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CALIFORNIA CITY COUNCIL MEETING

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers

Gary Halbert, Interim City Manager
Shawn Hagerty, City Attorney

FROM:  James Jeffries, City Clerk

DATE:  June 11, 2025

SUBJ: Updated Council Meeting Materials — June 11, 2025
PUBLIC HEARING:

(6) Public Hearing for the Development of Fanita Ranch, to Consider
Certifying Final Recirculated Revised Environmental Impact Report
Including Second Recirculated Sections (ENV-2025-0003, AEIS 2022-4,
AEIS 2017-11), and Approving the Fanita Ranch Development Plan and
Development Review Permit (DR-2025-0001), Vesting Tentative Map (TM-
2025-0001), and Conditional Use Permits for Public Parks (CUP2025-0001
and CUP-2025-0002), and a Fire Station (CUP-2025-0003). (Planning and
Building — Sawa)

The attached correspondence for above mentioned Item was received and is provided
for your consideration.
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From: RANDY AVERY ||

Sent: Monday, June 9, 2025 5:41:07 PM
To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>
Subject: Fanita Ranch Project

| am totally against the Fanita Ranch Project. We are in a fire zone, and will have
limited access to roads leaving our homes if there is another fire in our area.

The traffic is already unbearable and congested in every direction, adding 3000 more
homes in the area is totally ludacris!

Why do we have to continue to try to protect our neighborhood?

Betty Avery
on




From: C COSTANTINO JR ||

Sent: Monday, June 9, 2025 12:53 PM

To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>

Cc: John Minto <IMinto@CityofSanteeCa.gov>; Ronn Hall <RonnHall@CityofSanteeCa.gov>; Dustin
Trotter <DTrotter@CityofSanteeCa.gov>; rmcnellis@cityofsanteeca.gov; Laura Koval
<LKoval@CityofSanteeCa.gov>

Subject: Citizen Response & Objections to Fanita Ranch Final EIR

Please see the attached letter denoting various concerns & objections to the Fanita Ranch
Development project, submitted for the scheduled Public Hearing during the June 11th, 2025
City Council Meeting.

Please provide confirmation of receipt of this email / letter.

Thank You,
Carl Costantino
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City of Santee

Attn: Sandi Sawa, Director of Planning, Mayor John Minto, & the City Council of Santee,

Re: Fanita Ranch Development, upcoming June 11t 2025 Public Hearing

As a concerned, long term (45+ years) resident of the City of Santee, this letter serves to voice my strong

opposition to the proposed Fanita Ranch project, for the following reasons:

1) This project is fundamentally incompatible with the current and projected capacity of Santee’s

2)

infrastructure. Santee is already experiencing the consequences of rapid, dense development without

concurrent Infrastructure.

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

This development plans to add nearly 3,000 additional housing units, along with commercial
spaces, parks, trails, and community facilities, on approximately over 2,600 acres of land north of
the city.

City Street Traffic congestion has worsened considerably, especially along Mission Gorge Rd,
Cuyamaca Rd, Mast Blvd, & Magnolia Ave, with Cuyamaca & Magnolia being 2 of the 3 planned
roadways into Fanita Ranch.

State Route 52, which is over capacity (effectively the day it opened), is in gridlock mornings &
afternoons, on a daily basis.

Adding an influx of thousands of new residents and vehicles from this development can only
exacerbate these issues, & will fundamentally alter the character of our community, shifting away
from a livable, open-space town into another traffic-clogged, overextended suburban grid.

The Fanita Ranch proposal indicates three distinct “villages”, yet the necessary road extensions
(Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, & Magnolia Avenue) at this time remain largely theoretical.
There is no funding plans nor evidence that the city or county is prepared to expand and maintain
the road network, utilities, and emergency response services at the scale required to support such
an expansion.

Simply put, we do not have the infrastructure, nor the funding, to accommodate this magnitude of

growth without significant, long-term negative consequences for current residents.

Construction in this project’s location would also risk irreversible damage to area watershed, sensitive

ecological preserves, including Mission Trails, Sycamore Canyon, & other nearby natural resources &

wildlife habitats.
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3) Most importantly, 100% of the proposed development area is designated by CalFire as a “Very High

Fire Hazard Severity Zone”. (Please See Page 3)

3.1. Icanvividly recall watching the flames of the 2003 Cedar Fire traverse this area’s hillsides from
Hwy 67 all the way into Kearny Mesa, and now Home Fed & Santee want to put 3000 homes, etc.
into this very same High Fire-risk pathway?!?

3.2. We all saw the horrific destruction of the Palisades & Eaton Fires in Los Angeles. Over 16,000
Structures burned. The Fanita Ranch development would simply be tinder for a repeat of this
disastrous Fire.

3.3. We have seen the consequences of poor wildfire planning in other parts of California — Santee

must not follow that path.

Finally, & above all else. . .

4) The Fanita Ranch development has been repeatedly voted down by the citizens of Santee, as well as
ruled against by the Court.
4.1. This revised proposal continues to fail to address the very real limitations of Santee’s Infrastructure,

and the “Very High” Fire Hazards, & Environmental risks involved.

4.2. To approve this project would demonstrate an utter lack of respect & consideration for the citizens

of Santee, for whom you are sworn to represent.

4.3. The City of Santee must prioritize the well-being, safety, & stability of its current citizens over the
greed & ambitions of large-scale developers. Santee should not bear the burden of Home Fed’s

bad investment.

Development does NOT inherently equal progress. True progress lies in improving the quality of life for the

residents who already call Santee home.

| respectfully urge your office & the City Council of Santee to do what is best for the citizens of Santee, and

reject the Fanita Ranch Housing Development.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Carl & Mary Costantino,
Santee Residents for 45+ years
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Federal Responsibility

Unzoned LRA Area (FRA)

Government Code section 51178 requires the State Fire
Marshal to identify areas in the state as moderate, high,
and very high fire hazard severity zones based on consistent

The State of California and the Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection make no representations or warranties regarding the
accuracy of data or maps. Neither the State nor the Department sh

be liable under any circumstances for any direct, special, incidental,
|

or consequential damages respect to any claim by any user or

statewide criteria and based on the severity of fire hazard that is
expected to prevail in those areas. Moderate, high, and very high fire
hazard severity zones shall be based on fuel loading, slope, fire weather,

Gavin Newsom, Governor, State of California
Wade Crowfoot, Secretary for Natural Resources, CA Natural Resources Agency

Joe Tyler, Director/Fire Chief, CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

and other relevant factors including areas where winds
have been identified by the Office of the State Fire Marshal
as a major cause of wildfire spread.

