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Neighborhood Association 
 

FOX CANYON Neighborhood Park 
 

Site Development Permit No. 267281 
Project No. 70422 

 
With humility and respect for this wonderful opportunity to appear before you, here comes the 
community of Fox Canyon and solemnly requests your VOTES to DENY the APPEAL, to 
UPHOLD Mr. Didion’s [Hearing Officer] decision [10/12/05] and to support the Staff 
recommendation.  Your supportive, thoughtful and kind vote will directly benefit an indigent 
community in desperate need of appropriate park/recreational facilities and intra-neighborhood 
vehicular circulation infrastructure.  The Ontario Avenue connection as described and contained 
within the Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park Project is a tangible development long thought-after 
by the residents of this affected area and now before you. 
 

BACKGROUND: 
 
1. NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS – recognition and authority: 

The Mid-City Communities Plan of August 4, 1998 [the PLAN] recognizes 
Neighborhood Associations as integral, active and additional parts of the Mid-City 
Communities planning process.  “…These organizations help neighborhoods FOCUS on 
their NEEDS and IMPROVEMENT opportunities, greatly enhancing their chances of 
success.  These neighborhood organizations exist in ADDITION to the recognized 
community planning groups…”                                                                        Attachment 1 
 

2. “COMMUNITY” – defined: 
City Heights, by the virtue of the PLAN is NOT one entire or cohesive community, but the 
recognized CONGLOMERATION of sixteen [16] separate and distinct communities.  
Each of these communities has its own particular needs, problems, and identity; Social-
economic character, and topography, in addition to its own neighborhood management style.  

Attachment 2 
 

3. “FOX CANYON” – defined: 
A. Primarily, the name “Fox Canyon” is the name given to the topographical incident 

of a land depression carved as a result of the running waters of historical Auburn 
Creek, a canyon.                                                                                      Attachment 3 

 
B. The community of Islenair, to the southwest shares the Fox Canyon rim.  The 

communities of Chollas Creek [North-south/East] and FOX CANYON [North-
south/West], at the boundary form by Winona/ Ontario Avenues, meet at, and share 
the Fox Canyon VALLEY and rim.                                                        Attachment 4 

 

4916 Lantana Drive 
San Diego, Ca  92105-2941 
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C. Please NOTE: -- The FOX CANYON Neighborhood Park is named so in honor of 
the canyon, which valley [bottom] it will occupy.                                  Attachment 5 

 
4. PARK bundle DEFINED:  

The community of Fox Canyon set in saving the City of San Diego some capital improve-
ment budget dollars and time; and the residents all disturbances and dust associated with 
construction, petitioned to BUNDLE all three plan developments into one CIP project, and 
to build them concurrently.  Thus, a) the Ontario Avenue connection, b) the restoration of 
Auburn Creek [at this location] and c) the neighborhood park are now commonly known to 
us as the PARK bundle containing three different elements in one project. 
 

5. THE FOX CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION [FCNA] was founded 
[October 1997] ten months before the PLAN was formally approved and adopted by City 
Council.  Fox Canyon is UNIQUE, among many in City Heights.  Due to the fact that it is 
the ONLY neighborhood association [across many regional and national jurisdictions] 
managed by the 501(c)(3) Public Benefit Nonprofit Corporation model.  This 
management model provides for a President/CEO and a Board of Directors to be all 
volunteers representing, and elected from and by the residents living within this defined 
[Fox Canyon] service area.  True to the PLAN, and since its foundation, the FCNA has 
fulfilled its mission to FOCUS on the needs and improvement opportunities available to our 
neighborhood.  The Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park [bundle] is only one little example 
of our dedicated activities to improve our community and neighborhood.         Attachment 6 
 

6. OUTREACH: 
A. Courteous to, and mindful of, our neighbors, the FCNA has reached across the entire 

city of San Diego, City Heights in particular; to actively participate with us in all 
activities related to develop far-reaching visions to solve persistent, acute and 
endemic problems.  Some of which we share with neighboring communities.  Our 
goal is to increase our community’s quality of life by solving traffic problems/ 
congestion, crime and lack off/deficient infrastructure and the acute absence of park/ 
recreational facilities in our highly dense community.  We have approached all per-
sistent and adverse conditions, to the best of our uneducated ability, with creative 
problem solving.  In due time, all pertinent subcommittee reports and documents 
have been presented to the City Heights Area Planning Committee, Crossroads 
and City Council.  In addition, the reports are posted at www.FoxCanyon.Org  

 
B. The PLAN – Page 14 of the plan states: “While neighborhood boundaries are NOT 

HARD and FAST, a major determinant of the boundaries and neighborhoods 
illustrated in this plan was the existence of ACTIVE community associations.”  
Since the Chollas Creek Neighborhood Association is NO longer active, the FCNA 
has taken seriously, with deep respect and consideration to continue to outreach and 
include the community of Chollas Creek in all steps of plan development.  It’s 
worthwhile to notice that all-PUBLIC meetings and workshops, related to the park 
bundle [and other] were held in venues at the Chollas Creek side of the canyon rim. 

