
 
 
 
 
September 5, 2018 
 
 
 
Marina Wurst 
Project Design Consultants 
701 B street 
San Diego, CA  92101 
 
Email Correspondence:  marina@projectdesign.com 
 
Dear Marina:    
 

 Subject: 3-Roots Second Review Assessment Letter   
  Project No. 587128; Account/Internal Order No. 24007634 
  Located at:  9892 Parkdale Avenue 
  Mira Mesa 

 

The Development Services Department has completed the Initial Review of the project referenced 
above.   The project proposes a Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Public Service Easement 
Vacation, Vesting Tentative Map, Conditional Use Permit, Site Development Permit and 
Neighborhood Development Permit and Amendment to CUP No. 89-0585 for the subdivision and 
development for 1,800 residential units (530 single family units and 1,270 multi-family units) and a 
40-acre mixed-use urban core with a 1.5-acre "mobility hub".  The project proposes 140,000 square 
feet of retail/commercial and 256 acres of parks, trails, and open space on existing vacant land and 
quarry site located at 10207 Camino Santa Fe. The 412-acre site is located in the AR-1-1 and IL-2-1 
zone within the Mira Mesa Community Plan area, Council District 6.  The proposed project will 
provide 10 percent (180) of the dwellings units as affordable units occupied by households with an 
income at or below 65 percent AMI for a period of 55 years in compliance with the Affordable, in-fill 
Housing and Sustainable Buildings Expedite Program. 

Enclosed is a Cycle Issues Report (Enclosure 1) which contains review comments from staff 
representing various disciplines, outside agencies and the community planning group. The purpose 
of this assessment letter is to summarize the significant project issues and identify a course of 
action for the processing of your project.   
 
If any additional requirements should arise during the subsequent review of your project, we will 
identify the issue and the reason for the additional requirement.  To resolve any outstanding issues, 
please provide the information that is requested in the Cycle Issues Report.  If you choose not to 
provide the requested additional information or make the requested revisions, processing may 

mailto:marina@projectdesign.com


Page 2 
Marina Wurst 
September 5, 2018 
 

 

continue.  However, the project may be recommended for denial if the remaining issues cannot be 
satisfactorily resolved and the appropriate findings for approval cannot be made.    
 
The Development Services Department will generally formulate a formal recommendation for your 
project subsequent to completion of the following milestones:   1) After the City Council recognized 
Community Planning Group has provided a formal project recommendation; 2) After all City staff 
project-review comments have been adequately addressed; and 3) During the final stages of the 
environmental review process.  
 
As your Development Project Manager, I will coordinate all correspondence, emails, phone calls, and 
meetings directly with the applicants assigned “Point of Contact.” The addressee on this letter has 
been designated as the Point of Contact for your project. Please notify me if you should decide to 
change your Point of Contact while I am managing this project. 
 
I. REQUIRED APPROVALS: Your project as currently proposed requires the processing of: 
 
Required approvals:   

• Process 2 Neighborhood Development Permit in accordance with San Diego Municipal 
Code Section 126.0504 for deviation to the land development code and for development on 
environmentally sensitive lands.  
 

• Process 4 Conditional Use Permit: for amendment to CUP No. 89-0585. 
 

• Process 4 Vesting Tentative Map:  for the subdivision of land and condominium map in 
accordance with SDMC Section 125.0403. 
 

• Process 4 Site Development Permit:  for possible deviations to wetland regulations. 
 

• Process 4 Master Plan Development Permit:  to replace a portion of the Carrol Canyon 
Master Plan with design standards specific to the project. 
 

• Process 5 Public Service Easement Vacation: for vacating existing public service easement 
in accordance with SDMC Section 125.1030 
 

• Process 5 Rezone: for rezoning AR-1-1 and IL-2-1 to a new zone. 
 

• Process 5 Specific Plan Amendment:  for the amendment to the Carrol Canyon Master 
Plan and Mira Mesa Community Plan. 

 

All actions will be consolidated under this application and processed concurrently, pursuant to the 
Consolidation of Processing regulations contained in Municipal Code Section 112.0103.  The decision 
to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the project will be made by Development Services 
Department 
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II. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT ISSUES: The significant project issues are summarized below.  

Resolution of these issues could affect your project.  Additional explanation is provided in 
the Cycle Issues Report.   

 
Key Issues:  
 
 Unaddressed Comments:  Based on City staff's review of the applicant's last submittal, 

it appears that several of the project issues identified in the previous review by City staff.  
Numerous comments from Long Range Planning, LDR-Transportation, LDR-Landscaping, 
LDR-Geology, PUD-Water and Sewer, and Park and Rec were not entirely addressed by.  
By failing to provide the requested information, City staff's ability to provide a thorough, 
comprehensive review is hindered and processing time and costs to the developer are 
significantly increased (See Enclosure 1, Cycle Issues Report comments). 
 

 General Responses:  In several responses to issues, applicant states "Completed" or a 
general answer not indicating how the items were addressed. In future responses to 
comments, please provide specific responses to how items were addressed and where 
(sheet number, section, page number, figure, etc.) the items have been addressed.  
Providing detailed responses will help expedite the review process. 
 

 PA19 Pedestrian Oriented Design:  Long Range Planning staff has concluded the 
overall design of the PA19 core commercial site has not changed from the previous 
review to address previous comments related to pedestrian-oriented design within 
proximity to a future high frequency transit stop on Carrol Canyon Road.  Long-Range 
Planning cannot support the proposed design because it does not implement the 
pedestrian-oriented design policies of the General Plan and the TOD concept of the 
Carroll Canyon Master Plan (See Enclosure 1, Cycle Issues Report, LDR-Planning, Long 
Range Planning).  

 
 Urban Forest:  An implementation strategy of the Climate Action Plan is to increase the 

urban forest canopy.  The proposed setback deviations and site planning reduce the 
planting area opportunities for medium and large trees.  A fine-grained approach to 
locating trees throughout each planning area is recommended to ensure enough space 
for trees to reach their mature size.  Please address comments from LDR-Landscape 
related to alternative methods for meeting yard points and identify areas where more 
trees can be added throughout the development (See Enclosure 1, Cycle Issues Report, 
LDR-Landscaping and Long Range Planning comments).   

 
 Master Plan:  For clarity purposes, please identify whether the Carroll Canyon Master 

Plan document will be replaced by the proposed Master Plan Development Permit 
(MPDP).   If the Master Plan is to be retained, there are potential inconsistencies within 
that document and the proposed MPDP that would need to be resolved.  If the Master 
Plan is to be rescinded, land use and policies applicable to the constructed Fenton 
Technology Center in this document need to be addressed in the amendment (See 
Enclosure 1, Cycle Issues Report, Long Range Planning comments).  Long Range Planning 
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is recommending a meeting to discuss the Master Plan situation.  Please contact the 
Development Project Manager to arrange this meeting. 

 
 Direct-to-Construction:  LDR-Planning staff has indicated that for each Planning Area to 

be eligible for a direct-to-construction permits process (i.e. without first obtaining a 
Substantial Conformance Review), more detail will need to be provided. This is especially 
true of PA-12, 13, 14, 19 & 20 (See Enclosure 1, Cycle Issues Report, LDR-Planning 
comments). 

 
III. STUDIES/REPORTS REQUIRED:  A number of documents have been identified as necessary 

to the project’s review.  Reference the attached Submittal Requirements Report (Enclosure 
3).   

 
IV. PROJECT ACCOUNT STATUS:  Our current accounting system does not provide for real-time 

information regarding account status, however, our records show a negative balance of 
approximately $10,310 as of August 24, 2018 (last posting date).  Please note, charges to 
reviews or meetings done on the project after August 24, 2018 to current September 5, 2018 
have not shown up on the department’s account data base as posting of charges take 4-6 
weeks to complete.   As a reminder, your Expedite Fee is held in a separate account until the 
project has been completed and will not appear in the monthly account statements, see Info 
Bulletin No. 538 for additional information.  Based on the processing point, unresolved 
issues, and level of controversy of your project, it is anticipated that $61,000 will be required 
with your resubmittal.  Your attention to this deficit is greatly appreciated.  During the 
processing of your project, you will continue to receive statements with the break-down of 
staff charges to your account.  Should you have questions about those charges, please feel 
free to contact me directly. 

 
V. TIMELINE:  
 

Upon your review of the attached Cycle Issues Report, you may wish to schedule a meeting 
with staff and your consultants prior to resubmitting the project.  Please telephone me if you 
wish to schedule a meeting with staff.  During the meeting, we will also focus on key 
milestones that must be met in order to facilitate the review of your proposal and to project 
a potential timeline for a hearing date.  Your next review cycle should take approximately 10 
– 25 days to complete based on the documents received at the next submittal and the clarity 
to staff’s comments.   

 
Municipal Code Section 126.0114 requires that a development permit application be closed 
if the applicant fails to submit or resubmit requested materials, information, fees, or 
deposits within 90 calendar days.  Once closed, the application, plans and other data 
submitted for review may be returned to the applicant or destroyed.  To reapply, the 
applicant shall be required to submit a new development permit application with required 
submittal materials, and shall be subject to all applicable fees and regulations in effect on 
the date the new application is deemed complete.  
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If you wish to continue processing this project, please note that delays in resubmitting 
projects and/or responding to City staff’s inquiries negatively impact this Department’s 
ability to effectively manage workload, which can lead to both higher processing costs and 
longer timelines for your project. 
 

VI. VI. RESUBMITTALS/NEXT STEPS:  After the plans and associated documents have been 
modified pursuant to direction identified within the City Issues Report, please email William 
Zounes at wzounes@sandiego.gov at least two days in advance to resubmit.  After all 
required documents (see below) are submitted, I will route the package to the same Multi-
Disciplinary Team of reviewers.  At your appointment, provide the following: 

A. Plans and Reports:  12 sets of “to scale” Development Plans and 6 set of “11”x17” 
Development Plans.  The plans should be folded to an approximate 8 ½ x 11 inch size.  Also, 
as shown on the attached Submittal Report, please submit the requested reports and 
technical studies and copies of a reduced set of Development Plans (11x17) at your 
appointment.  Note, the above plan submittal may be updated to change the number of 
required paper copies to electronic copies on a flash drive or CD. 
 
B. Cycle Issues Report response letter:  Prepare a cover letter that specifically describes 
how you have addressed each of the issues identified in the Cycle Issues Report and any 
issues identified in this cover letter, if applicable (Note, cleared issues are identified with an 
“X” with the comment box).  Or, you may choose to simply submit the Cycle Issues Report, 
identifying within the margins how you have addressed the issue.  If the issue is addressed 
on one or more sheets of the plans or the reports, please reference the plan, sheet number, 
report or page number as appropriate.  If it is not feasible to address a particular issue, 
please indicate the reason and/or justification for the proposed alternative..  Include a copy 
of this Assessment Letter, Cycle Issues Report and your response letter if applicable, with 
each set of plans. 

 
VII. COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP:  Staff provides the decision maker with the 

recommendation from your locally recognized community planning group.  If you have not 
already done so, please contact Jeffry Stevens, Chairperson of the Mira Mesa Community 
Planning Group via email at mmcpg.chair@gmail.com to schedule your project for a 
recommendation from the group.  If you have already obtained a recommendation from the 
community planning group, in your resubmittal, if applicable, please indicate how your 
project incorporates any input suggested to you by the community planning group. 

 
Information Bulletin 620, “Coordination of Project Management with Community Planning 
Committees” (available at http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services), provides some 
valuable information about the advisory role the Community Planning Group.  Council Policy 
600-24 provides standard operating procedures and responsibilities of recognized 
Community Planning Committees and is available at http://www.sandiego.gov/city-
clerk/officialdocs/index.shtml. 

 

mailto:wzounes@sandiego.gov
mailto:mmcpg.chair@gmail.com
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/
http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/index.shtml
http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/index.shtml
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VIII. STAFF REVIEW TEAM: Should you require clarification about specific comments from the 
staff reviewing team, please contact me, or feel free to contact the reviewer directly.  The 
names and telephone numbers of each reviewer can be found on the enclosed Cycle Issues 
Report. 

 
IX. PROJECT ISSUE RESOLUTION CONFERENCE: Project Issue Resolution (PIR) conferences 

provide customers an opportunity to have issues heard and considered by executive 
department management. A PIR will be considered if, after the issuance of the third 
Assessment Letter for discretionary projects, customers and staff have been unable to 
resolve project issues. The PIR would address issues such as disagreements between the 
applicant and staff on interpretations of codes or ordinances, requests for additional 
information or studies, or project-related processing requirements. Any determinations 
from a PIR are not binding on any City decision-making body, such as City Council, Planning 
Commission, or Hearing Officer. Qualifying PIR requests should be coordinated with your 
Development Project Manager. 
 

In conclusion, please note that information forms and bulletins, project submittal requirements, and 
the Land Development Code may be accessed on line at http://www.sandiego.gov/development-
services.  Many land use plans for the various communities throughout the City of San Diego are 
now available on line at http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/profiles/index.shtml. 
 
Open DSD:  To view project details online, visit:  http://www.sandiego.gov/development-
services/opendsd/. 
 
For modifications to the project scope, submittal requirements or questions regarding any of the 
above, please contact me prior to resubmittal.  I may be reached by telephone at (619) 687-5942 or 
via e-mail at wzounes@sandiego.gov.  

Sincerely, 

 

William Zounes 

Development Project Manager 

Enclosures:  

1. Cycle Issues Report 
2. Submittal Report 
3. Invoice 
4. Deviation Request Form 

 

cc: File 

 Reviewing Staff 

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/profiles/index.shtml
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/opendsd/
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/opendsd/
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

Page 1 of 41

Project Information
3-Roots587128Project Nbr:

Zounes, WillProject Mgr: (619) 687-5942 wzounes@sandiego.gov
Title: *587128*

Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Environmental Services Dept

07/12/2018

07/12/2018

07/12/2018Wood, Lisa

(858) 573-1236

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 1.00

LFWood@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  We request a 2nd complete submittal for Environmental Services Dept on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Last month Environmental Services Dept performed 2 reviews, 100.0% were on-time, and .0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

New Issue Group (3253939)

No outstanding Issues

For questions regarding the 'Environmental Services Dept' review, please call  Lisa Wood at (858) 573-1236.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Plan-MSCP

08/03/2018

08/13/2018

07/16/2018Smit-Kicklighter, Holly

(619) 236-6621

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 8.00

hsmit@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Plan-MSCP on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 57 outstanding review issues with Plan-MSCP (42 of which are new issues).

.  Last month Plan-MSCP performed 11 reviews, 63.6% were on-time, and 70.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

MSCP 1st Prelim Rev Jan 2018

Biology Report Helix Nov 2017

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

23 Section 4.5.3- Include wetland buffer analysis and provide graphic depicting buffer widths.  SITE PLAN SHEETS 
such as SHEET 30 show 50 foot buffers on either side of Carroll Canyon (CC) Creek and additional Zone 2 BMZ 
area as a buffer.  Please describe how this is applied throughout the site and along all streambeds including 
Rattlesnake Creek and other tributaries of CC Creek.  (From Cycle 5)



26 Section 4.8 - Include discussion of all relevant sections of the MSCP Subarea Plan in addition to Section 1.4.3.  
Include consistency with Sections 1.2, 1.4.1 & 1.4.2; 1.52, 1.5.8 (Northern Area).   (From Cycle 5)



28 Section 4.8.2 - This section addresses Special Conditions for Covered Species- ensure all 
requirements/conditions in Appendix A of the MSCP Subarea Plan are included.  (From Cycle 5)



31 Figure 18 - Depict the MHPA give in green and the MHPA take in red hatching.  (From Cycle 5)
32 Table 12 Discussion- At the May 2017 BLA meeting, the Wildlife Agencies had asked for additional info on the 

MHPA give area adjacent to Darden Road.  Figure 6 shows that this give area is a combination of Chamise 
chaparral and disturbed habitat.   Please justify in the BLA equivalency analysis give of 17.45 acres of disturbed 
land per Table 12 to the MHPA (i.e. much of it will be restored/revegetated).   