Data Sources:
CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZSRA23_3, FHSZLRA_25_1)
CAL FIRE State Responsibility Areas (SRA25_1)

third party on account of, or arising from, the use of data or ma

Daniel Berlant, State Fire Marshal, CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

City and County boundaries as of 10/22/24 (CA Board of Equalization)




From:

To: Sandi Sawa

Subject: Comments IRT Fanita Ranch EIR
Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 1:48:09 PM
Greetings,

| urge the Santee City Council to vote against approval of the Fanita Ranch Housing development.
Approving residential development that is located solely within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone with very limited emergency egress is irresponsible and reckless. It would put the new
residents, and the residents of existing surrounding neighborhoods at increased risk in event that
large scale evacuations become necessary to escape a fast approaching fire storm.

The fire evacuation plan, dated 2022, included in the latest circulated EIR appears to assume
evacuation times based on best case scenarios. It does not adequately consider that the only
available routes must pass through existing established neighborhood on small side streets that are
not designed to handle large volumes of vehicle traffic, such as would be encountered during a mass
evacuation during a fast approaching fire storm. Such a firestorm occurred during the Cedar fire in
2003, the axis of which burned through the proposed Fanita Ranch development site at a very fast
rate of spread. The fire EIR does not adequately account for traffic complications during a large scale
evacuation, such as a disabled vehicle incident at one of the choke points which would severely
obstruct evacuating traffic flow. Blocked and impassable streets during the recent Pacific Palisades
fire illustrates how such an incident is a very real risk.

The City Councils continuous attempts to circumvent court rulings and block a citizen vote on the
development give the appearance that the City is working exclusively on behalf of the developer, not
for the citizens who elected them, and reflects negatively on the City.

Very respectfully,

David Kramer

Santee resident



From: Eleanor Aylesworth-Warsh

To: Sandi Sawa
Subject: I am opposed to the Fanita Ranch project. Santee does not have the infrastructure for this project.
Date: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 4:04:09 PM

Caution: The sender name (Eleanor Aylesworth-Warsh) is different from their email address

I hich may indicate an impersonation attempt. Verify the email's authenticity

with the sender using your organization's trusted contact list before replying or taking further action.

Secured by Check Point

J

The site for this project is in a fire zone and will add too much traffic to Magnolia and the
access to the 52 Hwy.

Eleanor Aylesworth-Warsh
Realtor

license#01365373

Balboa Real Estate, Inc.

Cell:




From: GLORIA GERAK

To: Sandi Sawa; ssawa@cityofsantee.gov
Subject: Fanita Ranch Final EIR

Date: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 1:03:24 PM
S. Sawa

We fell that your response to the citizen comments in the final EIR is not adequate. We are
concerned about fire mitigation as an example: the Los Angeles Fires. Should there be a fire -
there is no way the Citizens can exit safely due to the traffic on Mast Blvd. Additionally, not
enough attention is being given to Air Quality and Noise. As a person who lives along Mast
Blvd, the sound wall were built to mitigate the increased noise and the DB’s were to be lower
than 60 DB during waking hours. We had meters in our yard, placed by the City and the sound
was never at 60 DB - always higher. In other words, the sound walls failed from their initial
installment. How will you mitigate this additional traffic noise?

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS: A Final Recirculated Revised EIR (State Clearinghouse
Number SCH#2005061118), including Second Recirculated Sections of the Final Revised EIR
will be presented to the City Council for certification in compliance with the California

Env1ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) Areas of s1gn1ﬁcant and unmltlgable 1mpact that

Recreation, Transportation, and Ultilities and Service Systems. The purpose of this notice

is to give property owners in the vicinity of the subject property and other interested parties an
opportunity to be informed of the proposal prior to action by the City Council. The time within
which judicial review of a City Council decision must be sought is governed by Section
1094.6 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. A right to appeal a City Council decision is
governed by the Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5. At the subject hearing any interested
party may appear and be heard. The meeting will be broadcast live on public access channels
117 on Cox Cable and 99 on AT&T/U-verse, live streamed online, and recorded.

Respectfully:

Gloria Valenti Gerak
Ronald Gerak
Alexander Gerak

Santee, CA 92071

Office
Mobile

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE, PLEASE READ: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for
the sole viewing and use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information within. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited.



rrom: o I

Sent: Monday, June 9, 2025 8:08:56 PM
To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>
Subject: Fanita Ranch

> Dear Ms Sawa,

> [ am against building in the Area under consideration for several reasons . Air Quality,

> Noise, Our famous Santee Lakes Recreation area will also be affected a place our

> Citizens enjoy would be destroyed by thousands of cars each day roaring bye and not to mention
the danger of fires . Your own fire expert advised that the city and Home Fed hired said it would
take me 2 hours to get to Mission Gorge Rd in event of a

> Fire. I have lived in Santee for 41 years and the disregard of this City Representatives

> s alarming and they ignore our concerns for our safety . This is a working class area we drive to
work and the thought of thousands of more cars trying to drive to the 52 not to

> Mention getting to West Hills High School and Sycamore School is not safe for us

> And our children . The proposed routes Fanita and Cuyamaca and Mast and your map

> Attachment shows tentative - - - - marks for Magnolia is this because the

> Representive for that area doesn’t want Magnolia involved ?

>

> Sincerely

> Janis Barnhart
>

>
>
>

> Sent from my iPad



From: Yvonne Young

To: Sandi Sawa
Subject: Fanita Ranch Project
Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 8:42:40 AM

Good Afternoon,

Pushing through the Fanita Ranch project when the voters have already voted against it is ridiculous.
You are not listening to the parties that elected you. You have already wasted a lot of money going
against your voters. | think this is irresponsible and is going to end up costing all of Santee’s residents
more money for unnecessary lawsuit’s.

