained that the erosion danger was
high.  Just from my observation of the hill that is part of our property, I can see how much continues to
erode even with the prevention measures that have been instituted by us at great expense.     I have
great concern about continuing erosion with development and use of this trail that is currently not
there.  I am sure you are aware of the existing trail at the bottom of the canyon.  We regularly observe
people on this trail smoking and firing guns.  The fire danger this year is higher than it has been for
years and the concern about fires is constant.  Having more people walking, smoking, potentially
inadvertently if not deliberately starting fires seems quite high.  Wildlife is another concern.  Targets
have been observed in the canyon and shots have been heard firing at them.  Recently, I observed
what appeared to be two adolescent males with guns firing at what could have been animals.  Another
big concern is burglary.  Most people do not have any fences around their property and it would be
very easy to walk right into someone's back yard.  We do also observe transients in the canyon already
and do not want to encourage more access to homes backyards that would be easy access without
any police patrol or protection.  
Thank you for your consideration.  Our neighborhood has been a quiet one that we would like to
continue to enjoy without worrying daily about who was potentially breaking into our homes and/or
starting fires and causing further erosion to the already steep hills.  I do not support this project.  
 
Nancy Barnhart
858-204-0330
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Response to Comment Letter F 
Nancy Barnhart 
April 22, 2013 

F-1 The commenter expresses concern over the project because of potential erosion, fire 
hazard, impacts to wildlife, and safety and security of residents. See Response to 
Comment E-2 and D-14. 

F-2 The commenter is opposed to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jim King; Jack Gorzeman; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:09:03 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Mary Beth Brown-Kennett" <mbbk@san.rr.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 5:15:03 PM PDT
To: <Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail

HI Kevin, I am responding to the proposed trail in Ruffin Canyon.
I just heard about it on Wed the day before the Serra Mesa planning meeting. AND wondering why we were
never notified.
I live on Walker drive and I oppose this  project, for a number of reasons.
1. Safety, erosion of our hillside
2. Safety, of our home, the trail as shown on the map is about 20-30ft from our lot line, we do not have a fenced
in property.
3. Safety, Fire hazard, with kids and transients smoking and having fires in the Canyon.
4. Safety, it is a long way day should someone fall from the trail.
5.Safety, homeless being able to walk the canyon close to all our homes. With access under our deck.
6. COST, We think the money could be better spent.
7. Environment, what about the animals that live there, the Redtail hawks, Barn Owls, frogs, birds and even the
coyotes, I would rather have them than the trail.
 
Our neighborhood is not pleased with the proposed project, and will be there in full force. We are very
disappointed that we didn’t hear of this
until one day before the Serra Mesa planning board met.
 
 

Take Care!

Mary Beth Brown-Kennett | REALTOR LIC#10356032 | Cameron Real Estate Group
Keller Williams Realty-Carmel Valley/Del Mar
Direct: 858-268-3905
Cell: 619-838-8277
Email: mbbk@san.rr.com
http://marybeth.justlistedinsandiego.com

P.S. Thank you for your interest in my real estate business. I work solely on the basis of referrals and would be happy to take care of
you, your family, and friends in need of real estate advice. My goal is to make every client a client for life and have them feel
comfortable referring me to their family and friends. Please forward my contact information to anyone you know looking to buy or sell
a home and I promise to make them happy that you referred me.

Visit me on Facebook!
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Response to Comment Letter G 
Mary Beth Brown-Kennett 
April 22, 2013 

G-1 The commenter expresses disappointment that no notification of the project was provided 
to individual residents of the Serra Mesa community until one day before a scheduled 
Serra Mesa community planning meeting. The commenter is opposed to the project for 
reasons of erosion, safety and security of existing homes and residents, fire hazard, 
trespassing on private property, cost, and wildlife impacts. See Response to Comment D-
5, E-2, and D-14. 

G-2 The commenter reiterates opposition to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Jack Gorzeman
Subject: Fwd: Ruffin Canyon Trail Environmental Report - Comments
Date: Friday, April 19, 2013 9:41:30 AM
Attachments: F-Escala_Map19170_Sht7.pdf

ATT00001.htm
ATT00002.htm

FYI. 

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: Randy Dolph <rdolph@delawie.com>
Date: April 19, 2013, 9:09:22 AM PDT
To: "kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov" <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Ruffin Canyon Trail Environmental Report - Comments

4/19/13

Kevin McKernan
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street, #3024
San Diego, 92101
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov

Hi Kevin,

I am in receipt of the San Diego River Conservancy's "Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Mitigated Negative Declaration" for the Ruffin Canyon Trail.