 (From Cycle 5)



SITE PLANS Nov 2017

No outstanding Issues

NEXT STEPS

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

57 Per the May 2017 BLA Meeting - Applicant to follow up with CDFW Kelly Fisher (In a Streambed Pre-Application 
Meeting) on streambed, FEMA and Waters of the US issues.  (From Cycle 5)



MSCP 1st Project Rev 4/17/18

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

64 Furthermore, each Area Specific Managment Directive for MSCP Covered speices as stated in Appendix A of 
the MSCP Subarea Plan shall be stated verbatim and followed with how the project implements ASMD 
(Conditions of Coverage) for MSCP Covered Speices present and having a moderate to high potential of 
occurance.
MSCP staff request a meeting with the applicant biological consultant team and EAS/DSD to ensure the 
required MSCP Subarea Plan consistency and MHPA BLA analysis is provided in the second BTR submittal in 
order to processs the proposed MHPA BLA with the Wildlife Agencies (WA's).  (From Cycle 17)



65 2ND REQUEST PREVIOUS COMMENT 23:

Wetland buffers are stated and proposed at a minimum of 50-feet.  Please provide a wetland buffer analysis to 
provided evidence that 50 feet is sufficient to sustain on-site wetland functions and values.  Include analysis of 
0-buffer provided to the off-site vernal pool preserve.  RTC's state differential in elevation, include this 
justification in the wetland buffer analysis for the proposed project.   continued (From Cycle 17)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-MSCP' review, please call  Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 236-6621.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

66 Pursuant to the City's Biology Guidelines, the BTR shall demonstrate that an adequate wetland buffer be 
maintained around all wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and values of the wetland. Section 
320.4(b)(2) of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers General Regulatory Policies (33CFR 320- 330) list criteria for 
consideration when evaluating wetland functions and values. These include wildlife habitat (spawning, nesting, 
rearing, and foraging), food chain productivity, water quality, ground water recharge, and areas for the protection 
from storm and floodwaters.
continued  (From Cycle 17)



67 Revise the BTR to include buffer analysis and provide a graphic depicting wetland buffer distances.  This is of 
particular importance to demonstrate and "adequate buffer" is proposed to occupied LBV habitat as required by 
LBV's conditions of coverage.  The WA's have consistently required a 100 foot buffer to occupied LBV and the 
BTR shall provided evidence a reduced buffer is adequate.  (From Cycle 17)



70 Section 4.6 references Bio-5; however, there is no Bio-5.  Revise to Bio-4 (From Cycle 17)
73 Section 5.3 states the project applicant seeks the City to manage the remainder MHPA in perpetuity after 

successful sign off of the mitigation effort; including the project's wetland mitigation site.  

Therefore, this section shall be revised to state the Project provide long-term funding for the wetland mitigaiton 
site pursuant to the City's Biology Guidelines "Managment by the City" which states: 

continued.... (From Cycle 17)



74 For all wetland mitigation sites, funding must be provided to cover the costs of their the in-perpetuity 
management and monitoring. Funding may be provided by a variety of means including, but not limited to, the 
establishment of an endowment or Community Facilities District. The amount of funding shall be calculated 
through the use of a Property Analysis Record (PAR) or other similar method. For properties that are deeded to 
the City in fee title, the PAR or equivalent and shall be
approved by the Park and Recreation Department prior to City¿s acceptance of the land.
continued... (From Cycle 17)



75 In no case will the City be required to accept any brush management functions that are made a condition of a 
discretionary project. It is expected that a homeowners association or similar group will be established for any 
brush management responsibilities.

Ensure BM zones are lotted out seperately from any areas proposed to be conveyed to the City of San Diego in 
fee title.   (From Cycle 17)



76 Appendix B or C: Address Cactus Wren potential.  RTC's states this species was addressed; however, it's not 
included in either appendix. 
 (From Cycle 17)



77 MSCP is currently in review of the "Wetland Mitigation Plan 3Roots San Diego" prepared by Helix 2018.  Revise 
the title to "Habitat Mitigation Plan" and address previous comment number 74 in regards to long term funding.  
The protection element would be revised to state Section 5.2 of the BTR.  City does not management private 
MHPA Land.  An IOD and Temporary COE are required. 

MSCP will provide further comment on the project mitigation plan through review of the MHPA BLA Equivalency 
Analysis and in coordination with EAS/DSD.  (From Cycle 17)



MSCP 2nd prj rev Aug 2018

SITE PLANS

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

79 SHEETS 9-10 & 38-39- Off-site grading and improvements details are still pending as  details are. being worked 
out.  The plan sheets and BTR analysis must Include off-site impacts if project will be required to provide 
mitigation for any impacts to these areas.  

THIS COMMENT IS A UPDATE OF PREVIOUS COMMENT 44  (New Issue)



80 Next review MSCP does not need architectural or elevation sheets.  (New Issue)
115 Remove Pennisetum grass from plant pallette as it is highly invasive.  For all areas of Zone 2, MHPA that 

contain bio ESL  and other bio ESL that will be graded, provide mitigation for all mitigable habitats.  Restored 
areas or other mitigation will need to be increased to cover those areas if not currently considered as impacts.  
There are no temporary impacts.  The only bio impacts that will not count per City Bio Guidelines are man-made 
wetands (although Regulatory Agencies may still require mitigation for these).  Temporary impacts are the same 
as all impacts in terms of mitigation.   (New Issue)



BTR  Helix July 2018

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

81 Per prior Issue 23 - Section 6.4 and Figures 20a & b-  in the texts and in the graphic depiction provide specific 
quantitative min and max buffer width's  not just a general # and provide specifics in the graphic depiction with 
min max buffer widths called out . (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-MSCP' review, please call  Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 236-6621.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

82 Per prior Issue 27 - BTR-MHPA LUAG pg 44 - Invasives discussion - do not only specify Carroll Cyn Creek 
restoration as other upland restoration/revegetation areas, BMZ2 and other upland/wetland areas should also 
be cleared of invasive species listed on both lists of invasive species found on-site  (i.e. ASLA and CNPS).  
(New Issue)



83 Per prior  Issue 27  - BTR MHPA LUAG pg 51-  Noise - Add LBV noise measures as LBV is included in Section 
5.3 as having been found on-site.  Also, please amend report to occupied/present for LBV with a caveat that 
although no nesting pairs were detected and the habitat maybe suboptimal for breeding, it is still  functions as 
an area where they can forage, roost, and/or use as cover/resting areas during migration.   (New Issue)



84 Per prior issue 31 - Make the MHPA give area green and the VP preserve area yellow.  (New Issue)
85 Per prior Issue 32 - Table 7 - This is still showing 17.5 ac of non-sensitive habitat in the MHPA even though it is 

reduced from current 25 ac in the MHPA.  Explain why Darden adjacent MHPA area wouldn't be restored.  
Please show what component of the MHPA give area will consist of restored/revegetated habitat. Put a caveat 
on the table as well that no BMZ2 areas or reveg areas will be counted in BLA gain (only existing native or areas 
restored with 5 years MMRP will be counted - therefore remove any 25 month reveg areas or BMZ2 areas if 
used).  (New Issue)



86 Per prior issue 28- COE/Dedication language should match more closely w/ EAS MMRP timing triggers (prior to 
issuance of the first construction permit rather than approval of the BLA)  & SDP permit conditions (Permit 
Planning and MSCP conditions).  Note, the COE would be placed over all remainder areas of ESL not just 
MHPA lands.  Additionally, only COE areas without any easements or maintenance requirements could be 
potentially turned over to the City in a dedication in fee title- due to this fact, it may be beneficial to place 
separate COEs/IODs over areas intended for future dedication. (New Issue)



87 Per prior issue 63 - Section 5.0 rather than Section 10. should include  MSCP SAP Sections compliance with 
only a brief  BLA paragraph and the actual  BLA analysis placed in a standalone appendix.  SAP compliance 
must be revised to include more description required by MSCP SAP Section 1.4.2 - per the "Mining, Extraction, 
and Processing Facilities" Items 1-4about the existing mining operations and how the project would include 
existing and proposed restoration/reclamation plans in conformance with the MSCP SAP and SMARA etc.  
(New Issue)



88 Per prior issue 65 - Continue to show the off-site vernal pool preserve and depict how the buffer will be 50 feet 
or greater from the proposed development areas (i.e. on Figures 20a/b).  (New Issue)



89 Per prior items 19,23,44,65, & 66 Table 12 does not discuss specific functions and values outlined in issue 66 
(i.e. spawning, rearing, etc).  In addition, the off-site vernal pool area and buffer width from the proposed project 
is not being shown on relevant graphics.  Please provide.  This is a second revised request as although the 
Park was removed adjacent to the existing off-site VP preserve, MSCP still needs to see the current proposed 
buffer for the off-site VP feature.  (New Issue)



90 Per prior items above including #66- Provide a existing and proposed habitat table graphic (i,e, amend or add a 
companion table to Table 1 and add a companion to baseline with MHPA Figure 13 that is proposed MHPA will 
final proposed vegetation) so  MSCP staff can see how the existing  habitats will  increase or decrease with 
retention of  existing habitat, restoration and revegetation areas.  Please note, reveg and BMZ2 areas should be 
called out as not counting toward any BLA or mitigation credits and BLA and mitigation credit areas can be used 
only once (not for both requirements).   CON'T (New Issue)



91 CON'T Additionally, the City only recognizes impacts - temporary impacts require full mitigation as do impacts to 
existing habitats such as DCSS taken to be turned into wetlands,and/or existing wetlands impacted to improve 
quality.  In order to demonstrate no double counting and that existing habitat impacts are fully assessed -an 
existing & proposed habitat table & graphic is required to compare existing resources on Figure 6 to final 
proposed vegetation ac and location  and their allocation to CEQA mitigation or BLA requirements.  No excess 
mitigation should be shown in Section 9.  (New Issue)



92 Per prior issues- Mitigation Section 9- Bio -1 & Table 13 -break the measure and the table down into uplands 
and wetlands.  Show in the on-site preservation what portions are restoration areas (make sure to exclude 
BMZ2 areas and reveg areas).  CON'T (New Issue)



93 CON'T Explain/show  how totals are applied to only the CEQA mitigation requirements and change the report if 
needed to address only  BLA requirements in  the BLA analysis;  and CEQA mitigation alone in the Mitigation 
Section as BLA equivalence is not considered a mitigation requirement (also ensure that the BLA analyses can 
become a stand alone document.

Excess mitigation should not be shown on Table 13 - excess is instead attributable only to the BLA equivalency. 
 Explain why Section 9.3 says 7.4 ac of upland habitat will be restored on-site but Table 13 doesn't show clearly 
that 7.4 ac. (New Issue)



95 Section 9.1.2 & 3 - Spell out the sensitive species acronyms (New Issue)
94 Table 13 - List out what Restored Native Habitat will consist of and explain if this is actually to be only a 

component of the BLA analysis.   (New Issue)


96 Section 9 - separate Mitigation discussion from required measures -  i.e. don't include the summary statement in 
actual MMRP measure Bio 1 because that is not implementable in the field.  Include only specific implementable 
items that will be placed on the construction plans. 

and discuss how the BLA equivalency requirements are separate and discuss in a separate 
appendix/attachment and cite that in BTR - see BLA specific comments in separate issue group below. .   (New 
Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-MSCP' review, please call  Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 236-6621.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

97 Section 9.1.4,  9.2, and 9.3 should be written as specific mitigation measures i.e. Bio 3, Bio 4-, Bio 5 as well.   
The full City standard biological monitoring during construction MMRP language must also be included as well 
as the CAGN, LBV standard noise language must also be included.  MSCP can email a copy.    (New Issue)



98 All elements & full compliance with MSCP Subarea Plan section must be provided in Section 5.1 - The BLA 
should be an appendix. Section 10 is not needed.  Section 5 MHPA LUAG section must state that all LUAG 
compliance features are required as City permit conditions except for  CAGN & LBV noise mitigation which must 
be in the MMRP & currently are not in Section 9.  Make document consistent throughout regarding LBV impacts 
& mitigation as "present". Currently Section 5 (pg 50) only includes CAGN mitigation & alludes wrongly to a 
"MMPR" & MMC providing standard mitigation. (New Issue)



110 Per prior comment 72 - The "Habitat Mitigation Plan."  is really just a component of the overall mitigation plan it 
turns out with further analysis so please refer to it as the Project Restoration Plan and ensure it has all elements 
of the City's 2012 Bio Guidelines Attachment III requirements for reveg/restoration projects/plans.  See also 
specific HMP comments below in separate issue group.  (New Issue)



112 Per prior issues 73 & 74 - Section 9.3 - Rename to Management Element - 1st paragraph should be for uplands, 
2nd wetlands.  Per direction above, mention that appropriate uplands can be deeded to City. The BM HOA 
elements apply to the upland areas only so revise location.  Also, other areas such as detention basins or those 
with non City utility  easements  etc will also be rejected for dedication.

Wetland section requires revisions to address Management elements of the project to be consistent with the 
City's 2012 Biology Guidelines as stated below - CON'T.   (New Issue)



113 CON'T "Wetlands" not specifically MHPA (unless BLA requires it)  require a PAR/endowment that could carry 
over into a dedication to the City - this will not be the City's responsibility to fund.   The uplands could potentially 
be deeded to the City after a 5 year restoration effort is complete and City Park and Rec agrees to take a fully 
restored areas with no maintenance easements, etc.  Language & other elements were not updated to apply to 
wetlands in Section 9.3 etc.  (New Issue)



122 MSCP will forward additional BTR comments on a marked up version of the digital July 2018 SOUL BTR.  
Please note, not all comments in the PTS were duplicated on the digital comments.   Combined  PTS and digital 
comments should provide fairly clear direction.
 (New Issue)



BLA

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

116 Keep first section of Section 5.1 as explanation/context for the BTR and otherwise remove all of Section 5.1 
except for 3rd paragraph)  to a standalone BLA appendix.  Note, CEQA mitigation and BLA requirements are 
seperate and cannot overlap.  Restoration areas for the BLA area only need to be called out and also included 
in the Project Restoration Plan (although called out seperately from CEQA mitigation areas).  (New Issue)



117 The 3rd paragraph of Section 5.1 which addresses other applicable sections of the MSCP SAP - should only be 
left in the BTR (i.e. keep out of stand alone BLA). (New Issue)



118 Taable 7 - indicate which addition areas are restored areas. 
Do  not round at the BTR/BLA level revise and remove the * - keep all bio to 3 decimal places and even sf/ac  
for small areas like vernal pool should be used.  Keeping as much detail as possible reduces further 
compounded errors in the mitigation acreages  (New Issue)



119 BLA - Figure 11 is the actual BLA figure in the July 2018 hardcopy  but the text in both the hard copy and SOUL 
digitial BTR state that Figures 6, & 10 (hardcopy) and 6, 10 and 12 (SOUL) are listed as depicting the  BLA - 
please correct.  MSCP realizes there may be other discrepancies between the two versions.  Next time please 
ensure the hard copy and digital versions are from the same date.  (New Issue)



120 Section 5.1.1 - BLA Impacts - Please explain what this means?  Are you impacting some native mitigable habitat 
to create new BLA give areas etc?  Please explain.  (New Issue)



121 MSCP will forward additional BLA comments on a marked up version of the digital July 2018 SOUL BTR.  
Please note, not all comments in the PTS were duplicated on the digital comments.   Combined PTS digital 
comments should provide fairly clear direction.

 (New Issue)



Habitat Mitigation Pan March 2

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

99 This plan is a restoration plan that is one component of the upland and wetland  mitigation requirement and 
perhaps the BLA requirements.  Please specify it as such throughout.   Currently it is written as only a wetland 
plan and impacts from the  project are considered temporary.  The City does not recognize temporary impacts - 
all impacts to uplands to convert to wetland and from existing native wetlands (not man--made) to new wetlands 
require mitigation in their own right.  CON'T (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-MSCP' review, please call  Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 236-6621.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

100  Any deviations from the required ratios in the City's Biology Guidelines requires a detailed explanation along 
with a Agency permit allowing the change. 