Calling this an Essential Housing Project is just ridiculous. It’s just another way to get around the will
of the people. If it was really essential housing every house built would lie in the median income of

No wonder why people no longer have any belief in Government. They vote against something and
the politicians disagree with the voters so they find some way to get around the voters, doesn’t
sound like democracy to me.

Thanks

Jeff Young



From: Marie Wese I

Sent: Friday, June 6, 2025 4:46:54 PM
To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>
Subject: Fanita Ranch

Sandi Sawa,

I have a question about the Fanita Ranch project which I would like included with the challenge to
approve the development. I believe the judge ordered Santee city council to remove their past
approval of this project. When I look at the Active Projects map, however, it is still listed as
approved. https://www.cityofsanteeca.gov/documents/planning-building/active-projects/active-
projects-map.pdf So, did council ever rescind their approval? It's clearly listed as "Approved - Not
Built". The map is not old, as I see projects listed from the current year (2025). I also question how
this project fits Califormia's definition of Essential Housing. It seems as though Santee City Council
has created it's own definition to avoid a vote of the citizens due to the overwhelming majority
against Fanita Ranch.

Sincerely,

Marie Weber



From: Mary Fujimoto

To: Sandi Sawa

Cc: Dustin Trotter; John Minto

Subject: Fanita Ranch

Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 8:07:21 AM
Dear City of Santee,

It is rather frustrating that Fanita Ranch continues to appear as a done deal in the City of Santee’s eyes.

This project has fire risks to those residents that should buy there and traffic in the community will not be mitigated.
I have not been a fan of Fanita Ranch because of those hazardous (in the case of fire - look at Paradise- look at LA
(Palisades and Alta Dena) issues and traffic but could learn to accept this project if the project came to a vote to
residents as was supposed to happen as a result of Prop N. However, the City has done all it could do to circumvent
and obstruct a vote of residents. Frankly, myself and others should not have to continually correspond on this project
because our elected officials do not want to put the project on a ballot for residents to vote on.

Please just put the Fanita Ranch project up to a vote and let the chips fall where they will. At least it would be a
decision of the residents.

Thank you,

Mary Fujimoto




From: Maureen Wallace

To: Sandi Sawa

Subject: Fanita Ranch

Date: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 2:35:00 PM
Sandi Sawa,

My name is Maureen Wallace and I live at the end of the current Fanita Ranch on Cadwell
Road. I am opposed to any further development of the Fanita Ranch area.

First, the citizens of Santee continue to vote down the expansion of Fanita Ranch. I do not
understand how the mayor and our city council can continue to support Fanita Ranch
expansion. Aren't they supposed to support the opinions of their citizens? Having lived here
for 39 years, every time Fanita Ranch is voted down, somehow the council and Mayor manage
to bring it back up. I thought once you voted something down, that ended the discussion on it.
Second, homeowners living along the hillsides in Fanita Ranch have seen their homeowners
insurance continually rise. Building more homes in this area is only going to make it harder
for new homeowners to afford the insurance. In the last 2 years I have stood in my yard to see
smoke coming from 3 fires that were "accidentally " started from Miramar. Always during
warm weather and one fire we could see the fire burning up the hillside.

I am unable to attend the meeting tomorrow night but [ hope my views will be shared. I know
I am one of many who share these same feelings.

Sincerely,

Maureen Walllace



-----Original Message-----

From: Mike Leathers

Sent: Monday, June 9, 2025 4:02 PM

To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>
Subject: Fanita Ranch

I have lived in the City of Santee since 1964 . Went to Grade and High School here. Worked for the City for over 20
years. I have seen quite a few City Councils come and go. However I have never seen a City Council work so hard
to go against the wishes of the people as this one. How many times do the people have to say no to Fanita Ranch.
The city traffic is horrendous and the traffic enforcement of the Sheriff’s Office has been cut over the last 10 years.
We have little to no electric grid in this county, water resources are limited and you want to build more homes in a
box canyon. Money from Home Fed that made it way thru Political Action Committees should not play a part in
decisions to build and destroy Santee’s last bit of open space. The city has NOT taken care of the infrastructure we
have, we don’t even have cellular service throughout Santee. Let’s take care of what we have now!! No on Fanita
Ranch!!!!

Sent from Mike's iPhone



From: Tina Decsen I

Sent: Saturday, June 7, 2025 5:42 PM
To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa @CityofSanteeCa.gov>
Subject: Fanita Ranch Final 2nd Recirculated Sections FREIR

Dear Director Sawa and City Council,

Please respect the Democratic process and allow the citizens of Santee to make a final vote
on the project.

Even though the proposed new homes are built with fire protections in mind, the older homes
like mine are not. A fire in that area puts my home, which is very close to the proposed Fanita
Ranch community, at huge risk. It's only right you take that into consideration as | am a current
voting Santee citizen.

We deserve our vote to be heard.

Sincerely,

Tina Deesen

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer



From: SS DD

To: James Jeffries

Subject: Submitted Public Comments
Date: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 5:24:36 PM

Hello again. As | may not be able to attend tomorrow's meeting in person, | am
requesting that the following comments are submitted both into the record, as well as
distributed to each Council Member under the name "Truth", thank you.

Each comment is following each item number. There are a total of 4 separate
comments (items: #2, #6, #8, #9).

If you have any questions, feel free to email me back.

Item 6: (Fanita)

Why did “...the Final Recirculated REIR [fail] to adequately Disclose the
proposed project’s Inconsistency with the Santee General Plan...”?

What lead to issues to begin with: “...On August 25, 2021, the City of
Santee adopted Urgency Ordinance No. 592, declaring the need for an
Essential Housing Program...”

What makes a Project “a Certified Essential Housing Project” versus any
Other housing? Is it just because it contains a Ton of Units?

The item says: “The Density Bonus Law is to be ‘interpreted liberally’...” —
That’s Questionable. Everything must be Specified in Law. Does Density
Bonus apply to so-called Sprawl developments like this? What about to
Major developments that have 3 sub-developments within like this one?

For Air Quality, it says the Fanita Ranch project:

It Conflicts with applicable Air Quality Plans... — What plans?