I have reviewed the “San Diego River Ruffin Canyon Trail & Urban Walk – Initial Study
/ Mitigated Negative Declaration” dated March 2013 available on the Conservancy's
web site, and offer the following comments:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->A portion of the public trail is proposed
to run in an east-west direction between Portofino Apartments (a.k.a.
Northside Apartments) and Escala.   The Final Subdivision Public Report (File
No. 110725LA-FOO, dated 2/20/04) provided to me as an Escala homeowner
states the following regarding the trail between the two communities:

A pedestrian and non-motor vehicular path is or will be constructed on a
portion of the apartment site located or to be located on parcel 1 of parcel
map no. 19170 ("Northside Apartment Site").  The path on the Northside
Apartment site is not open to public use but may be used by owners and other
occupants of the Northside Apartment site, the Escala Master Community, and
certain additional real property.
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An electronic copy of this map is attached to this email for reference.  On the
map, the text pointing to the path references "Existing 12' wide pedestrian
and non-motor vehicular right-of-way dedicated per map no 14550." 
However, neither this map nor 14550 references this right-of-way as being
dedicated to the "public."  Please provide recorded documentation that the
path between Escala and Portofino Apartments has been dedicated to the City
of San Diego as public.
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->A photo of the existing path between
Escala and Portofino Apartments is attached to this email, specifically where
the path transitions from the North/South direction to the East/West
direction, at the north end of the Portofino site.   It is at this point that the
path transitions from a concrete sidewalk to a decomposed granite (DG) path. 
The DG path continues to slope upward from this transition heading
eastbound to Northside Drive.

 
Many jurisdictions do not permit DG as an approved material along an
accessible path of travel since it is often not maintained in a firm and stable
condition as required.*
 
This is especially concerning for this portion of the existing path, since it is
relatively long and slopes upward.
 
To provide an accessible path of travel that would better serve disable users,
alternative paths for the trail routes have not been presented in the initial
environmental report.  Please include such alternatives within the report, and
compare their impact(s) to the trail as proposed.
 

I appreciate the efforts of the San Diego River Conservancy in preparing the initial
environmental study for the Ruffin Canyon Trail, and request that the aforementioned
comments and concerns be addressed in the final report.
 
Regards,
--Randy Dolph
   rdolph@san.rr.com
   rdolph@delawie.com
   Escala Resident
 
 
*The 2010 California Building Code, Chapter 11B, addresses accessibility for the public.  Specifically,
Section 1132B addresses outdoor occupancies and includes the following for trails:

 
Trails and paths:  Trails, paths and nature walk areas, or portions of these, shall be constructed
with gradients which will permit at least partial use by wheelchair occupants. Hard surface paths
or walks shall be provided to serve buildings and other functional areas.
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Nature Trails:  Nature trails and similar educational and informational areas shall be accessible
to the blind by the provision of rope  guidelines, raised Arabic numerals and symbols for
identification, information signs and related guide and assistance devices.
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Response to Comment Letter H 
Randy Dolph 
April 19, 2013 

H-1 For the Escala development, dedications to the City of San Diego for public use of the 
pedestrian and non-motor vehicular right-of-way were acquired per Mission City Phase 
IV Final Map number 14550 recorded on February 23, 2003 as document number 2003-
0228670, Official Record. Please contact the City for any questions associated with this 
matter. Also, see Response to Comment D-9. 

H-2 The commenter notes that many jurisdictions do not permit decomposed granite (DG) as 
an approved material along an accessible path of travel. Comment noted. As described in 
Section 1.6, Project Construction of the Draft MND, the canyon trail would be 
constructed to California State Parks and City of San Diego trail standards. 

H-3 The commenter states that the Draft MND needs to evaluate alternative paths of travel for 
disable users. The project includes the construction of a trail that meets Americans with 
Disabilities (ADA) standards for the first approximately 500 feet of trail extending south 
from the north trailhead at Gramercy Drive, terminating at an overlook. Also, see 
Response to Comment D-7. 
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   858-­‐541-­‐2524	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   fennellster@gmail.com	
  
	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   April	
  22,	
  2013	
  
	
  
	
  
Re:	
  	
  Notice	
  of	
  Intent	
  to	
  Adopt	
  a	
  Mitigated	
  Negative	
  Declaration	
  on	
  San	
  Diego	
  River	
  –	
  
Ruffin	
  Canyon	
  Trail	
  and	
  Urban	
  Walk	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  McKernan	
  
	
  
We	
  are	
  writing	
  to	
  express	
  our	
  concern	
  over	
  the	
  proposed	
  “San	
  Diego	
  River	
  –	
  Ruffin	
  
Canyon	
  Trail	
  and	
  Urban	
  Walk.	
  