Follow the city's 2012 Biology Guidelines appendix III Revegetation/Restoration Guidelines elements and order 
or presentation (i.e. put remediation before notice of completion and remove confirmation section or incorporate 
into NOC or remediation sections as appropriate). 
  (New Issue)



101 Section 1 - This section should be revised to include mention of the extensive upland component. .  (New Issue)
102 Section 2 - This section should allude to the report being a restoration plan as one element of the project 

mitigation (and BLA) requirements.  Project impacts from the restoration portion of the project must also be 
compensated for.  (New Issue)



103 Section 2.5 New Issue (13111165) (New Issue)
104 Project is disjointed - Section 2.5,, 3,4 and 3.5 should be combined in a Section 2.5 as existing conditions.  

Mitigation for Nuttall's scrub oak can also be included in this plan under a species specific component.  (New 
Issue)



105 Site preparation - Seeds, cuttings and container stock should be specified to be the same species and varieties 
found in the City portion of the watershed.  Mycorhrize inoculation should be discussed.  Argentinian ant control 
should be discussed  a MMRP Bio measure should be cross referenced in the restoration plan  (New Issue)



106 Section 6.2.1, 6,2,2 and 6.2.3 should be combined.  

For both plant and animal pests/invasives - integrated pest management and Best practices should be 
emphasized along with environmental hygiene (i.e. taking care not to track in or out invasive species, etc.).  
(New Issue)



107 Per prior issue 73 - Section 9.3 must include all the city's required elements. New Issue (13111177) (New Issue)
108 Section 9.3.7 - Funding - A Wetland PAR may be required as a temporary or permanent requirement per the 

City's Wetland Deviation requirements, and other City requirements.  Please revise this section.  

Remove section 10.3.  (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-MSCP' review, please call  Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 236-6621.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

SANDAG-Land Use & Transportatio

07/19/2018

07/25/2018

07/19/2018Zounes, Will

(619) 687-5942

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 2.00

wzounes@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for SANDAG-Land Use & Transportation on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 7 outstanding review issues with SANDAG-Land Use & Transportation (1 of which are new issues).

SANDAG Comments

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

1 For quesitons regarding SANDAG's comment plase contact Seth Litchney at 619.699.1943 or via email at 
Seth.Litchney@sandag.org (From Cycle 5)



2 1)Sheet 2 - Cross sections.  It shows the BRT lanes as bi-directional in its own guideway on the right side of the 
street.  This is a unique configuration and not something that city residents may be familiar with.  There will need 
to be substantial signage to limit cars from accessing.  SANDAG also wants to ensure that the parkway would 
remain as a landscaped parkway and not be allowed as parking at any time. (From Cycle 5)



3 On the Sheet 2 of the plans, the cross-sections show that there is a bike lane on one side of the street on Carroll 
Canyon.  On the Sheet 9, the plan and profile section of Carroll Canyon to Camino Santa Fe shows a bike lane 
on both sides of the street.  The BRT lane should not be considered as a shared bike/bus guideway; if there is a 
bike lane adjacent to the BRT lane, it should be included in the cross-sections on Sheet 2. (From Cycle 5)



4 The plans do not show any transit station locations.  Generally, a cross-section with a transit station would 
include two 12-foot BRT lanes and two 15-17 - foot platforms, which account for 54-56 feet of right of way.  If a 
station is planned, SANDAG suggests reviewing the station footprint for the South Bay Rapid service.  The 
placement of a station should be in an area that has high pedestrian traffic and offers the closest access to 
adjacent residential and commercial development.  
Con't to No. 5 (From Cycle 5)



5 (Con't from No. 4)
Sheet 18 identifies a "TS" at Street H.  If this is a transit station, the right of way identified is not large enough. 
(From Cycle 5)



Inital Review 4/18

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

6 As of April 25, 2018 SANDAG-Land Use & Transportation has not provided additional comments.As soon as 
comments are provided the applicant will be notified. (From Cycle 17)



2nd Review

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

7 As of July 25, 2018 SANDAG-Land Use & Transportation has not provided additional comments.As soon as 
comments are provided the applicant will be notified. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'SANDAG-Land Use & Transportation' review, please call  Will Zounes at (619) 687-5942.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Planning Review

07/19/2018

08/15/2018

07/11/2018Stanco   Jr, Joseph

(619) 446-5373

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/30/2018
Hours of Review: 6.00

Jstanco@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Planning Review on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 36 outstanding review issues with LDR-Planning Review (25 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Planning Review performed 132 reviews, 83.3% were on-time, and 43.8% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

1ST REVIEW - JAN 2018

Permits/Actions

SDP

No outstanding Issues

Master Plan / Design Guideline

No outstanding Issues

2ND REVIEW - MAY 2018

ESL

No outstanding Issues

Planning Areas

PA-3, 4 & 6

No outstanding Issues

PA-5

No outstanding Issues

PA-7, 8 & 9

No outstanding Issues

PA-10

No outstanding Issues

PA-11

No outstanding Issues

PA-12, 13 & 14

No outstanding Issues

PA-19 & 20

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

52 The CC-2-4 zone requires that 70% of the street frontage observe a building setback of no more than 10-feet. 
As such, Planning staff recommends that a greater number of buildings be located along the street frontages 
within PA-19 & 20 (Guidelines, Table 4-5).
 (From Cycle 17)



53 Please update the Pedestrian Circulation Plan (Guidelines, p.106-115) - and all other conceptual illustrations of 
the commercial core - to show more buildings along the Urban Corridor Street in order to emphasize the street 
edge of this significant pedestrian corridor. Active uses should dominate the Urban Corridor street frontage - not 
passive surface of structured parking. This is especially relevant at the intersection of Spine Road and the 
Urban Corridor. Please address.
 (From Cycle 17)



54 Please include Parking Lot Orientation as a development standard in Table 4-5: CC-2-4 Zone (Guidelines, p.35).
 (From Cycle 17)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Planning Review' review, please call  Joseph Stanco   Jr at (619) 446-5373.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

55 Please demonstrate how development in PA-19 & 20 will meet the Parking Lot Orientation requirement of the 
underlying CC-2-4 zone - per Section 131.0556. Conformance with this requirement will correspond with the 
goal of providing buildings along the street and locating off-street parking within the interior. 

Please note that in order for staff to support a deviation to this development standard, the project will need to 
meet the purpose and intent of the MPDP Design Guidelines and the Carroll Canyon Master Plan.
 (From Cycle 17)



60 Per Section 143.0460(f) of the Supplemental PDP Regulations, no more than 75% of all required parking on the 
commercial site should be located between the PROW and the structure on the site closest to the PROW. 
Please demonstrate compliance.
 (From Cycle 17)



Streetscape

No outstanding Issues

Edge Treatment

No outstanding Issues

Walls/Fences

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

65 Please note that if any walls (free-standing or retaining) will be proposed that may exceed the maximum heights 
permitted by the Fence Regulations (i.e. 3' within street yards, 6' within side/rear yards, 12' elsewhere), include 
as a deviation request and justify in accordance with the required PDP Findings.
 (From Cycle 17)



PDP - Open Space

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

66 Per Section 143.0420(a), Table 143-04B, please quantify the comprehensive usable and total open space 
required and provided by the proposed development. Please note that the required open space may be located 
without regard to zone boundaries or lot lines.
 (From Cycle 17)



Signage

No outstanding Issues

Implementation

No outstanding Issues

Plan Corrections

No outstanding Issues

CAP Checklist

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

74 The northern end of the subject property is located within the Transit Priority Area (TPA), however it is unclear 
whether the proposed development will encroach within the TPA - please confirm. 

Planning staff will consult with Environmental & Transportation staff on how this will affect the CAP checklist.
 (From Cycle 17)



75 Per CAP Strategy 3.3, Electric Vehicle Charging, please identify the anticipated number of parking spaces 
proposed to be installation-ready, and the number of parking spaces proposed to be ready-for-use.
 (From Cycle 17)



76 Per CAP Strategy 3.4, Bicycle Parking Spaces, please identify the anticipated number of short- and long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and demonstrate how this figure exceeds the Municipal Code requirement.
 (From Cycle 17)



77 Per CAP Strategy 3.5, Shower Facilities, based on the total square-footage of commercial floor area proposed, 
please identify the anticipated number of employees for the entire development and the minimum number of 
showers and lockers to be provided.
 (From Cycle 17)



CYCLE 27 - AUG 2018

SDP / Wetlands

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Planning Review' review, please call  Joseph Stanco   Jr at (619) 446-5373.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

78 An SDP Process Four has been added to this discretionary action.

Planning staff will consult with EAS to determine if the wetland deviation can be supported, in accordance with 
Sections 143.0150(d) and 126.0504(c).
 (New Issue)



103 Per Section 143.0140 of the ESL Regulations, any remaining ESL (located outside of the allowable development 
area) on the premises shall be incorporated into a Covenant of Easement, recorded against title to the property 
in accordance with procedures set forth in Section 143.0152.

Please contact the Planning Reviewer to discuss the applicability of this requirement to the proposed 
development.
 (New Issue)



CC-2-4 / PA-19

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

79 Planning staff recommends a meeting with the applicants to discuss the proposed "lettered lots" - specifically as 
they relate to addressing comments #52, 53, 54, 55, and 60.
 (New Issue)



CAP Checklist

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

80 Planning staff will consult with Environmental staff to determine if the applicant's responses to comments #74, 
75, 76, and 77 are acceptable.
 (New Issue)



Design Guidelines

Ch 5 / Land Use

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

81 All proposed 3-story products proposed within the RM-2-6 zoned parcels do not appear to exceed a height of 41 
feet. In addition, the 3-story products proposed within the single family RX zone do not appear to exceed a 
height of 37 feet.
(con't)
 (New Issue)



104 Staff recommends a maximum permitted height of 42 feet within the RX zoned parcels - which is appropriate for 
the proposed development, will accommodate reasonable expansion, and will exceed the allowable height of 
most single family development in the City. The request to exceed allowable height by 15' for a roof deck is 
excessive - especially for single family development.

Please remove footnote 5 from Table 5-2.
 (New Issue)



82 Planning staff supports eliminating footnote 4 from Table 5-3 (RM-2-6 zone) and increasing the maximum 
permitted structure height instead.
 (New Issue)



83 Within Tables 5-3 and 5-4 (RM-2-6 & RM-3-9 zoned parcels) either include Private Open Space, Common Open 
Space, and Personal Storage as development standards, or provide a reference to the underlying zone 
requirements. 

Please note that any multi-family Parcels/Planning Areas which do not provide the minimum requirement for the 
said development standards need to identify those deviations on Tables 5-3 or 5-4, as applicable.
 (New Issue)



84 It does not appear that Long Range Planning staff supports the proposed orientation of commercial building 
facades and surface parking within the Commercial Core (PA-19).

Please quantify the percentage of the proposed building facades that will observe a maximum 10' front and 
street side setback on PA-19 along both the Urban Corridor and Spine Road.
 (New Issue)



85 If the percentage along each street frontage is less than the 70% required by the CC-2-4 zone, please identify 
as a deviation on Table 5-5. 

Planning staff will confer with Long Range Planning on the acceptability of any commercial building facade / 
parking orientation design proposals within the Commercial Core.
 (New Issue)



Ch 6 / Implementation

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Planning Review' review, please call  Joseph Stanco   Jr at (619) 446-5373.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

86 Within Table 6-1 and within the legend of Figure 6-1, identify the implementation process for each Planning 
Area. For example: 
- Design Guidelines / SCR Process Two
- VTM Exhibit A / Construction Permits
 (New Issue)



89 Minor modifications to an approved development permit are permitted by the Land Development Code in 
accordance with Section 126.0112 - without triggering an amendment. Since all future modifications will be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and typically within the guidelines and criteria described on City of San 
Diego Information Bulletin 500, Planning staff questions the need to provide a separate definition for "minor 
modifications" in Ch. 6.11.
 (New Issue)



Ch 7 / Design Guidelines

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

90 At a minimum, please provide light coloring to each Section (Figures 7-1 thru 7-39) in order to better delineate 
and illustrate building edges, grade, hardscape, walls, and landscape elements. Examples of this can be found 
on the Sections contained in Chapter 8.5 of the Guidelines.
 (New Issue)



91 Section 7-3 labels are too small & blurry; please address.
 (New Issue)



92 The key map on Sections 24 and 27 (Figures 7-24 & 7-27) is drawn across Street E and not the Urban Corridor 
ROW - as identified on the section drawing. Please revise section drawings to be consistent.
 (New Issue)



93 Please include an additional Section of PA-19 illustrating the commercial center's interface with the Urban 
Corridor ROW.
 (New Issue)



Ch 8 / Design Guidelines

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

94 To better orient and inform future users of these Guidelines, please identify the abutting ROW for each Planning 
Area being described in the Parcel Plan and Parcel Massing illustrations (Figures 8-3 through 8-18).
 (New Issue)



95 The street frontage of PA-19 abutting Spine Road should also be identified as a pedestrian circulation route on 
Figure 8-20 (p.141). Permit Planning will confer with Long Range Planning on this issue.
 (New Issue)



96 Permit Planning staff will need to confer with Long Range Planning on the adequacy of providing a "possible 
future parking structure" along the Spine Road street frontage of PA-19 - in lieu of an active commercial use 
(Figures 8-23, 8-25 and 8-26).
 (New Issue)



97 Please state that any "art walls", or similar structures proposed within the Community Collective/Arrival Point, 
that are also located within the PROW will need to be approved by the City Engineer.
 (New Issue)



98 To better orient and inform future users of these Guidelines, please identify the Planning Areas and abutting 
streets on all "enlarged plan" figures (p.157-167).
 (New Issue)



99 Please note that the elements proposed within the Community Collective (p.170-187) may qualify as 
"placemaking" as defined in the SDMC and regulated in accordance with Section 141.0421. Please also review 
City Info Bulletin 568 which describes the approval process and submittal requirements for Placemaking 
projects. Permit Planning staff can work with the applicant to determine if the new Placemaking regulations, and 
associated permit process, are appropriate for the proposed development.
 (New Issue)



100 Please note that Planning staff will need to consult with Transportation staff on the appropriate permit process, 
land use category, and parking requirements for the proposed "pop-up retail" (p.67, 187).
 (New Issue)



101 Please refer back to Chapter 6.7 of the Design Guidelines in any applicable Chapters which propose design 
elements that meet the definition of a "sign" in the SDMC (i.e. Ch 8.6, 9.3, etc).
 (New Issue)



102 Please label the abutting streets on Figures 8-54, 8-55, and 8-56.
 (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Planning Review' review, please call  Joseph Stanco   Jr at (619) 446-5373.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Environmental

07/23/2018

07/30/2018

07/11/2018Shearer-Nguyen, Liz

(619) 446-5369

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/30/2018
Hours of Review: 6.00

eshearer@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Environmental on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 22 outstanding review issues with LDR-Environmental (22 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Environmental performed 127 reviews, 77.2% were on-time, and 32.7% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

2nd Review 04/18

Land Use

No outstanding Issues

Land Use (MSCP)

No outstanding Issues

Circulation

No outstanding Issues

Air Quality

No outstanding Issues

Biological Resources

No outstanding Issues

Energy

No outstanding Issues

Geologic Conditions

No outstanding Issues

GHG

No outstanding Issues

Health & Safety

Airports

No outstanding Issues

Brush Management

No outstanding Issues

Hydrology/Drainage

No outstanding Issues

Noise

No outstanding Issues

Paleontological Resources

No outstanding Issues

Public Utilities

Solid Waste

No outstanding Issues

Water/Sewer

No outstanding Issues

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Environmental' review, please call  Liz Shearer-Nguyen at (619) 446-5369.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Water Supply