And there will be a Significant Increase in traffic at intersections located
Outside Santee’s jurisdiction, or no funding mechanism is currently
available, or no feasible mitigation is available... — Which is it? And there
will be an Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Above the calculated
threshold... — Will that come back to SANDAG and their Regional Plan to
Reduce VMT?”

“‘Under State CEQA Guidelines..., a public agency may Approve a project
even though the project would cause a Significant effect on the



Environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed
decision that there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant
effect..., and Specifically Identified expected benefits from the project
Outweigh...Reducing or Avoiding significant environmental impacts of the
project...

The proposed Resolution...[finds] that economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits, including Region-Wide benefits, of the
project Outweigh the Unavoidable adverse environmental effects, rendering
adverse environmental effects ‘Acceptable.” — Who is Region-Wide? —
SANDAG or the State? Care to Specifically Identify the expected Benefits
that Outweigh the Unavoidable adverse effects, as Required? Is the benefit
the $105 million in Development Impact Fees? Is it to meet the State’s
RHNA Housing Quota numbers? What’s the point of CEQA if
Environmental Protection can be Waived?

This project will have businesses, a school (or 59 units), parks, farm,
orchards and vineyards — How many?

Also a fire station — Who would build it? Who would own it?

Also a potential solar farm — Why can’t that be a community farm or dog
park for all of these future people?

Question: How do the Developers Not know if they need a school or not?
Taking almost 30% of the land of the City — It's kind of obvious they need a
school and a Whole City to meet their needs. Has anyone considered the
adverse effect of adding an entire village will include Changing the
Character of the neighborhood?

How does this project fit in with CalFire's new Fire Maps? Is Fire Safety
another adverse effect the State is willing to Waive?



From: Zachary Billot

To: Sandi Sawa

Subject: Public Comment Submission for Fanita Ranch Public Hearing
Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 11:13:47 AM

Attachments: Public Comment Fanita Ranch 06112025.docx

Hello,

Please see attached for written public comment submission for this evening public hearing on
the Fanita Ranch Development. Thank you!

Sincerely,
Zach Billot (He/Him)
CA Climate Action Corps Fellow
858.273.7800

ieeabizdall



June 11, 2025

Public Comment Fanita Ranch Development

To the Santee City Councilmembers and Mayor:

| write to express my deep concern with the revival of the Fanita Ranch Development project

and urge the council to vote no for three distinct reasons:

1.

Precedent setting development that disregards statutory requirements for citizen
approval of new zoning through Measure N. Through the passage of this Measure,
citizens must be allowed the right to vote on approval of projects if they are outside of
the constraints of the General Plan. Increased capacity of this development, while
baked in saving housing costs and providing affordable living, do not change the fact
that the zoning should have been a consultation process. I’m concerned that habitat
conserved lands seem to be a priority, but the fragmentation of this area into smaller
pieces, with now more extensive trail system, and the accommodating vehicular and
foot traffic, lead to serious concerns about the development and the way it should have
been approved.

Serious habitat fragmentation that damages the livelihood and little remaining habitat
for dense sage scrub animals like the Bell’s Sparrow. Sycamore Canyon and the
surrounding protected lands around this new development are some of the last deep
coastal sage scrub habitats in the County. Numerous species, including those protected
under law like the California Gnatcatcher, will be harmed by the damage to this
ecosystem. Bell’s Sparrow, a regional endemic also relies on these deep sage scrub
habitats and with more encroachment, species like these two which DO NOT adapt well
to manmade infrastructure, will be left with increasingly smaller habitats that will be
even more susceptible to fire damage. Fragmentation from this development only
speeds up the rate at which these species will struggle to survive in a changing world.
Hazardous construction into dangerous high fire risk zones. With this development, the
City of Santee sets a precedent that it is willing to build housing into areas with extreme
fire risk, knowing that families likely will not be able to insure and will suffer the
consequences of fire damage wholly. San Diego is expected at minimum to experience
equal or greater fire damage in the coming decades, and given the severity of fires in Los
Angeles County, it’s possible San Diego experiences something that large too. Building
into this habitat, which is at extreme fire risk, regardless of the preparatory steps, is an
unwise choice for the safety and security of San Diegans that will move to the area. With
increased fire mitigation strategies, more land will be damaged that vulnerable species
rely on.



Please consider voting no on this motion, due to the dangerous consequences of this

development.

Sincerely,
Zach Billot

San Diego Bird Alliance



From: Meredith Stevenson <mstevenson@biologicaldiversity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 4:59 PM

To: Sandi Sawa <SSawa@CityofSanteeCa.gov>

Subject: Comment Letter on FREIR for Fanita Ranch

Your attachment(s) were cleaned by Check Point Sandblast Threat Extraction.

Click here to restore the original(s) or contact your system administrator.

You may be required to authenticate, in that case follow these instructions:

1. You will be directed to a page where you would be requested to specify your email address.
2. An email with verification code will be sent to you.

3. Copy the code and return to the attachment recovery page.

4. The email with original attachments will be released to your mailbox.

Please exercise discretion when requesting to release suspicious attachments.
Good afternoon,

Attached please find a letter from the Center for Biological Diversity regarding the FREIR
for Fanita Ranch. We will also send the letter via FedEx. The references are available []

here and on a flash drive we will send tomorrow. Please confirm that you received the
letter and were able to download the references.

Thank you,

Meredith Stevenson

Staff Attorney

Center for Biological Diversity
574-309-5620

mstevenson@biologicaldiversity.org


https://cityofsantee.checkpointcloudsec.com/restore_original.html?msg=4a883969fcce4645a73b7a4b0eafcb10&type=office365_emails&mode=admin_approve





CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

June 10, 2025
Sent via email, with references via FTP and FedEx

Sandi Sawa, AICP Director of Planning & Building
Department of Development Services

City Hall, Building 4

10601 Magnolia Avenue

Santee, California 92071

Telephone: (619) 258-4100, extension 167

Email: ssawa@cityofsanteeca.gov

Re: Second Recirculated Sections of the Final Revised Environmental Impact
Report for Fanita Ranch, SCH# 2005061118

Dear Ms. Sawa:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity (the
“Center”) regarding the Second Recirculated Final Revised Environmental Impact Report
(“2025 FREIR”) for Fanita Ranch (the “Project”) (State Clearinghouse No. 2005061118).
This FREIR is the latest environmental document prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), intended to address the deficiencies the San Diego
County Superior Court noted in the 2022 First Recirculated REIR for the Project (2022
REIR”).