Attachments 7, 8 & 8-A 
 

C. Friends of Fox Canyon – In organizing the Fox Canyon Walk, well known 
members of the Sierra Club [Eric Bolbey and two of his volunteers] along with 
volunteers from the FCNA blanketed the entire canyon rim with invitation flyers.  
Seventy-nine residents participated in the successful walk.                    Attachment 9 
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7. The MND and the DEVELOPMENT PERMIT HEARING of October 12, 2005, Mr. 
Didion, presiding/Hearing Officer – Report HO-05-0176.   
Written, audio and visual evidence; the testimony of seven people, four letters of support 
and a petition signed by four hundred and four residents, in favor of this matter; against 
only two speakers in opposition, were presented to Mr. Didion.  Presented with such 
overwhelming evidence, the Hearing Officer appropriately ruled in favor of approving the 
DP and MND to benefit the park [bundle]. 
 
a. The Mitigated Negative Declaration – The FCNA has proposed that mitigation for 

disturbing sensitive habitat and biological resources be done in the community most 
severely affected by such impact.                                                             Attachment 10 

 
b. Mitigation -- The FCNA proposes and REQUEST that the “direct impacts to 0.05-

acre of disturbed Southern Maritime Chaparral [SMC] and 0.10-acre of Non-native 
Grassland [NNGL] habitat totaling 0.15-acre of direct UPLAND impacts 
“SHOULD”” be done within the Fox Canyon area.  The FCNA has identify vacant 
parcels three [3] and four [4] right across [Auburn Drive west-side] and UPLAND 
[hill] from the park parcel being developed as suitable parcels for this mitigation 
purpose [Parks Subcommittee Report, Appendix A].                             Attachment 11 

 
c. WETLANDS – The FCNA proposes and petitions the Commissioners to hold a 

workshop to recommend City Council [or the appropriate Committee of City Council] 
to enact and/or to change legislation [ordinance] to benefit the Chollas Creek riparian 
wetlands system to receive cross reference mitigation.  The Chollas Creek system [to 
which Auburn Creek is a tributary] needs to receive the benefit of mitigation when the 
“upland” disturbance is adjacent [right next] to this “wetland” riparian system.  The 
FCNA has coined the term “INHOUSE” MITIGATION” to reflect this needed benefit 
exchange and now not codified. 

 
8. THE APPEAL: 

The appellant has presented six (6) causes of action for the appeal and has the great 
responsibility and burden of proof, in this case, to produce a none-frivolous appeal.  Causes 
1 to 4 are direct matters of Staff response.  Therefore, only matters 4 to 6 are available to 
community and project sponsors, proponent and supporter’s evidentiary opinion and 
testimonial response.                                                                                         Attachment 12 

 
APPEAL CAUSES OF ARGUMENT: 
 
1. NUMERAL FOUR [4] OF THE APPEAL: 

PARALLEL DEVELOPMENTS – Although, the street connection/solution gave 
GENESIS to the Park, they both developed in parallel paths, but in completely different 
dimensions [two City Departments], but in convergent evolution.  At the time, the 
prevailing thinking suggested the placement of successful community driven solutions into 
the E-RAP first, to substantiate and legitimize planning.  Then two separate, but required, 
approval actions from City Council, one for the street connection and the other for the park. 

 
A. The matters dealing with the street gap connection were expressed, dealt-with and 

settled, between 1998 and 2000 in preparation, and way before, the E-RAP was ever 
written and approved [July 31, 2000] by an action of City Council.   

 
B. Traffic Study – In preparation to finalize the E-RAP [which includes Euclid 

rezoning changes] a traffic study was commissioned and done by Traffic 
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Engineering [November 30, 1999].  The traffic study findings were supported and 
the amount of “cut-through traffic” was found negligible to front the park. Annex A 

 
C. Twice, the City of San Diego Engineering Department has looked at the Ontario 

Avenue connection, and has supported the findings for construction and realignment 
of the street [CIPs].                                                                            Annex B, C & D 

 
D. The FCNA in a torturous process spanning many years has patiently define, redefine 

and refined the projects to their present description and scope.  To accomplish this, 
the FCNA published the Fox Canyon Parks Subcommittee Report [March 18, 2003], 
which is available at www.FoxCanyon.Org /Parks Report.  Thereafter, the Park & 
Recreation Department took over the park project [as the E-RAP indicates] 
without any farther knowledge of the Ontario Avenue connection Engineering CIP’s. 