	
  
We	
  support	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  improving	
  public	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  canyon	
  and	
  making	
  it	
  
available	
  to	
  the	
  community.	
  	
  However,	
  we	
  have	
  concerns	
  over	
  two	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  
project.	
  We	
  live	
  on	
  the	
  east	
  side	
  of	
  Walker	
  Drive,	
  and	
  our	
  home	
  is	
  on	
  the	
  western	
  
edge	
  of	
  the	
  canyon,	
  so	
  our	
  home	
  will	
  be	
  directly	
  affected	
  by	
  the	
  work	
  done	
  on	
  the	
  
canyon.	
  
	
  
Ruffin	
  Canyon	
  has	
  very	
  steep	
  slopes,	
  and	
  at	
  times	
  catastrophic	
  erosion	
  occurs	
  
during	
  rainstorms.	
  We	
  are	
  concerned	
  that	
  trail	
  building	
  will	
  be	
  done	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  
of	
  removing	
  trees	
  that	
  are	
  anchoring	
  the	
  soil	
  to	
  the	
  sides	
  of	
  the	
  canyon.	
  This	
  could	
  
result	
  in	
  dirt	
  slides	
  particularly	
  during	
  an	
  El	
  Nino	
  event	
  when	
  the	
  ground	
  is	
  
saturated.	
  In	
  turn,	
  that	
  could	
  undermine	
  the	
  yards	
  and	
  homes	
  at	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  
canyon.	
  It	
  is	
  my	
  understanding	
  that	
  home	
  insurance	
  does	
  not	
  cover	
  land	
  movement,	
  
so	
  any	
  damage	
  to	
  the	
  homes	
  resulting	
  from	
  work	
  done	
  on	
  the	
  canyon	
  would	
  be	
  
borne	
  solely	
  by	
  the	
  home	
  owners.	
  
	
  
In	
  some	
  areas,	
  the	
  trail	
  comes	
  very	
  close	
  to	
  the	
  backyards	
  of	
  homes	
  on	
  the	
  side	
  of	
  
the	
  canyon.	
  	
  This	
  makes	
  the	
  yards	
  vulnerable	
  to	
  intruders,	
  who	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  
existence	
  of	
  the	
  trail,	
  would	
  not	
  have	
  had	
  easy	
  access	
  to	
  these	
  areas.	
  We	
  request	
  that	
  
you	
  reconsider	
  the	
  layout	
  of	
  the	
  trail,	
  and	
  move	
  it	
  to	
  locations	
  further	
  down	
  the	
  
hillside	
  wherever	
  possible	
  to	
  maintain	
  a	
  greater	
  distance	
  from	
  the	
  trail	
  to	
  the	
  
homes.	
  	
  We	
  saw	
  a	
  layout	
  of	
  the	
  trail	
  map	
  on	
  a	
  topographic	
  map	
  the	
  Serra	
  Mesa	
  
Planning	
  Group	
  meeting,	
  and	
  it	
  appears	
  that	
  this	
  could	
  easily	
  be	
  done	
  without	
  
affecting	
  the	
  grade	
  of	
  the	
  trail.	
  
	
  
We	
  only	
  just	
  learned	
  of	
  this	
  project	
  recently.	
  	
  When	
  cables	
  were	
  undergrounded	
  in	
  
our	
  neighborhood,	
  we	
  receive	
  several	
  fliers	
  on	
  our	
  doorsteps	
  to	
  alert	
  us	
  to	
  the	
  
project	
  and	
  to	
  keep	
  us	
  up	
  to	
  date	
  on	
  what	
  would	
  be	
  going	
  on.	
  	