The Center is a non-profit, public interest environmental organization dedicated to
the protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and
environmental law. The Center has over 1.7 million members and online activists
throughout California and the United States. The Center has worked for many years to
protect imperiled plants and wildlife, open space, air and water quality, and overall
quality of life for people in Santee and throughout San Diego County.
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l. The 2025 FREIR Still Lacks an Adequate Analysis of the Project’s Impacts
Relating to Wildfire and Emergency Evacuation.

CalFire’s updated 2025 maps and the FREIR confirm that a Very High FHSZ now
covers the entire Project site (Cal Fire, 2025), yet the FREIR fails to adequately assess
the Project’s wildfire ignition and public safety risks and adopt feasible mitigation
measures to reduce or avoid the Project’s fire safety impacts. Among other things, the
City failed to fully consider new information from the recent Eaton and Palisades Fires
(LA Fires), which indicates an increased likelihood that the Project will increase ignition
risk and pose safety risks to residents.

As stated in the Center’s prior comments, the Project site has historically been
extremely susceptible to wildfire. As the 2022 REIR acknowledges, “wildfire has
occurred and would likely occur in the Project vicinity again.” (2022 REIR, EIR
Appendix P-1.) The Project fire map further indicates that virtually the entire Project site
has been burned at least once, with the vast majority having burned numerous times. (Id.,
Figure 5.) Additionally, the High FHSZ landscapes surrounding the Project area further
increase the site’s wildfire risk. (Cal Fire, 2025.)

Given the extremely high risk of wildfire in the area, and the past history of
repeated burnings at the Project site, it remains critical that the City prepare a revised EIR
that adequately discloses and analyzes the Project’s wildfire impacts in light of the recent
LA Fires under similar conditions, as well as difficulties in evacuation during those fires.

A. The FREIR Fails to Acknowledge or Adequately Analyze the Increase
in Fire Risk Resulting from the Project in Light of the Recent LA Fires.

The FREIR remains deficient because it fails to acknowledge or adequately
analyze conditions on the Project site similar to the conditions that contributed to the
2025 LA Fires. CEQA requires a revised EIR or subsequent EIR when significant new
information indicates (1) “[a] new significant environmental impact would result from
the project”; or (2) “[a] substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a); CEQA
Guidelines, 8 15162(a)(2), (a)(3)(A), (B).) But here, the FREIR dismisses pertinent new
information from the LA Fires because the Los Angeles wildfires occurred 150 miles
from the City with “different fuel types, weather, and terrain.” (2025 FREIR at 1-9.)





This conclusion is unsupported. As explained in prior comments, the Project site
has similar fire conditions to those that gave rise to the 2025 Eaton and Palisades Fires.
For example, chaparral, one of the most widespread vegetation communities on the
Project site, fueled both the Eaton and Palisades fires and poses a similar threat on the
Project site. (McKenzie, 2025; 2020 DREIR at 4.3-6.) Specifically, chamise is prominent
in both the Santa Monica Mountains where the Palisades Fire began and on the Project
site. (2020 DREIR at 4.3-6; Bland, 2025.) Additionally, similar weather poses a risk, as
the Santa Ana winds that fueled the Los Angeles Fires threaten to fuel fires at the Project
site. (2022 REIR at 4.18-15; Laskowski, 2025.) And terrain also bears similarities: the
Project site encompasses “‘steep topography that can facilitate fire spread” (2022 REIR at
4.18-15), while the steep slopes, canyons and valleys along the Santa Monica and San
Gabriel Mountains added to dangerous fire conditions and contributed to the LA Fires’
severity. (Top 20, 2025; Graff, 2025.)

B. The FREIR Improperly Relies on Project Features to Avoid Assessing
Relevant New Information.

Instead of analyzing the significance of these similar conditions, the FREIR relies
on project features to keep wildfire ignition risks below the significance threshold.
Specifically, the FREIR emphasizes that the Project is “a new, master-planned, and
ignition-resistant community” that utilizes project features such as “fuel modification
zones, fire-hardened structures, code-compliant access, fire flow and hydrants, automatic
interior fire sprinklers, flying ember protections, and ongoing maintenance, among
others.” (2025 FREIR at 1-9.) The FREIR explains that the Project’s features render the
Project so different than the LA Fire communities that the FREIR need not consider new
information from the LA Fires. (2025 FREIR at 1-9.) This is incorrect for several reasons.

First, longstanding case law provides that substituting mitigating design features
for impact analysis violates CEQA. (People ex rel. Bonta v. County of Lake (2024) 105
Cal.App.5th 1222, 1234 [county could not avoid analyzing wildfire risk and effectiveness
of measures to reduce wildfire risk reduction by deeming them “design features™]; Lotus
v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 658 [“The failure of the
EIR to separately identify and analyze the significance of the impacts . . . before
proposing mitigation measures . . . precludes both identification of potential
environmental consequences arising from the project and also thoughtful analysis of the
sufficiency of measures to mitigate”]; San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of
Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 663 [“A mitigation measure cannot be used as a





device to avoid disclosing project impacts”].) This makes sense, considering an EIR must
first inform the public and decisionmakers of a project’s significant impacts, and then
propose mitigation measures and project features to eliminate them, supported by
substantial evidence. In other words, relying on project features to mitigate potential
impacts of fast-moving fires like the recent LA Fires does not eliminate the requirement
to first analyze the significance of the potential impacts.

The FREIR touts the Orchard Hills development, in Irvine, CA as an example of
how Fanita Ranch’s project features will perform in a wildfire. (2025 FREIR at 1-9.)
However, unlike this Project, Orchard Hills includes nearly 200-foot fuel modification
zones, fire walls to protect the development from embers, and perimeter roads in
consideration of Santa Ana wind direction. (Flemming, 2025.) As a result, the FREIR
fails to provide adequate support for its conclusion that this Project will perform the same
as Orchard Hills.