No outstanding Issues

Tribal Cultural Resources

No outstanding Issues

Visual Effects

Landform

No outstanding Issues

Retaining Walls

No outstanding Issues

Water Quality

No outstanding Issues

Environmental Det

No outstanding Issues

3rd Review 07/18

Land Use

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

108 EAS defers to LDR Planning Review on Land Development Code issues and Plan-Long Range Planning 
General Plan and community plan issues; refer to their comments for further direction.  EAS will continue to 
coordinate with staff. (New Issue)



Land Use (MSCP)

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

109 MSCP has reviewed the biological technical report, wetland mitigation plan, and jurisdictional delineation 
prepared by Helix Environmental Inc. (July 2018); refer to their comments for further direction.  EAS will 
coordinate with staff.  (New Issue)



Circulation

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

110 Transportation has reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by CT Traffic (July 3, 2018) as well as the 
plans and is requesting various revisions; refer to their comments for further direction.  Staff will coordinate with 
Transportation to determine what, if any, impacts and/or mitigation would be required.  EAS does not require a 
copy of the technical report until all issues have been resolved and the study has been reviewed and accepted 
by staff. (New Issue)



111 As the review progresses, please be aware that any revisions to the traffic impact analysis may require changes 
to other technical studies (i.e., air quality, noise) to incorporate revised information and ensure consistency.  
Furthermore, based on the analysis/conclusions, new studies and/or analysis may be requested based on locale 
of impact. (New Issue)



Air Quality

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

112 EAS has reviewed the air quality analysis prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning (July 2018); comments 
will be provided separately to the consultant. (New Issue)



Biological Resources

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

113 EAS reviewed the biological technical report prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning. (July 2018); 
comments have been provided separately to the consultant. (New Issue)



Geologic Conditions

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

114 Geology is requesting various revisions; refer to their comments for further direction.  Please provide EAS with 
any additional requested documentation.  EAS will coordinate with staff.   (New Issue)



GHG

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

115 Staff is in receipt of the CAP Consistency Checklist (revised June 2017); comments will be provided under 
separate cover. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Environmental' review, please call  Liz Shearer-Nguyen at (619) 446-5369.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Health & Safety

Airports

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

116 Per applicant correspondence (July 10, 2018.Cycle 27) a submittal package has been prepared and will 
submitted to the Airport Authority.  This information will need to be included in the environmental document. 
(New Issue)



Brush Management

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

117 EAS will continue to coordinate with both Landscape and Fire staff on this issue.   (New Issue)
Hydrology

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

118 Engineering is requesting various revisions; refer to their comments for further direction.  EAS does not require 
a copy of the technical report until all issues have been resolved and the study has been reviewed and accepted 
by staff.  EAS will coordinate with staff. (New Issue)



Noise

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

119 EAS has reviewed the air quality analysis prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning (July 2018); comments 
have been provided separately to the consultant. (New Issue)



Paleontological Resources

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

120 Per applicant correspondence (July 10, 2018/Cycle 27), the project proposes approximately 6,940,000 cubic 
yards of cut with a maximum depth of 84 feet with 450,000 cubic yards of export.  According to the 
project-specific geotechnical report (GEOCON, November 10, 2017 site is underlain by undocumented fill, 
compacted fill, alluvium, and Stadium Conglomerate.  Fill and alluvium are not considered sensitive, whereas 
Stadium Conglomerate has a high sensitivity rating for paleontological resources.  (New Issue)



121 New Issue (13071496) (New Issue)
Public Utilities

Solid Waste

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

122 Environmental Services Department has reviewed and accepted the waste management plan prepared by 
HELIX Environmental Planning (July 2018).  All pertinent information will be included within the appropriate 
environmental document.  EAS has no further comments related to this issue. (New Issue)



Water/Sewer

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

123 EAS defers to Public Utilities Department (PUD) regarding water and sewer requirements.  PUD has reviewed 
sewer and water studies that require revisions; refer to their comments for further direction.  Please provide EAS 
with any requested documentation.  EAS will coordinate with staff.   (New Issue)



Tribal Cultural Resources

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

124  [INFORMATIONAL ONLY - NO RESPONSE REQUIRED]

In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code 21080.3.1, the City of San Diego notified the 
Iipay Nation of Santa Isabel and the Jamul Indian Village, both traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
project area.  These tribes were notified via email on May 8, 2018 and both tribes responded within the 30 day 
formal notification period requesting consultation, which occurred on May 11, 2018.  
 (New Issue)



125 Both Native American tribes concurred with staff's determination and the consultation process was concluded.   
All pertinent information will be included within the appropriate environmental document.  EAS has no further 
comments related to this issue. (New Issue)



Visual Effect/Neighborhood Cha

Landform Alteration

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Environmental' review, please call  Liz Shearer-Nguyen at (619) 446-5369.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

126 EAS will continue to work directly with the staff and the applicant through the project review process.   
Information will be included within the appropriate environmental document.   (New Issue)



Retaining Walls

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

127 EAS will continue to work directly with the staff and the applicant through the project review process.   
Information will be included within the appropriate environmental document.   (New Issue)



Water Quality

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

128 Engineering is requesting various revisions; refer to their comments for further direction.  Please provide EAS 
with any additional requested documentation.  EAS will coordinate with staff.
 (New Issue)



Environmental Det

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

129 Until the requested information has been provided, staff is not able to complete the environmental review for the 
project and the environmental processing timeline will be held in abeyance.  EAS will coordinate with the other 
reviewers as the review progresses regarding any additional potential environmental impacts. 
 
Please be aware that the environmental review may change in response to any project changes and/or new 
information.  Additionally, the new information may lead to the requirement of additional technical studies.  
 (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Environmental' review, please call  Liz Shearer-Nguyen at (619) 446-5369.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Landscaping

07/19/2018

08/14/2018

07/13/2018Neri, Daniel

(619) 687-5967

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/26/2018
Hours of Review: 8.00

Dneri@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Landscaping on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 96 outstanding review issues with LDR-Landscaping (70 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Landscaping performed 65 reviews, 86.2% were on-time, and 34.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

Preliminary Review - 1/3/2018

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

14 Alternative Compliance Measures: Where a full 35-ft of Zone One cannot be provided, alternative compliance 
measures may be proposed. Per consultation with the Deputy Fire Marshall, a 25-ft Zone One may be proposed 
if upgraded openings of dual glazed / dual tempered panes area provided along the façade facing the native 
naturalized condition, in addition to a 10-ft perpendicular return along adjacent facades. These lots shall be 
clearly identified on the plans.

 (From Cycle 5)



15 Planning Area 1 / Lot 1 (Sht. 4, 40, 50): Brush Management Zone One is measured off of the structures. 
Structures are shown on Lot 1, and therefore the Brush Management shall be shown extending from the 
structure out towards the native naturalized vegetation.

 (From Cycle 5)



16 Revegetation of Electric Tower Areas (Sht. 40): Revegetation of the tower areas is shown as a native plant 
palette which should not receive permanent irrigation. Use of native vegetation will create a fuel load around 
these towers, requiring a Brush Management program for the adjacent lots/structures. However, if an 
ornamental, drought tolerant, and fully irrigated plant palette is proposed for these areas, Brush Management 
will not be required for the adjacent lots.

 (From Cycle 5)



20 Street Yard/ Remaining Yard: For planning areas where multifamily, commercial, and/or mixed use are 
proposed, street yard/and remaining yard calculations will be required. Therefore, the type of development for 
each of these areas shall be clearly identified. 

 (From Cycle 5)



22 Vignettes: Please provide landscape vignettes for the Parks, multifamily, commercial, and/or mixed use. 

 (From Cycle 5)



Review - 4/17/2018

Offsite - Carol Canyon Road

No outstanding Issues

Street Trees / Planting Plans

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

35 2ND REQUEST - Internal Circulation Planting: Applicant response to Issue 8 indicates that landscape treatment 
of interior circulation will be addressed in the Site Development Permits for each residential lot. This project 
under review is for the discretionary Site Development Permit that will govern the site. As this permit is more 
conceptual, show conceptual tree/planting areas within these internal circulation areas on the VTM plans. This 
will be the entitlement document from which subsequent Substantial Conformance Reviews will be based. 

 (From Cycle 17)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

41 2ND REQUEST - Interior Slopes: Please show slope planting hatchmark on all interior slopes. For example the 
hatchmark is missing from areas within PA-3, PA-4, PA 6, to name a few.  Please provide symbol for trees where 
trees are being used on those interior slopes as part of the revegetation/slope stabilization program.  

 (From Cycle 17)



MHPA

No outstanding Issues

Brush Management

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

47 2ND REQUEST - Brush Management Zones and Alternative Compliance: Applicant response to Issues 11 and 
13 states that applicant will be working with Fire Authority to approve these details on a case by case basis. 
Zone Reduction and Alternative Compliance measures must be made in conjunction with this VTM/SDP.

 (From Cycle 17)



49 Brush Management Zones: Brush Management consists of a 35-ft Zone One and a 65-ft Zone Two. New 
development shall be designed to adhere to these regulations. To simplify the plans, please show Brush 
Management Zone One as a 35-ft setback from the property line abutting the native/naturalized area. Show 
Brush Management Zone Two as a 65-ft dimension from the edge of Zone One out to the native/naturalized 
condition. 

 (From Cycle 17)



50 Alternative Compliance (Sht. 52-57): Staff will allow the development to exercise an optional Zone One 
reduction to 25-ft with alternative compliance measures. Please show this optional 25-ft Zone One on the plans 
to be distinguishable from the 35-ft Zone One. 

 (From Cycle 17)



51 Brush Management Zone Graphics (Sht. 52-57): Please use a hatchmark or line stroke for the Brush 
Management Zones which is easier to read on the plans. Perhaps make the scale of the hatchmark larger, or 
lighter. The underlying contours and text should be legible. In the Brush Management Legend, show the 
hatchmark or line stroke used for the 35-ft Zone One, the 65-ft Zone Two, and any areas of Zone One reduction 
with Alternative Compliance.

 (From Cycle 17)



55 Full Defensible Space Equivalency: Per the reduction rate stated in 142.0412(f), Zone One may be increased to 
a maximum of 79-ft, as measured from the façade of the structure, with a corresponding Zone Two of 0-ft. 
Therefore, Brush Management is not required for areas where the structure is 80-ft or more from 
native/naturalized vegetation. For example, in those areas of Planning Areas 1 and 2 that abut the electrical 
tower mound, Brush Management would begin where the façade of the structure is 79-ft or less from a Zone 
Two condition. 

 (From Cycle 17)



57 Brush Management Zone Lots: Per MSCP Review, Brush Management Zones shall be lotted out separately 
from any areas proposed to be conveyed to the City of San Diego in fee title. It is expected that an HOA or 
similarly entity will be responsible for Brush Management areas. Clearly show this lot delineation on the Brush 
Management plans.

 (From Cycle 17)



VTM/Product Type - General Not

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

60 Site Plan Matchline (Sht. 63): The matchline at the bottom of Sheet 63 says "See Sheet 66", but then on Sheet 
66 it is "Intentionally Deleted." Please address.

 (From Cycle 17)



64 Non-developable Areas: Per the MPDP, Section 2.3, the VTM shall clearly identify those areas that are to be 
non-developable, including slopes.

 (From Cycle 17)



Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report

No outstanding Issues

Carroll Canyon Master Plan

No outstanding Issues

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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3Roots Master Planned Developm

01-Introduction

No outstanding Issues

02-Framework

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

84 Non-developable areas (Section 2.3): In the second sentence, please include Brush Management as part of the 
non-developable areas. 

 (From Cycle 17)



03-Climate Action and Sustaina

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

91 Tree Increase - Climate Action Plan Goals (Section 3.2): What is the percentage of tree canopy increase 
achievable by the project?  Project should provide quantifiable goals, as it does in section 3.4.1. 

 (From Cycle 17)



93 Network of Streets (Section 3.4.3): In the fourth sentence, include "Bike lanes and tree-lined streets with 
non-contiguous sidewalks..."

 (From Cycle 17)



97 Renewable Energy (Section 3.6.2): Please specify roof mounted solar. Per section 2.3, slopes shall be 
undevelopable areas. 

 (From Cycle 17)



98 Urban Tree Canopy and Heat Island Mitigation (Section 3.7.4): Include carbon sequestration as a benefit of 
trees. 

 (From Cycle 17)



04-Land Use

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

100 Land Use - Residential Setbacks (Table 4-3, Table 4-4): Reduction of setback to 5-ft is a deviation to base zone 
standard setback and is not supported by LDR-Landscape, as this will drastically affect the projects' ability to 
conform to the Landscape Regulations for Street Yard. Per the regulations, half of the required plant points must 
be provided in trees, trees require a 40-sq.ft. root zone with no dimension less than 5-ft, a minimum distance of 
4 feet must be provided between any tree and building.

 (From Cycle 17)



05-Landscape Design/Entry

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

106 Landscape Regulations - Parkway Buffer (Section 5.2): In the 5th bullet, 1st sentence, rephrase "to create a 
psychological barrier between the sidewalk and the street" to "to create a buffer between the sidewalk and the 
travel lane."

 (From Cycle 17)



109 Internal Circulation - Landscape Design (Chapter 5): Address the landscape treatment for internal circulation for 
development with private drives and alley access.  Trees and shrubs shall be provided along internal circulation 
to maintain a cohesive community identity and strengthen sense of place. In development with alley access, 
trees and shrub plantings shall line alleys to soften bulk and mass of structures and to mitigate a relentless 
rhythm of garages. 

 (From Cycle 17)



111 Landscape Design Vignettes (Chapter 5): Provide conceptual landscape design vignettes for the different 
planning areas/product types and entries.

 (From Cycle 17)



112 Once vignettes have been provided to staff showing proposed landscaping for the various product types, staff 
will assist applicant in establishing appropriate formulas to quantify landscape for implementation.

 (From Cycle 17)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

114 Rooftop Parking: VUA regulations apply to parking areas exposed to open sky. Per the VUA Regulations, solar 
mounted shade structures may be used in lieu of providing tree canopy coverage and shall cover a minimum of 
50 percen of the exposed parking space.

