
 

SAN DIEGUITO RIVER PARK  
JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

9:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
Friday, April 18, 2014 

County Administration Center 
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 302/303 

San Diego 
 

Speaker slips will be available.  Please fill out a slip and give it to the Chair prior to 
the meeting if you wish to speak to an item on the agenda.  The Board may take 
action on any item listed on the Consent or Action agenda. 
 
Introductions and Announcements 
 
Approval of the Minutes of February 21, 2014 
 
Executive Directors Report  

Public Comment 

This portion of the agenda provides an opportunity for members of the public to 
address the Board on items of interest within the jurisdiction of the Board and not 
appearing on today's agenda.  Comments relating to items on today's agenda are to be 
taken at the time the item is heard.  Pursuant to the Brown Act, no action shall be 
taken by the Board on public comment items. 
 

DISCUSSION/ACTION 
 

1. SANDAG W19 Lagoon Wetland Restoration Project and 
Consideration of CEQA Processing (presentation by Keith Greer from 
SANDAG 

 
2. Report on Meeting with San Diego Mayor Faulconer  

 
3. Budget Committee Report and Recommendation  

 
4. Proposed Removal/Elimination of Lagoon Boardwalk 

 
5. Proposal for Memorial for Abbe Wolfsheimer-Stutz in the San 

Dieguito River Park 
 

6. St. John Garabed Church 
 

7. Letter from San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians regarding 
Condition of Pictographs at Piedras Pintadas 
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INFORMATION 

8. Lagoon Ranger Station – Update and Schedule (oral) 

9. Park Project Status (oral) 

a.  “Birdwing” Open Air Classroom 

b.Other 

10. Coordination Reports (oral) 

a. San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy 

b. Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley  

c. Volcan Mountain Preserve Foundation 

d. San Dieguito Lagoon Committee 

11. Jurisdictional Status Reports  

An opportunity for the Board members to report on actions taken within their 
jurisdictions to further the park planning process, or on problems which have arisen.  

12. Communications  

 

THE NEXT REGULAR SCHEDULED JPA MEETING WILL BE JUNE 20, 2014. 
 
If you have any questions, please call Dick Bobertz at (858) 674-2270. 
 
****Due to the high cost of printing and mailing the JPA and CAC agendas, the JPA has converted 
to an email distribution of both agendas.  Please advise the office at 858 674-2270 if you do not have 
an e-mail address and want other arrangements to be made. The agenda and minutes are available 
at no cost on the San Dieguito River Park web site at www.sdrp.org 
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Agenda Item #1 
April 18, 2014 

 
 

TO:  JPA Board          
 
FROM:  Staff 
 
SUBJECT:  SANDAG W19 Lagoon Wetland Restoration Project  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Receive Information and Take Action to Revise Existing MOU Regarding the JPA’s Role as 
CEQA Lead on the W19 Project if Deemed Necessary. 
 
 
At today’s meeting, Keith Greer from SANDAG will provide a status report on this project. 
 

A. BACKGROUND 
 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is working with the JPA to 
create a new area of tidal wetlands that would be in addition to the 115 acres that 
Southern California Edison has created.  The proposed project is intended to be used for 
mitigation purposes for infrastructure projects (for example, the widening of I-5) being 
planned by SANDAG, Caltrans, and/or the City of San Diego (e.g., El Camino Real 
Bridge Realignment Project). The goal is to create a system that has a minimum of 50 
acres of tidal wetlands, as well as approximately 15 acres of brackish wetlands. 
Additional areas of upland would also be incorporated. 

The proposed project would be incorporated into the overall vision of the restored San 
Dieguito Lagoon system and the Park Master Plan, which would be updated as part of the 
proposed project. The Park Master Plan provides a framework for implementing 
community goals for the restoration of the San Dieguito Lagoon ecosystem, both tidal 
and non-tidal, and for the provision of public access trails and amenities for public 
enjoyment and nature study. The proposed project would restore areas east of I-5 and 
south of the river owned by the San Dieguito River Park, City of San Diego, and 
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife.   Also, the proposed project would revise the 
existing recreational trail system to include a trail extending north along El Camino Real 
from the Dust Devil Nature Trail to connect to the Coast to Crest Trail.   

The proposed project would complement existing restoration efforts in a manner that 
promotes successful restoration of the broader San Dieguito Lagoon ecosystem. 
Specifically, the proposed project would be designed to integrate and expand upon the 
San Dieguito Wetland Restoration Project recently implemented by Southern California 
Edison (SCE), which included restoration of tidal wetlands, reestablishment of historic 
uplands, enhancement and expansion of freshwater and seasonal coastal wetland areas, as 
well as a public access and interpretation component (JPA, 2000). In addition, the 
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proposed project would be designed in a manner that would not negatively affect ongoing 
restoration projects in the lagoon and west of I-5 (i.e., the Del Mar Fairgrounds 
Restoration Projects). The proposed project would also be designed to accommodate the 
proposed El Camino Real Bridge Realignment Project planned by the City of San Diego. 
 The brackish marsh portion of the proposed project is anticipated to provide mitigation 
for the City’s bridge realignment.    

Excavated material and excess sediment removed during restoration would be transported 
offsite to appropriate disposal sites. Potential disposal sites have not yet been determined.  

Brief descriptions of each alternative currently under consideration are provided below. 

Alternatives  

SANDAG and the JPA, in coordination with the Army Corps of Engineers (NEPA lead 
agency), have identified three alternatives to be carried forward for evaluation in the 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA), plus a no project 
alternative. These alternatives were developed based upon a comprehensive Feasibility 
Analysis (Dokken 2011). SANDAG and the JPA are seeking input on the alternatives in 
the Notice of Preparation process, which could result in modifications to the identified 
alternatives or the number of alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EA. Based on previous 
analysis and input from the public, the following alternatives are anticipated to receive 
detailed analysis in the EIR/EA.   

Alternative 1 – Protected Wetlands 

This alternative would construct coastal salt marsh west of the existing utility corridor, 
and brackish marsh habitat east of the utility corridor.  The coastal salt marsh area would 
include a tidal connection with the San Dieguito River at the west end of the site, south of 
the least tern nesting island constructed by SCE. This alternative may include an inlet 
connection with the San Dieguito River for the brackish wetland area west of the El 
Camino Real bridge and an outlet connection to the San Dieguito River on the east side 
of the utility corridor. An upland terrace would be constructed separating both the salt 
marsh and brackish marsh wetlands from the main river channel to protect the created 
wetland from damage due to flood and sedimentation, maintain sand movement through 
the river channel and avoid impacts on other upstream and downstream structures. A 
control structure on the upstream end of the brackish wetlands may be included to allow 
flood discharge into the brackish wetlands during larger storm events. Grading between 
the upland terrace and river would increase effective flow areas along the river and would 
create a mix of transitional and upland habitats to complement the created wetlands. 

Alternative 2 – Partially Protected Wetlands 

Coastal salt marsh created under this alternative would include two separate tidal 
networks located west of the utility corridor; one separated from the river by an upland 
terrace, and one located directly adjacent to the river.  A tidal connection with the San 
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Dieguito River at the west end of the site would provide tidal flow to the protected salt 
marsh area.  The constructed upland terrace would protect the southerly wetlands from 
damage due to flooding and sedimentation. North of the terrace, the tidal salt marsh 
would be connected to the river, with channels extending parallel to the existing river 
bed.  The upland terrace separating the two created salt wetland areas would be planted 
with a mix of transitional and upland habitats to complement the wetland habitat.  
Brackish marsh would also be created east of the utility corridor under this alternative.  A 
control structure on the upstream end of the brackish wetlands may be included to allow 
flood discharge into the brackish wetlands during larger storm events.  

Alternative 3 – Unprotected Wetlands 

Under this alternative, the site would include both coastal salt marsh creation west of the 
utility corridor as well as the establishment of brackish wetland habitat east of the utility 
corridor.  Under this alternative, a tidal connection with the San Dieguito River would be 
established at the west end of the site and south of the existing least tern nesting island to 
provide tidal flow into created coastal salt marsh. The salt marsh would extend along the 
northern portion of the site and would be located adjacent to the existing river bed.  An 
upland terrace incorporating transitional and upland habitats would be constructed along 
the south side of the created coastal salt marsh. This alternative would also include an 
inlet connection with a control structure to the San Dieguito River for the brackish 
wetland area west of the El Camino Real bridge.  

A public scoping meeting is expected to be held in June 2014. 
 
Attached below is a map showing the boundaries of the proposed project area.   
 

B. CEQA LEAD 
 

The agreement between the JPA and SANDAG that your Board approved in 2009 states 
that the JPA shall serve as the lead agency for the project pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  There are some indications that there could be advantages to 
have SANDAG serve as the lead CEQA agency instead.  A meeting to discuss this issue 
was scheduled prior to today’s meeting but after the agenda was prepared.  A 
recommendation will be presented orally.  
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Southern California Edison
San Dieguito Wetland
Restoration Project Existing Utility Corridor

(Approximate)Lagoon Trail

Dust Devil Nature Trail

Figure 2
Conceptual Map of

the Proposed Project
Notice of Preparation - San Dieguito Lagoon W19 Restoration Project

Scale: 1:12,000; 1 inch = 1,000 feet

Path: P:\2012\60274999_SD_W19\06GIS\6.3_Layout\Scratch\StudyAreaMap_Trails.mxd,  3/14/2014, sorensenj

1,000 0 1,000500 Feet

I

Existing San Dieguito River Park Trails
Project Boundary

Proposed Restoration
(Approximate Habitat Boundaries)

Brackish/Freshwater Marsh
Coastal Salt Marsh

Source: Copyright:© 2013 Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, TomTom
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community; Dokken 2013

LEGEND
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TO:  JPA Board          
 
FROM:  Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Report on Meeting with Mayor Faulconer  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Provide direction, if needed, on actions required to address City of San Diego concerns 
and/or ensure that the JPA Agreement continues in effect while issues with the City of San 
Diego are being resolved.   
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
At your Board’s last meeting, your Board approved additional changes to the Amended JPA 
agreement to address legal issues raised by the San Diego City Attorney.  You also appointed 
a committee comprising Chair Dave Roberts, Vice-Chair Don Mosier and Boardmember 
Olga Diaz to meet with Mayor Faulconer to discuss the urgency of renewing the JPA 
agreement as well as to discuss outstanding financial issues.  The meeting has been 
scheduled for April 17 and the results will be reported at today’s meeting. 
 
Depending upon the results of the meeting with Mayor Faulconer, the Board may be required 
to take action and provide direction needed to resolve concerns raised by the City of San 
Diego and to ensure that the current JPA Agreement is not allowed to expire.   Potential 
actions could include (i) further revisions to the Amended JPA Agreement to address 
concerns raised by the City of San Diego or (ii) revisions that would allow the agreement to 
continue without the participation of the City of San Diego, while outstanding issues are 
being resolved.  Staff and General Counsel will be prepared to discuss these and other 
options as appropriate. 

 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dick Bobertz 
Executive Director 
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TO:  JPA Board          
 
FROM:  Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Budget Committee Report and Recommendation: :Fiscal Year 2014-15 

Budget and Salary/Staffing Schedule 
  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approve FY 14/15 Budget and Salary/Staffing Schedule 
 
 

The JPA Budget Committee (Vice-Chair Mosier and Board members Diaz and Zito) met 
on March 26th to review the proposed FY 14/15 budget.  Their recommendation is to 
approve the budget and salary/staffing schedule as described below. 
 

A. Budget Summary 
 
The FY 2014/15 draft budget keeps all member agency assessments the same as the FY 
2013/14 budget.  It assumes that the City of San Diego’s contribution will continue.  
Table I (Attachment 1) shows the proposed changes up/down from last year’s budget to 
this.  In order to keep the member agency assessments unchanged, this budget proposes 
no step or salary increases, no promotions, and no new hires.  In addition, this budget will 
continue the cap on employee health benefits that has been in place since FY 09/10.   
 
Description of the JPA’s Funds.  The JPA’s money is held at the Treasurer, County of 
San Diego.  There are 4 funds: Operating, Trails/Land Management, Project and Reserve. 
  

 The Operating Fund is used for salaries/benefits and administrative expenses.  
The budget for the Sikes Adobe Historic Farmstead is also included in the 
Operating Fund.   