  Since	
  this	
  project	
  
could	
  have	
  extremely	
  deleterious	
  affects	
  on	
  our	
  homes	
  and	
  our	
  safety,	
  we	
  would	
  like	
  
to	
  be	
  equally	
  well	
  informed	
  about	
  the	
  progress	
  on	
  this	
  project.	
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After	
  attending	
  the	
  Serra	
  Mesa	
  Planning	
  Committee	
  presentation,	
  and	
  seeing	
  the	
  
committee’s	
  vote,	
  we	
  understand	
  that	
  the	
  opinions	
  of	
  home	
  owners	
  with	
  canyon	
  
edge	
  property	
  will	
  carry	
  very	
  little	
  weight.	
  We	
  also	
  can	
  appreciate	
  that	
  others	
  in	
  the	
  
community	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  have	
  greater	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  canyon	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  work	
  may	
  
result	
  in	
  improvements	
  to	
  the	
  canyon	
  via	
  removal	
  of	
  invasive	
  species	
  and	
  provision	
  
of	
  greater	
  access	
  for	
  firefighters.	
  Our	
  request	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  integrity	
  of	
  the	
  hillside	
  and	
  
the	
  safety	
  of	
  those	
  living	
  on	
  the	
  edge	
  of	
  the	
  canyon	
  also	
  enter	
  into	
  the	
  planning	
  
process.	
  
	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  

Michael	
  Fennell	
  
Janet	
  Cunningham	
  

	
  
	
  

Comment Letter I

dmm
Line

gjx
Text Box
I-4



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter I 

Michael Fennell and Janet Cunningham 
April 22, 2013 

I-1 The commenter is in support of the project but has two concerns due to the nearness of 
the commenter’s home to the proposed canyon trail. The concerns and responses follow 
this comment – they are erosion of the hillside and safety of the adjacent residents. 

I-2 The commenter expresses concern over the potential erosion that may be caused by the 
construction of the proposed trail. See Response to Comment D-12. 

I-3 The commenter expresses concern over the nearness of the proposed trail to existing 
homes and the potential for intruders to access private property. Pursuant to Pub Res C 
§21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive comment on an environmental 
issue, and does not require a specific response. Nonetheless, it is noted in Section 1.3, 
Environmental Setting of the Draft MND that informal trails currently exist within Ruffin 
Canyon which are used on occasion by pedestrians. The proposed trail alignment would 
be designed and constructed in such a way that would clearly delineate the trail limits 
through surface improvements, signage, and selective pruning of vegetation; thereby 
encouraging trail users to stay on the trail. Also, see Response to Comment D-11. 

I-4 The commenter requests to be informed of the progress of the project. The commenter 
also understands that the benefits of the project include better canyon access, removal of 
invasive plant species, and greater access for firefighters; yet, two concerns remain – 
erosion and safety. Comment noted. See Response to Comment I-2 and I-3. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Support for adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 9:27:04 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Kathleen F." <kfrc3@yahoo.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 9:13:07 PM PDT
To: "kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov" <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Support for adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration
Reply-To: "Kathleen F." <kfrc3@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Kevin McKernan,
 
As a resident and community volunteer in Serra Mesa I think the San Diego River –
Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project is a wonderful idea and will be an asset
to Serra Mesa/Mission Valley.
 
I support the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for San Diego River –
Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk project.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kathleen Ford
9129 Village Glen Drive Unit 177
San Diego, CA 92123
 
email:  kfrc3@yahoo.com
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Response to Comment Letter J 
Kathleen Ford 
April 22, 2013 

J-1 The commenter is supportive of the project. Comment noted. 
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Kevin McKernan, Executive Officer 
San Diego River Conservancy 
 
April 22, 2013 
 
Just tonight, April 22nd, I found out about the proposed Ruffin Canyon Trail. 
 
How in the world is it permissible to impact private property integrity without notifying those 
who will be impacted? Sure you posted notices that are probably required by law but only by 
accident would property owners on the canyon rim find out what would be happening. Most 
likely they would find out when construction of the trail would be started and it would be too late 
to object. 
 
We have lived in our residence for fifty years and certainly know what the canyon is all about. 
Providing public access along the upper part of the trail will create noise, a fire hazard created by 
those who would use it and create a huge possibility of erosion problems. This is a very steep 
walled canyon on the west side and creating a trail on the upper part of the slope could not be 
constructed without undermining the natural configuration.  
 
There are areas along the upper canyon wall that already have erosion problems that could 
contribute to loss of property and use of same. You can’t cut a trail along the canyon without 
contributing to more erosion. After spending my entire career in the construction industry and 
site development, I believe I would have enough experience to recognize that you cannot put a 
"earth surfaced canyon trail" in this type of terrain. I have never seen anything like this that did 
not deteriorate to a serious situation. It looks pretty when it is constructed but in a few years it 
would be a disaster and there would be no money to reconstruct it or compensate damages that it 
would cause. 
 