Second, even if effective, the project features do not address other reasonably
foreseeable impacts of a fire similar to the recent LA Fires on the Project site. Fires,
especially the hotter and longer-burning variety that have overtaken California in recent
decades, can prove disastrous for plant and animal life. If native habitat fire regimes are
disrupted, the habitats they provide can become degraded. (Keeley 2005; Keeley 2006.)
When fires occur too frequently, type conversion occurs, and native shrublands are
replaced by non-native grasses and forbs that burn more frequently and more easily,
ultimately eliminating native habitats and biodiversity while increasing fire threat over
time (Keeley 2005; Keeley 2006; Syphard et al. 2009.) Wildfires can have a long-lasting
negative effect on habitat, and can impair animals’ movement (Jennings 2018), mating
ability, foraging, and reproductive success. (See Syphard et al. 2007 [“With more fires
occurring in close proximity to human infrastructure, there may also be devastating
ecological impacts if development continues to grow farther into wildland vegetation.”].)
This could have serious consequences for special-status species in the project area such
as mountain lions (Blakey et al., 2022; Jennings, 2018), whose populations are already
struggling in much of the state due to lack of connectivity and genetic isolation. (Benson
etal., 2019; Gustafson et al., 2021.) As a result, the City must take into account new
information on the LA Fires’ impacts on biological resources and mitigate accordingly.

Third, the project features do not address the evacuation concerns the Center
raised in prior comments. The FREIR claims that new information on evacuation
difficulties from the LA Fires is irrelevant due to several project features that were not





present in all LA Fire evacuation zones: automatic sprinkler systems (Appendix U at 3),
on-site sheltering, primary and secondary access points (Appendix U at 2), and less
vulnerable structures. (Appendix U at 4.) However, while potentially helpful, these
project features do not consider or address older residents’ unwillingness to evacuate the
LA Fires, their difficulties due to physical constraints, logistical challenges for older
residents, immediate health risks to older evacuees, and new information regarding health
risks of wildfire smoke. (See Center DREIR Comments at 7-11.) Instead, to address these
concerns, the FREIR offers only reassurances that “for Fanita Ranch, there could be
evacuation, or temporary relocation into other parts of the community or into Santee with
a short duration.” (Appendix U at 4 [emphasis added].) Appendix U also suggests that
“transportation or other special requirements can be provided during an emergency
evacuation”; however, this is not required. (Appendix P2 at 21 [stating that
“[t]ransportation should be accessible to all populations, including people with
disabilities and other access and functional needs” not that it must].)

The FREIR also fails to address the Center’s concerns regarding new information
on impacts from smoke inhalation and particularly its impact on older residents.
Appendix U states only: “Regarding smoke-related health issues, wildfires occurring in
and around Fanita Ranch would be short duration as the fuels burned and the fire was
driven around the project, further downwind.” (Appendix U at 4.) However, even short
periods of smoke inhalation can impact residents’ health and is associated with increased
risk of exacerbation of pre-existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease, as well as
premature mortality. (Melton, 2023.) A revised EIR must take into account new
information on smoke inhalation and mitigate accordingly.

The FREIR also fails to adequately address the Center’s concerns regarding
evacuation alerts. Instead, Appendix U incorrectly states that Emergency Alerts of
evacuation areas in Santee requires a “layered approach,” including wireless emergency
alerts (text/email), Alert San Diego (Reverse 911), Television, Radio, social media, and in
the field law enforcement and fire personnel. (Appendix U at 3.) As noted in prior
comments, the Project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan relies only on text message/email
alerts and does not require other methods that likely saved many residents during the Los
Angeles fires such as police cruisers and helicopters with blowhorns, door-to-door
notifications, television notifications, and changeable message signs. (2022 REIR,
Appendix P2 at 9.) Considering new information from the LA Fires, electronic
notifications are not sufficient: not only are they prone to error, but they also may not be
suited to the Project’s older population, which is less likely to receive disaster warnings





(Melton, 2023) and may lack access to critical internet communications to monitor fire
conditions, preparedness, and evacuation notices. (Center DREIR Comments at 7-8;
Melton, 2023; Lin, 2025; Lee et al., 2021; Courtin & Knapp, 2017.)

In short, a project built in a location known to have very high or high wildfire risk
cannot compensate for wildfire hazards simply through a fire-resistant design. Because
the FREIR fails to acknowledge significant wildfire impacts based on new information,
the FREIR also fails to mitigate them to reduce these impacts. The public—including
future residents of the Project and existing residents nearby—have a right to know the
full extent of the Project’s impacts on wildfire ignition and evacuation. “Omission of
material necessary to informed decision-making and informed public participation is
prejudicial.” (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 515.)

1. Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the 2025 FREIR for Fanita
Ranch. We urge the City to prepare a new EIR for the Project that fully complies with
CEQA and recirculate the revised EIR. Because significant new information has become
available, the City must reevaluate and incorporate this information, as well as new
research and studies on the Project’s impacts that have become available in the last few
years.

Given the possibility that the Center will be required to pursue legal remedies in
order to ensure that the City complies with its legal obligations including those arising
under CEQA, we would like to remind the City of its statutory duty to maintain and
preserve all documents and communications that may constitute part of the
“administrative record” of this proceeding. (§ 21167.6(e); Golden Door Properties, LLC
v. Superior Court (2020) 53 Cal.App.5th 733, 762.) The administrative record
encompasses any and all documents and communications that relate to any and all actions
taken by the City with respect to the Project, and includes “pretty much everything that
ever came near a proposed [project] or [] the agency’s compliance with CEQA .. ..”
(County of Orange v. Superior Court (2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1, 8.) The administrative
record further includes all correspondence, emails, and text messages sent to or received
by the City’s representatives or employees, that relate to the Project, including any
correspondence, emails, and text messages sent between the City’s representatives or
employees and the Applicant’s representatives or employees. Maintenance and
preservation of the administrative record requires that, inter alia, the City (1) suspend all





data destruction policies; and (2) preserve all relevant hardware unless an exact replica of
each file is made.

Please add the Center to your notice list for all future updates to the Project and do
not hesitate to contact the Center with any questions at the email listed below.