 (From Cycle 17)



Review - 8/14/2018

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

117 Disclaimer: Some comments from Preliminary Review dated 1/3/2018 have been cleared for streamlining 
purposes only. If issues from Preliminary Review are still relevant, they will be restated below. Per management 
directive, unaddressed issues from subsequent reviews will remain open until satisfactorily addressed. (New 
Issue)



118 Response to Issues: In several responses to issues, applicant states "Completed." However, applicant also 
reorganized MPDP and did not indicate where or how these items were addressed. In future responses to 
comments, please provide specific responses to how items were addressed and where (sheet number, section, 
page number, figure, etc.) the item has been addressed. (New Issue)



3Roots MPDP

01-Introduction

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

119 Applicant response to Issues 70-79/81 state that the 3Roots San Diego MPDP will replace the Carroll Canyon 
Master Plan.  Applicant states: "The areas outside the 3Roots MPDP are complete the vision is executed (sic). 
The 3Roots project is not responsible for the design of areas outside the property in question."  STAFF HAS 
CLEARED ISSUES 70-79/81 FOR CLARITY PURPOSES ONLY. If the new MPDP is to replace the Carroll 
Canyon Master Plan, then the new policy document will have to address those areas beyond the scope of 
3Roots to govern this development and any redevelopment in the vicinity. (New Issue)



120 1.1 - Purpose Statement (pg. 3): As per above comment, if the 3Roots MPDP is to replace CCMP, then 
elements of the CCMP should be carried over into this document, as the document would then cover future 
development/redevelopment. (New Issue)



121 1.6.1 (pg. 5): In the first sentence, change "Provides and overview¿" to "Provides an overview¿" (New Issue)
122 1.6.1 - Chapter 2, Climate Action Plan (pg. 5): Should simply state, "Provides the strategies integrated into 

3Roots San Diego to achieve the goals of the City of San Diego Climate Action Plan." (New Issue)


123 1.6.2 - Chapter 5, Land Use (pg. 5): This section should also discuss the regulatory requirements for 
Landscape, which is different from the Design Guidelines for Landscape. Landscape Regulations require a 
discussion of development adjacent to the Wildland-Urban Interface, Landscape Regulations for required 
setbacks, formulas for achieving required landscape, etc. (New Issue)



124 1.6.3 (pg. 5): Reword the 1st paragraph to clarify, as it currently states: "¿that apply to future development of 
specific in 3Roots San Diego¿(sic)"  (New Issue)



125 1.6.3 - Chapter 7, Design Guidelines/Interface (pg. 5): This Chapter includes conceptual sections which 
demonstrate the relationship between development and public realm. It does not include conceptual frontage 
designs - which suggests elevations. (New Issue)



126 District Identity - Fig 1-4, 1.7-1.11 (pg. 9, 18-19): In the District Identity Figure, the "Root Collective" is listed first, 
however, the first district discussed is in 1.7 "The Routes." It would be more intuitive to discuss the "Root 
Collective" first as it is listed first in the figure. Otherwise, move "Root Collective" to the end of the figure for 
clarity. (New Issue)



173 New Issue (13128518) (New Issue)
177 New Issue (13128523) (New Issue)

02-Climate Action and Sustaina

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

127 2.2 Urban Tree Canopy (pg. 21): Applicant response to Issue 91 states: "¿the project aims to install 15% canopy 
tree coverage over the entire 250 acres of disturbance." Accordingly, per applicant response, include "¿ by 
15%" in the 5th bullet on page 21. Urban canopy increase should not be limited to the acres of disturbance - it 
should be to the site as a whole. (New Issue)



128 2.2 Renewable Energy (pg. 21-23): Bullet point 8 in section 2.2 states "add additional renewable electricity 
supply." However, in Chapter 2, there appears to be no discussion about renewable electricity supply, outside of 
EV charging stations. There is no discussion of roof mounted solar, or passive solar design. (Photovoltaic 
systems shall be rooftop of parking lot carport mounted. Ground mounted photovoltaic systems shall not be 
permitted in any open space zone or on slopes.)  (New Issue)



129 2.3.10 Urban Tree Canopy (pg. 23): At the bottom of the paragraph in section 2.3.10, please change the final 
clause to read "¿and tree canopy would be increased across the site, to achieve a minimum of 15% coverage in 
compliance with the Climate Action Plan." (New Issue)



03-Circulation and Mobility

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

130 3.2 Mobility Hub (pg. 25): 1st sentence is a run-on sentence. Please correct.  (New Issue)
04-Infrastructure

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

131 4.1 Infrastructure (pg. 45): Please include the following, as it will be a permit condition, but shall be stated within 
this MPDP as well: "All above and below grade utilities, drains, and water and sewer laterals shall be designed 
so as not to prohibit the placement of street trees." (New Issue)



05-Land Use

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

132 Landscape Regulations: Include the regulatory portion of landscape requirements in this section (which is 
different from the design guidelines). (New Issue)



133 Footnote 3 of Table 5-2 and 5-3 (pg. 59): In footnote 3, please remove "In this condition, plaza and paseo areas 
may be calculated towards remaining yard landscape area and point requirements." This shall be handled in a 
regulatory discussion for Landscape within Chapter 5. (New Issue)



134 Footnote 1 of Table 5-4 and Table 5-5 (pg. 60): In footnote 1, please remove "Architectural projections and 
encroachments, including eaves and canopies, may extend to the property line." This would preclude the 
placement of required trees to meet planting points. Can this be quantified to guarantee this would not be the 
case along an entire street frontage? (New Issue)



135 Street Trees: From Section 9, move bullet point 10 to Section 5, as it is regulatory.  (New Issue)
136 2ND REQUEST - Tree-lined Driveways/Alley Access: Applicant response to Issue 90 states "Landscape design 

in each PA will attempt to incorporate trees along driveways and alleys¿" Please include this statement in the 
MPDP, as presented by the applicant in this response. In response to issues, identify where in the document 
this is covered.  (New Issue)



137 Park and Recreation Facility: From Section 9, move bullet point 11 to Section 5, as it is regulatory. Council 
Policy 200-14 is specific to Park and Recreation Facilities.  (New Issue)



138 Planting Area and Points - Street Yard: Planting Area and Points for Street Yard shall be provided in accordance 
with Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 4 (Landscape Regulations). (New Issue)



139 Planting Area and Points - Remaining Yard: As mentioned in meeting with applicant on June 13, 2018, 
alternatives to achieving Remaining Yard requirements shall be discussed in this Chapter. Alternative 
calculations to consider include: 1) Perimeter Planting (total area within a 10-ft offset from structure shall provide 
30% planting areas and achieve .05 pts/per sq.ft. of total areas with on-half of required planting points achieved 
with trees); 2) Common Amenity Open Space Requirements such as Courtyards/Plazas/Paseos (formulas to be 
determined with further design development of the project).  (New Issue)



140 Planting Vignettes: Move Figures 9-1 and 9-2 to Chapter 5. These Figures are very helpful. Figures shall be 
developed to address implementation of landscape regulations, including those circumstances which deviate 
from the Landscape Regulations as per issue above. (New Issue)



141 Vehicular Use Areas: To comply with SDMC 142.0406 and 142.0407. (New Issue)
142 VUA - Rooftop Parking: Where parking structures have rooftop parking exposed to open sky, solar mounted 

shade structures shall be implemented to cover a minimum of 50% of each parking space per 142.0407(e). 
(New Issue)



143 PhotoVoltaics: Please include the following statement and in applicant response, identify where in the document 
this is addressed: "Photovoltaic systems will be rooftop of parking lot carport mounted. Ground mounted 
photovoltaic systems are not permitted in the OP-1-1, OR-1-1, or the OC-1-1 Zones." (New Issue)



144 Setbacks: In response to Issue 100 regarding required trees vs. 5-ft setbacks, applicant states "There are 
portions of the facades with a 5' minimum setback and others with a 15'maximum setback." In order for staff to 
ensure that ample space required tree planting, please identify what the percentage of the facades will be 
stepped back. (New Issue)



145 Brush Management: Brush Management is a discussion for the Land Use Regulations. This section shall 
discuss Zones, Alternative compliance requirements, etc. (New Issue)



08-Root Collective

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

146 Rooftop Shading (8.4.5, 8.6): Parking exposed to open sky, including rooftop parking of structures, is considered 
VUA and is subject to the VUA landscape requirements. Where parking structures have rooftop parking exposed 
to open sky, solar mounted shade structures shall be implemented to cover a minimum of 50% of each parking 
space per 142.0407(e). (New Issue)



147 VUA Diagrams (Fig. 8-26): Remove these figures, as they are inaccurately drawn and do not address what is 
already required in the Landscape Regulations or the sample diagrams already incorporated into Form DS-5. 
(New Issue)



148 VUA in Street Yard: Staff has cleared previous issue 87. However, to clarify, there are two separate calculations 
required: Street Yard Calculations - Form DS-4 vs. VUA Calculations (inside and outside of Street Yard) - Form 
DS-5. It is staff experience that when parking is in Street Yard (in this case fronting Carroll Canyon Road and 
Spine Road), projects find it challenging to meet the Street Yard Calculations (Form DS-4).  (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

149 VUA Planting on Vertical Surfaces (Fig. 8-26): Planting on vertical surfaces, trellises, arcades, awnings, or 
extended covered entries around VUA WILL NOT by counted towards required VUA Planting Area. Remove this 
verbiage from anywhere where it is mentioned outside of Figure 8-26. (New Issue)



09-Landscape Design Guidelines

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

150 9.2 Landscape Design (Bullet 1): Include Landscape Standards in the list.  (New Issue)
151 9.2 Landscape Design (Bullet 1): Add Irrigation - "All landscape and irrigation shall conform to..." (New Issue)
152 Brush Management Implementation: This Chapter to address Brush Management and design guidelines 

transitional landscape at the Wildland-Urban Interface. Can cross reference SDMC 142.0412 and Section III. 
Brush Management in the Landscape Standards. (New Issue)



153 Brush Management Plant Palette: Provide a separate figure to show appropriate plant palette for Zones One 
and Two.  (New Issue)



Offsite - Carol Canyon Road

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

154 Offsite - Carroll Canyon Road Section (Sht. 9): Applicant response to Issues #2 and #31 states that a new 
section has been added to the revised plan set on Sheet 9. On the revised Sheet 9, the direction arrows of 
section cut A-A, (which presumably is shown on Sheet 2), appear to be pointing in the wrong direction. Please 
address. (New Issue)



155 Section Cut A-A (Sht. 9): Please identify the sheet numbers upon which the section cuts can be found. It is not 
clear. (New Issue)



156 Offsite - Carroll Canyon Road Landscaping (Sht. 45): Applicant response to Issue #3 and #32 states that Sheet 
45 has been updated to show the retaining wall and the proposed screening. The Planting Plan on Sheet 45 
now shows a diagonal stripe hatch pattern at base of the walls for "Road R.O.W. Understory Streetscape" per 
the Concept Plant Schedule. However, the proposed palette does not include any vines, as shown in the 
Retaining Wall Section on the same page. Please clearly identify the proposed vines to provide wall 
screening/visual softening.  (New Issue)



157 Offsite Wall Screening (Sht. 45): The proposed planting area for the wall screening appears to be 1.5-ft. for 
vines. Staff is concerned about the viability of such a screening treatment for a south facing, over height wall as 
the southern exposure of the wall face will radiate solar heat and may bake any such vine treatment. A tall 
growing, hearty shrub may be a better solution. Please discuss/address. (New Issue)



Site Grading Sheets

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

158 Planning Areas: Please clearly identify the planning areas on each sheet. Some planning areas are not 
identified. For example, on sheet 4, Planning Area 3 is not identified. Please address. (New Issue)



Street Trees / Planting Plans

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

159 Street Tree Quantities: Applicant response to Issue #6 states that street trees will be provided irregularly spaced 
intervals but will meet the required rate of one tree for every 30-ft of street frontage, with consideration to 
required distances from utilities and curb cuts. Staff is amenable to such spacing. However, per the municipal 
code, only when site constraints preclude placement of street trees in the ROW, may those within 10-ft of the 
ROW be considered street trees. Applicant has not demonstrated findings for this hardship.   (New Issue)



160 Street Trees Outside of Parkway (Sht. 40-45): Applicant proposes trees outside of parkway to count as street 
trees. It is not clear from the planting plan which of these are proposed on private HOA lots or Public 
ROW/Parks. Please clarify so that staff can provide further direction. (New Issue)



161 3RD REQUEST - Internal Circulation Planting: Applicant response to Issues 8 and 35, 36, 37 suggests that 
Conceptual Planting will appear as part of this VTM in forthcoming submission under this project. Therefore, it is 
staff understanding that this VTM/SDP shall show conceptual layout of trees on internal circulation/private 
drives. These issues to be remain open until adequately addressed under this discretionary process. (New 
Issue)



162 3RD REQUEST - Interior Slopes: Applicant response to Issue 7 and 41 states that the interior slope treatment 
will be addressed in forthcoming submission.  These issues to be remain open until adequately addressed 
under this discretionary process. Plans to show slope planting hatchmark on all interior slopes with tree symbols 
where trees are used as part of reveg/slope stabilization program. (For example the hatchmark is missing from 
areas within PA-3, PA-4, PA 6, to name a few.)   (New Issue)



163 Linestroke Key Plan (Shts. 40-45): Please provide a legend for the Line Strokes used on the plan. There are 
areas defined as Restoration Area on the plans, and other lines pointing to MHPA lines, but the lines cross and 
staff cannot tell what each line represents.  Please address. (New Issue)



164 Planting Plan - MHPA: A separate category of planting shall be identified for Brush Management Zone Two. 
Plant material in Zone Two shall not be appropriate for the Wildland-Urban interface and not create a flashy-fuel 
condition. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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Brush Management

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

165 3RD REQUEST - Brush Management Zones and Alternative Compliance: Applicant response to Issue #47 
states "PDC and Dudek conducted alternative compliance meeting with Fire Authority and reviewed proposed 
solution issued with this submission."  Zone Reduction and Brush Management Zones are under the purview of 
the Landscape Regulations. Alternative Compliance solutions are not clear on the plans.  (New Issue)



166 2ND REQUEST - Brush Management Zones: Applicant response to Issue #49 states "comment noted and 
being applied as stated." Applicant has not demonstrated compliance. Zone One shall measure 35-ft. Zone Two 
shall measure 65-ft. This was also made clear during meeting with the applicant on June 13, 2018. As 
submitted, Zone One is still shown ranging from10-ft to 35-ft.  Zone One shall measure 35-ft consistently, with 
no exceptions. (New Issue)



167 2ND REQUEST - Alternative Compliance: As per Issue #50, applicant is to show a full 35-ft Brush Management 
across the entire project. In addition, applicant will show an optional 25-ft Brush Management Zone reduction. 
This means that a hatchmark will be shown for 35-ft. Within that 35-ft, a separate hatchmark of 10-ft (the 
reduction area), would be shown on the interior edge (not property line) of the Zone One. (cont'd)  (New Issue)



168 2ND REQUEST - Alternative Compliance: Per Issue #51, in addition to the graphic display of the Brush 
Management Zones as per above, each and every lot in which a structure that is expected to exercise Brush 
Management reduction, shall be specifically identified as requiring Alternative Compliance. At meeting on June 
13, 2018, staff offered the example implemented on another development by Project Design Consultants 
(Heritage Bluffs). This is the model from which we are addressing 3-Roots. (New Issue)



169 Zone One Displacement: As per above, Zone One may only be displaced by a structure by a maximum of 10-ft 
with implementation of alternative compliance measures, which would leave a full 25-ft of Zone One. Structures 
may not displace beyond be located within this required 25-ft. Instances of this occur in PA-2 and PA-5. 25-ft is 
the absolute 'no build' zone.  (New Issue)



170 2ND REQUEST - Brush Management Zone Lots: Applicant response to Issue #57 states "comment will be 
addressed and shown on Development Plans." These plans under review ARE the Development Plans. These 
entitlement documents must clearly show such lotting. On the Brush Management Plan, this can simply be 
accomplished in the Schedule/Key. BMZ 2 can be labeled HOA LOTS - BRUSH MANAGEMEMENT ZONE 2, 
and shall correspond to the Grading/VTM sheets. (New Issue)



171 Brush Management - Remove Sheet 53: Remove Sheet 53, as it only has one small lot at the matchline which is
already capture on Sheet 55. Sheet 53 is not needed. (New Issue)



172 Brush Management Sheet Numbering: After Sheet 53 is removed as per above, renumber sheets 54 - 71 
accordingly. (New Issue)



174 Brush Management Sheet Matchlines: After Sheet 53 is removed, please renumber the matchlines to account 
for the shift of pages. (New Issue)



175 Brush Management - Planning Area 5 (Sht. 55): Remove Brush Management south of Street I at Planning Area 
5. The permanently irrigated slope condition provides over 100-ft distance from any native/naturalized planting, 
and therefore, Zone One is not required. Remove from Grading and Site Plan sheets. (New Issue)



176 Brush Management - Zone Condition 3 (Sht. 56): Remove section for Zone Condition 3 as it is irrelevant. No 
Brush Management needed at this area. Remove reference to Zone Condition 3 in all Brush Management 
Schedules as well (Sht. 52-56). (New Issue)



178 Brush Management Dimensions (Sht. 4, 6): Leader lines/callouts for Brush Management Zones at Lot 9, 14, 129 
are incorrect - either identifying the wrong zone, or arrows pointing to zone lines. Please correct. (New Issue)



179 BM Zone Condition 4 (Sht. 56):  Staff needs to assess further the adjacent development to the east of the 
project to determine whether BM Zone Condition 4 is warranted. It would be helpful if plans could show a portion 
of the adjacent condition which can be screened back as outside of scope (e.g. structures, etc.) (New Issue)



VTM / Product Type

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

180 2ND REQUEST - Site Plan Matchline (Sht. 63): Applicant response to Issue #60 states "Sheet 63 has been 
adjusted accordingly." However, the matchline at the bottom of Sheet 63 still says "See Sheet 66", but then on 
Sheet 66 it is "Intentionally Deleted." Please address. (New Issue)