I would be surprised if anyone who will be affected would not object to this trail. 
 
What recourse does a homeowner have to prevent this from happening? 
 
John & Bev Hammond 
2909 Sego Place 
San Diego, CA 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter K 
John and Bev Hammond 
April 22, 2013 

K-1 The commenter lives along the rim of the canyon and states that they were not notified of 
the project. See Response to Comment D-5. 

K-2 The commenter expresses concern that the proposed trail will cause erosion and increase 
fire hazard. See Response to Comment D-12 and D-14. 

K-3 The commenter is opposed to the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: Support of the adequacy of Mit. Neg. for SD River-Ruffin Canyon Trail
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:46:56 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Warren Johnson" <wmjohnson2@earthlink.net>
Date: April 22, 2013, 6:27:47 PM PDT
To: <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: Support of the adequacy of Mit. Neg. for SD River-
Ruffin Canyon Trail

 
Date: April 22, 2013
To: San Diego River Conservancy
       Attn: Kevin  McKernan
                1350 Frost Street , Suite 302,
                San Diego, CA  92101
                Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
RE: Support of the Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
San Diego River- Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk.
 
As a long time resident of Serra Mesa, who in l987 helped organize the
community to request the city purchase Ruffin Canyon for open space, this
project would be a dream come true. The public will have better access to this
beautiful canyon if this project is approved and built.
 
After reading the CEQA report that found the trail to Mission Valley from Serra
Mesa  to have no environmental impacts or less than significant impacts, there
appears to be no reason not to adopt this report. Vegetation and wild life would
be better protected by having an official trial and not all the informal trails now
in use.
 
I see this trail only as a benefit to the community. Residents will have a "safe"
trail for hiking and enjoying this open space right in the middle of their
community.  Residents will have access to the Valley, the San Diego River, and
the trolley. Mission Valley will have a safe access to the schools in Serra Mesa. 
This is a win, win situation for everyone. 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Mary Jean Johnson
2505 Mammoth Drive
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San Diego, CA 92123
maryjjohnson@earthlink.net
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Response to Comment Letter L 
Mary Jean Johnson 
April 22, 2013 

L-1 The commenter supports the project. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"; "Jim King"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:08:08 PM

Fyi – on the positive side.
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Kevin Johnston [mailto:kevinjohnston1972@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 3:57 PM
To: Kevin McKernan
Subject: Re: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
 
Please include this as my comment -
 
I support SDRC's Ruffin Canyon Trail Project.
 
First of all, having the trailhead at the Gramercy fence, west of Taft Middle School is
a better option than starting from the Taft native garden. There will be less
interference with school activities. Parking (for those driving to the trail) at the dead
end of Ruffin, near the Taft driveway would pose unnecessary additional traffic/
pedestrian conflicts. The section of Gramercy adjacent to the proposed trailhead has
a lot of on-street parking available. I walk and drive by there often. The only times I’ve
seen all the spaces taken were during Chargers games.
 
The existing Gramercy and Taft trailheads both lead to the canyon floor sewer access
paths and informal trails. If the proposed trail followed the existing route, users would
be walking on large cobble rocks for almost half the length of the trail (see the
pictures in the SDRC document). It would be very difficult to create a sustainable trail
here, and the extent of habitat impacts would be similar to that of the trail proposal,
with more impacts to riparian habitat. Figure 13 of the SDRC document shows the
minimum habitat utilization/territories for the observed gnatcatchers. The proposed
trail is mostly avoiding these areas, whereas other options would pose a greater
disturbance in these areas. The State Parks crew has done a great job of preparing a
trail alignment that mostly follows contour lines, provides an ADA portion and
overlook, keeps impacts to sensitive vegetation to a minimum, and stays out of the
sensitive riparian areas until the southernmost end (where there is only the narrow
pedestrian easement over the Escala HOA property, in the canyon wash). I have
talked to some people I have seen walking in the canyon - most people turn around
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at about the halfway point or earlier because of the difficulty walking on the cobble.
 