 The Trails/Land Management Fund is used for 1) general trails and property 
management expenses; 2) coastal trails expenses (reimbursed by Southern 
California Edison (SCE)); 3) trail construction grants; and 4) Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP) expenses.  HMP expenses are reimbursed through 
income from our Land Management Endowment Fund.  The initial deposits in the 
Land Management Endowment Fund were made by entities needing mitigation 
credits on land that the JPA owns or controls.  Our ranger staff uses the income 
from that Fund to take care of the HMPs as well as, to a lesser extent, the JPA’s 
own property. 
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 The Project Fund is used for capital projects that are not trails-related, such as the 
reconstruction of the Sikes Adobe Creamery, and the SANDAG W19 wetland 
restoration project. 

 The Reserve Fund is where funds that are not to be used immediately are held.  
This includes a set-aside every year for future truck replacement, and the funds 
received from SCE for construction of the Coastal Ranger Station.  It also 
includes a reserve for vacation payouts for employees who leave the JPA. 

 
B. Endowment Fund.   

 
The JPA has several endowment funds that were established for different purposes.  
Please see attached report for the year ending 12/31/2013. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Dick Bobertz, 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments: 

1) Table 1.  Changes from FY 13/14 Budget 
2) Proposed FY 14/15 Budget and Salary/Staffing Schedule 
3) Budget Chart 2013 
4) Endowment Funds Report as of 12/31/13 
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TABLE I 
 

Operating Fund ‐ Expenses 
Item # and Description  Increase Decrease Explanation 
Line 9. Perm Salary    $9,564 New office manager was hired at 

a  lower  salary  ($22/hour)  than 
the  previous  manager 
($27.75/hour)  who  had  been  at 
the JPA 13 years.   

Line 11/12. Retirement  $24,883 The  County  Auditor/Controller’s 
office  informed  us  that  the 
Retirement  contribution  for  Tier 
A  and  Tier B  employees  is  going 
up  by  5%  over  last  year. 
However,  the  Tier  C  rate  is  the 
same  as  last  year.    Tier  C  is  all 
employees who were hired after 
December 1, 2012.   They receive 
a  lower  retirement  benefit  than 
Tier A & B employees.  We have 3 
employees who are Tier C.  

Line  18.  Workers 
Compensation Insurance 

$7,072 The  Special  District  Risk 
Management  Authority  (SDRMA) 
sent  out  a  notice  that  the  rate 
was increasing. 

Line 26. Telephone/Internet 
Service 

  $400 We had budgeted $400  last year 
to  upgrade  our  satellite  internet 
service, but the satellite company 
is not able to make the upgrade. 

Line  29  Liability/Comp 
Insurance 

  $930 Last year’s budgeted amount was 
higher than needed. 

Line 32 Fuel  $700 Fuel costs are going up.  
Line  33  Veh. 
Maintenance/Repair 

  $3,472 In  FY  13/14 we had  some major 
transmission  work  done,  and 
therefore hope we won’t have to 
do  any  similar  major  work  next 
year. 

Line 40. Road Repair    $6,000 This was a one‐time expense.
Line  44.  Electrical 
Reimbursement  for  Bridge 
Lights 

  $1,200 Because  we  are  going  strictly 
solar,  we  will  not  need  to 
reimburse  the  City  of  San  Diego 
for  use  of  their  electrical 
connection to SDGE. 

Lines 46‐49 Sikes Adobe  $3,266 There  is  a  separate  Sikes  Adobe 
budget.    Our  Museum  manager 
and  Volunteer 
Host/Groundskeeper  are 
requesting  additional  funds 
primarily  for  maintenance  and 
ground  improvements  such  as 
paint, fencing, work  crew hiring. 
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Item # and Description  Increase Decrease Explanation 
Line 52. Office Supplies    $500 We  estimate  we  don’t  need  as 

much as was budgeted last year. 
Line  55‐60.  Professional 
Services 

  $1,500 This  budget  proposes  to  add 
$3500 for GIS/Graphic Consultant 
services,  and  to  decrease 
attorney services from $25,000 to 
$20,000.    This  is  an  adequate 
amount  if  the  JPA  is  not 
embroiled  in  any  legal  situations 
that require substantial advice. 

Line  63‐72.  Volunteer/ 
Outreach Budget 

$300 The  Volunteer/Outreach  Budget 
is the same as last years, with the 
exception  of  adding  $300  for 
background  scans  for  new 
volunteers.  We have paid for this 
service  ($20  each)  for  new 
volunteers  but  had  not  included 
it in our budget. 

Lines 74/75 Computers    $2,000 We  have  replaced  several 
computers  in  the  last  two  years 
and  believe  that  this  amount  is 
adequate. 

Line 77 Training  $500 It  is  desirable  to  send  JPA 
employees  to  conferences  and 
training  seminars when  they  are 
offered, especially  in our area of 
the  State.    Additional  funding  is 
needed  in  this  line  item  to  do 
this. 

Line 78 Computer Software    $1,050 Last  year  we  purchased  an 
upgrade  to  our GIS  system.   We 
don’t need to do that again. 

Line 85. Payments  for work 
truck 

  $2,300 The  truck  we  were  making 
payments on has been paid off. 

Line 86. Stakebed truck    $46,500 This  truck  was  purchased  with 
cash,  using  a  combination  of 
funds from the Reserve Fund that 
had been saved for that purpose, 
plus  a  grant  from  Supervisor 
Slater‐Price.   No similar purchase 
is proposed for this year. 

Miscellaneous    $4,054
Total  $36,721 $79,470
 
Total Decreased Expenses: ($42,749) 
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Operating Fund – Income 
 
Item # and Description  Increase Decrease Explanation 
Line  91.  Transfer  from 
Reserve Fund 

  $23,900 Last  year  this  amount  was 
transferred  from  the  Reserve 
Fund  as  partial  payment  for  the 
stakebed  truck.   We will  not  be 
doing that this year. 

Line  92.  Transfer  from 
Trails/Land Mgmt Fund 

  $8,215 We  are  proposing  to  transfer  a 
smaller  amount  from  the  Trails 
Fund  to  the Operating  Fund  this 
year than  last year.   The amount 
that  is  transferred  fluctuates 
from  year  to  year  depending  on 
what  projects  are  being  done, 
and  how  much  administrative 
revenue should be allocated. 

Line  93.  Transfer  from 
Project Fund 

$10,000 The  SANDAG  W19  wetland 
restoration  project  will  provide 
some income in 14/15 and 15/16 
to  the  JPA  as  a  result  of  JPA 
staff’s  role  on  the  technical 
committee and as CEQA lead. 

Line  94.  Neighborhood 
Reinvestment Program 

  $25,974 Last year there was grant funding 
to partially pay  for  the  stakebed 
truck.   No NRP  funds have been 
received for FY 14/15.    If the JPA 
does  receive  a NRP  grant  for  FY 
14/15,  the  adopted  budget  will 
be amended. 

Line 96. Sikes Adobe  $5,340 The  museum  manager  projects 
higher income in the coming year 
as  a  result  of  increased 
attendance at events and  school 
group tours. 

Total  $15,340 $58,089
 
Total Decreased Revenue: ($42,749) 
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OPERATING FUND - FY 14/15 PROPOSED BUDGET

Adopted Proposed

1 San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park FY 13/14 FY 14/15
2 Joint Powers Authority Fiscal Year 2014-15 Operating Fund Budget 5/17/13
3 ORG 91160  FUND 44625
4
5 Appropriations
6 Salaries and Benefits
7 1000 Object Account
8
9 51110 Permanent Wages 603,957     594,392        

10 51115 Temporary Wages -             
11 51410 Retirement - CERS Tier C (27.68%) 29,099          
12 51410 Retirement - CERS Tier A&B (33.46%) 167,924     163,708        
13 51415 Retire Other Post Retirement (Health Supplement) 11,536       11,531          
14 51421 Pension Obligation Bond Repayment 43,666       41,685          
15 51430 Retirement- CERS - County Offset -             -                
16 51450 Retirement - OASDI & Medicare 46,203       45,471          
17 51510 Employee Group Life Ins., Disability Ins., 1,510         1,486            
18 51530 Worker's Compensation Insurance 20,535       27,607          
19 51550 Flex Credit (Cafeteria Health Plan) 66,435       65,383          
20 51560 Unemployment Insurance 1,510         1,486            
21 Subtotal 963,275     981,849        

23
24 Services and Supplies
25 2000 Object Account
26 52062 Telephone/Cell/Fax/Satellite Service (non-coastal) 9,000         8,600            
27       Office Telephone ($4200) and Cell Service for Rangers ($2,600)
28       (Satellite for Internet Service) ($1800)
29 52130 Insurance - General and Property Liability, incl Auto 14,430       13,500          
30 52134 Insurance - Medical/Liability for Volunteers 660            610               
31 52182 Vehicles - non-coastal
32 52182    Fuel 9,800         10,500          
33 52220 Maintenance/Repair/Tires for Vehicles 11 455 7 98333 52220    Maintenance/Repair/Tires for Vehicles 11,455     7,983            
34 52220 Office Operation/Maintenance 6,263         6,378            
35 52220    Recycle ($100)
36 52220    Dumpster Rental ($940)   
37 52220    Janitorial Service ($1440)
38 52220    SDGE ($3500)
39 52220    Window cleaning (2xyear@198)($398)
40 52220    Road Repair 6,000         -                
41 52220 Uniform Allowance 1,500         1,200            
42 52186 Equipment Service Contracts (phone system) 733            733               
43 52220 Lake Hodges Bike/Ped Bridge Lease 3,320       3,320            
44 52220 Lake Hodges Bike/Ped Bridge Elec. Reimb. 1,200         -                
45 52220 Dept. of Health Services Permit, Hodges Bridge 525            525               
46 52220 Sikes Adobe Historic Farmhouse 10,899       14,165           
47      Grounds & House Upkeep ($4,735)
48      Operations, Utilities ($7,830)
49      Programming ($1,600)
50 52270 Memberships 600            600               
51 52304 Miscellaneous, petty cash 700            700               
52 52330 Office Supplies 4,000         3,500            
53 52332 Postage 700            700               
54 52334 Printing (Stationery, maps) 1,000         1,000            
55 52370 Professional Services 39,553       38,053          
56     Attorney Services ($20,000)
57     Auditor Services ($8,553)   
58    County Services ($4,500)
59    Computer/Website Consulting Services  ($1,500)   
60    GIS/Graphic Consultant ($3,500)
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OPERATING BUDGET

1 San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park FY 13/14 FY 14/15
2 Joint Powers Authority Fiscal Year 2014-15 Operating Fund Budget 5/17/13

61 52394 Maps, photos 250            250               
62 52304 Legal Notices 300            300               
63 52550 Education/Volunteer Programming 10,000       10,300          
64     Water/Ice/Refreshments ($1500)
65     Annual Volunteer Recognition Event ($2,000)
66     Scout Plaques/Volunteer Awards ($1000)
67     Other Events (e.g., Earth Day) ($800)
68     Docent Training/Volunteer Patrol Training ($1500)
69     Intern Stipends/Outreach ($1,000)
70    Educational Programming (inland) ($2,000)
71     Kiosk Displays ($200)
72    Background Scans ($300)
73 52560 Books/Publications/Subscriptions 200            200               
74 52566 Replacement Computer Equipment 3,000         2,000            
75 52566 New Computer Equipment 1,000         -                
76 52672 Utilities  (at Undercrossing) 600            600               
77 52610 Training (incl Seminars, Trails Conf., Herbicide Applicator license 2,500         3,000            
78 52304 Computer Software (Quickbooks, Antivirus renew, ArcView GIS, et 1,800         750               
79 52304 Email distribution service 420            420               
80 142,408     129,887        
81  
82 Other Charges
83 53426 Lease/purchase copier equipment 3,840         3,938            
84 56311 Amortization Reserve (for future truck replacement) 8,000         8,000            
85 53426 Loan Payments for Work Truck (payments end Oct 2013) 2,400         -                
86 53426 Stakebed truck for water tank 46,500       -                
87 Total Other Charges 60,740       11,938          
88 Total Appropriations 1,166,423 1,123,674     
89 Revenues
90 Account
91 48117 Transfer from Reserve Fund 23,900       -                
92 48117 Transfer from Trails/Land Mgmt fund for Admin Costs 213 655 205 440