181 Site Plan - Views and Matchlines (Shts. 58-71): The views and matchlines do not provide clear connection 
across the site because in most cases, the actual match is in the middle of the plans. Please create cleaner 
matchlines, and provide a keymap on each sheet to indicate where on the site each sheet represents. (New 
Issue)



182 Backwards Text - Planning Area 5 (Sht. 61, 64, 65): The text for Plan Type in PA-5 is backwards. Please correct. 
(New Issue)



183 2ND REQUEST - Non-Developable Areas: Applicant response to Issue #64 states "VTM has been updated." 
Staff is unclear how Issue #64 identifying non-developable areas has been addressed. Please describe solution. 
(New Issue)



184 Setbacks from Assumed Property Lines/Walks: On the product type drawings, setbacks are shown from 
assumed property lines in the Multi Family development products. Landscape staff is reviewing these setback 
from assumed property lines to ensure that project will be able to achieve landscape requirements, particularly 
as it relates to trees. Previous Issue #62 was meant to address this, requesting that these (assumed) property 
lines are shown on the plans. (cont'd) (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 

Page 22 of 41



L64A-003A-2

Remaining Cycle Issues 9/5/18   9:32 am

1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

Page 23 of 41

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

185 For example, the multifamily products of PA 8 and PA16 only show a 2-ft setback from the walk. As multifamily 
development will need to achieve tree planting points, and trees may not be placed within 4-ft of a structure, it is 
unclear how a project with only 2-ft setback from assumed property line will achieve required landscape. (New 
Issue)



186 New Issue (13128548) (New Issue)

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Landscaping' review, please call  Daniel Neri at (619) 687-5967.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Engineering Review

07/17/2018

08/17/2018

07/11/2018Florezabihi, Hoss

(619) 446-5348

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

08/06/2018
Hours of Review: 29.00

florezabihih@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Engineering Review on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 33 outstanding review issues with LDR-Engineering Review (22 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Engineering Review performed 106 reviews, 91.5% were on-time, and 24.1% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

1st Review Comments - 01/02/18

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

10 Revise your grading plan to add FEMA map layer showing limits of Flood way , zone AE, zone A along with flood 
base elevation along your project .   
 (From Cycle 5)



11 Please note , Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR ) from FEMA must be obtained prior to final & EIR 
approval. Provide a copy for review upon receipt.   (From Cycle 5)



17 Please revise Grading plans to show/propose dimensional curb ramps on all intersections consistent with 2016 
Street Design Manual .   (From Cycle 5)



2nd Review - 04/27/2018

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

25 Sheet 6 - Private Drive AA to Public Street C , Why is it shown as curb return instead of driveway ? Please 
correct.  (From Cycle 17)



Drainage Study

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

33 Please revise report for  C values based on land use such as commercial , office , retail spaces and mobility hub 
in oppose to what is currently provided which is based on residential through out the site. 
 (From Cycle 17)



36 Review Existing Condition , where does the drainage go from node 502 ? (From Cycle 17)
SWQMP

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

38 Form I-3B - Project's area to be disturbed does not match Grading Tabulation provided on Sheet 1 . Revise 
accordingly.    (From Cycle 17)



39 Form I-5 -- SD-1-2 , need to provide justification /explanation for " No answer " as instructed in the form.   (From 
Cycle 17)



50 Please include  basin sections with details /dimensions for each proposed BMP on DMA exhibit.  (From Cycle 
17)



51 Please show location of all proposed  HMP divice on HMP exhibit ( in plan view ) and provide dimensions/detail 
as well.  (From Cycle 17)



52 Please include a copy of Geomorphic Assessment Report  for review.  (From Cycle 17)
3rd Review - 08/09/18

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

54 Provided Waiver request for overhead lines is not acceptable. The letter must specifically mention section of  the 
Code along with the code number the waiver request is based on.   (New Issue)



55 Please elaborate on why you proposing over head line upstream of where your under grounding starts.  
 (New Issue)



56 Regarding Comment # 10 of previous review , provide a site plan with FEMA over lay for existing and proposed 
condition clearly showing showing all zones and FBE in plan view ( 2nd request ).   (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Engineering Review' review, please call  Hoss Florezabihi at (619) 446-5348.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

57 Please keep in mind Community plan calls for minimum dimension of 200 feet with 50 foot landscape buffer on 
each side. Please show on proposed  Site Grading plan ( with FEMA overlay ) how these requirements are met.  
(New Issue)



58 On the Site grading plan, clearly show bicycle and pedestrian trail within 50 foot buffer along the south side of 
creek within open space park.  (New Issue)



59 On the site grading plan show a 50 foot habitat buffer on the north side of the creek transitioning to a passive 
use parl as the buffer meets the edge of mixed use development areas.  (New Issue)



60 As previously requested in comment #15, To meet minimum curb to P.L. per 2017 Street Design Manual , revise 
Sheet 2 to show minimum 14' curb to P.L. for Carroll Cayon Rd. 4 lane Major and .  6 lane Prim. .  (New Issue)



61 Please note unchecked comments of previous review are still standing and needs to be addressed.  (New 
Issue)



62 Please note SDG&E permission to grade and approval is required prior to final approval.  (New Issue)
63 Drainage Study -- As requested in comment#33 of previous review , revise report and use proper C value based 

on Land use type for PA12,PA13 and PA14 ( 2nd request ). .  
 (New Issue)



64 Drainage Study -- Table 2 : Summary of Hyrology Result -- Comply with minimum lettering size and up the font. 
Also explain why System 1000,2000 and 3000 are not listed?   (New Issue)



65 Drainage Study -- Table 2 : Summary ......... -- System 6000 , listed area of 34.0 ac. does not seem to be correct 
( 28.7 ? ) . Also total area listed does not add up. Please revise.          (New Issue)



66 Regarding comment # 57 , show 200' wide creek and 50' buffer on both sides through out the site all the way to 
Camino Santa Fe.  (New Issue)



67 Municipal Code 143.0145(e)(3) places limitation on channelization . Please specify under which one you are 
applying for channelization.    (New Issue)



68 Report must address  Muni cipal Code 143.0145(4) and 143.0145(5) (A through D ) point by point.  (New Issue)
69 The report must identify financial responsible party for inspection and maintenance of realigned section of the 

creek.   (New Issue)


70 Unchecked comments of previous review are still standing and needs to be addressed.  (New Issue)
SWQMP

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

71 List Self Mitigating acrage in DMA Table and provide a total . This total must match what's listed on Form I-3 
ensuring entire site is accounted for.    (New Issue)



72 Include Attachment 4 in the report. Please keep in mind Post Construction BMP Sheet must show location of all 
controls ( pollutant & hydro mod. ) as well as their dimensions, sizes , details and specs. See Attachment 
checklist for requirements .  (New Issue)



73 Regarding  Attachment 4 , please keep in mind call outs for basin 5 and 9 must be based on compliance for 
detention as well as pollutant control and hydro mod.  (New Issue)



74 New Issue (13144402) (New Issue)
75 Please provide a DETAIL response to all comments whether you agree or not and in case of disagreement 

express your reasoning.  (New Issue)


For questions regarding the 'LDR-Engineering Review' review, please call  Hoss Florezabihi at (619) 446-5348.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 

Page 25 of 41



L64A-003A-2

Remaining Cycle Issues 9/5/18   9:32 am

1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

Page 26 of 41

Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Map Check

07/17/2018

07/17/2018

07/11/2018Le Page, Fred

(619) 446-5434

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 4.00

Flepage@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Map Check on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 3 outstanding review issues with LDR-Map Check (2 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Map Check performed 120 reviews, 62.5% were on-time, and 67.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

First Review

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

7 Please return the redline mark-up next submittal. (From Cycle 5)
VTM Conditions

No outstanding Issues

Second Review

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

15 Please verify the number of condominium units 1620 listed on sheet 1 vs the sheet 3 table 'Planning Area Yield 
Analysis' Unit Count for the lots listed on sheet 1 to ensure the count is the same. (New Issue)



16 On sheet 33, Easement 20 is listed as SDG&E and the status is listed as Vacation on Final Map. Please veify 
this statement because SDG&E easements are not vacated on the Final Map.  (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Map Check' review, please call  Fred Le Page at (619) 446-5434.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Transportation Dev

07/20/2018

07/30/2018

07/10/2018Elhamad, Ismail

(619) 446-5494

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/27/2018
Hours of Review: 12.00

ielhamad@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: New Document Required.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Transportation Dev on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 32 outstanding review issues with LDR-Transportation Dev (18 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Transportation Dev performed 104 reviews, 81.7% were on-time, and 18.2% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

24007634 CPA/RZ/VTM/SDP/CUP 1s

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

4 A transportation impact analysis is being reviewed for this project, to identify all significant project impacts and 
proposed mitigation for these impacts. 
 (From Cycle 5)



5 All proposed street classifications shown on the plans should be considered draft and conceptual, pending 
further review of the transportation Impact analysis.  (From Cycle 5)



6 The applicant shall provide proposed traffic control at all street intersections. The intersection traffic control 
shown on the plans are conceptual control. Final traffic control devices installation will be required pending 
further review of the transportation impact study and public improvment plans. (From Cycle 5)



13 Plans should include a parking calculation table to show accessible spaces, electric vehicle charging stations, 
carpools/zero emission spaces, loading zones, bicycle spaces, motorcycle spaces, and loading zones for 
commercial, retail, office, and industrial uses. Please refer to LDC Section 142.1010, Table 142-10B for the 
required off-street loading spaces- (From Cycle 5)



17 All intersecting streets shall provide the appropriate visibility triangle area at all corners and the  appropriate 
minimum intersection sight distance per City Street Design Manual as set  in the AASHTO Guidelines. 
Demonstrate the provision of adequate sight distance as needed. (From Cycle 5)



20 All signalized intersection should provide intersection sight distance (ISD) analysis for right turn on red per City 
Street Design Manual as outlined in the  2011 AASHTO, 6th Edition. (From Cycle 5)



22 For proposed cross section on Sheet 2 of 55 Carroll Canyon Road is classified as a 6-lane prime arterial street 
in the Mira Mesa Community plan. The Project shall construct Carroll  Canyon Road as follows:

@ midblock 98' curb to curb within 177' of right-of-way.
@ intersection 122' curb to curb within 177' of right-of-way

@ midblock : 22' parkway (6' sidewalk, 16' landscape), 6' bike lane, 2' buffer, 11 thru, 11' thru, 11 thru, 16' 
median, 11' thru, 11 thru, 11' thru, 2' buffer, 6' bike lane, 22' parkway plus 35' BRT (on the south side).

 (From Cycle 5)



23 @ intersection 22' parkway (6' sidewalk, 16' landscape), 12' right turn lane, 6' bike lane, 2' buffer, 11 thru, 11' 
thru, 11 thru, 26' median (6' median,10' left turn, 10' left turn), 11' thru, 11 thru, 11' thru, 2' buffer, 6' bike lane, 22' 
parkway plus 35' BRT (on the south side) (From Cycle 5)



29 Detail and Street Cross Section (Sheet 2 of 55) Carroll Canyon Road cross section shows a dedication of 24 
feet wide for the proposed BRT which is not accurate. The proposed project must coordinate with Stone Creek 
in regard to the BRT width and the side of the street where it should  be located. (From Cycle 5)



42 Sheet 4: The proposed Private Drive A with its intersection at the curve at Street D is not accpetable at  due to 
public safety. (From Cycle 5)



24007634 CPA/VTM/SDP 2nd rev 4

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

54 Detail and Street Cross Section (Sheet 2 of 326),Carroll Canyon Road Modified 6 lane primary arterial : This 
should show the BRT reservation width of 35 feet NOT 25 feet.

 Also please show the cross section at the intersection with Camino Santa Fe. (From Cycle 17)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Transportation Dev' review, please call  Ismail Elhamad at (619) 446-5494.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

59 The triangular shaded areas shown on the plans at all intersections should be revised to say "Visibility Triangle" 
NOT "Signt Distance". (From Cycle 17)



60 All dead end private drives on site should provide a turnaround area. Please show on the plans (From Cycle 17)
62 Sheet 5: Provide a detailed plan for the lane alignment of Summers Riadge Road with Village Entry at the 

intersection of  Camino Santa Fe does not seem to be . (From Cycle 17)


Climate Action Plan Consistenc

No outstanding Issues

Carroll Canyon Master Plan

No outstanding Issues

Master Plan Development Permit

No outstanding Issues

24007634 CPA/VTM/SDP 3rd rev 7

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

86 Provide the type of uses of residential and commercial, type of residential units condo, apartments single family 
units, retail, restaurants, offices under Phase 1 and Phase 2 and show on the Title Sheet. (New Issue)



87 The Phase 1 and Phase 2  proposed uses as shown in the response letter are different from what the traffic 
study shows. Please revise accordingly without any discrepancy between the site plan, traffic study and 
response letter. (New Issue)



88 The daily trips were calculated as follows:

Phase I:

Condo (< 20 units/acre): 393 units x 8 trips/unit = 3144
Apartments: 631 units x 6 trips/unit = 3786
Single-family units (SFU): 437 units x 10 trips/unit = 4370
Retail (ground floor): 16 KSF x 40 trips/1ksf = 640
Total = 3144 + + 3786 + 4370 + 640 = 11,940 trips (New Issue)



89 Phase II:

Condo (<20 units/acre): 632 units x 8 trips/unit = 5056
Apts (>20 units/acr):  631 units x 6 trips/unit = 3786
SFU : 537 units x 10 trips/unit = 5370
Retail: 16 ksf x 40 trips/1ksf = 640
Sit-down restaurant: 86.4 ksf x 104 trips/ksf = 8986
Retail (neigborhood):20.7 ksf x 120 = 2484
Specialty retail: 9.6 ksf x 40 trips/ksf = 384
Office : 23.46 ksf x @Ln = 564 
MobilityHub ( specialty retail): 4 ksf x 40 trips/ksf = 160
Park (developed): 25.4 acre x 50 trips/ac = 1270

Total = 28,700 daily trips (New Issue)



90 Continue....

Mixed Use trip reduction = - 1437

Net cumulative trips = 27,263 

The estimated net cumulative trips is not final and still under discussion.
 (New Issue)



91 Detail and Street Cross Section A-A and B-B (Sheet 2 of 326),Carroll Canyon Road (West) : Please revise the 
curb to property line distance  (parkway) from 11 feet to 14 feet.  (New Issue)



92 All private drives that have dead end shall provide an area equivalent to one perpendicular to the aisle parking 
space to prohibit vehicles from backing out and allow to turnaround and leave head first..(2nd request to 
comment 60 above) (New Issue)



93 All public streets and private streets/driveways that intersect with another public streets shall have adequate 
sight distance as outlined in Chapter 9 of 2011 AASHTO Design Standards, 6th Edition. (Visibility triangle area 
cannot be substituted for intersection sight distance). (2nd request to comment 17 and 59 above) (New Issue)



94 Additional Transportation comments may be required, pending further review of the proposed project. (New 
Issue)



95 New Issue (13070145) (New Issue)
Master Plan Development Permit

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Transportation Dev' review, please call  Ismail Elhamad at (619) 446-5494.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

96 Chapter 7, Design Guidelines, , Figure 7-13, Page 84:

The centerline to curb distance should be 19 feet (11' for travel lane, 8 for parking ). (2nd request) (New Issue)



97 Figure 3-3, Carroll Canyon Road Cross-Section, Page 32:

The minimum parkway width shpould be 14 feet wide NOT 12 feet (New Issue)



98 Figure 3-4, Carroll Canyon Road Cross-Section (West) , Page 33:

The minimum parkway width shpould be 14 feet wide NOT 11 feet (New Issue)



99 Figure 3-9, Residential Local Street  Cross-Section  , Page 39:

Travel lane should be a minimum of 10 feet in each direction. Currently shows 9 feet. (New Issue)



100 Figure 8-15, Parcel Plan, Page 132:

What does "Possible fire access condition" mean? (2nd request) (New Issue)



101 Figure 8-24, Parking Requirements Table, Page 148: This table shows 120 s.f. of retail/commercial services, 
however, the Site and Plan and TIA says 160 KSF mixed use retail + office + restaurants. (New Issue)



102 Figure 8-33 Street Section, Page 166: The travel lane should be a minimum of 10 feet wide, NOT 9 feet as 
shown in this figure. (New Issue)



103 Additional Transportation comments may be required, pending further review of the Master Planned 
Development Permit for the proposed project. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Transportation Dev' review, please call  Ismail Elhamad at (619) 446-5494.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Plan-Long Range Planning

07/23/2018

08/02/2018

07/11/2018Turgeon, Bernard

(619) 533-6575

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/30/2018
Hours of Review: 4.00

bturgeon@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Plan-Long Range Planning on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 24 outstanding review issues with Plan-Long Range Planning (17 of which are new issues).