The 'Tributary Canyons Project' was discussed extensively at Friends of Normal
Heights Canyons meetings from 2007 to 2010. We had meetings with the neighbors
and the sisters at the Carmelite Monastery (owner of much of the private land in
Ellison Canyon of Normal Heights). Almost everyone we talked to, including the
sisters, were open to (and many very excited about) the idea of a trail from the
northern end of 33rd street, along the existing SDGE easement trail on the canyon
floor, on to Camino Del Rio South and over the 8 on the MIssion City Parkway
sidewalk - with hopes of a pedestrian bridge over the river. (see further discussion of
this in the 'San Diego River Tributary Canyons - Feasibility Report, April 2010 on the
sdrc.ca.gov site). It's unfortunate that the Normal Heights side is not included at this
time, but getting one side of the concept approved and implemented would provide
incentive to continue looking at ways to achieve the full concept of a canyon/urban
trail from Normal Heights to Serra Mesa. Imagine an organized annual canyon/urban
hike from the Manzanita/Hollywood/Swan trails, through City Heights and Normal
Heights and all the way to Serra Mesa, to promote a Canyonlands Regional Park.
 
All of the attendees at the Friends of Ruffin Canyon March meeting were very excited
that we have finally seen a full proposal and environmental analysis. It's my
understanding that this has also been a hot topic at FRC events well before I moved
to Serra Mesa. The two active Friends groups in NH and SM played a role in getting
the tunnel under Friars opened, as officials acknowledged at the opening ceremony.
Even if the Normal Heights side and river crossing never pans out, there is great
merit to seeing this Ruffin Canyon trail finally happen. The implementation of this trail
would be a great step toward improving environmental education and stewardship of
our canyons, in addition to connecting communities.
 
Kevin Johnston
Friends of Ruffin Canyon
Board of Directors - San Diego Canyonlands
 
 
From: Kevin McKernan <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
To: 'Kevin Johnston' <kevinjohnston1972@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:47 PM
Subject: RE: Serra Mesa Planning Group Meeting -- April 18, 2013
 
Thanks Kevin,
Any chance you could send me your recommendation that you mentioned as a formal
comment?  Our comment period closes at 5 today, but can accept comments after that with
the “received after comment period” caveat.
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
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619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
http://www.sdrc.ca.gov/
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Response to Comment Letter M 
Kevin Johnston 
April 22, 2013 

M-1 The commenter supports the project and suggests that the proposed trailhead at Gramercy 
Drive be located to the west of the Taft Middle School. The project does propose to start 
the north portion of the canyon trail west of the school, with on-street, trailhead parking 
on Gramercy Drive. 

M-2 The commenter notes that the proposed trail follows existing contour lines, avoids 
sensitive habitat, provides an ADA section of trail, and is more sustainable than 
following existing routes. Comment noted. 

M-3 The commenter notes that the project was extensively discussed at Friends of Normal 
Heights Canyons meetings from 2007-2010, Friends of Ruffin Canyon, and with 
neighbors and sisters at the Carmelite Monastery. The commenter reiterates support for 
the project. Comments noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: "Jim King"; Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Julia Richards"; "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Please No
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:52:58 AM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Jill Kaplan [mailto:jkaplan1@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:40 AM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Cc: jkaplan1@san.rr.com
Subject: Please No
 
Please Kevin hear me out, I am very concern about the "walking path" that is
being considered. My concerns are, fire,b-b guns being fired towards our
homes,the safety of the small children playing in their own back yards,the
homeless having easy access to "bed down", disturbing the wildlife while hacking
up the hillside,and mostly the erosion of the land (there is a lot of filled dirt here
on this hillside) we have already experienced some land slides. Please just improve
the already existing trail, I would love to see that happen. Do not destroy the
beauty of our canyon, PLEASE.
Thank you for hearing me out,
Respectively yours,
 
Jill Kaplan
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter N  
Jill Kaplan 
April 22, 2013 

N-1 The commenter is concerned about fire, b-b guns firing into homes from the canyon, 
safety, intruders, and erosion. See Response to Comment E-2 and D-14. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: "Jim King"; Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Julia Richards"; "Jon Gurish"; "Hayley Peterson"
Subject: FW: : Proposed new trail in Ruffin Canyon
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:53:01 AM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Lois Lippold [mailto:llippold@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 11:24 AM
To: Kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: : Proposed new trail in Ruffin Canyon
 
 
 
Dear Kevin McKernan,
 
We are homeowners on the side of the canyon of the new Ruffin Canyon proposed trail.  It is right
beneath our house.  We are very much against a new trail for the following reasons:.
 

1.        The canyon on our side is very steep.  We don’t need any more erosion we have had one
massive canyon cave in.  It cost us more that $7000 to bring in dirt to stabilize the hill. The
proposed train is right over the area that we had to have rebuilt with tons of dirt. There are
at least 10 other properties along Walker drive that have had to rebuild their canyons
because of slides.  I am collecting the dollar estimates for that work today.