Sincerely,

Meredith Stevenson

Staff Attorney

2100 Franklin Street, Suite 375
Oakland, CA 94612
mstevenson@biologicaldiversity.org
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environmental law. The Center has over 1.7 million members and online activists
throughout California and the United States. The Center has worked for many years to
protect imperiled plants and wildlife, open space, air and water quality, and overall
quality of life for people in Santee and throughout San Diego County.
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l. The 2025 FREIR Still Lacks an Adequate Analysis of the Project’s Impacts
Relating to Wildfire and Emergency Evacuation.

CalFire’s updated 2025 maps and the FREIR confirm that a Very High FHSZ now
covers the entire Project site (Cal Fire, 2025), yet the FREIR fails to adequately assess
the Project’s wildfire ignition and public safety risks and adopt feasible mitigation
measures to reduce or avoid the Project’s fire safety impacts. Among other things, the
City failed to fully consider new information from the recent Eaton and Palisades Fires
(LA Fires), which indicates an increased likelihood that the Project will increase ignition
risk and pose safety risks to residents.

As stated in the Center’s prior comments, the Project site has historically been
extremely susceptible to wildfire. As the 2022 REIR acknowledges, “wildfire has
occurred and would likely occur in the Project vicinity again.” (2022 REIR, EIR
Appendix P-1.) The Project fire map further indicates that virtually the entire Project site
has been burned at least once, with the vast majority having burned numerous times. (Id.,
Figure 5.) Additionally, the High FHSZ landscapes surrounding the Project area further
increase the site’s wildfire risk. (Cal Fire, 2025.)

Given the extremely high risk of wildfire in the area, and the past history of
repeated burnings at the Project site, it remains critical that the City prepare a revised EIR
that adequately discloses and analyzes the Project’s wildfire impacts in light of the recent
LA Fires under similar conditions, as well as difficulties in evacuation during those fires.

A. The FREIR Fails to Acknowledge or Adequately Analyze the Increase
in Fire Risk Resulting from the Project in Light of the Recent LA Fires.

The FREIR remains deficient because it fails to acknowledge or adequately
analyze conditions on the Project site similar to the conditions that contributed to the
2025 LA Fires. CEQA requires a revised EIR or subsequent EIR when significant new
information indicates (1) “[a] new significant environmental impact would result from
the project”; or (2) “[a] substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a); CEQA
Guidelines, 8 15162(a)(2), (a)(3)(A), (B).) But here, the FREIR dismisses pertinent new
information from the LA Fires because the Los Angeles wildfires occurred 150 miles
from the City with “different fuel types, weather, and terrain.” (2025 FREIR at 1-9.)



This conclusion is unsupported. As explained in prior comments, the Project site
has similar fire conditions to those that gave rise to the 2025 Eaton and Palisades Fires.
For example, chaparral, one of the most widespread vegetation communities on the
Project site, fueled both the Eaton and Palisades fires and poses a similar threat on the
Project site. (McKenzie, 2025; 2020 DREIR at 4.3-6.) Specifically, chamise is prominent
in both the Santa Monica Mountains where the Palisades Fire began and on the Project
site. (2020 DREIR at 4.3-6; Bland, 2025.) Additionally, similar weather poses a risk, as
the Santa Ana winds that fueled the Los Angeles Fires threaten to fuel fires at the Project
site. (2022 REIR at 4.18-15; Laskowski, 2025.) And terrain also bears similarities: the
Project site encompasses “‘steep topography that can facilitate fire spread” (2022 REIR at
4.18-15), while the steep slopes, canyons and valleys along the Santa Monica and San
Gabriel Mountains added to dangerous fire conditions and contributed to the LA Fires’
severity. (Top 20, 2025; Graff, 2025.)

B. The FREIR Improperly Relies on Project Features to Avoid Assessing
Relevant New Information.

Instead of analyzing the significance of these similar conditions, the FREIR relies
on project features to keep wildfire ignition risks below the significance threshold.
Specifically, the FREIR emphasizes that the Project is “a new, master-planned, and
ignition-resistant community” that utilizes project features such as “fuel modification
zones, fire-hardened structures, code-compliant access, fire flow and hydrants, automatic
interior fire sprinklers, flying ember protections, and ongoing maintenance, among
others.” (2025 FREIR at 1-9.) The FREIR explains that the Project’s features render the
Project so different than the LA Fire communities that the FREIR need not consider new
information from the LA Fires. (2025 FREIR at 1-9.) This is incorrect for several reasons.

First, longstanding case law provides that substituting mitigating design features
for impact analysis violates CEQA. (People ex rel. Bonta v. County of Lake (2024) 105
Cal.App.5th 1222, 1234 [county could not avoid analyzing wildfire risk and effectiveness
of measures to reduce wildfire risk reduction by deeming them “design features™]; Lotus
v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 658 [“The failure of the
EIR to separately identify and analyze the significance of the impacts . . . before
proposing mitigation measures . . . precludes both identification of potential
environmental consequences arising from the project and also thoughtful analysis of the
sufficiency of measures to mitigate”]; San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of
Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 663 [“A mitigation measure cannot be used as a



device to avoid disclosing project impacts”].) This makes sense, considering an EIR must
first inform the public and decisionmakers of a project’s significant impacts, and then
propose mitigation measures and project features to eliminate them, supported by
substantial evidence. In other words, relying on project features to mitigate potential
impacts of fast-moving fires like the recent LA Fires does not eliminate the requirement
to first analyze the significance of the potential impacts.

The FREIR touts the Orchard Hills development, in Irvine, CA as an example of
how Fanita Ranch’s project features will perform in a wildfire. (2025 FREIR at 1-9.)
However, unlike this Project, Orchard Hills includes nearly 200-foot fuel modification
zones, fire walls to protect the development from embers, and perimeter roads in
consideration of Santa Ana wind direction. (Flemming, 2025.) As a result, the FREIR
fails to provide adequate support for its conclusion that this Project will perform the same
as Orchard Hills.