.  Last month Plan-Long Range Planning performed 20 reviews, 100.0% were on-time, and 42.9% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

Initial Review Jan 2018

Plan Amendment Review

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

5 There are conflicts and redundancies between the draft Specific Plan, the Carroll Canyon Master Plan and the 
Mira Mesa Community Plan that will need to be addressed with a future submittal of revised draft documents.  
General comments on the planning documents are provided with this review below: (From Cycle 5)



Project Design Review

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

33 The project is not meeting the Carroll Canyon Master Plan's design standards for the Carroll Canyon Creek 
restoration, particularly total dimensions for a 200 foot wide creek channel plus two 50-foot wide buffers.  Please 
address design consistency with the language and figures in the Master Plan as well as the Mira Mesa 
Community Plan for the entire length of the creek channel through the project site.   (From Cycle 5)



Review April 2018

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

50 Revisions, refinement and additional detail is needed for the master PDP and Carroll Canyon Master Plan 
amendment to better align both documents.  Staff can work with the applicant outside of the review cycle if 
needed to address this issue.   (From Cycle 17)



52 The width of the restored Carroll Canyon Creek does not meet the Master Plan dimensions near the 
undercrossing of Carroll Canyon Road.  Please address MSCP comments related to habitat values and wildlife 
connectivity within this portion of the restored creek and/or provide a larger width along this portion.   (From 
Cycle 17)



56 Sheet 58: The trail crossing to the linear park is at the curve of the street and the crossing should be addressed 
in better detail.  The trail crossing on Sheet 65 needs to better align.   (From Cycle 17)



59 The architecture, landscaping and site design for the frontages proposed along Street E need additional design 
detail and refinement to better relate to the sidewalk and activate the pedestrian experience.   (From Cycle 17)



60 The commercial center design should be revised to include more commercial frontage on a public street(s); 
conceal and/or screen parking; and allocate space to community serving retail.  A local example of a mixed-use 
community serving project is the Village in Pacific Highlands Ranch.   (From Cycle 17)



Review August 2018

Master Plan

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

61 It is unclear from the response to comments whether the statement about electing not to edit the Carroll Canyon 
Master Plan document and have the MPDP act as its replacement would mean the Master Plan is proposed to 
be rescinded, or, be retained as currently written.  Please clarify.  (New Issue)



62 If the Master Plan is to be retained as written, there are potential inconsistencies within that document and the 
proposed MPDP that would need to be resolved. Please clarify. (New Issue)



63 If the Master Plan is to be rescinded, land use and policies applicable to the constructed Fenton Technology 
Center in this document need to be addressed in the amendment proposed to the Mira Mesa Community Plan.  
Outreach to representatives of this area would also be needed.   Please clarify. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-Long Range Planning' review, please call  Bernard Turgeon at (619) 533-6575.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

64 The proposed amendment to the Carroll Canyon Master Plan section within the Mira Mesa Community Plan 
needs to be revised to better address the remaining policy required for the use and development other 
properties in the Master Plan.  The four properties do not have the same entitlement status with respect to land 
use and policy implementation.  Long Range Planning recommends a meeting with the applicant team to 
discuss.   (New Issue)



Commercial Site Design

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

65 The overall design of the core commercial site (PA 19) has not changed to address previous comments related 
to pedestrian-oriented design within proximity to a future high frequency transit stop on Carrol Canyon Road.  
Long-Range Planning cannot support the proposed design because it does not implement the 
pedestrian-oriented design policies of the General Plan and the TOD concept of the Carroll Canyon Master 
Plan.   (New Issue)



66 A General Plan Urban Design Element goal is for "vibrant, mixed-use main streets that serve as neighborhood 
destinations, community resources, and conduits to the regional transit system."  The section on Mixed-Use 
Villages and Commercial Areas contains policies for pedestrian-oriented design intended to achieve this goal as 
addressed in the Urban Design Element, Section C, policies UD-C.4, UD-C.6, and UD-C.7.   (New Issue)



67 The TOD concept in the Carroll Canyon Master Plan is a precursor of this Mixed-Use Village design.  The TOD 
concept in the Master Plan is consistent with adopted Transit Oriented Development Guidelines in effect at the 
time the Master Plan was adopted.  Please revise the design to demonstrate how it addresses the General Plan 
policies and mixed-use Master Plan concept of the Carroll Canyon Master Plan.   (New Issue)



68 The building frontage relationships and parking lot orientation do not meet the development standards of the 
proposed RM-2-4 zone intended for pedestrian-oriented development.  The deviations to the zone's 
development standards required for this project cannot be supported because they are not compatible with the 
pedestrian-oriented design policies as stated above.   (New Issue)



69 The site design should be reconfigured to meet the maximum setback requirement, parking lot orientation and 
any other related deviations identified by the LDR-Planning review discipline.  The parking lots/parking structure 
locations should have active use building frontages adjacent to the east and west road to create a street wall.  
(New Issue)



Carroll Canyon Creek

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

70 The configuration of the restored Carroll Canyon Creek should be illustrated and labeled as shown in the 
Carrroll Canyon Master Plan Figure 12.  The creek is to include a flatter conveyance channel within a sloped 
area of native riparian plantings.  The minimium width is to be 200 feet.  The width my be reduced if the 
Planning Director determines that ROW for Carroll Canyon Road and the tranist line make a wider channel 
infeasible.  Please see previous comment 52 for input on feasibility.   (New Issue)



71 A minimum 50-foot-wide buffer is to be included on both sides of the channel and landscaped with native upland 
trees and shrubs.  The buffers can include trails and utility access roads.   Please review the buffers shown on 
the plans and revise where needed to comply.   (New Issue)



Other Issues

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

72 Surface parking and parking structure alternatives are proposed within the commercial site to meet code 
requirements, and, according to the response to comments, to provide parking beyond what the code would 
allow.  The total amount of parking in addition to its location within the site needs to be reconsidered to meet 
General Plan policies for mixed-use developments at major transit stops (New Issue)



73 The MPDP should illustrate design techniques to façade the parking structures when visible from public use 
areas. (New Issue)



74 Shopkeeper Use: MPDP Page 128: The live/work use is intended to retrofit existing buildings and is not 
permitted in the proposed RM-3-9 zone.  The map key should be revised to replace 'live/work' with 'shopkeeper.' 
Shopkeeper use is intended for new construction.   (New Issue)



75 Urban Forest:  An implementation strategy of the Climate Action Plan is to increase the urban forest canopy.  
The proposed setback deviations and site planning reduce the planting area opportunities for medium and large 
trees.  A fine-grained approach to locating trees throughout each planning area is recommended to ensure 
enough space for trees to reach their mature size.  Please address comments from the LDR-Landscape review 
discipline related to alternative methods for meeting yard points and identify areas where more trees can be 
added throughout the development.   (New Issue)



76 Retaining Wall:  The 14-foot-high retaining wall proposed within the offsite extension of Carroll Canyon Road 
detracts from the pedestrian experience along the adjacent sidewalk.  At a minimum, the wall needs greater 
foreground planting area for sufficient landscape screening per comments from the LDR-Landscape review 
discipline.  Please also consider a split configuration to reduce the apparent height of the wall. (New Issue)



77 SDGE Easement:  Please confirm that the size and location of the 24-foot-wide area over the proposed 40-foot 
SDG&E utility easement is acceptable to both Sandag/MTS and SDG&E.   (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Plan-Long Range Planning' review, please call  Bernard Turgeon at (619) 533-6575.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

LDR-Geology

07/19/2018

07/19/2018

07/11/2018Quinn, Jim

(619) 446-5334

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 5.00

jpquinn@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for LDR-Geology on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 12 outstanding review issues with LDR-Geology (10 of which are new issues).

.  Last month LDR-Geology performed 69 reviews, 98.6% were on-time, and 68.9% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

587128-5 (12/22/2017)

References

No outstanding Issues

Comments

No outstanding Issues

587128-17 (4/11/2018)

References

No outstanding Issues

Comments

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

23 Sheet 1 of the conceptual development plans indicates "maximum height of cut and fill slope(s): 92 Ft; 2:1 slope 
ratio with 1.5:1 cut slopes, as recommended per soils engineer."  All slopes shown on the plans appear to be 
2:1 (horizontal to vertical) and the note should be revised accordingly.

 (From Cycle 17)



24 Per San Diego Municipal Code 142.0148(b), cut and fill slopes shall be set back from the property lines (existing 
and proposed).  Revise the plans as necessary to comply with this regulation.  Check with LDR-Engineering on 
requirements.

 (From Cycle 17)



587128-27 (7/19/2018)

References

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

25 Update Geotechnical Report for Vesting Tentative Map, 3Roots, San Diego, California, prepared by Geocon 
Inc., dated July 2, 2018 (their project no. G2020-42-02)

Update Letter and Response to Geotechnical Review Comments, 3Roots, P.T.S. No. 587128, San Diego, 
California, prepared by Geocon Inc., dated June 20, 2018 (their project no. G2020-42-02)

 (New Issue)



26 Report of In-Place Density Test Results For Compaction Testing Performed From February 17, 2017 Through 
August 7, 2017, Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region, Carroll Canyon Materials Plant - South Pit, San 
Diego, California, prepared by Geocon Inc., dated June 4, 2018 (their project no. 01145-42-09E)

3 Roots VTM Exhibit 'A', Site Grading and Storm Drain Plans, prepared by Project Design Consultants, dated 
November 28, 2017, revision 2 dated July 10, 2018 (their project no. 4182.20)

 (New Issue)



Comments

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Geology' review, please call  Jim Quinn at (619) 446-5334.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

27 The previous review comments that have not been cleared remain applicable.

 (New Issue)



28 Provide a geotechnical map that shows the locations of the compaction tests reported June 4, 2018.

 (New Issue)



29 The referenced report dated July 2, 2018 (page 3) indicates "undocumented fill will remain after reclamation 
grading within the park site and adjacent non-structural areas located in the southern portion of the site."  The 
California Code of Regulations Section 3502(b)(4) indicates "where ultimate site uses include roads, building 
sites, or other improvements sensitive to settlement, the reclamation plans shall include compaction of fill 
materials in conformance with good engineering practice."

 (New Issue)



30 The project's geotechnical consultant could note that the California Building Code Appendix J, Section 107.5 
has been adopted per San Diego Municipal Code 145.3601(e), which states "all fill materials shall be 
compacted to 90 percent of the maximum density as determined by ASTM D 1557, Modified Proctor, in lifts not 
exceeding 12 inched in depth."  Special fill compaction requirements may apply if fill soil is placed within FEMA 
Special Flood Hazard Areas.

 (New Issue)



31 The project's geotechnical consultant indicates that they do not anticipate adverse settlement.  The consultant 
should clarify if the anticipated fill settlement will adversely impact the proposed development including 
proposed public improvements. 

 (New Issue)



32 The project's civil engineer should revise the legend on sheet 1 (Title Sheet) of the reference plans to indicate 
proposed fill slope (2:1 or flatter).

 (New Issue)



33 The project's civil engineer should revise the legend on sheet 1 (Title Sheet) of the reference plans to indicate 
proposed cut slope (2:1 or flatter).

 (New Issue)



34 The design civil engineer could consider providing a detail on sheet 2 that shows the proposed slope to 
proposed property line setback per San Diego Municipal Code Section 142.0148(b).  Check with 
LDR-Engineering on requirements.

 (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'LDR-Geology' review, please call  Jim Quinn at (619) 446-5334.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Park & Rec

08/31/2018

08/31/2018

07/18/2018Sandel, Scott

(619) 235-5204

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 16.00

SSandel@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Park & Rec on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 25 outstanding review issues with Park & Rec (7 of which are new issues).

.  Last month Park & Rec performed 26 reviews, 46.2% were on-time, and 85.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

Public Parks  (3045972)

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

3 The General Plan defines "useable acres" as:  A graded pad not exceeding two percent rough grade, as 
required to provide for structured, public recreational programs of an active nature common to local parks in the 
City of San Diego (such as ball games or court games).  Continue (From Cycle 5)



4 Or gently sloping land not exceeding ten percent grade for unstructured public recreational activities, such as 
children's play areas, appreciation of open spaces, or a combination thereof, unconstrained by environmental 
restrictions that  would prevent its use as a park and recreation facility, free of structures, roads or utilities, and 
unencumbered by easements of any kind.

 (From Cycle 5)



5 Public access to the park is required from a public street frontage on at least one side and shall not be more 
than three (3) feet above, or below, street level (From Cycle 5)



6 The project's residential units will also be subject to recreation facilities requirements for Recreation Centers and 
Aquatic Complexes. These requirements will be part of the impact fee. (From Cycle 5)



8 All public parks will require an approved Park Development Agreement prior to approval of the final map.   (From 
Cycle 5)



9 The approved Carroll Canyon Master Plan shows a network of parks, open space and trails. Three parks were 
to be provided, 1- 10 acre park for active recreation and two 5-acre parks. The Open Space features design 
goals and guidelines for a natural open space and a trail system. The interior trail system is to weave through 
the project development, connecting various uses and provide a recreation amenity. All of these goals and 
design guidelines will need to be addressed in the amendment to the Master Plan. (From Cycle 5)



Parks and Rec Plan Review 4/23

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

10 Please provide exhibit diagram showing which areas are to be deeded to the City, areas for which applicant is 
requesting public Parks and Recreation Easements, and which are areas are to be privately owned and 
maintained by the HOA. (From Cycle 17)



11 Please show Carroll Canyon Creek bed and MHPA Boundaries on areas proposed for parks. (From Cycle 17)
12 Please note, Parks and Recreation Open Space Division does not maintain sidewalks, plazas irrigated 

landscaping, any trails within the street right of way, as well non-soft surface trails. (From Cycle 17)


13 Trails proposed within the street right of way should be reviewed by the Streets Division, as these trails would 
not be maintained by Parks and Rec Open Space Division. (From Cycle 17)



14 Please show in Open Space plans if/where MHPA area dedications are proposed to be conveyed to the City and 
which MHPA areas are to remain in ownership of the HOA. (From Cycle 17)



Parks and Rec MPDP Review 4/23

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

15 Please provide a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) report. (From Cycle 17)
21 Page 186, Table 9-1 Please provide the actual project acreage for the amount of parks and park equivalencies 

proposed for this development. Please include a diagram showing these areas.  (From Cycle 17)


Parks and Rec Carroll Canyon M

For questions regarding the 'Park & Rec' review, please call  Scott Sandel at (619) 235-5204.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

22 Page 33, Rattlesnake Canyon, please describe and delineate this area, proposed to be maintained by the City 
of San Diego. (From Cycle 17)



24 Page 29, Please identify location and acreage of Rattlesnake Canyon, described in the first paragraph as part of 
the open space system to be maintained by the Open Space Division. (From Cycle 17)



25 Page 29, any interior trails or paseo system that is on private property or constructed with hard surface will not 
be maintained by the Open Space division.  (From Cycle 17)



27 This development area falls, at least in part, within the Camino Santa Fe Maintenance Assessment District 
(MAD), how does the applicant plan to address the MAD?   (From Cycle 17)