2.        The fire hazard in the summer is extreme.  We have put in fire retardant vegetation and
sprinklers in the event of a fire.  We can watch the walkers who use the lower trail now and
many of them smoke and a  couple of built fires in the canyon. Others use the canyon for
their pot smoking.

3.        The steep wall is not stable.  The geologist that we hired to help stabilize our property said
that most of the 15 feet he dug now to was fill from when our houses were built.  At that
time the construction people just pushed the top soil over the top of the hill and down the
canyon.

4.    the canyon is home to lots of wildlife and more dogs and people will displace these
occupants further.  We watch people with dogs let their animals run everywhere this displaces
Raccoons, coyotes, quail, foxes and lots of birds.
5.    We have watched kids and adults bring guns to the canyon and target practice,  “paintball
warriors” hunt each other and various types of other gun activity.   
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6.   We are OK with the existing trail .  There are roads and sewage connections already on the
floor of the canyon.  The city comes to clean those several times a year.
 
Please let me know if there is any other information that you might need. I am a professional
environmentalist.
Thank you,
 
Lois Lippold
2881 Walker Drive
San Diego 92123
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter O 
Lois Lippold 
April 22, 2013 

O-1 The commenter is opposed to the project for the following reasons: erosion, fire hazard, 
impact on wildlife, and use of guns in the canyon. See Response to Comment E-2 and 
D-14.  

O-2 The commenter wants the existing trails to remain. Comment noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; "Jim King"; "Ann Van Leer"
Cc: "Hayley Peterson"; "Jon Gurish"
Subject: FW: Hiking trails escala
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:41:26 PM

fyi
 
Kevin McKernan
Executive Officer
San Diego River Conservancy
1350 Front Street Suite 3024
San Diego, CA 92101
619.645.3183
kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
www.sdrc.ca.gov
 
From: Patty Manjarrez [mailto:patty@RESORTCOM1.onmicrosoft.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 4:19 PM
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: Hiking trails escala
 
Dear Kevin.
 
I am a resident at escala. I wish to put in my 2 cents. I am all for the trail for hikers and perhaps
their dogs. I am not for non residents coming into a gated community. Parking , thrash left on
property and on the trails, and most concerning undesirables etc. There would have to be curfews,
however that will not keep some folks from spending the nights as once reported. I understand it
may be mostly responsible older folks but it only takes one to spoil the whole bunch. So I hope you
will have in place safeguards for all situations. Also, I wish to speak to you personally about another
matter. If you can email me a phone # or call me at 619 280 2702 9 am -1pm best time to reach
me.   
 
Thank you, Patty M.

Comment Letter P

mailto:kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
mailto:CSchaefer@esassoc.com
mailto:JGorzeman@esassoc.com
mailto:kingjimsf@astound.net
mailto:ann@landconserve.com
mailto:Hayley.Peterson@doj.ca.gov
mailto:jgurish@scc.ca.gov
dmm
Line

gjx
Rectangle

gjx
Text Box
P-1



ADMIN
IS

TRATIV
E D

RAFT

4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter P 
Patty Manjarrez 
April 22, 2013 

P-1 The commenter lives in the Escala development and supports the trail for hikers but is not 
in support of the portion of trail that would go through the Escala development. Comment 
noted. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson; Jon Gurish
Subject: Fwd: SAN DIEGO RIVER - RUFFIN CANYON TRAIL AND URBAN WALK -- SERRA MESA/MISSION VALLEY, CITY

OF SAN DIEGO
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 6:45:18 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Charles E. Tucker" <cetucker7073@att.net>
Date: April 22, 2013, 6:36:21 PM PDT
To: <kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov>
Subject: SAN DIEGO RIVER - RUFFIN CANYON TRAIL AND
URBAN WALK -- SERRA MESA/MISSION VALLEY, CITY OF SAN
DIEGO

<!--[if mso 9]--> <!--[endif]-->
Mr. McKernan,
 
My family and I strongly oppose this proposed project; we are residents
of Serra Mesa and will be directly impacted as we live right above the
canyon.  First off, we feel like we’re being taken advantage of, as today
is the first time that we have even heard of this proposal and it’s the last
day for public review.  After talking to a few of my neighbors, I have
found out that we’re not the only ones who didn’t know about it until
today!
 