 

E. THE PARK GRANT APPLICATION: 
i. Correctly defines the conformity with the residents’ plan and joints the 

accurate description of park parcel: 2) The Ontario Park, [future Fox 
Canyon Neighborhood Park] Lot # 5 [Fox Canyon Parks Subcommittee 
Report, page 5].                                                                             Appendix A 

 
ii. Correctly identifies Lot 5 for severance and later purchase from assessor’s 

parcel 1, parcel map 12636; APN: 471-810-29 at 1.932-acre of surface area. 
Attachments 13 and 14 

 
iii. Correctly, the grant application gives the dimensions of the parkland to be 

1.9-acre as described in the Grant Application Form.  This is the park 
surface that is being purchased and the right dimensions of the park to be 
built.  This land description [by the matters of its dimensions] excludes the 
land area from Ontario Avenue and that part of, undeveloped, Winona 
Avenue that meets with the north side of Ontario [dedicated paper streets 
since 1911] reserved for the development of the street connection, minus 
.032-acre.                                                                                   Attachment 15 

 
a. INCORRECTLY, the City Heights Area Planning Committee 

[CHAPC] Chair has suggested that the park will shrink to 0.30-.035-
acre, when Ontario/Winona is build to justify his opposition.  Such 
intentional and misleading statement was used to prompt and justify 
the CHAPC “NO” vote recommendation in favor of the street.  In 
addition, the appellant IS using the same incorrect and misleading 
arguments.                                                                        Attachment 16 

 
b. Correctly, the grant application identifies ONLY 0.4-acre of TURF 

area, within this passive park, as per the residents’ expressed desire.  
The Residents’ Plan indicates that the rest of the park surface area is to 
be dedicated to provide the amenities included in the grant application 
list [as per the Fox Canyon Neighborhood Parks Community Design-
Workshop of June 28, 2003].  In addition, to provide appropriate and 
dedicated spaces [niches] where the neighborhood residents, their 
children and the pupils from John Marshal Elementary School, can 
learn and study about the indigenous flora and fauna.  Let’s remember 
that his learning process will be extended throughout the six park 
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parcels, when the entire Fox Canyon Park System is fully completed.  
Please, refer to attachment 11.                                            PICTURE 1 

 
iv. Correctly, the grant application translates the intent of the residents [Parks 

Subcommittee Report, page 8, § 9(b), appendix A] and identifies the 
southern most section of Winona Avenue, a paper street [that portion from 
the south of Ontario until it meets the Marshall Elementary School parcel] 
for the stated purpose of a trail or path extending to Marshall Elementary 
school.  Such section is about 0.8-acre.  This and the 1.9-acre, of land 
acquisition, is the 2.7 acre described in the MND, In addition, it identifies 
that portion of Landis Street to be vacated.                               Attachment 17 

 
2. NUMERAL FIVE [5] OF THE APPEAL: 

LEADING DEVELOPMENTS -- the Fox Canyon community has created and established 
a PROCESS by which thoughtful community-wide consideration, discussion and a 
democratic vote is always requested before needed solutions are expressed publicly, and 
visions are strongly pursuit.  Such is the case with the needed solutions imbed in the Euclid 
Avenue Revitalization Action Plan [E-RAP]. Our community [through public meetings 
and workshops] decided on the solutions and wanted improvements BEFORE they were 
translated into the E-RAP.  * “Evidentiary History of Community Support for the Dirt-
Street Connection, Ontario/Winona [Future Fox Canyon Parkway]                        Annex E 

 
A. The Euclid Avenue RAP -- The descriptive matters of the street connection/ 

realignment and the park are expressed on page 15, i) TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS 
and on page 26, ii) LAND USE of the E-RAP. 
i. TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS [E-RAP, page 15] -- Under the “recom-

mendation” column it reads: 
 

1. “Cut-through” traffic has been resolved following the E-RAP’s 
“implementation” column, guideline # 2, and it is NO longer a neighborhood 
issue.  But, let us notice that under the implementation” column, guideline # 
1, the “Status” column following this row, “the Engineering analysis 
indicates street closure is not warranted” and it was not. 