28 An endowment should be established for the maintenance of any land conveyed to the City. A Property 
Analysis Record (PAR) analysis, should be conducted to determine the amount of the endowment.  (From Cycle 
17)



Parks and Rec Plan Review 8/31

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

29 To clarify issue #5, all parks that are proposed to satisfy the requirements of population based parks must 
provide suitable public access from public street frontage on at least one side and shall not be more than three 
(3) feet above, or below, street level per Council Policy 600-11 Credit for Park and Recreation Facilities 
Provided by Subdivisions.  Refer to Council Policy 600-11 Section B for requirements for public park and 
recreational facilities developed by a subdivider, owned and operated by a private organization. (New Issue)



30 The applicant is proposing to receive credit for the Rec Center contribution of the FBA fee by dedicating 
additional parkland.  To analyze value of land for the recreation center contribution, applicant shall obtain and 
forward to the City two independent professional appraisals - one of the full 26-acre site and one for just the land 
that would be for the recreation center and its immediate parking and site area (1.75 acres).  Credit for land 
dedication for the recreation center will be calculated once appraisals have been submitted to the City and 
reviewed. (New Issue)



31 Revise Figure 3-12 as follows: 1) Revise the 10' concrete street crossing at 'Spine Road' with a standard 
perpendicular crossing, and identify any grade-separated crossings.  2) Indicate the location for the Mobility Hub 
that is discussed at length on Figures 3-12, 3-13 and 10-1 and is referenced on 8.3.3.  3) At Street 'F', where 
there is a signal being proposed, indicate a cross-walk to the sports park here. In the body of the text, please 
discuss connectivity between Mobility Hub and the sport park. (New Issue)



32 Revise Figure 10-1 as follows: 1) Break-out the chart into two charts, separating public from HOA parks. 2) 
Identify which acreages shown on Figure 10-1 are "useable" acres.  Distinguish between useable acres for 
active recreation 2% grade or less and useable acres 10% grade or less.  3) Provide the following footnote to 
the table: "Areas shown in this table are "useable" acres as defined by Council Policy 600-11".  4) Remove 
MAD's from the Park Maintenance columns. (New Issue)



33 Applicant to work with the Parks and Recreation Department, Maintenance Assessment District Section to 
discuss the process to amend or initiate a Maintenance Assessment District, if desired. (New Issue)



34 The 25 acre Community Park is adjacent to the mapped Multiple Habitat Preservation Area (MHPA). Discuss 
how MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines  would be enacted in the park area to protect functions and values 
of the adjacent wetland and MHPA. (New Issue)



35 On Figure 10-10, verify that the olive green areas indicated in the legend as OC-1-1 are the areas in the lower 
chart designated OP-1-1; discuss change in designation.  Confirm and indicate by note on the drawings that 
open space areas that are to be under City Ownership are free of manufactured slopes, HOA brush 
management zones (MSCP comment 75) and other encumbrances to City Open Space. (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'Park & Rec' review, please call  Scott Sandel at (619) 235-5204.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Plan-Airport

07/19/2018

07/19/2018

07/11/2018Frost, Alexander

(619) 236-6006

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 0.40

Afrost@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Plan-Airport on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Last month Plan-Airport performed 5 reviews, 100.0% were on-time, and 60.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

New Issue Group (3050830)

No outstanding Issues

For questions regarding the 'Plan-Airport' review, please call  Alexander Frost at (619) 236-6006.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

PUD-Water & Sewer Dev

07/25/2018

08/01/2018

07/11/2018Purdy, Jay

(619) 446-5456

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

08/01/2018
Hours of Review: 15.00

JPurdy@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for PUD-Water & Sewer Dev on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 15 outstanding review issues with PUD-Water & Sewer Dev (11 of which are new issues).

.  Last month PUD-Water & Sewer Dev performed 160 reviews, 93.8% were on-time, and 72.8% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

1st Review, Cycle 5:

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

11 Please revise all proposed sewer lines to comply with SDG Sections:

2.2.2.3)  Sewer main material for pipes 15" and smaller located between 15' & 20' deep shall be "SDR 18 PVC" 
or an alt material whose use is justified via differential settlement and load calcs in a geotech report; and,
2.2.5.3)  Distance from the face of any sewer main to the edge of pavement; and,
2.2.5.7)  Sewer mains in pvt driveways shall be on the N or W side of the street.

 (From Cycle 5)



12 Please revise all proposed sewer lines to comply with SDG Sections:

2.2.2.1)  Sewer service laterals shall have a min depth of 5' and a max depth of 7' at the property line if possible; 
and,
2.5.2)  Sewer service laterals designed with less than 3' of COVER (if approved) shall be concrete encased 
extra strength VC or epoxy coated ductile iron; and,
2.3.1.1 e)  Manholes are required at the terminus of dead-end sewer mains; and,
2.3.1.6)  Manholes which terminate the main shall be located at least 15' from the curb at the end of the street.

 (From Cycle 5)



13 Sewer Study Review Comments will either be resolved directly with the Design Engineer prior to the next Cycle 
Review Comments or included with the next Cycle Review Comments. (From Cycle 5)



14 Water Study Review Comments will either be resolved directly with the Design Engineer prior to the next Cycle 
Review Comments or included with the next Cycle Review Comments. (From Cycle 5)



2nd Review, Cycle 17:

No outstanding Issues

3rd Review, Cycle 27:

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

15 Please revise the invert elevation of MH PA4-18 so that it can accomodate a standard connection for a sewer 
lateral with a standard invert elevation at the property line (see SDS-105).

 (New Issue)



16 Please revise plans to label all private sewer mains (private sewer laterals which collect sewage from 2 or more 
titled deweling units) within the public ROW as "PRIVATE SEWER MAIN - EMRA REQUIRED".

 (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'PUD-Water & Sewer Dev' review, please call  Jay Purdy at (619) 446-5456.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

Page 38 of 41

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

17 Please revise plans to clearly indicate which sewer MHs are private and which sewer pipelines are private.

Please also modify the plans as necessary to ensure that the pipelines between the following MHs are labeled 
as private:

MH-79 to MH-39; and,
PA4-21 to MH PA4-15; and,
PA15-10 to MH-17.

 (New Issue)



18 Please modify the cross-sections on sheet #2 to indicate the location of the water and sewer lines for Carrol 
Canyon Road.

Please also modify the minimum sewer main depth in all cross-sections to indicate 7 feet as opposed to 5 feet.

 (New Issue)



19 Please move all of the public sewer mains out from under the medians and realign them in accordance with the 
City's Sewer Design Guidelines.

 (New Issue)



20 Please call me to explain the pubic water main alignments proposed for the intersections of Spine Road / Street 
'A' and Spine Road / Village Entry on sheet 11.

 (New Issue)



21 Please locate and label the public water easement required just east of Camino Santa Fe between Carrol 
Canyon Road and Urban Corridor Street.

Please also remove the label for 12" WTR just east side of Camino Santa Fe between Urban Corridor Street 
and Village Entry.

 (New Issue)



22 Please locate and label all required master water meters and associated public water easements if applicable.

 (New Issue)



23 Please delete proposed MH-10 and realign the proposed sewer main in Carrol Canyon Road such that it 
connects with existing MH-59.

 (New Issue)



24 Please modify sheet 12 so as to ensure that the public water main located in Village Entry is continous between 
Camino Santa Fe and Urban Corridor Street.

 (New Issue)



25 Please provide cross-sections (worst case scenario) which justify leaving the sewer easement width unmodified 
for the existing 30" public sewer main which enters the development on the northern side of the property.

  (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'PUD-Water & Sewer Dev' review, please call  Jay Purdy at (619) 446-5456.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Fire-Plan Review

07/23/2018

07/23/2018

07/11/2018Sylvester, Brenda

(619) 446-5449

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED LATE

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 0.60

bsylvester@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Fire-Plan Review on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 2 outstanding review issues with Fire-Plan Review (1 of which are new issues).

.  Last month Fire-Plan Review performed 52 reviews, 32.7% were on-time, and 76.7% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

Fire Department Prelim.

Fire Department 1st

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

27 Plans show a 450' radius for hydrants.  Per table in appendix C, Maximum spacing between hydrants is 500 
ft/Increase of 50% for sprinklers: 750.  1/2 of this is 350' radius to reach all portions of the exterior of all 
buildings.  500 on center is based on Fire Flow calculation in Appendix B. (From Cycle 17)



28 Information items for preliminary review responses "Will be provided in forthcoming submittals" and "so noted".  
Must comply with all requirements at submittal.  This includes aerial access;  for buildings over 30' requires a 26' 
unobstructed access road on one entire side of the building and a minimum 15'/maximum 30' setback from edge 
of access road to face of building. (From Cycle 17)



Fire Department 1st

No outstanding Issues

For questions regarding the 'Fire-Plan Review' review, please call  Brenda Sylvester at (619) 446-5449.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

Community Planning Group

07/19/2018

07/19/2018

07/19/2018Zounes, Will

(619) 687-5942

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

07/20/2018
Hours of Review: 1.00

wzounes@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 3rd complete submittal for Community Planning Group on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 1 outstanding review issues with Community Planning Group (None of which are new)

.  Last month Community Planning Group performed 76 reviews, 53.9% were on-time, and 32.0% were on projects at less than < 3 complete submittals.

Mira Mesa Community Plan

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

1 Please contact the Chair for the Mira Mesa Community Planning Group, Jeffry Stevens via email at 
mmcpg.chair@gmail.com to make arrangements to present your project for review at their next available 
meeting.  This Community Plannig Group is officially recognized by the City as a representative of the 
community, and an advisor to the City in actions that would affect the community.  The Development Services 
Department has notified the group of your request and has sent them a copy of your project plans and 
documents. (From Cycle 20)



For questions regarding the 'Community Planning Group' review, please call  Will Zounes at (619) 687-5942.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 07/10/2018 Deemed Complete on 07/10/201827 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

09/05/2018Closed:

MTS

07/17/2018

08/08/2018

07/17/2018Zounes, Will

(619) 687-5942

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

COMPLETED ON TIME

07/10/2018Cycle Distributed:

08/15/2018
Hours of Review: 3.00

wzounes@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 08/15/2018 from 08/02/2018 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: Partial Response to Cmnts/Regs.

.  We request a 2nd complete submittal for MTS on this project as:  Submitted (Multi-Discipline).

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 1 outstanding review issues with MTS (all of which are new).

1st Review MTS

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

1 As of August 8, 2018, SANDAG and the City of San Diego are currently in discussions regarding the review. 
Their next meeting will be 8/21/18.  MTS should have comments for the development soon after the meeting.  
For additional information please contact Rodrigo Carrasco at (619) 595-4909
Rodrigo.Carrasco@sdmts.com
 (New Issue)



For questions regarding the 'MTS' review, please call  Will Zounes at (619) 687-5942.  Project Nbr: 587128 / Cycle: 27

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 1 
Cycle Issues Report 
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Submittal Requirements 9/5/18   9:43 am

1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

Project Information
3-Roots587128Project Nbr:

Zounes, WillProject Mgr: (619)687-5942 wzounes@sandiego.gov
Title: *587128*

Review Cycle Information

Review Cycle: 31 Submitted (Multi-Discipline) Opened: 09/05/2018   8:52 am Submitted:

Closed:Due:

Required Documents:
 Qty Needed Document Type Pkg Qty Package Type

Sewer Study 4 Sewer Study 4
Geotechnical Rpt (Addendum) 3 Geotechnical Report (Addendum) 3
Water Study 4 Water Study 4
Water Supply Assessment 2 Water Supply Assessment 2
Development Plans 12 Site Development Plans 12
Biology Study/Report 4 Biology Study/Report 4
Dev. Plans reduced 11x17 6 Dev. Plans reduced 11x17 6
Development Plans 12 Applicant Response to Issues 12
Storm Water Quality Management Plan 3 Storm Water Quality Management Plan 3
Air Quality Study 2 Air Quality Study 2
Biology Study/Report (Redline) 1 Biology Study/Report (Redline) 1
Undergrounding Waiver Request 2 Undergrounding Waiver Request 2
Policy Document 16 Land Use Plan Amendment Draft 16
Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist 4 Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist 4
Noise Study 2 Noise Study 2
Drainage/Hydrology Study 3 Drainage Study 3

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 2 
Submittal Report

Landscape Design Vignettes for planning areas/products          2   Landscape Vignettes (DPM and LDR-Landscape                       2
Geotechnical Map showing  compaction test areas                    2   Geotechnical Compaction Map (DPM and LDR-Geology)          2
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Invoice 9/5/18   9:41 am

1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services Department

858714Invoice Number: *858714*
Status:

Issued:

Voided:

Customer:

Invoiced

09/05/2018   9:41 am

Green, Ryan

Zounes, Will

5402 Carrol Canyon Plant 91-37-0007Development:

587128 3-Roots Zounes, Will
*587128*

Project: PM: (619)687-5942

Project Fees:

 Fee Amount Units Quantity Fee Description
Deposit Account 130,131.00 Dollars $-130,131.00
Deposit Account 191,131.00 Dollars $191,131.00

$61,000.00Approval Total:

$61,000.00Job Total:

$61,000.00Project Total:

$61,000.00Invoice Total:

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942

Enclosure 3 
Invoice
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Deviation Request Form 

 

 T (619) 446-5000 
sandiego.gov 

1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 301 
San Diego, CA 92101- 4101 
dsdweb@sandiego.gov 
 

 
 

Affordable/In-Fill Housing & Sustainable Buildings 
Expedite Program 

 
Deviations Request Form 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PROJECT NAME: 3-Roots 
 
PROJECT NUMBER: 587128 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Land Development Code Section 143.0910 allows Affordable/In-Fill Housing and Sustainable Building 
projects to request deviations from applicable development regulations through a Process 4 Site 
Development Permit, provided the Findings per 126.0504(a) and 126.0504(m) can be met: 
 
In the spaces provided in the pages attached, please describe each specific deviation requested (in 
the first box), and the specific reason or justification as to why the deviation is needed (in the second 
box).   Please remember that City staff can only support those deviations that meet the Site 
Development Permit findings. 
 
Examples of requested Deviations (Code Section may not be correct, only used as an example): 
 
1) A deviation from SDMC Section 103.1510(c)(5) for the required front setback within the NP-1 zone.  A 10-
foot front setback is required, while a variable setback ranging from 5 feet 2.5 inches to 10 feet is 
provided. 
 
2) A deviation from San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 142.0340(e) for the maximum permitted 
retaining wall height of 12’ outside the setback.  The retaining wall on the north side of the project will 
exceed the maximum permitted height by a maximum of 3’ for a length of 191’. 
 
3) A deviation from SDMC Section 103.1510(c)(3) for the maximum allowed building height of the NP-1 
zone. The zone allows a maximum of 60 feet where a building is above enclosed parking, while 65 is 
provided. 
 
4) A deviation from SDMC Section 142.0560(j)(8)(A) for maximum number of driveways permitted on a 
premises.  The municipal code permits a maximum of one driveway for each 100 feet of street frontage or 
a total of 8 for the project and the project propose 31 driveways. 
 

mailto:dsdweb@sandiego.gov


Page 2 
 
 

 

 
 
DEVIATION REQUEST #1: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 
Example: A deviation from San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section _____  for (wall height, parking, 
landscape, front setback, etc.).   The ______ will exceed the maximum permitted by______. 
 
 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met:  
 
Reason or Justification: 
 
 

 
DEVIATION REQUEST #2: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met: 
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DEVIATION REQUEST #3: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 
 
 
 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met: 
  

 
DEVIATION REQUEST #4: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met: 
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DEVIATION REQUEST #5: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 
 
 
 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met: 
  

 
DEVIATION REQUEST #6: 
 
Cleary define the specific deviation requested: 
 

 
State why the deviation is necessary - and explain how the Finding can be met: 
 

 
Attach additional pages if necessary. 
 
 
 
 
Applicant’s Signature  Applicant’s Printed Name    Date 
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