Total Services and Supplies

92 48117 Transfer from Trails/Land Mgmt fund for Admin Costs 213,655   205,440        
93 48117 Transfer from Project fund for Admin Costs 25,000       35,000          
94 47525 Neighborhood Reinvestment Program (County) 25,974       -                
95 00000 Fund Balance 0 0
96 Sikes Adobe Historic Farmhouse Events 8,890         14,230          
97 44105 Interest -             -                
98 45511 Offtrack Betting 25,000       25,000          
99 45511 22nd Ag District (from Consent Decree) 20,000       20,000          

100 45918 Member agency assessments 819,679     819,679        
101 45918 Loan from Endowment Reserve Fund -             -                
102 47526 Donations transferred from SDRVC 3,000         3,000            
103 47540 Nontaxable Sales 125            125               
104 47615 Taxable sales (t-shirts/videos/books) 1,200         1,200            
105 Total Revenues 1,166,423  1,123,674     
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Trail & Land Management Fund

Amended Proposed
Joint Powers Authority FY 14/15 - Trails/Land Mgmt Fund FY 13/14 FY 14/15

ORG 96601  FUND 44635 12/13/13
Item #

APPROPRIATIONS
1 56311 Transfer to Operating Fund for Admin. Costs 221,991   205,440     
2 (incl SCE Trails Management $190,566 (staff time) and misc land mgmt)
3 56311 Transfer to Reserve Fund for Coastal Vehicle Replacement (Amortization) 17,600       
4 52220 Open Space/Trails Management - materials 8,900         10,500       
5 52220 Open Space/Trails Management - work crews 4,000         3,400         
6 52220 Open Space/Trails Management - operations 3,675         3,675         
7 52220 Fire Breaks 5,200         5,200         
8 52220 Tractor/Trailer Repair and/or maintenance 2,000         2,000         
9 52220 Habitat Lands Management - materials 6,500         6,500         

10 52396 Habitat Lands Management - consultants 9,250         9,250         
11 52220 Lagoon Mitigation Sites, Planting, Watering, Monitoring (transferred 19,750       
12    from Project Fund)
13 52370 Architectural Services - consultants for Ranger building 30,000     -             
14 52396 Projects
15     Horsepark Trail Construction -           150,000     
16     Heritage Trail Link Biomonitoring/Water 2,000         2,000         
17     Cloverdale Creek Mitigation Site Biomonitoring/Water 7,000         -             
18     River Parkway Del Dios Euc Restoration & Rec Grant Project 125,000     -             
19     Del Dios Gorge Turtle Trapping/Restoration/Monitoring 6,000         
20     Solar Automatic Gates - repair 3,500         2,948         
21     Staging Areas - regrade, repair 4,800         -             
22     Interpretive Panels - repair and replace 12,545       -             
23     Pamo Valley Trail Design/CEQA 53,545       -             
24     Open Air Classroom Construction 325,000   -             
25 52220 Trailhead Portapotties (2 ADA and 1 regular) 8,850         6,450         
26 Coastal Trail Expenses - other than staff (reimbursed)
27 52220       Tools, Equipment, Signage, Educational Materials 41,400       36,455       
28       Water Trailer 7,695         
29       Portapotties (3 ADA at $193/mo) 8,000         8,000         
30       Ranger Uniforms 800            800            
31       Intern 1,000         1,000         
32       Cell phones 1,980         1,980         
33       Vehicle fuel and maintenance 4,800         3,800         
34 891,736     510,443     
35
36
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Trail & Land Management Fund

37
38 891,736   510,443     
39
40 REVENUES
41 44105 Interest -             -             
42 47535 Land Management Income:
43       Caltrans Bernardo Mtn Endowment 8,850         10,942       
44       Homeowner Association Fees (Golem) 26,000       26,000       
45       Esco 10,295       10,425       
46       Bandy Cyn 90 16,587       16,587       
47       Maderas Westridge 8.9 2,648         2,648         
48       SDRVC Bernardo Mtn Endowment 15,000       20,478       
49       Other Land Management 13,078       
50 48117 Transfer from Project Fund for Open Air Classroom Construction 175,000   -             
51 48117 Transfer from Project Fund for Lagoon Mitigation Sites 10,000       
52 48117 Transfer from Reserve Fund for Architectural Services for Ranger Building 30,000     -             
53 47535 Trails Management Income (SCE) 238,811     250,286     
54 SDRVC for Pamo Valley Trail Design/CEQA 63,545       
55 47535 Community Enhancement Program and NRP Grant 155,000   -             
56 45414 State EEMP grant for Horsepark Trail 150,000     
57 45414 River Parkway Del Dios Euc Restoration & Rec Grant 150,000     -             
58
59 891,736   510,444     
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CAPITAL PROJECT FUND

San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park Amended Amended Adopted Amended Amended Proposed
Joint Powers Authority FY 14/15 Project Budget Fund FY 12/13 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 13/14 FY 13/14 FY 14/15

8/17/12 12/14/12 5/17/13 09/20/13 12/13/13
Item # Appropriations FUND 44655
 Services and Supplies
 2000 Object Account

1   
2 56311    Transfer to Operating Fund for Admin. Costs 57,904       57,904       25,000       25,000      25,000      35,000      
3         (Includes $25K SANDAG W19)
4 56311 Transfer to Trails Fund for Lagoon Mitigation Sites 10,000      
5 56311 Transfer to Trails Fund for Open Air Classroom Const. 175,000  -         
6 52396 Sikes Adobe Creamery 25,000    25,000    -         
7 52396 Trailside Open Air Classroom 112,600     339,600     227,000     227,000    52,000      -           
8 52396    Lagoon Mitigation Sites, Planting, Watering, Monitoring 22,096       22,096       10,000       10,000      10,000      -           
9 (transferred to Trails/Land Management Fund for FY 14/15)

10 Total Services and Supplies 192,600     419,600     262,000     287,000    287,000    45,000      
11
13
14 Total Appropriations 192,600   419,600   262,000    287,000  287,000  45,000    

15 Revenues
16    San Diego Association of Governments per MOU WQ 50,000       50,000       -            -           -           -           
17    San Diego Association of Governments W19 Reimb 30,000       30,000       35,000       35,000      35,000      45,000      
18 47535    Community Enhancement Program and NRP Grant 112,600     339,600     -            25,000    25,000    -         
19 00000     Fund Balance -            -            227,000     227,000    227,000    -           
20 Total Revenues 192,600     419,600     262,000     287,000    287,000    45,000      
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RESERVE FUND

San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park Adopted Adopted Amended Proposed
Joint Powers Authority FY 14/15 Reserve Fund 12/13 13/14 13/14 14/15

Item #Appropriations FUND 44656 9/20/13
 Services and Supplies
 2000 Object Account

1 56311 Transfer to Operating Fund for Truck Payments 5,800      2,400      2,400      -         
2 56311 Transfer to Operating Fund for Truck Purchase -         -         -         -         
3 56311 Transfer to Operating Fund for Stakebed Truck/Water Tank Purchase 21,500    21,500    -         
4 56311 Transfer to Trails Fund for Ranger Building Architectural Services 30,000  -       
5 56042 Reserve for Future Truck Purchase 23,277    -         -         8,000      
6 56042 Reserve for Future Truck Purchase - Coastal 17,600    
7 56042 Reserve for Future Vacation Leave Payout 7,377      7,377      7,377      
8 56042 Reserve for Lagoon Ranger Maintenance building 72,000    42,000  90,000    
9 56042 Reserve for Economic Uncertainty -         -         -         

10 Total Services and Supplies 29,077    103,277  103,277  122,977  
11
12
13 Total Appropriations 29,077  103,277 103,277 122,977

14 Revenues
15 00000 Fund Balance 21,077    47,277    47,277    49,377    
16 45429 SCE per Trails Management MOU for Ranger Maintenance Building 48,000    48,000    48,000    
17 48117 Transfer from Trails Fund for Amortization (Coastal Vehicle) 17,600    
18 48117 Transfer from Operating Fund for Amortization (Vehicle) 8,000      8,000      8,000      8,000      
19 Total Revenues 29,077    103,277  103,277  122,977  
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San Dieguito River Park Salary and Staffing Schedule

Adopted FY 12/13 Adopted FY 13/14 Proposed FY 14/15
Title FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15

Positions Positions Positions
Positions Staff Years Positions Staff Years Positions Staff Years

Executive Director 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deputy Director 1 1 1 1 1 1
Principal Planner 1 0.8 1 0.8 1 0.8
Secretary/Office Manager 1 0.8 1 0.8 1 0.8
Interpretive Ranger 1 1 1 1 1 1
Interpretive Specialist (Museum Mgr) 1 0.5 1 0.5 1 0.5
Ranger I 2 2 3 3 3 3
Ranger II 2 2 1 1 1 1
Senior Ranger 1 1 2 2 2 2
Trails and Resources Manager 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 11 10.1 12 11.1 12 11.1

STAFF SALARIES
Title FY 12/13 Hourly Salary timFY 13/14 Hourly Salary time FY 14/15 Hourly Salar

Hours Worked Hours Worked Hours Worke
Hourly Each Year Hourly Each Year Hourly Each Year

Executive Director* (Dick) -            -                   -               -                      -            -            
Deputy Director (Susan) 47.92        99,680             50.32            104,664              50.32        104,664    
Principal Planner (Shawna) 45.64        75,937             47.92            79,734                47.92        79,734      
Secretary/Office Manager (Jan) 26.43        43,974             27.75            46,172                
Secretary/Office Manager (Brenda) 22.00        36,608      
Museum Manager/Interp. Spec. (Anne) 17.14        17,825             18.00            18,716                18.00        18,716      
Interpretive Ranger (Leana) 19.56        40,690             20.54            42,724                20.54        42,724      
Trails and Resources Manager (Jason) 32.77        68,162             34.41            71,571                34.41        71,571      
Senior Ranger (Dave) 23.49        48,867             24.67            51,310                24.67        51,310      
Senior Ranger (Natalie) -            -                   21.57            44,866                21.57        44,866      
Ranger II (Natalie) 19.56        40,690             -               0 -            0
Ranger II (Jake) 18.58        38,656             19.51            40,589                19.51        40,589      
Ranger 1 (Bryan) 16.07        33,421             16.87            35,093                16.87        35,093      
Ranger 1 (Felipe) 16.07        33,421             16.87            35,093                16.87        35,093      
Ranger 1 (Nico) 16.07            33,426                16.07        33,426      
Total  541,323            603,957               594,392    
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Assessment

San Dieguito River Park JPA Annual Member Agency Assessment

Adopted Adopted Adopted Adopted Updated Adopted Adopted Proposed
 % FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 Formula FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15
Total Assessment 819,679 707,711 452,935 452,935 % 819,679       819,679       819,679                
Del Mar 7% 57,378 49,540 49,540 57,378 0.06       57,378         49,181         49,181                  
Solana Beach 8% 65,574 56,617 56,617 56,617 0.06       56,617         49,181         49,181                  
Poway 10% 81,968 70,771 70,771 70,771 0.13       75,165         106,558       106,558                
Escondido 13% 106,558 92,002 92,002 106,558 0.13       106,558       106,558       106,558                
County 26% 213,117 184,005 184,005 184,005 0.31       254,100       254,100       254,100                
San Diego 36% 295,085 254,776 0 0 0.31       15,000         254,100       254,100                
Actual Contribution 100% 819,679 644,017 452,935    475,329     100% 564,818       819,679       819,679                
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YTD YTD
Beginning Contrib/ Distributions Net Ending Total Performance L‐T
Balance Transfers In Grants/TransOut Appreciation Fees Balance Return Benchmark Goal

Rancho Santa Fe Foundation
SDRP Trail Fund $49,884.17 $0.00 $0.00 $8,433.07 $527.02 $57,790.22

Bernardo Mountain Mit. 2 $197,990.84 $0.00 $9,555.96 $32,438.73 $2,025.06 $218,848.55

Bernardo Mtn Mit. (Conserv.) $353,540.85 $0.00 $0.00 $59,766.96 $3,734.95 $409,572.86

Total $601,415.86 $0.00 $9,555.96 $100,638.76 $6,287.03 $686,211.63 17.16% 17.66% 17.66%
(1)

Del Mar Foundation
Lagoon Endowment Fund $569,183.12 $0.00 $0.00 $95,550.15 $2,886.51 $661,846.76 16.28% 18.04% 18.04%

(2)

The San Diego Foundation
Endowment, Fund 1161 $592,355.89 $0.00 $25,802.94 $67,657.68 $3,063.09 $631,147.54

Non‐Endowment, Fund 6759 $24,579.41 $25,802.94 $24,450.45 0.00% $100.80 $25,831.10

Total $616,935.30 $25,802.94 $50,253.39 $67,657.68 $3,163.89 $656,978.64 10.88% 15.60% 17.40%
(3)

Fidelity ETF Fund
Long‐Term(673‐943525) $255,844.64 $24,450.45 $0.00 $51,748.88 $0.00 $332,043.97

Income (675‐000221) $568,582.62 $0.00 $27,920.25 $105,613.64 $0.00 $646,276.01

Total $824,427.26 $24,450.45 $27,920.25 $157,362.52 $0.00 $978,319.98 19.17% 17.40% 17.40%
(4)

(1) Net of the administrative fee of 1% and the mutual fund expense ratios of .10‐.12% annualized. 