 
2. “Provide connection between Winona Ave. and Ontario Ave.”  Let’s all 

notice and not be blind to the fact that this action is RECOMMENDED in 
the E-RAP.  It’s written.  Following this recommendation row, under the 
implementation column, the cell does not make any sense.  The sentence is 
victimized by a shrink-to-fit error which created the following sentence 
mistake “Open a connection between Winona and Ontario Ave.s as part of 
the closing of Auburn Dr.”  Originally this cell contained a larger sentence 
with a different supporting meaning and argument.  How was this concluded?  
Please, look at the following cell, in the same row, under the column “Lead”; 
it includes an unnecessary hyphen separating the word “neighboR-Hoods”.  
Previously, the marginal brake used to be at the hyphen’s location and the 
word “neighbor” rested on the line above; allowing for more words 
contained in the previous cell.  Since the total meaning to this sentence has 
been eternally lost, we can search for other supporting arguments and 
actions clarifying and conditioning the recommendation. 
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3. Arguments – through pages 15 and 26, the E-RAP makes a case for, and 
supports, the Ontario Avenue gap-connection.  In the E-RAP’s case, is not 
the matter of “IF”, but when will the explicit improvements recommended 
are to be build? 

4. Actions -- Leading to the enactment of the E-RAP [July 31, 2000], the 
communities surrounding Ontario Avenue [Chollas Creek and Fox Canyon] 
petitioned to have the dedicated road-gap built, first.  The City, following its 
constituent’s desires, commissioned the Traffic and Engineering Department 
to commit moneys and staff-time to produce TR 241, 250 and TR 235-593-I 
from June 22, 1999 to August 23, 1999 which generated the MEMO of 
January 26, 2000 and the Traffic Study of November 30, 1999.  The results 
of these studies are listed in the E-RAP to support its recommendations.  In 
addition, upon continued pressure from the community to implement and 
build the, now, provisions written in the E-RAP, the City committed more 
money and staff-time to produce TWO readjusted TR 235-593’s [October 
08, 2001] and later on [December 03,2002].                Annex A, B, C, D & E 

 
 So actions translate into INTENT; the intent upon which actions were taken.  

The descriptive and conditional variable is missing in the unfinished sentence 
within the “implementation” cell and now, as a matter of an accident, it’s 
missing.  But the actions of the intent are clear; building the gap connection is 
strongly supported and recommended.  Therefore, this portion of land was 
NOT to be added to the park. 

 
5. In addition: Let us notice that row cell, under column “Lead” reads: “City, 

CHAPC, (input of affected neighborhoods is needed).”  So we have 
provided input throughout the entire process, always, and a petition with 404 
signatures supporting these actions.  The residents at this location between 
Fox Canyon and Chollas Creek are in need and want the Ontario Avenue 
connection build into a full-blown city street fronting the park.  This action 
is NOT contrary or in “conflict with the City requirement regarding the 
implementation of the Euclid RAP recommendations.”      Attachment 18 

 
ii. LAND USE [E-RAP, page 26] -- Under the “recommendation” column it 

reads: 
 

1. “Develop a public park in the vicinity of Auburn Dr. and Winona 
Ave.,” and the row’s “implementation” cell reads: “Evaluate opportunities 
to develop a NEIGHBORHOOD PARK in conjunction with the 
CHOLLAS CREEK preservation project and the STREET improvement 
MITIGATION for development of a street LINKING Ontario Ave. and 
Winona Ave.”  Then, the row cell under “Lead” reads: “City/Planning 
Group/Neighborhood Associations.”                                   Attachment 19 

 
2. Evaluation – As the “Lead” cell of this row proposes; from March 28, 

2002 to March 18, 2003, the FCNA’s Parks Subcommittee conscientiously 
EVALUATED the opportunities to link the road gap and to develop a 
neighborhood park at this location.  The resident’s evaluation was 
published in the Parks Subcommittee Report of March 18, 2003. 

Appendix A 
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3. Mitigation – Clearly the need for the gap connection [Ontario Avenue] 
was EVALUATED, considered, and it came FIRST.  This evaluation gave 
genesis to the park and the creek’s restoration.  Improvements explicitly 
stated as MITIGATION for linking and connecting the gap [lower 
Auburn/Winona] formed by Ontario Avenue’s dirt road.   

 
4. The Park bundle -- The bundle of THREE elements of capital 

improvement projects, at this location, is clearly stated and printed within 
this E-RAP “implementation” cell, which really creates this bundle.  

 
5. The “Lead” Cell -- clearly defers such evaluation to the Fox Canyon 

neighborhood association and delineates the process to follow until it ends 
at the City Council level. 