Our biggest concerns are vagrancy and trespassing.  We’ve had our share
of people finding their way onto our property and that’s with no Urban
Walk; in my opinion it can only get worse for us; so once again, I say to
you that we strongly oppose this proposed project.
 
 
 
Charles E. Tucker
U. S. Navy-Retired
 
   Phone:  (H) 619.985.0281
   Email:  (H) cetucker7073@att.net
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter Q 
Charles E. Tucker 
April 22, 2013 

Q-1 The commenter opposes the project and expresses concern over vagrancy and 
trespassing. Comment noted. See Response to Comment I-3. 
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From: Kevin McKernan
To: Christina Schaefer; Jack Gorzeman; Jon Gurish; Jim King; Ann Van Leer; Hayley Peterson
Subject: Fwd: San Diego River - Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk
Date: Monday, April 22, 2013 8:10:19 PM

Kevin

Begin forwarded message:

From: laura arnold <lba_jd@yahoo.com>
Date: April 22, 2013, 8:05:48 PM PDT
To: kmckernan@sdrc.ca.gov
Subject: San Diego River - Ruffin Canyon Trail and Urban Walk

Thank you for taking the time to consider my family's concerns about
your proposed project to construct a trail along the western ridge of
Ruffin Canyon, adjacent to our property line.  My husband and I are
career public servants.  He is a SDUSD teacher, and I am a deputy public
defender.  We are the proud parents of two little girls (6 and 8) and
three dogs, including two German Shephards.  We are from the midwest,
where green land is abundant, and we paid market price for this property
in 2003, precisely because it was a canyon-rim property without public
access and with an amazing panoramic view.  We have lived here,
happily, since that time.
 
We love our dogs and selected the breed because German Shephards are
wonderful guard dogs and obedient loving intelligent companions.  When
we are not at home (during the day), our dogs are contained in a
peaceful area in our backyard, with 6' fences, and without any
harassment or agitation.  We have serious concerns about the impact of
the proposed trail, adjacent to our property line, on our dogs.  We are
worried that they will become anxious due to the proximity of strangers
to "their yard" and will become extremelly agitated and anxious.  We are
worried about what they may do to our property in this agitated state.
 
We love our daughters and cherish their safety and their privacy.  We
chose this home because our backyard provides so much privacy whie
still being connected to the beautiful word in which we live.  Our chidren
have never had to worry about strangers scaling the canyon walls and
intruding on their safety.  We are concerned that this proposed project
will jeopardize our privacy and their safety.
 
We love the canyon and enjoy hiking.  We travel, as a family, to Mission
Trails, where we can hike without invading other people's privacy.  As
much as we love and cherish privacy, we respect the sanctitude of
people's homes.
 
We don't understand why this trail needs to be constructed; nor do we
understand why it needs to be constructed on such unstable eroded
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terrain and so near the property lines of us and our neighbors.  We
support the renovation of Serra Mesa, and we would enjoy a earth-
surfaced trail in Ruffin Canyon, but we cannot support this project due to
the concerns discussed above.
 
Thank you again for your careful thought to this important decision.
 
Very truly yours,
 
Laura Arnold and Jerry Urick
2793 Walker Dr., 92123
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Response to Comment Letter R 
Laura Arnold and Jerry Urick 
April 22, 2013 

R-1 The commenter expresses concern over the location of the proposed trail near residences 
and its effect on their dogs’ behavior. Comment noted. Pursuant to Pub Res C 
§21091(d)(2)(B), this is not considered a substantive comment on an environmental 
issue, and does not require a specific response. 

R-2 The commenter expresses concern that the project would jeopardize safety and privacy. 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment D-11 and I-3. 

R-3 The commenter expresses concern over constructing a trail on unstable terrain and 
nearness of the trail to residences; and does not support the project due to these concerns. 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment D-12 and I-3. 
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4. Response to Comments 

 

Response to Comment Letter S 
Terry L. Ward 
April 24, 2013 

S-1 (Note: This letter was received after the public comment period for the Draft MND was 
closed.) The commenter lives in the Escala development and notes that he was not 
adequately informed of the project. See Response to Comment D-5. 

S-2 The commenter is opposed to the project for the following reasons: safety and security of 
Escala residents, crime, liability to the Escala Association, trespassing, erosion, fire 
hazard, noise, aesthetics, and devaluation of property. See Responses to Comments D-9 
through D-14, D-19 through D-21, and I-3. 
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