The LT goal is 60% S&P 500 + 40% Barclays Int. Gov/Credit

(2) Net of the DMF annual fees of 1.0% and the mutual fund expense ratios. 

The LT goal is 80% MSCI ACWI IMI and 20% Aggregate Bonds.

(3)  Net of the annual foundation support fee of .50%  and the approximately .50% in manager fees

for the Endowment Balanced Pool.

The LT goal is 60% S&P 500 and 40% Barclays Int. Gov/Credit

(4) Net of the average management fee for the ETF's of .25%.

The LT goal is 60% S&P 500 and 40% Barclays Int. Gov/Credit for the Fixed Income Fund, and

80% Russell 3000 + 20% Aggregate Bonds for the Long‐Term Fund.

San Dieguito River Park Endowment Accounts
Year Ended 12/31/2013

22

Susan Carter
Typewritten Text

Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 4



Agenda Item 4   
April 18, 2014 

 
TO:  JPA 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Removal/Elimination of Lagoon Boardwalk 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Direct JPA Board Chair to Send Letter to California Coastal Commission Protesting the 
Plan to Remove the San Dieguito Lagoon Boardwalk and Requesting that this Issue be 
Resolved Permanently. 
 
 
 
In 2005, the California Coastal Commission approved the San Dieguito River Park’s 
proposed trail at the perimeter of the SCE wetland restoration project with a condition 
that noted that “The boardwalk (Segment 1b) is an interim use in the approved alignment 
within non-vegetated wetlands in the South Overflow Lot until such time as the South 
Overflow Lot is restored to functional wetland habitat. The location of the boardwalk 
shall be addressed in the coastal development permit for the wetland restoration of the 
South Overflow Lot and the boardwalk may be relocated at that time.” 
 
The boardwalk was constructed by the San Dieguito River Park in 2006 with $350,000 in 
public grant funds (state and federal), and the assistance of the Del Mar Rotary, who 
installed all of the deck planks, valued at an additional $39,000.  The boardwalk was 
intended for pedestrian use only, for nature study, and is not therefore designated as part 
of the Coast to Crest Trail. A viewing platform, a scope, and educational interpretive 
signs at the boardwalk provide opportunities for nature study. 
 
Now the 22nd Agricultural District is processing a permit to restore the South Overflow 
Lot.  The District’s plan was approved by the Coastal Commission at the February 13th 
hearing. The permit does not require the boardwalk trail be removed.  Also approved was 
the bus ramp on the north side of the SOL, along the side of Jimmy Durante Blvd. with a 
trail that the District will construct on the slope of the ramp.  The purpose of the trail is to 
provide a missing link in trail access for hikers, bicyclists and equestrians by connecting 
the existing Coast to Crest Trail (which currently stops at the Boardwalk) to Jimmy 
Durante Blvd.  In the future, when there is a safe crossing at Jimmy Durante Blvd., the 
connection will be made to the trails along the north side of the river on the Fairgrounds 
west of Jimmy Durante Blvd. and ultimately to the final destination at the beach.    
 
When the 22nd Agricultural District submitted the SOL restoration plan to the Coastal 
Commission staff to obtain their permit, they were advised that they must submit a plan 
without the boardwalk.  When asked why, the Coastal Commission biologist responded, 
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 “I have consistently recommended that the trail be rerouted to the outer edge of 
the restored wetland.  The reason for my recommendation is two-fold:  1) Putting 
human activity in the middle of a natural habitat is always a bad idea because it 
maximizes disturbance to the habitat.  Wildlife, particularly birds, are especially 
sensitive to activity that is above them and dogs even if leashed are a significant 
source of disturbance.  In general, when the Commission approves trails near 
sensitive habitat, the trail is sited in the outer 25 feet of the habitat buffer.  If no 
buffer is possible, then the trail is aligned along the outer edge of the habitat.  
Since the restoration area will be bermed, any trail will be elevated, but the 
negative effects will be less along the perimeter.  2)  In its current configuration, 
the trail itself displaces a significant area of potential salt marsh and it 
unnecessarily constrains the physical and hydrological design of the restored 
habitat.  I roughly estimate that the trail and the raised area associated with it 
(“upland transition area”) would take up more than 0.25 ac that would otherwise 
be restored to saltmarsh.  I think restoration should be the primary consideration 
and the design should maximize the area restored. 
  
I appreciate that people in the community love walking on the boardwalk portion 
of the trail and would prefer to be surrounded by wetland rather than to view it 
from the periphery.  But a rerouted trail will still be a wonderful educational and 
recreational asset, will increase the size of the restored habitat, and will minimize 
human disturbance to the habitat that we all care so much about.  I hope folks can 
see the benefit to such a trade-off.” 

 
The San Dieguito River Park JPA strongly supports restoration of the SOL and other 
wetlands, having recently argued vigorously in favor of restoring the lower part of the 
East Overflow Lot instead of continuing to allow it to be used for parking.  Over the 25 
years of its life, the San Dieguito River Park JPA has spent millions of dollars purchasing 
coastal property and working with partners such as Southern California Edison and 
SANDAG to restore these disturbed lands to critical tidal wetlands.  In fact, the very first 
land purchase that the JPA ever made was the acquisition of the former Birtcher/Del Mar 
88 property which now forms the deep lagoon basin known as W1 on the west side of the 
freeway.  The priority for wetland preservation was instigated initially and has continued 
as a result of public activism by Del Mar’s San Dieguito Lagoon Committee, the Friends 
of San Dieguito River Valley and the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy.  Those 
organizations are opposed to the removal of the boardwalk.  Please see attached letters to 
the Coastal Commission from the Cities of Del Mar, Solana Beach and the San Dieguito 
River Valley Conservancy. 
 
However, the JPA also has goals to promote public access, environmental education, and 
nature study to further a greater understanding of natural resources and the value of 
coastal wetlands among children and adults visiting the lagoon.  The Coastal Commission 
also has similar goals pursuant to the Coastal Act.  While it may be true, as the biologist 
states, that the boardwalk introduces human activity into a habitat area, it is also true that 
the boardwalk serves a valuable function for nature study which arguably offsets that 
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potential impact. And it should be noted that the boardwalk was designed to minimize 
habitat impact – it is off the ground but has a very low profile specifically to keep 
walkers at a low level so as not to disturb birds by being “above them”.  JPA staff has 
also been advised that there is significant biological evidence that retaining the 
boardwalk would be beneficial to birds that use the wetlands as it gives them a place to 
hide from predators such as harriers and Coopers hawks. 
 
There are several facts that should be addressed and considered in a public venue before 
a decision is made that would demolish the boardwalk. 
 

 The boardwalk serves a purpose which is one of only 8 allowed uses in wetlands, 
and that is nature study.  Its location adjacent to the river on one side and restored 
wetlands on the other makes it ideal for this purpose.  The new trail along Jimmy 
Durante Blvd. next to the bus ramp serves a purpose for a multi-use trail 
connection and Coast to Crest Trail link, but it is not a replacement for the nature 
study and quiet reflection that the boardwalk provides.  
 

 The boardwalk has been in use for 8 years and is a well-loved community asset.  
At the time that it was approved, it was known that it was located adjacent to the 
river and wetlands, and its sensitive design reflects that.  Ripping it out of the 
ground is an extreme step that is not warranted.   
 

 The boardwalk was built with a considerable investment of state and federal grant 
funds and private donations.  This investment would be tossed out with the 
boardwalk if the boardwalk is removed. 
 

 The condition that was tied to the boardwalk construction stated that the issue of 
relocating the boardwalk would be addressed in the coastal development permit 
for the wetlands restoration of the South Overflow Lot.  The opportunity for the 
Coastal Commission to “address” the boardwalk, as described in the permit 
condition, and to discuss possible removal of the boardwalk was when the 
Commission approved the 22nd DAA’s plans for the south overflow lot.  There 
was no such public discussion, nor has a convincing case been made that removal 
is necessary.  
 

 There are other actions that could be taken to reduce human activity short of the 
extreme step of removing the boardwalk.  For example, if a short section of the 
center part of the boardwalk were removed, then the boardwalk would no longer 
function as a trail connecting point A to point B.  That would eliminate use by a 
certain number of people who are not accessing the trail for nature study.  It 
would also reduce the number of people who use the boardwalk to walk their 
dogs, which would respond to the issue that the biologist expressly mentioned, 
which is a concern about dogs on the boardwalk near habitat areas.   
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Staff recommends that the JPA communicate a strong position in opposition to 
removal or relocation of the boardwalk, and also request that the condition 
describing the boardwalk as an “interim use” that would be addressed at a later 
date be formally removed from the JPA’s permit, so that it is not always hanging 
there as a potential concern. 
 
 
CAC RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Citizens Advisory Committee considered this issue at their April 4th meeting, 
and approved a motion “to support the retention of the boardwalk for nature study 
and bird protection reasons” by a vote of 17 to 0.  The CAC did not believe that 
the boardwalk should be removed or relocated, and also did not support 
truncating it (as mentioned in the last bullet above). 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dick Bobertz 
Executive Director 
 
Attachment  

1) Map of Lagoon Trails showing existing boardwalk and future trail at SOL. 
2) Letters from Cities of Del Mar and Solana Beach Opposing Removal of the 

Boardwalk. 
3) Letter from San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy Opposing Removal of 

the Boardwalk. 
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ciry of oe[ ma,

March \9,2014

Honorable Steve Kinsey, Chair

Ca lifornia Coastal Commission

c/o San Diego Coast District Office
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103

San Diego, CA 92L08-44O2

Re: Opposition to Removal of the Boardwalk Trail on the South Side of the San Diego County

Fairgrounds South Overflow Lo

Dear Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners:

On behalf of the City Council of the City of Del Mar, I am writing to express the City's opposition to the

California Coastal Commission staffs direction to remove the Boardwalk Trail on the south side of the

San Diego County Fairgrounds (2znd District Agricultural Association) South Overflow Lot.

As you are aware, the Fairground's South Overflow Lot Restoration Pr:oject is currently underway. The

City recently learned that Coastal Commission staff has indicated that they may require removal of the

existing Boardwalk Trail in the Lot. The Boardwalk, as a vital public resource, remains a key component

to the restoration project. lt should be noted that the Coastal Commission approved the Restoration

Project with the boardwalk in the Project.

This proposed action by Coastal Commission staff is a significant change that has not received any public

input and is clearly contradictory to what has been in place and what the public has been utilizing.

Therefore, the City is opposed to removal of the Boardwalk Trail.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Lee Haydu

Mayor

cc City Council
Frederick Schenk, President, 22nd District Agricultural Association Board of Directors
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April9,2014

Honorable Steve Kinsey, Chair
California Coastal Commission
c/o San Diego Coast District Office
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

Dear Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners:

The City of Solana Beach is writing to express our opposition to the California Coastal Commission staff's
direction to remove the San Dieguito Lagoon Boardwalk Trail as part of the 22nd Agricultural District Phase ll
Restoration Project at the Fairgrounds.