 
6. The City Heights Area Planning Committee [CHAPC] by virtue of 

noticing the meetings leading to the park and road consideration mislead 
the community by refusing to use the appropriate and official NAME of the 
park, i.e. Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park.  This publishing/noticing 
mistake [???], TWICE, denied the communities of Fox Canyon and 
Chollas Creek the golden opportunity to present a case to the committee in 
favor of the park and the road, and therefore, the CHAPC’s negative 
recommendation.                                                     Attachments 20 & 20-A 

 
7. Due Diligence – The Fox Canyon Neighborhood Association has 

performed with due diligence in all matters pertaining the residents guided 
work.  The FC Parks Subcommittee painstakingly conformed to all sections 
and recommendations of the applicable Land Use PLAN and its subset [the 
E-RAP] to its Parks Subcommittee Report.   So the park and the street gap 
connection, as presently scoped, are NOT contrary or in “conflict with the 
City requirement regarding the implementation of the Euclid RAP 
recommendations.” 

 

3. NUMERAL SIX [6] OF THE APPEAL: 
Due to our limited knowledge of these matters, during the evaluation of the gap connection, 
the Fox Canyon Parks Subcommittee [2002] only considered THREE finding pertaining to 
the Ontario Avenue Connection, i.e.:  
a) The proposed development [the street connection] will NOT adversely impact the 

applicable land use plan;  
b) The proposed Development will NOT be detrimental to public health, safety and 

welfare, and 
c) The proposed development will comply with the applicable regulations of the Land 

Development Code.  
 

a) Since the Fairmount Addition Subdivision Map 1347 added blocks 1 to 12 
[Fox Canyon as we know this entire subdivision now] to the Fairmount 
Subdivision Map 1035, on JULY 8, 1911, San Diego County Recorders Office; 
all of Ontario and [the westerly portion-half off] Winona Avenues [from the 
school parcel to University] have been dedicate streets since 1911.  It was the 
clear intent, as recorder's maps show, that the combination Auburn/ 
Ontario/Winona was to supply a secondary gate/connection toward and from 
University Avenue. Thus, providing and facilitating better traffic circulation 
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patters to Winona Avenue, upper/lower Auburn Drive and Wightman Street from 
the canyon’s valley.                                                                         Attachment 21 

 
i. The findings of NO adverse impact to the applicable PLAN are based on 

the provision safeguarded in the PLAN for this area.  In the case of the 
Ontario Avenue connection, the PLAN shows, reserves and upholds the 
Land Use for Ontario/Winona as dedicated streets.  No drought, the Ontario 
street connection finally will fulfill its dedicated purpose; cured a gross 
derogatory deficiency pressed upon the residents of this area for such a long 
time and implement better health and safety for all residents inhabiting the 
Ontario/Winona Avenues area, the future Fox Canyon PARK included. 

 
ii. The Land Use PLAN is clear – In this case, it states and supports the fact 

that “Paper streets or alleys should NOT be vacated, if they ARE located in 
an open space canyon.”  The Ontario/Winona gap is now in the remaining 
portion of an open space canyon, all of which is privately owned.  Parcel 1 
is zoned and has bested rights as a “residential” parcel.  Since we are 
proposing to build a park and NOT dealing with open space, at this 
particular location, this recommendation does NOT apply.  Therefore, the 
portion of Winona/Ontario Avenues should NOT be vacated into the park 
parcel.  The PLAN clearly and strongly supports this action. 

Attachments 22, 23 & 23-A 
 

iii. Street Vacation - In addition, even if, Ontario/Winona were to be vacated 
into the park parcel, the benefit will NOT be completely and fully realized.  
As in the case of any street vacation, adjacent landowners have first 
possesory rights to acquire that half of the vacation belonging to them, in 
benefit off their developments and to facilitate egress and ingress rights.  
On the west, Ontario is bound by three multi-family housing projects [93, 
68 and 21 housing units each, respectively].  If such opportunity becomes 
available, half the streets surface will revert to the housing developments 
with NO direct benefit to the park. 
a. In addition -- The first 220 feet of Ontario, from Auburn, is fully 

developed with residential use.  These property owners and residents 
have expressed a strong desire to have this section of Ontario paved 
over.  As now, there are a single family home and 21-unit multi-
family developments at this location.  Therefore, there is NO opport-
unity to vacate this portion of land into the park parcel.         Picture 2 

 
iv. Auburn Creek– Traverses the west of Ontario on the right-side, near, and 

at the property lines’ right-of-way.  The only and best way to preserve, 
restore and get the creek out from obscurity is to nest it within the Ontario/ 
Winona Avenues’ right of way, in accordance with the Chollas Creek 
Program.  The Ontario realignment is vital to the preservation/restoration 
of Auburn Creek.  As if vacated and lost to first right of possession, it will 
belong to the property owners facing Ontario/Winona and let us remember 
that public monies can not be used to improve private property, at all. 