Second, even if effective, the project features do not address other reasonably
foreseeable impacts of a fire similar to the recent LA Fires on the Project site. Fires,
especially the hotter and longer-burning variety that have overtaken California in recent
decades, can prove disastrous for plant and animal life. If native habitat fire regimes are
disrupted, the habitats they provide can become degraded. (Keeley 2005; Keeley 2006.)
When fires occur too frequently, type conversion occurs, and native shrublands are
replaced by non-native grasses and forbs that burn more frequently and more easily,
ultimately eliminating native habitats and biodiversity while increasing fire threat over
time (Keeley 2005; Keeley 2006; Syphard et al. 2009.) Wildfires can have a long-lasting
negative effect on habitat, and can impair animals’ movement (Jennings 2018), mating
ability, foraging, and reproductive success. (See Syphard et al. 2007 [“With more fires
occurring in close proximity to human infrastructure, there may also be devastating
ecological impacts if development continues to grow farther into wildland vegetation.”].)
This could have serious consequences for special-status species in the project area such
as mountain lions (Blakey et al., 2022; Jennings, 2018), whose populations are already
struggling in much of the state due to lack of connectivity and genetic isolation. (Benson
etal., 2019; Gustafson et al., 2021.) As a result, the City must take into account new
information on the LA Fires’ impacts on biological resources and mitigate accordingly.

Third, the project features do not address the evacuation concerns the Center
raised in prior comments. The FREIR claims that new information on evacuation
difficulties from the LA Fires is irrelevant due to several project features that were not



present in all LA Fire evacuation zones: automatic sprinkler systems (Appendix U at 3),
on-site sheltering, primary and secondary access points (Appendix U at 2), and less
vulnerable structures. (Appendix U at 4.) However, while potentially helpful, these
project features do not consider or address older residents’ unwillingness to evacuate the
LA Fires, their difficulties due to physical constraints, logistical challenges for older
residents, immediate health risks to older evacuees, and new information regarding health
risks of wildfire smoke. (See Center DREIR Comments at 7-11.) Instead, to address these
concerns, the FREIR offers only reassurances that “for Fanita Ranch, there could be
evacuation, or temporary relocation into other parts of the community or into Santee with
a short duration.” (Appendix U at 4 [emphasis added].) Appendix U also suggests that
“transportation or other special requirements can be provided during an emergency
evacuation”; however, this is not required. (Appendix P2 at 21 [stating that
“[t]ransportation should be accessible to all populations, including people with
disabilities and other access and functional needs” not that it must].)

The FREIR also fails to address the Center’s concerns regarding new information
on impacts from smoke inhalation and particularly its impact on older residents.
Appendix U states only: “Regarding smoke-related health issues, wildfires occurring in
and around Fanita Ranch would be short duration as the fuels burned and the fire was
driven around the project, further downwind.” (Appendix U at 4.) However, even short
periods of smoke inhalation can impact residents’ health and is associated with increased
risk of exacerbation of pre-existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease, as well as
premature mortality. (Melton, 2023.) A revised EIR must take into account new
information on smoke inhalation and mitigate accordingly.

The FREIR also fails to adequately address the Center’s concerns regarding
evacuation alerts. Instead, Appendix U incorrectly states that Emergency Alerts of
evacuation areas in Santee requires a “layered approach,” including wireless emergency
alerts (text/email), Alert San Diego (Reverse 911), Television, Radio, social media, and in
the field law enforcement and fire personnel. (Appendix U at 3.) As noted in prior
comments, the Project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan relies only on text message/email
alerts and does not require other methods that likely saved many residents during the Los
Angeles fires such as police cruisers and helicopters with blowhorns, door-to-door
notifications, television notifications, and changeable message signs. (2022 REIR,
Appendix P2 at 9.) Considering new information from the LA Fires, electronic
notifications are not sufficient: not only are they prone to error, but they also may not be
suited to the Project’s older population, which is less likely to receive disaster warnings



(Melton, 2023) and may lack access to critical internet communications to monitor fire
conditions, preparedness, and evacuation notices. (Center DREIR Comments at 7-8;
Melton, 2023; Lin, 2025; Lee et al., 2021; Courtin & Knapp, 2017.)

In short, a project built in a location known to have very high or high wildfire risk
cannot compensate for wildfire hazards simply through a fire-resistant design. Because
the FREIR fails to acknowledge significant wildfire impacts based on new information,
the FREIR also fails to mitigate them to reduce these impacts. The public—including
future residents of the Project and existing residents nearby—have a right to know the
full extent of the Project’s impacts on wildfire ignition and evacuation. “Omission of
material necessary to informed decision-making and informed public participation is
prejudicial.” (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 515.)

1. Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the 2025 FREIR for Fanita
Ranch. We urge the City to prepare a new EIR for the Project that fully complies with
CEQA and recirculate the revised EIR. Because significant new information has become
available, the City must reevaluate and incorporate this information, as well as new
research and studies on the Project’s impacts that have become available in the last few
years.

Given the possibility that the Center will be required to pursue legal remedies in
order to ensure that the City complies with its legal obligations including those arising
under CEQA, we would like to remind the City of its statutory duty to maintain and
preserve all documents and communications that may constitute part of the
“administrative record” of this proceeding. (§ 21167.6(e); Golden Door Properties, LLC
v. Superior Court (2020) 53 Cal.App.5th 733, 762.) The administrative record
encompasses any and all documents and communications that relate to any and all actions
taken by the City with respect to the Project, and includes “pretty much everything that
ever came near a proposed [project] or [] the agency’s compliance with CEQA .. ..”
(County of Orange v. Superior Court (2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1, 8.) The administrative
record further includes all correspondence, emails, and text messages sent to or received
by the City’s representatives or employees, that relate to the Project, including any
correspondence, emails, and text messages sent between the City’s representatives or
employees and the Applicant’s representatives or employees. Maintenance and
preservation of the administrative record requires that, inter alia, the City (1) suspend all



data destruction policies; and (2) preserve all relevant hardware unless an exact replica of
each file is made.

Please add the Center to your notice list for all future updates to the Project and do
not hesitate to contact the Center with any questions at the email listed below.

Sincerely,

Meredith Stevenson

Staff Attorney

2100 Franklin Street, Suite 375
Oakland, CA 94612
mstevenson@biologicaldiversity.org
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	FROM: James Jeffries, City Clerk
	The attached correspondence for above mentioned Item was received and is provided for your consideration.