The Boardwalk is a vital public resource and a significant element in the approved restoration project. The
Fairgrounds prepared a detailed restoration plan for Phase ll that included the Boardwalk Trail. This plan
was approved by the Coastal Commission in February of this year. This Trail was built in 2006 with public
funds and is further maintained through private donations and volunteer efforts. lt is a cherished public
asset that provides educational and recreational access to the coastal wetlands to all of the County
residents and visitors.

We encourage the Restoration Project to proceed as already approved and oppose this new direction being
requested by Coastal Commission Staff. There has been no public input with respect to this change and we
believe that all objectives of the Restoration can be met with the Boardwalk remaining in place as per the
existing permit and plan.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

.i ;4 ø,llt: , ¡ ., ..n ,f ,. it /t .,k
' (-.' ,"/t' ¡'. r '

Lesa Heebner
Deputy Mayor

,{,.1 / i{*, lç/ ¡ftf;ü*-*.
Mike Nichols
Council Member

Thomas Campbell
Mayor

David Zito
Council Member
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March 20, 2014 
 
Mr. Charles Lester 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA  94105-2219 
 
Dear Mr. Lester: 
 
On behalf of the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy (Conservancy), I am 
sending you this letter to oppose the removal of the San Dieguito Lagoon 
Boardwalk Trail from the 22nd Agricultural District (Fairgrounds) Phase II 
Restoration Project. 
 
The Boardwalk Trail was built in 2006 with funds awarded by the State Coastal 
Conservancy and Federal Transportation Enhancement Activities Program.  It 
was partially built by volunteers.  Ongoing maintenance is provided through 
donations made by selling name plates on the Boardwalk planks.  Approximately 
545 names plates have been purchased and installed to date. The Boardwalk 
Trail is a valuable community asset that provides educational and recreational 
access to the coastal wetlands for persons of all ages and physical abilities and, 
in our view, it would be highly inappropriate for it to be removed. 
 
The Fairgrounds prepared a detailed restoration plan for its Phase II Restoration 
Project that included the Boardwalk Trail. This plan was approved by the Coastal 
Commission on February 13, 2014.  It has come to our attention that your staff 
now is requiring the Fairgrounds submit a NEW restoration plan that requires 
removal of the Boardwalk Trail in direct conflict with the approved plan.   
 
We oppose this direction being taken by Coastal Commission staff.  The permit 
and plan approved by the Coastal Commission on February 13, 2014, does not 
require removal of the Boardwalk.  No public process has occurred that would 
give the public a chance to weigh in on the removal of the Boardwalk. 
 
We highly encourage the Coastal Commission staff to comply with the 
requirements of the permit for the Fairground’s restoration plan as approved by 
the Coastal Commission on February 13, 2014.  If you have any questions, 
please contact Trish Boaz, Executive Director at 858-755-6956 or 
trish@sdrvc.org.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Peter M. Shapiro 
President 
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TO:  JPA 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Proposal for Memorial for Abbe Wolfsheimer-Stutz in the San Dieguito 

 River Park 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Request Chair Roberts to Appoint a Committee from the JPA Board and CAC 
Membership to Propose a Recommendation for an Appropriate Memorial 
 
 
The passing of former JPA Board Chair Abbe Wolfsheimer-Stutz commands reflection on 
her instrumental role in the preservation of the San Dieguito River Valley and the creation 
and life of the San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority.  Numerous members of the 
public have suggested that the JPA should create a memorial to give her due recognition. 
However, there are other people as well who were instrumental in the early days and should 
also be recognized.  At your last meeting, a representative from the Friends of the San 
Dieguito River Valley spoke to you about the early history of the Park and who was 
involved and how some facts about what it took to preserve the lagoon and other key areas 
of the Park may become lost.   
 
Staff recommends that your Board request the Chair to appoint a committee composed of 
members from the JPA and CAC to consider how to create a tribute to the founders, not least 
among them Abbe Wolfsheimer-Stutz.  For example, the tribute could be a rock grouping at 
the east end of the Birdwing with signage giving the names and some quotes from various 
founders, and could include QR codes with video clips and narration.   
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TO:  JPA Board 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Comment Letter on St. John Garabed Church Draft EIR  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Send letter to City of San Diego confirming JPA staff comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
 
SITUATION: 
 
A. Background 
 
The St. John Garabed Church project (project) is proposed on a 13.4-acre site on El Camino Real 
approximately ½ mile east of Interstate 5 within the San Dieguito River Park’s Focused Planning 
Area (FPA) (Landscape Unit B) adjacent to Gonzales Canyon and the San Dieguito lagoon wetland 
restoration project (Attachments 1 and 2). The site is directly behind (east of) the recently-built 
Formosan Church and just north of the Stallions Crossing residential development. The project 
consists of a 350-seat church and three additional buildings totaling 51,680 square feet on a mesa 
overlooking the Gonzales Canyon open space corridor that connects to the San Dieguito Lagoon.  
 
A Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comments on the EIR were due by April 15, 2014. 
JPA staff submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR (Attachment 3) based on our internal review 
and comment from the PRC and CAC.  
 
The PRC spent considerable effort reviewing this project beginning in June 2011 when the JPA first 
became aware of the project. The project has been before the PRC on several occasions where PRC 
members and project representatives conducted site visits and discussed the project design.  In 
addition, three comment letters were submitted to the City and project representative between 2011 
and 2013 (Attachment 4). Despite requests from JPA staff and the PRC to modify the project’s 
design to address issues raised (see below) the project has proceeded largely as originally proposed.  
 
A church is an allowed use in the project site zone (AR-1-1) with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 
The site is in Subarea II of the North City Future Urbanizing Area, and requires a coastal permit 
from the Coastal Commission because Subarea II does not have a subarea plan and is considered a 
“deferral area”.  
 
The church structure is 93 feet in height including a 50-foot tall dome. This is equivalent to a 9-
story structure, much taller than the surrounding development (the tallest approved structure in 
the area is the Formosan church next door at 45 feet). The church itself represents approximately 
11 percent of the total building area. The other three structures consist of an 18,090 sf multi-
purpose hall (2 story, 40 feet tall), an 11,010 sf education facility with 10 classrooms (2 story, 
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less than 30 feet), and a 13,840 sf youth recreational facility (less than 30 feet). 
 
B. Project Issues 
 
Relevant Policies 
 
The project site is at the western edge of the San Dieguito River Park Concept Plan’s Landscape 
Unit B (Gonzales and La Zanja Canyons) near the San Dieguito lagoon wetland restoration 
project and includes land in Gonzales Canyon. Much of the site is within the City’s Multiple 
Habitat Preserve Area (MHPA) because it is a wildlife corridor. The special design 
considerations in the SDRP Concept Plan most relevant to this site include: 
 

 Future development proposals within this area shall include the dedication of open space 
corridors consistent with the intent of the SDRP. These open space corridors, which 
would be provided within La Zanja and Gonzales Canyons, should be of adequate size to 
accommodate both wildlife and human movement.  

 
 Adequate measures should be taken by the development to ensure the preservation of 

existing sensitive habitat or where necessary, native habitat within the areas should be 
restored in order to ensure functional open space linkages between the San Dieguito 
River Park and open space areas to the south. 

 
 Development on the adjacent ridges should be set back from the top of slope in order to 

reduce its visibility from the FPA, as well as to provide for an upland transition area that 
will serve to buffer the development from the adjoining natural habitat. 

 
 Future development within Gonzales Canyon shall conform to the Implementing 

Principles for Development adjacent to Significant Natural Areas (4.10a-4/10o), as 
outlined in the North City FUA Framework Plan. 

 
The Environmental Tier in the NCFUA Framework Plan is an open space system similar in both 
intent and area to the MSCP Preserve area. The relevant Framework Plan implementing principles 
“apply to development adjacent to significant natural areas such as the environmental tier and the 
San Dieguito River Valley FPA” and include: 
 

4.10i – Development adjacent to ridges and bluffs shall minimize visual impacts to these 
topographic features through setbacks and landscaping, especially near major canyons or 
valleys. 
 
4.10l – Structures located within the view of the park (SDRP), if within 200 feet vertically 
and 50 feet horizontally of a ridgeline, shall be set back and be low in profile so as not to be 
visually prominent from the future park. 
 
4.10n – All exterior lighting shall be low-sodium type with horizontal cut-off and shall be 
shielded downward such that the light would not be visible to the adjacent properties and the 
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proposed park. 
 
5.2d – Because of the importance of continuous open space that provides for plant and 
animal movement, portions of the environmental tier may not be eliminated based solely on 
an absence of sensitive resources within the area designated.  
 
5.4c – Wildlife corridors shall be the width required to provide for a continuous space in 
which animals can move without fear, undisturbed by lighting, noise and intense human 
activity.  

 
Impacts to MSCP Gonzales Canyon Wildlife Corridor: 
 
The proposed development is proposed on a mesa top above the Gonzales Canyon drainage 
floodplain and includes a mitigation plan to preserve and restore the habitat area (drainage) that 
leads to the new wildlife culvert undercrossing at El Camino Real. The proposed mitigation will 
improve and restore the native vegetation including riparian wetlands along the drainage 
(Attachment 5). However, the project buildings are proposed on the edge of the mesa top directly 
adjacent to this wildlife corridor. The project sits at the edge of the existing slope (i.e., the mesa) 
above the Gonzales Canyon open space and the closest structure would sit approximately 20 feet 
from the slope. Attachments 1 and 6 illustrate the project’s location in context with the 
surrounding uses and future projects. The northern portion of the mesa and the lower drainage 
area is part of the MSCP Preserve Area and identified as an Environmental Tier in the NCFUA 
Framework Plan (see below). The adjacent open space (recently dedicated to the City as MSCP 
Preserve as a condition of the Rancho Valley Farms project) includes wetlands and a pond that 
attracts wildlife as they pass through Gonzales Canyon and into the lagoon area. 
 
The proposed development will encroach into the MSCP Preserve area, which will require an 
MSCP “boundary adjustment” to accommodate the development.  Because a majority of the 
project site is within the MSCP Preserve area (82% of the project site – the majority in the 
floodplain below the mesa), a 25% development encroachment into the Preserve area is allowed 
per the MSCP. This “encroachment allowance” provides the project with the ability to develop 
3.35 acres of the Preserve (in addition to area outside the MSCP Preserve). However, the project 
is proposing to develop an additional 0.88 acre into the Preserve beyond the allowed 
encroachment, for a total of 4.23 acres of development within the MSCP Preserve. This 
additional encroachment does not seem justified nor is it sensitive to the value of this area as a 
wildlife movement corridor and as a visually important component of the river valley landscape. 
As an alternative, the church and associated buildings could be reduced in size and moved back 
from the mesa edge to reduce the impact to the corridor. Statements made in the Draft EIR 
regarding the necessity to build at the magnitude proposed are unsupported. 
 

 The Gonzales Canyon wildlife corridor identified in the City’s MSCP and the SDRP 
Concept Plan comes out of Gonzales Canyon from the southeast and connects to the 
broad floodplain of the San Dieguito River Valley. Evidence of high wildlife use of this 
corridor has been collected from recent camera trap images (on the adjacent property) by 
the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy. Mammals including bobcat, coyote, and 
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mule deer, as well as numerous smaller species, use this corridor. The function and use of 
this wildlife corridor has become more important as the lagoon has been restored, as open 
space has been set aside and restored to native habitat as a result of adjacent projects 
(Rancho Valley Farms and Formosan Church), and as an improved wildlife 
undercrossing was constructed under El Camino Real as a safe crossing of this busy 
roadway. The importance and high use of this corridor is not adequately documented in 
the Draft EIR. 

 
 The proposed project site plan includes a 93-foot-tall church located 20 feet from the 

edge of the mesa overlooking the MSCP wildlife corridor. The proposed development 
should be designed to minimize its impact on the function of the wildlife corridor by 
locating tall buildings further from the mesa edge. Currently as designed the project does 
not provide a buffer between development and wildlife habitat and will introduce light, 
noise, and human activity, potentially intimidating the wildlife moving through the area. 
The project should set the buildings further back from the mesa edge to provide the 
necessary buffer from the open space as intended by the MSCP and Environmental Tier.  
 