 
v. Encouragement – The consideration to the PLAN’s stated high priority 

goal to “encourage development of park areas” has been strongly 
supported and fulfilled with this park bundle project.  In addition, retaining 
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this entire area in “open space” only is NOT supported.  Vacating all of 
Ontario [360 ft] and Winona [north from Ontario, 280 ft] is NOT desired, 
encouraged, nor supported.  However, it is strongly encouraged and 
supported, as it is highly applicable, to vacate the southerly part of 50th 
Street [that portion that meets Landis], Landis Street [from 50th Street to 
Winona] and the southern part of Winona [from the south of Ontario to 
where it meets Marshall Elementary] to consolidate land into the proposed 
park.  These, above mentioned, street closures will directly benefit parcel 1 
land acquisition to enlarge the Park’s surface and recreational area. [page 
65], please, see attachment 23-A again.                                 Attachment 24 

 
vi. In the Picture that follows -- Please, notice: to your far left: the line of 

trees and the wall bellow it, that’s were the property line is demarcated to 
the west, and skunked beneath is Auburn Creek, NOT visible in the picture 
at all.  On the second plane, the line of green grass (running up/down) that’s 
the width/distance to where Auburn Creek will be restored.  On the center 
plane, Ontario/Winona Avenues (future Fox Canyon Parkway); notice the 
manholes placed at the center of Ontario/Winona.  On the right and up the 
hill, that’s were the Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park will commence and 
expand, wraparound, to the east and north/south.  In addition, in the 
foreground and up the hill, present and fully developed Winona Avenue.  

 

 
 

In addition, the appellant, who is NOT a Fox Canyon resident, but from Ridgeview, has 
stated that the “Fox Canyon Community wants to place a road in the middle of the park and 
right where OUR children will be playing and learning about our canyon’s flora and fauna, 
placing them in great danger.”  In observing the picture, notice that the Ontario Avenue 
extension runs parallel to the park parcel, and NOT through it, and that the park, due to its 
geography and topography, IS uphill, well protected and away from traffic where our kids will 
be playing. 
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vii. Now, on the PARK-side -- The park parcel will be severely impacted since 
the Land Use is RESIDENTIAL [at a very high density zoning of 26-30 
du/ac.  Let us notice that this particular parcel is one of only five which 
rests within this extremely high density designation in City Heights].  But, 
since the PLAN makes it a priority and highly recommends acquiring 
appropriate and vacant parcels for parks, the applicable land use will not 
have an adverse impact upon the applicable land use.           Attachment 25 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

viii. Conformance with the Mid-Cities Communities PLAN:  
Since, it is one of the stated PLAN recommendations to obtain vacant land 
to create more parks; empty parcel 1 was designated to mitigate the street 
connection as a PARK.  Therefore, these actions, reactions and proposed 
community projects will NOT adversely impact the applicable land use. 
 

b) Since, the Ontario Avenue Connection, when open to public [pedestrian and 
vehicular] transit, will permit emergency and law enforcement vehicles to traverse 
this location, the project will NOT be detrimental to public health, safety and 
welfare.  At the contrary, it will bring great public benefit to an area were, today, 
there is none.   

 
c) Now let us consider the facts that follow and pair them to the a, b, c above to 

support our findings: 
i. Let us emphasized the fact that the Ontario gap connection is a VITAL 

necessity, a matter of serious public health and safety; good and convenience to 
the inhabitants of Fox Canyon and upper/lower Auburn, Winona and 
Wightman streets, in particular.  In addition, the street connection is an integral 
part of the PERFECT recreational environment, function-ability and 
accessibility to the Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park.  Let us notice that Ontario 
runs parallel to the park frontage and not through it, as some people have 
suggested.  Adding the dedicated right-of-way land to the park will NOT 
significantly add more parkland and the impact will be negligible.  However, if 
the street gap is not connected, the negative impact will be greater; it will 
significantly ADD more severe and detrimental environmental, circulation and 
service problems to the park, and surrounding residential areas.  In addition, it 
will deprive the residents of good circulation patterns and accessibility. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE the immediate access imposed by 

ADA requirements, and it will provide ADA parking/access right-up to the front and 
heart of the park, where it is most needed. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE, now existing vandalism [graffiti 

and other], criminal [drugs/gangs activity], rampant and unabated illegal camping 

At this jointure, let us notice that on 2002, in a meeting with Ms. Sue 
Reynolds, Neighborhood Housing Works, the association’s 

president expressed strong opposition to the building of an 82 unit 
affordable housing project on, parcel 1, the park parcel.  Although, 
the proposed developer has bested rights and offered to build the 

Ontario Avenue connection, as a community amenity.  The 
community rejected the proposal in favor of the park. 
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[out-of doors sex and indecent exposure]; out-of-doors human waste disposal and gun 
discharge [right into the air] and off the future park per say and surrounding 
residential areas.   