 The proposed project entrance off El Camino Real would also be located within the 
MSCP Preserve approximately 400 feet north of the Formosan Church entrance 
driveway. This access will isolate the habitat mitigation site that was required for the 
adjacent church and will shine automobile lights, and add noise directly adjacent to the 
wildlife corridor particularly at night when animals move through the area. Although 
lights and noise from El Camino Real pass by the open space, the access road will bring 
cars directly into the Preserve area. The Draft EIR does not adequately address this issue. 
 

 Public gathering spaces are also proposed directly adjacent to the open space (at the edge 
of the mesa top overlooking the corridor). Exterior lights would exist within the plazas, 
walking spaces, and access road directly adjacent to the native habitat and wildlife 
corridor.  These potential edge effects are not adequately analyzed in the DEIR and the 
conclusion that impacts would be insignificant is not supported with substantial evidence. 

 
 The subject project would consist of four large high-activity buildings with a circulation 

system adjacent to the open space. The buildings range from 28 to 40 feet in height and 
the church structure, closest to the wildlife corridor, would be 93 feet in height 
(equivalent to a 9-story structure). Human encroachment including lights and noise from 
human activity and vehicles will impact the corridor’s function unless an adequate buffer 
is provided. 

 
Draft EIR Analysis 
 
The Draft EIR does not sufficiently recognize the importance of the wildlife corridor or the 
diversity of species that currently move through the area and claims “the project would have a 
beneficial impact on the habitat linkage within Gonzales Canyon” while dismissing its impacts. 
It states that “the habitat on the site currently provides relatively few resources for wildlife due 
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to the lack of cover and structural diversity” (page 5.4-11). This is contrary to recent evidence of 
a heavily used corridor. Although the proposed mitigation plan would improve the habitat, the 
new human use adjacent to the corridor would impact its function. The proposed buildings could 
be reduced in size and moved further away from the mesa edge to provide a buffer. The EIR 
does not adequately explain why the project couldn’t be built on a smaller footprint to provide an 
adequate buffer. 
 
The EIR does not acknowledge that native habitat on the project site in the wildlife corridor was 
recently mowed and disked without authorization and claims that Gonzales Canyon has 
“currently no cover or foraging opportunities for wildlife”. The mowing and disking took place 
in May or June of 2013 under the current ownership where sensitive native habitat was destroyed 
during the nesting season. The EIR does not acknowledge the impact of the project on the 
corridor itself and only promotes the benefits of the mitigation plan (page 5.1-72 and 73). The 
access entrance drive is only evaluated in the context of a location further into the MHPA 
Preserve that had been previously proposed by the project representative and subsequently 
rejected. The EIR dismisses impacts of the access road by promoting it as better than what had 
been considered previously (page 5.1-72). CEQA requires that the analysis be based on the 
impacts of a proposed project on the existing condition and setting, not compared to an earlier 
design. Typically, the existing condition is defined as when the notice of preparation is published 
(in this case, July 2013). The most sensitive portion of the project site, where mature vegetation 
offered cover for wildlife species, was mowed and disked in May or June 2013, just prior to the 
release of the NOP. Furthermore, the project’s mitigation is partially on this area that until 
recently was native habitat.  
 

 The EIR concludes that “the area in the lower portion within Gonzales Canyon is 
unaffected by the take and management will be unaffected” (page 5.1-73) with no 
substantive evidence or analysis to support such a conclusion. The EIR states that the 
area “is periodically in crops or is devoid of vegetation and disked” (page 5.1-73). 
However, based on our observations most of the project site had not been farmed for 
several years and mature native vegetative cover did exist in the bottom portion of the 
corridor closest to the wildlife undercrossing before it was recently mowed and disked 
(no crops were planted).  

 
 The biology analysis does not support the conclusions made. For example, a statement is 

made that the project “is separated from the Gonzales Canyon by a 20-40 foot slope 
which will protect wildlife as they move through the canyon”, yet it does not explain how 
that slope would protect wildlife next to a 93-foot tall structure at the edge of that slope 
and next to the proposed project access road cut into the slope, nor whether the project’s 
proximity and use would impact wildlife moving through the corridor. The EIR also 
states that the project would “not compromise the preserve efficiency or effectiveness” 
and “no impacts will occur to the habitat linkage” because the project would be confined 
to the mesa on existing disturbed land. Edge effects to the wildlife corridor are dismissed 
and conclusions are not substantiated with evidence.  
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 The EIR states that the project mitigation to restore/enhance 1.76 acres of onsite habitat 

will “vastly improve the function of the canyon for wildlife movement” (page 5.1-72). 
While there is no question that restoration improves habitat value for wildlife, the 
corridor had been heavily used by wildlife for years (including mule deer, bobcat, and 
coyote). It is likely that wildlife use has declined since the vegetation was mowed and 
disked in 2013. The EIR does not adequately analyze the impact of the project design or 
the loss of a buffer from the corridor, and primarily just promotes the benefits of the 
mitigation plan. The supposed net benefit of the mitigation plan to the wildlife corridor is 
unsubstantiated (considering the adjacency edge effects of the project) and the EIR 
analysis does not adequately support the conclusion made. 
 

 The EIR makes inaccurate statements and cites mitigation measures that don’t exist. For 
example, only one biology mitigation measure exists (BIO-1) yet the analysis states that 
measures “BIO-2” and “BIO-3” would mitigate impact from invasive species and 
impacts to the MSCP, yet these measures do not exist.  
 

 The EIR states that exterior lighting to provide “general illumination” would be installed 
in proposed plazas, along pathways, and around landscape areas, and at entry points at 
the structures. It goes on to say that compliance with the City’s Outdoor Lighting 
Regulations would reduce impacts to less than significant, yet no explanation is given on 
the details of that regulation and how compliance would mitigate lighting impacts (page 
5.9-17). 

 
 The EIR never explains nor substantiates why a smaller project footprint wouldn’t meet 

the goals and objectives of the project. 
 
Impacts to the Visual Open Space Character of the River Valley: 
 
The EIR states that according to the City code, deviations from the AR-1-1 zone “base maximum 
height” of 30 feet are allowed in circumstances where side yard setbacks are increased (as 
proposed for this project). However, the community plan and SDRP Concept Plan policies 
regarding protection of visual quality and open space must also be considered. Height deviations 
are discretionary and should be considered in the context of the goals and policies of the SDRP 
Concept Plan. Furthermore, additional deviations for side and rear yard setbacks are also being 
requested by the project proponent for the education and youth center buildings. Given the 
constraints on the project site, the sensitivity of the surrounding area both biologically and 
visually, the site’s prominent location within the San Dieguito River Valley, the visibility of the 
site from public views (trails and roads), and the goals and policies of the FUA Framework Plan 
and SDRP Concept Plan that protect open space, valleys, and wildlife, the project appears to be 
overbuilt for the site.  
 

 The building location and scale is inconsistent with the Concept Plan design guidelines 
and the NCFUA Framework Plan. The Framework Plan policies and implementing 
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principles include an open space plan (Environmental Tier) to protect the river valley and 
view corridors through height reductions and setbacks.  

 
 The 93-foot high sanctuary and 40-foot high “hall” structure technically comply with the 

City building height codes because they provide greater than the minimum setbacks from 
some of the property lines (the wider setbacks from these property lines are easy to 
achieve because of the irregular linear shape of the property). However, the project is 
inconsistent with the land use plans and policies for this area that were written to protect 
views into and from the San Dieguito River Valley. Policies in the NCFUA Framework 
Plan and SDRP Concept Plan require developments to be “low lying in profile and not 
visually prominent” in this part of the valley. The EIR states that the church “would be 
visually prominent from low-laying areas of the western side of Gonzales Canyon”, but 
that the structures “will be screened with landscaping that will include native shrubs and 
groundcover, grasses, lawn, etc.” and “the stone finish or plaster finish with earth-tone 
colors” would “tend to recede into the background landscape with distance” and that the 
church has been “set back from the property line to the extent possible”. The proposed 
landscaping cannot screen a 93-foot tall structure that would greatly exceed the height of 
most plantings and surrounding buildings and loom over the adjacent wildlife corridor 
(Attachment 7). Furthermore, reasons given that the square footage is the minimum 
necessary to meet the goals of the project lack substantial evidence to justify the need to 
impact the river valley’s visual quality to such an extent. 

 
 Recently-approved surrounding projects (Formosan Church and Rancho Valley Farms) 

have adhered to the MSCP boundaries and goals and policies of the SDRP Concept Plan 
and environmental tier of the Framework Plan. The Formosan Church will have a 
maximum height of 45 feet (currently only a portion of that project is built). 
 

The proposed buildings will dominate public views from the San Dieguito River Valley, extend 
into the MSCP Preserve and environmental tier, and will eliminate any buffer to the Preserve, 
and will not be set back sufficiently to minimize impacts to the FPA. 
 
EIR Analysis 
 
The Draft EIR concludes that “based on the visual analysis presented and based on the 
discussion of scenic views/vistas, the project would not be located in a highly visible area” and 
“would not contrast visually with the overall character of the surrounding area” (page 5.9-15). 
These conclusions are false and appear to be based on poor-quality visual simulations that show 
the proposed structures faded in the distance. Substantial evidence is lacking to support 
conclusions reached in the EIR. 
 
At the same time, the EIR also states that the project would have a significant and unavoidable 
impact on neighborhood character because the church dome is 50 feet higher than the adjacent 
church and 70 feet higher than the adjacent residential development (page 5.9-16). Confusing 
statements are made to support this conclusion: “though portions of the proposed church will be 
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visible from adjacent properties, with landscaping and natural building materials and colors, the 
project would not be located in a highly visible area and contrast with the overall character of the 
area”. And “because the proposed 93-foot tall dome would be taller than surrounding 
development and would result in visible contrast” impacts are “considered significant and 
unavoidable” (page 5.9-16). It appears that impacts to surrounding private developments were 
considered to be a significant impact, yet impacts to surrounding public views into and from the 
river valley were not. 
 
Project Alternatives Analysis 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR provide feasible project alternatives capable of “avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project” while feasibly attaining most of the 
project objectives (Section 15126.6). The subject EIR dismisses the “Reduced Project 
Alternative” without defining or explaining what a “reduced project” would look like, and only 
states that it would not meet the needs of the Armenian Church community (currently provided 
on 30th Street in North Park, San Diego) without substantiating the conclusion with evidence. An 
alternative that meets the MSCP encroachment allowance of 25% should be analyzed as a viable 
alternative, as well as an alternative that is consistent with the heights of the surrounding 
structures (i.e., 45 feet). A project alternative that moves the structures further back from the 
mesa away from the wildlife corridor would provide a buffer from Gonzales Canyon thereby 
reducing significant impacts to the MSCP Preserve. The EIR does not offer or meaningfully 
consider such alternative designs.  
 
Trail Connection  
 
For several years both City and JPA staff have been planning a trail route through Gonzales 
Canyon to eventually connect trails in Pacific Highlands Ranch and beyond to the Coast to Crest 
Trail. The trail currently exists through Pacific Highlands Ranch to Old El Camino Real. The 
PRC and JPA have had multiple discussions with the subject project owner about the need for a 
trail easement through a short length of their property to connect the trail from the adjacent 
Rancho Valley Farms project to El Camino Real. The property owner has consistently stated that 
they do not object to providing a trail easement. Yet, no mention is made in the Draft EIR about 
trail connections from Gonzales Canyon to El Camino Real and the Coast to Crest Trail.  
 
The existing trail currently terminates at Old El Camino Real, but will soon continue west on the 
Rancho Valley Farms project currently under construction (required as a project condition). The 
trail route will then continue further west toward El Camino Real along the edge of the MSCP 
Preserve area (dedicated as part of the Rancho Valley Farms project), although the exact 
alignment hasn’t been determined. Various trail routes have been explored by City and JPA staff. 
To connect to El Camino Real the trail must cross a short segment of the St. John Garabed 
Church property (see Attachment 8).  
 