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE and provide an adequate facility for 

proper relaxation and for required police patrol and quick action enforcement [one-
point multi-directional deep surveillance].  In addition, quality of life crimes will be 
more easily abated and high quality of life will return to this area while providing an 
adequate facility with the right environment for human recreation, entertainment and 
transport. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE and facilitate the pursuit and 

apprehension of law/code breakers, at this location.  Where as now, the entire area is 
void of proper and befitting enforcement created by the inaccessibility and the off-
limits nature of the terrain, the absence of appropriate and well maintained streets, and 
the dark isolation upon which this area rests now create a dangerous environment for 
the inhabitants of this area and to law enforcement. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE the great environmental damage and 

injustice now being done to the creek and parkland by the illegal dumping of pollutants 
on the soil and waters of the creek.  Beneficial and appropriate community, City and 
State [Office of Assemblywoman Shirley Horton] organized clean ups are very 
difficult, if not impossible, to do, due to the lack of vehicular access to where discards 
are illegally dumped.  Now volunteers and/or City crews have to hand-carry debris for 
long distances to the nearest vehicular access, for appropriate disposal, crossing and 
traversing private lands, extremely difficult terrain and the deep slopes and banks of 
Auburn Creek at two locations.  An ever increasing amount of car batteries, tires, 
automobile fluids, dismantle car parts, broken TV’s, computer parts, construction 
rubble, supermarket carts, discarded furniture, carpeting, cloths, debris, trash, litter and 
prophylactics are now being dumped everywhere, with impunity.  Such great 
frequency of dumping makes it very difficult for the Fox Canyon Neighborhood 
Association, the State and City to keep up cleaning-up.  In addition, the lack of access 
for appropriate surveillance and cleanup of pollutants into Auburn Creek creates an 
environmental disaster at this particular location and it spreads all the way down 
stream, all the way up to the San Diego Bay as well.  Thus, the environmental benefits 
of building the Ontario connection by far exceeds and outweighs the impact that it may 
have on building the park and as parkland, and it MITIGATES all wrongs now being 
done.  

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue Connection will MITIGATE the damage done to this entire area 

by the use and access to the now dirt-road as an outdoors racetrack for off-road and all-
terrain vehicles.  The new street will be the buffer, separating the creek, the park area 
and canyon slopes from off-roaders. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue Connection will MITIGATE a DEATH-TRAP.  The City’s 

intentions to continue the road connection, down the road, can be noticed by the fact 
that Winona Avenue is abruptly cut sharp without a turnaround for fire trucks and 
emergency vehicles to use.  Bandar Salaam [former Winona Gardens], 3810 Winona 
Avenue, has burned three times; the last fire prompted the present rehab.  To evacuate 
panic-stricken people and exiting vehicles escaping a fire and to maneuver emergency 
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vehicles in/out through the only existing driveway entrance, on an upslope street is an 
emergency nightmare.                                                                                   PICTURE 3 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue Connection will MITIGATE the severe lack of walk-ability, 

where none exist today.  presently, inhabitants of this area are force to walk around the 
entire Fox Canyon rim to access schools, commerce, services and public transportation 
[bus stops included].  With a fully functioning Ontario connection the same walking 
distance will be cut in HALF.  For pedestrians carrying babies, perishables, pushing 
strollers and/or shopping carts with groceries or laundry completely unprotected from, 
and under, the elements shorting the walking distance in such way is very significant, 
of supreme importance and an urgent public necessity.                               PICTURE 4 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE the discharge of TONS of carbon-

monoxide [co2] into the environment, due to the extra and unnecessary consumption 
of fossil fuels, when driving the extra distances.  Where as, now just to reach John 
Marshall Elementary School, services and commerce on Euclid/University Avenues 
and beyond, motorist are forced to drive all around the entire Fox Canyon rim, though 
the one-way Loop [upper Auburn/Wightman], up Euclid, east on University, Winona, 
Wightman and Altadena just to reach the school [200 ft up hill, west facing slope, 
from lower Auburn].                                                                                     PICTURE 5 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE idling time.  Considerable time 

wasted, plus excessive damage is now done to public health and the environment by 
the unnecessary idling of vehicles cut in heavy traffic congestion.  The Loop’s corners 
and Euclid/ University are not the exception, but the most impacted.  In addition, other 
transportation means are a great possibility within the new street linkage, appropriate 
bus, bike lines, walking and other means of alternative transportation area just food-
for-thought, but a great possibility to move land-lacked lower Auburn Drive residents 
in/out of the Fox Canyon Valley.  

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE Evacuation Procedures.  Now the 

inhabitants of Winona, upper/lower Auburn and Wightman streets have great difficulty 
driving through their narrow, windy and congested streets in a good day.  Many of 
them idle at Euclid Avenue for a long time, the only existing exit/entrance at both end 
[north/south].  If a natural or manmade disaster of lower magnitude were to occur, 
the residents of the above mentioned streets would the stranded in this flood plain.  
Having no alternative, appropriate and designated multi-purpose routes to escape, the 
Ontario Avenue connection will provide this much needed, necessary and urgent 
second gate/entrance/exit to the entire Fox Canyon valley. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection will MITIGATE the socio-cultural and physical 

divide and injustice, pressed upon these area residents.  The social, cultural and 
physical division/separation of two existing and greatly diverse communities is 
strongly mitigated by creating an easily accessible public meeting/mingling place [the 
park] in between them.  The new street will facilitate interaction, mobility and 
commerce within these two socially divided, isolated and dislocated communities of 
Chollas Creek and Fox Canyon. 

 
Whereas --  The Ontario Avenue connection rests within the CROSSROADS Redevelopment 

Area, as well.  One of the redevelopment area’s premises is too realigned and/or to 
build new streets. 
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Therefore,  the Fox Canyon Parks Subcommittee Report [the resident’s plan] has been fully 
conformed to the Mid-City Communities Plan and its subset, the Euclid Avenue 
Revitalization Action Program, the Chollas Creek Enhancement Program, in 
addition, to CROSSROADS and the Fox Canyon Park Grant application, and they 
are all found to be correct and NOT misleading.  By all evidentiary attachments, 
testimonies and procedures, Hearing Office, Mr. Didion’s decision is also found to be 
fare, appropriate and correct; and in need to be supported and uphold [Report HO-05-
0176, October 12. 2005]. 

 
WHEREAS all findings have being fully examined and made, and they all strongly conform and 

support the residents’ desire with overwhelming evidence.  In addition, all the findings 
are fund and made in favor of the Ontario Avenue connection [future Fox Canyon 
Parkway] as it’s included in the Fox Canyon Neighborhood Park bundle, Project No. 
70422.   

 
Therefore, let it be resolved by this honorable body, the San Diego Planning Commission, that 

strong opposition to the APPEAL is warranted and required.  With humility, so is the 
Fox Canyon Community’s prayer to you, on this matter. 

 
Respectfully submitted to you by executive privilege and with the Board of Director’s consent and 
strong support, in the year of our Lord God, with the blessing of Saint Diego of Alcala, in the City 
that bears his name and honor [San Diego], the State of California, on this twentieth day of 
December, two thousand and five, 
 

 
    Jose Lopez, President 
 
• Attachment 1 though 25 
• Pictures 1 though 5 
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ATTACHMENT 6 

 

ATTACHMENT 6 

PDF created with pdfFactory trial version www.pdffactory.com

http://www.pdffactory.com


 21 

ATTACHMENT 7 

 
ATTACHMENT 7 

PDF created with pdfFactory trial version www.pdffactory.com

http://www.pdffactory.com


 22 

ATTACHMENT 8 

 
ATTACHMENT 8 

PDF created with pdfFactory trial version www.pdffactory.com

http://www.pdffactory.com


 23 
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PICTURE 1 

 
To the left, upper plane is Winona Avenue.  Same direction, but to the right, is 50th Street.  Void of 
vegetation, this bold spot is were the proposed 0.4-acre of turf and children playing areas will be.  Please 
notice, how high up and away [protected] from vehicular traffic this area is.  
 

PICTURE 2 

At the center of the picture, notice Ontario Avenue surrounded by housing developments.  To your right, 
from the horizon down, notice; vacant park parcels 3 & 4 that will be add to the park at a later day.  To the 
left, all the land included in the triangle, leading away from Ontario is privately own, notice the house, fence. 
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PICTURE 3 

                                  
PICTURE 4                                                                     PICTURE 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In yellow = present walking and driving distance and patters. 
Blue = with the Ontario Avenue connection open, future and beneficial walking and driving patters 
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