JPA staff was hopeful that the new El Camino Real culvert undercrossing could be used to route 
the trail under the road. However, the head room in the new culvert is low (particularly for 
horses) and a large quantity of sediment exists on the floor of the culvert. Furthermore, the 
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mitigation plan proposed by the Garabed Church project will restore wetlands leading into the 
culvert thereby eliminating space needed for a trail. However, other trail route alternatives exist. 
Recent field reconnaissance done jointly by JPA and City staff confirmed that a workable trail 
route through the open space on both parcels could connect to the existing D.G. path along the 
east side of El Camino Real that leads to the intersection at San Dieguito Road. At that point the 
trail route would continue to the Coast to Crest Trail, which is being designed in coordination 
with the City’s El Camino Real bridge replacement project and the SANDAG/JPA wetland 
restoration project (called “W19”) on the west side of El Camino Real.  
 
According to City Park and Recreation planning staff, a proposed condition on the subject 
project requires the property owner to grant a recreation easement for trail purposes but that “the 
exact location of the easement will be determined at a later date and the property owner will not 
be responsible for the cost associated with granting, constructing or maintenance of the trail”. It 
is JPA staff’s understanding that the open space on the subject church project will be preserved 
through a conservation easement although no specifics have been provided. The EIR should 
acknowledge and discuss the future trail even if an exact alignment hasn’t been determined.  The 
concern is still that the EIR does not acknowledge the trail use on the subject property. 
 
Potential Inconsistency with CUP Finding  
 
A place of worship (i.e., church) in an agricultural zone is allowed with a Conditional Use Permit if 
certain required findings can be made. One of those findings is that the “development will not 
adversely affect the applicable land use plan” (Section 126.0305 of City Municipal Code). The land 
use plan for this area is the NCFUA Framework Plan. For the reasons described above regarding the 
visual impacts of the project on the San Dieguito River Valley and Gonzales Canyon open space 
under the Framework Plan and SDRP Concept Plan, a finding that the project would not adversely 
affect the land use plan would be difficult to make. In addition, the EIR concludes that the project 
would create significant visual impacts that couldn’t be mitigated. The project design should be 
reduced in bulk and scale to provide a wider setback from the MSCP Preserve and reduce its 
visibility in such a visually scenic area. 
 
CAC RECOMMENDATION  
 
The CAC considered the PRC project comments at their April 4, 2014 meeting and voted 
unanimously in favor of recommending that your Board confirm the Draft EIR comments as 
presented by staff.  They also voted unanimously in favor of recommending that the Draft EIR 
include an alternative design with a maximum height of 45 feet consistent with the surrounding 
development. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Confirm staff’s comment letter. 
2. Modify staff’s comments. 
3. Give staff other direction. 
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Agenda Item #6 
April 18, 2014 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Send letter to City of San Diego confirming JPA staff comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Shawna Anderson 
Principal Environmental Planner 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Project Vicinity 
2. Site Plan 
3. JPA comment letter on Draft EIR 
4. Previous letters from JPA staff  
5. Restoration Plan 
6. MSCP Preserve and NCFUA Environmental Tier 
7. Visual Simulation 
8. Continuation of Gonzales Canyon Trail 
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Wildlife Undercrossing 

MSCP        PRESERVE 

PROJECT SITE
RANCHO VALLEY FARMS 
(UNDER CONSTRUCTION) 

DUST DEVIL NATURE TRAIL 

GONZALES CANYON
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DRAFT   April __, 2014 
 
Jeffrey Szymanski 
Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for 

St. John Garabed Church; Project #240283 
 
Dear Mr. Szymanski: 
 
Thank you for providing the JPA with the Draft EIR for this project. As you know, we have been 
following this project since it was originally submitted to the City in 2011 and met with the 
project representatives on at least two occasions including a site visit to the project site. I have 
enclosed our previously submitted letters that express concerns not adequately addressed. The 
comments in this letter address the adequacy of the Draft EIR but are also consistent with the 
concerns we’ve raised previously. These comments are those solely of the JPA staff based on 
issues raised in the Draft EIR, as well as staff's interpretation of the policies and programs 
adopted by the San Dieguito River Park JPA Board of Directors.  Due to the timing of the Draft 
EIR public review period and the JPA Board meeting schedule, the JPA Board has not yet 
reviewed or approved these comments. It is anticipated that the JPA Board will consider these 
comments at their next meeting scheduled for April 18, 2014. 
 
Our concerns relate to two main issues: the impacts of the project on the MSCP Preserve area 
and the visual impacts in the San Dieguito River Park.  
 
Impacts to MSCP Gonzales Canyon Wildlife Corridor: 
 
The proposed structures are located on the edge of the mesa top directly adjacent to the Gonzales 
Canyon wildlife corridor, the closest structure being approximately 20 feet from the slope.  
According to the Draft EIR, the project is proposing to develop 4.23 acres of the MSCP 
Preserve, an additional 0.88 acre beyond the allowed 25% MSCP encroachment. This additional 
encroachment does not seem justified nor is it sensitive to the value of this area as a wildlife 
movement corridor and as a visually important component of the river valley landscape.  
Statements made in the Draft EIR regarding the necessity to build at the magnitude proposed are 
unsupported.  
 

 The Gonzales Canyon wildlife corridor identified in the City’s MSCP and the SDRP 
Concept Plan comes out of Gonzales Canyon from the southeast and connects to the 
broad floodplain of the San Dieguito River Valley. Evidence of high wildlife use of this 
corridor was collected in March 2013 from recent camera traps (placed on the adjacent 
property) by the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy. Mammals including bobcat, 
coyote, and mule deer, as well as numerous smaller species, use this corridor. The 
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Mr. Szymanski 
Page 2 
 

 

function and use of this wildlife corridor has become more important as the lagoon has 
been restored, as open space has been set aside and restored to native habitat as a result of 
adjacent projects (Rancho Valley Farms and Formosan Church), and as an improved 
wildlife undercrossing was installed under El Camino Real as a safe crossing of this busy 
roadway. The importance and high use of this corridor is not adequately documented in 
the Draft EIR. 

 
 The Draft EIR does not sufficiently recognize the importance of the wildlife corridor or 

the diversity of species that currently move through the area and claims “the project 
would have a beneficial impact on the habitat linkage within Gonzales Canyon” while 
dismissing its impacts. It states that “the habitat on the site currently provides relatively 
few resources for wildlife due to the lack of cover and structural diversity” (page 5.4-11). 
This is contrary to recent evidence of a heavily used corridor. Although the proposed 
mitigation plan would improve the habitat, the new human use adjacent to the corridor 
would impact its function. The proposed buildings could be reduced in size and moved 
further away from the mesa edge to provide a buffer. The EIR does not adequately 
explain why the project couldn’t be built on a smaller footprint to provide an adequate 
buffer. 

 
 The EIR and accompanying biology report are misleading with the use of the term 

“active agriculture” throughout the text to describe land use on the site since agriculture 
operations (ie, crops) have not existed onsite for several years. Active agriculture evokes 
an image where monotypic stands of productive crops are planted and weeds kept down 
with herbicides, which is not occurring at the site. The EIR does not acknowledge that 
native habitat on the project site in the wildlife corridor was recently mowed and disked 
without authorization and claims that Gonzales Canyon has “currently no cover or 
foraging opportunities for wildlife”. The mowing and disking took place in May or June 
of 2013 under the current ownership where sensitive native habitat was destroyed during 
the nesting season.  

 
 The EIR does not acknowledge the impact of the project on the corridor itself and only 

promotes the benefits of the mitigation plan (page 5.1-72 and 73). The proposed 
development should be designed to minimize its impact on the function of the wildlife 
corridor by locating tall buildings further from the mesa edge. Currently as designed the 
project does not provide a buffer between development and wildlife habitat and will 
introduce light, noise, and human activity, potentially intimidating the wildlife moving 
through the area. The project should set the buildings further back from the mesa edge to 
provide the necessary buffer from the open space as intended by the MSCP and 
Environmental Tier.  

 
 The proposed project entrance off El Camino Real would also be located within the 

MSCP Preserve approximately 400 feet north of the Formosan Church entrance 
driveway. This access will isolate the habitat mitigation site that was required for the 
adjacent Formosan church (which currently is within the Preserve) and will shine 
automobile lights, and add noise directly adjacent to the wildlife corridor particularly at 
night when animals move through the area. Although lights and noise from El Camino 
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Real pass by the open space, the access road will bring cars directly into the Preserve 
area. The access entrance drive is only evaluated in the context of a location further into 
the MHPA Preserve that had been previously proposed by the project representative and 
subsequently rejected. The EIR dismisses impacts of the access road by promoting it as 
better than what had been considered previously (page 5.1-72). CEQA requires that the 
analysis be based on the impacts of a proposed project on the existing condition and 
setting, not compared to an earlier design. Typically, the existing condition is defined as 
when the notice of preparation is published (in this case, July 2013). The most sensitive 
portion of the project site, where mature vegetation offered cover for wildlife species, 
was mowed and disked in May or June 2013, just prior to the release of the NOP.  

 
 The EIR concludes that “the area in the lower portion within Gonzales Canyon is 

unaffected by the take and management will be unaffected” (page 5.1-73) with no 
substantive evidence or analysis to support such a conclusion. The EIR states that the 
area “is periodically in crops or is devoid of vegetation and disked” (page 5.1-73). 
However, based on our observations most of the project site had not been farmed for 
several years and mature native vegetative cover did exist in the bottom portion of the 
corridor closest to the wildlife undercrossing before it was recently mowed and disked 
(no crops were planted).  

 
 The biology analysis does not support the conclusions made. For example, a statement is 

made that the project “is separated from the Gonzales Canyon by a 20-40 foot slope 
which will protect wildlife as they move through the canyon”, yet it does not explain how 
that slope would protect wildlife next to a 93-foot tall structure at the edge of that slope 
and next to the proposed project access road cut into the slope, nor whether the project’s 
proximity and use would impact wildlife moving through the corridor. The EIR also 
states that the project would “not compromise the preserve efficiency or effectiveness” 
and “no impacts will occur to the habitat linkage” because the project would be confined 
to the mesa on existing disturbed land. Edge effects to the wildlife corridor are dismissed 
and conclusions are not substantiated with evidence.  

 
 The EIR states that the project mitigation to restore/enhance 1.76 acres of onsite habitat 

will “vastly improve the function of the canyon for wildlife movement” (page 5.1-72). 
While there is no question that restoration improves habitat value for wildlife, the 
corridor had been heavily used by wildlife for years (including mule deer, bobcat, and 
coyote). It is likely that wildlife use has declined since the vegetation was mowed and 
disked in 2013. The EIR does not adequately analyze the impact of the project design or 
the loss of a buffer from the corridor, and primarily just promotes the benefits of the 
mitigation plan. The supposed net benefit of the mitigation plan to the wildlife corridor is 
unsubstantiated (considering the adjacency edge effects of the project) and the EIR 
analysis does not adequately support the conclusion made. 

 
 The EIR makes inaccurate statements and cites mitigation measures that don’t exist. For 

example, only one biology mitigation measure exists (BIO-1) yet the analysis states that 
measures “BIO-2” and “BIO-3” would mitigate impact from invasive species and 
impacts to the MSCP, yet these measures do not exist.  
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 The EIR states that exterior lighting would provide “general illumination” of proposed 
plazas, along pathways, and around landscape areas, and at entry points at the structures. 
The intensity of lighting proposed is not provided in the Draft EIR. It goes on to say that 
compliance with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Regulations would reduce impacts to less 
than significant, yet no explanation is given on the details of that regulation and how 
compliance would mitigate lighting impacts (page 5.9-17). These potential edge effects 
are not adequately analyzed in the DEIR and the conclusion that impacts would be 
insignificant is not supported with substantial evidence. 

 
Impacts to the Visual Open Space Character of the River Valley: 

The EIR states that according to the City code, deviations from the AR-1-1 zone “base maximum 
height” of 30 feet are allowed in circumstances where side yard setbacks are increased (as 
proposed for this project). However, the community plan and SDRP Concept Plan policies 
regarding protection of visual quality and open space must also be considered. Height deviations 
are discretionary and should be considered in the context of the goals and policies of the SDRP 
Concept Plan. Given the constraints on the project site, the sensitivity of the surrounding area 
both biologically and visually, the site’s prominent location within the San Dieguito River 
Valley, the visibility of the site from public views (trails and roads), and the goals and policies of 
the FUA Framework Plan and SDRP Concept Plan that protect open space, valleys, and wildlife, 
the project appears to be overbuilt for the site.   
 
Specific Draft EIR comments are: 
 

 The project is inconsistent with the land use plans and policies for this area that were 
written to protect views into and from the San Dieguito River Valley. Policies in the 
NCFUA Framework Plan and SDRP Concept Plan require developments to be “low lying 
in profile and not visually prominent” in this part of the valley. The EIR states that the 
church “would be visually prominent from low-laying areas of the western side of 
Gonzales Canyon”, but that the structures “will be screened with landscaping that will 
include native shrubs and groundcover, grasses, lawn, etc.” and “the stone finish or 
plaster finish with earth-tone colors” would “tend to recede into the background 
landscape with distance” and that the church has been “set back from the property line to 
the extent possible”. Furthermore, reasons given that the square footage is the minimum 
necessary to meet the goals of the project lack substantial evidence to justify the need to 
impact the river valley’s visual quality to such an extent. 

 
 The Draft EIR concludes that “based on the visual analysis presented and based on the 

discussion of scenic views/vistas, the project would not be located in a highly visible 
area” and “would not contrast visually with the overall character of the surrounding area” 
(page 5.9-15). These conclusions are false and appear to be based on poor-quality visual 
simulations that show the proposed structures faded in the distance. Substantial evidence 
is lacking to support conclusions reached in the EIR. 
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 At the same time, the EIR also states that the project would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on neighborhood character because the church dome is 50 feet higher 
than the adjacent church and 70 feet higher than the adjacent residential development 
(page 5.9-16). Confusing statements are made to support this conclusion: “though 
portions of the proposed church will be visible from adjacent properties, with landscaping 
and natural building materials and colors, the project would not be located in a highly 
visible area and contrast with the overall character of the area”. And “because the 
proposed 93-foot tall dome would be taller than surrounding development and would 
result in visible contrast” impacts are “considered significant and unavoidable” (page 5.9-
16). It appears that impacts to surrounding private developments were considered to be a 
significant impact, yet impacts to surrounding public views into and from the river valley 
were not. 
 

 A modified design that reduces the height of the structures would mitigate the high 
impact this project would have on the open space character of the San Dieguito River 
Valley (see next comment). 

 
Project Alternatives Analysis 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR provide feasible project alternatives capable of “avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project” while feasibly attaining most of the 
project objectives (Section 15126.6). The subject EIR dismisses the “Reduced Project 
Alternative” as not feasible without defining or explaining the characteristics of the “reduced 
project”, and only states that it would not meet the needs of the Armenian Church community 
without substantiating the conclusion with evidence. An alternative that meets the MSCP 
encroachment allowance of 25% and moves the structures further back from the mesa away from 
the wildlife corridor to provide a buffer from Gonzales Canyon, thereby reducing significant 
impacts to the MSCP Preserve, should be analyzed as a viable alternative, A project alternative 
design consistent with the height of the surrounding structures (i.e., 45 feet) should also be 
included to mitigate impacts to the surrounding area. The EIR does not offer or meaningfully 
consider such alternative designs.  
 
Trail Connection  
 
According to City Park and Recreation planning staff, a proposed condition on the subject 
project requires the property owner to grant a recreation easement for trail purposes. According 
to the project Cycle Issue Report, “the exact location of the easement will be determined at a 
later date and the property owner will not be responsible for the cost associated with granting, 
constructing or maintenance of the trail”. The EIR should acknowledge and discuss the future 
trail even if an exact alignment hasn’t been determined.  The concern is still that the EIR does 
not acknowledge the trail use on the subject property. It is JPA’s understanding that the open 
space on the subject church project will be preserved through a conservation easement although 
no specifics have been provided. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Please continue to keep me 
apprised of its status and progress. Thank you. 
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November 13, 2012 
 
Mr. John Fisher 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Avenue, MS501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Subject: Comments on Proposed St. John Garabed Church;  
  Project #240283 
 
Dear John: 
 
After reviewing the proposed plans for this project as recently resubmitted in 
September, it appears that few of the issues expressed in our previous comment letter 
(10/26/11) have been addressed. As previously stated, this project is located in the 
San Dieguito River Park’s FPA on a prominent mesa in the San Dieguito River 
Valley and thus its location and design is of importance to the JPA. While we 
appreciate the project’s representatives presenting to the JPA’s Project Review 
Committee over the past year, they have not addressed our issues and their project 
design has changed only minimally. Therefore, the comments stated in our 10/26/11 
letter still stand. 

In summary, the issues that remain of primary concern to the JPA are: 

• The mass and scale of the project is in direct conflict with the San Dieguito 
River Park Concept Plan and with community planning policies as cited by 
City staff in their project assessments. The project is not solely a church use, 
but additional uses housed in a complex of large structures totaling 51,680 
square feet that is out-of-scale with the surrounding area representing an 
over-intensification of use on the property. 

• The proposed MHPA boundary adjustment is excessive since over half of the 
project encroaches into the existing MHPA. The MHPA was designed to 
protect the sensitive nature of this area above the Gonzales Canyon 
floodplain as it flows into the San Dieguito River Valley. The proposed 
boundary adjustment intrudes into the approved open space preserve on the 
adjacent Pardee project and isolates an existing mitigation site on the 
Formosan Church property. The result would create a habitat island next to El 
Camino Real, not the intension of the MSCP. The proposal would 
compromise the MHPA in this area.  

• It appears that the church could be accommodated within the existing MHPA 
boundary without harming the integrity of the MSCP and adjacent wetlands. 
However, as proposed the project is overbuilt for the site. Adjacent recently-
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• built or approved projects do comply with the MSCP (Pardee’s Rancho Valley Farms and 
the Formosan Church) and this project should as well.   

• Even with a significant encroachment into the MHPA, the project proposes yet more 
encroachments into the required setbacks. What are the hardships on this property that 
warrant the zoning code deviations? It does not appear that findings for a deviation could 
be made. 

• Again, the proposed project is not limited to a church sanctuary but includes a school, 
hall, and youth center that together represent an intensity of use incompatible with the 
surrounding open space, sensitive adjacent MHPA land, and the goal to protect the San 
Dieguito River Valley. The sanctuary represents only 17% of the total square feet. 

• No mitigation is proposed to offset impacts associated with MHPA encroachment and 
adjacency to a wildlife corridor. This corridor has been recently enhanced by a new 
wildlife culvert to better facilitate wildlife movement under El Camino Real. What 
impacts will this project have on the quality of the wildlife corridor from lights, human 
activity (particularly at night), and noise? 

• Views into the project from surrounding public areas would be significant, dramatically 
changing the open visually appealing landscape of the river valley. The proposed 51,680 
square foot complex of structures would unnecessarily obstruct the views in the river 
valley. The excessive height of these structures (32 to 40 feet) dwarfs the neighboring 
Formosan Church and intrudes into the viewshed. These buildings would be seen from 
several public roads, trails, and a San Dieguito River Park public educational facility to 
be constructed in 2013 across the valley to the northwest of the project site (open air 
trailside classroom). 

• The fact that the existing zone allows a maximum height over 30 feet on this site under 
certain conditions is not the only factor to consider. Policies included in the NCFUA 
plan, coastal plan, San Dieguito River Park Concept Plan, MSCP, and CUP findings hold 
equal weight and must be considered. 

• Combined with the newly constructed Formosan church project and the potential for 
development on the private parcel behind the subject site, cumulative visual impacts 
would add substantial development in the river valley and adjacent to a wildlife corridor. 
The entire east side of El Camino Real will be developed with an intensive collection of 
large buildings and active uses. This would cause cumulatively significant visual and 
biological impacts that must be addressed. 

• As noted in our previous letter, the subject property abuts an approved trail easement on 
the Pardee Rancho Valley Farms site. This trail link from Gonzales Canyon is planned to 
eventually connect to the Coast to Crest Trail. The subject property lies between the 
Pardee trail easement and El Camino Real and must be crossed in order to reach the new 
culvert under El Camino Real (proposed as a trail undercrossing). We understand that the 
applicant is not opposed to a trail on their property but that trail planning and permitting 
is not part of their project. We would like their project to include a possible easement for 
the trail although we realize that permit approvals have not yet been obtained for a trail. 
We would appreciate the opportunity to work with City Parks and Recreation staff on a 
trail easement proposal. 
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We are disappointed that the most of the issues expressed in our previous letter (now over a year 
ago) have yet to be addressed by the applicant’s project. We appreciate City staff’s consideration 
of the JPA’s concerns. 

Sincerely, 

 

Shawna C. Anderson, AICP 
Environmental Planner 
 
Cc: Bernie Turgeon, Development Services 
 Carmel Valley Community Planning Board 
 Marcela Escobar-Eck, Atlantis Group LLC 
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FIGURE 3

Project Site Map
Conceptual Restoration Plan for the St. John Garabed Church Project

SOURCE: SanGIS 2010, Bing Maps
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Viewpoint 4
FIGURE 5.9-9
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EXISTING CONDITIONS–From El Camino Real Undercrossing (new road configuration not visible)

VISUAL SIMULATION–From El Camino Real Undercrossing (new road configuration not visible)
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Continuation of Gonzales Trail
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Agenda Item #7 
April 18, 2014 

 
TO:  JPA Board 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT  Letter from San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians regarding Condition of  
  Pictographs at Piedras Pintadas 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Send Response Letter to San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Mission Indians  
 
 
A letter from the San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Mission Indians was sent to San Diego City Mayor 
Faulconer, with a cc to the JPA that was received as this agenda was being prepared.  The letter 
expresses anger and dismay that the pictographs at Piedras Pintadas (in the Bernardo Bay area of 
Rancho Bernardo, near the Westwood Subdivision) have been defaced.  That is a sentiment that is 
shared completely by the staff and supporters of the San Dieguito River Park. 
 
It is important to note however, that the San Dieguito River Park’s role with respect to the 
pictographs is limited to maintenance and management of the trail that is located fairly close to the 
pictographs but does not lead to the pictographs. The pictographs are located on City of San Diego 
Water Department property.  In the mid-1990’s the San Dieguito River Park obtained grant funds to 
prepare a Cultural Resource Management Plan that, following consultation with the Native 
American community and resource specialists, prescribed a trail alignment and fencing to avoid the 
boulders where the pictographs are located, focusing instead on trailside interpretive panels to 
illustrate early Native American lifestyles and use of native plants. The grant funding also allowed 
for publication of a children’s book “The Painted Rocks” that helped explain the significance of this 
type of site (it did not specify where this site is located) and why it should be protected.  As called 
for in the Cultural Resource Management Plan, the JPA maintained the site for five years and then 
turned the site over to the City of San Diego for long-term management and protection of the 
pictographs.   
 
The JPA staff does not divulge where the Piedras Pintadas pictographs are located and we do not 
lead walks there in order to minimize the number of people who have that information.  
Unfortunately, because development in the City of San Diego Westwood subdivision is located very 
close to the site, the rocks at the rock art site and at the nearby waterfall have often been the target of 
tagging.  During the first five years when the JPA was responsible, the JPA organized clean-ups to 
remove the tagging.  When the City took over, the City hired contractors to remove graffiti, and 
subsequently has put up webcams and additional fencing to try to stop the defacement.  Up until now 
the tagging at the rock art site itself missed the actual pictographs, but as the attached letter makes 
clear, the tagging that recently occurred is substantial and serious.  Water Department staff has 
informed us that it appears that it cannot be cleaned off without ruining the underlying pictographs. 
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The attached letter criticizes the JPA for not having more of a ranger presence there.  In fact, we do 
have regular ranger patrols there twice a week, and our new mountain bike patrol patrols there ten 
times a month.  We continued ranger patrols on the trail near this significant cultural site even after 
the City of San Diego eliminated all funding to the JPA for 3 ¼ years.  We used to have ranger 
patrol daily when the JPA was still responsible for management at the site under the terms of the 
CRMP.  However, since these attacks almost surely occur at night, even daily ranger patrols would 
not have prevented this devastating defacement to this significant site. 
 
Staff recommends that your Board send a response letter to the San Pasqual Band of Diegueno 
Mission Indians expressing our shared concern and explaining what the JPA’s role is with respect to 
the Piedras Pintadas cultural site.  A draft letter will be available at today’s meeting. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Susan Carter, Deputy Director 
 
Attachment 1: Letter from San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 
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