
My name is Theresa Acerro. I am the president of the Southwesi Chula Vista Civic 
~ssociation. We formed SWCVCA to provide a structured association for the residents, property 
owners, and business owners of the underrepresented southwestern region of Chula Vista, to 
participate in the preservation, planning, development and protection of the unique character of 
the area through wmmunity education and group action. I want to present you with this petition 
by over 250 people living in thevicinity of this proposed peaker plant. Our request is simple. 
This is an inappropriate location. We want it located much fiuther away h m  schools and 
residences. 

I would like to reference this statement by the clty of Chula Vista in regards to the 
Larkspur plant that casts doubt on the need for another peaker in this area, but if it is 
needed to get rid of the Southbay Plant then it needs to be located in a place further 
from residents and schools. 
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some-


2. It is totally unacceptable for the applicant to try to use as mitigation for air quality problems 
the potential for the current plant to emit. 

1. 	 The current plant is so inefficient and expensive to operate no one wuld afford to run it 
this many hours. And 

2. 	 The actual emissions of the new plant are excessive, because there are sensitive receptors 
within 400 feet. Their health cannot and must not be ignored by allowing the applicant to 
buy pollution credits or offset pollution in any way. 
It is not clear to us what is being r e f e d  to as offset mitigation, but it is absolutely clear 
that under no circumstances should this or any other plant including existing one be 
allowed to emit nonattainment pollutants and their precursors this close to sensitive 
-rs. 

3. 	 This is a picture h m  Goggle Earth with a line measuring 1 mile h m  the peakers new 
location on the site. I drew a circle showing a mile around the site. As vou can see there 
are numerous homes within this circle and-three public elementary schbolq one high 
School and two Headstarts as well as a pre-K. There are also two Remation Centers, a 
Health Clinic and several private schools and daycares within this circle. Several of the 
other peakers'reportshad with one-mile circles. I am sure staff has theresources to 
do a better, more accurate job than I did. I believe staffs final report absolutely needs a 
map of this kind. 

4. 	 We are appalled when we look at the data on line for recently approved plants in southern 
California and compare their siting with the siting of this peaker plant. Again staff has 
access to more data not on lime, but looking at the plants since 2001 that are on line it is 
obvious this plant should never have been approved in 2001. This location is totally 
inappropriate for this kind of a use. The closest residence to any of these other peakers is 
1,000 feet. There are over 22 Qomes closer than this to this peaker! Only one peaker of 14 
has an elementary school& close as the Chula Vista peaker plant. Actually this seems to 
be a violation of Title 5, which requires a 1500-foot buffer for new and proposed schools.It 
would seem that it should work in reverse as well for new and proposed 
This needs to be examined in staffs report as well. 
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5. Environmental justice needs to be considered here also looking at how close these homes 
are to the Chula Vista peaker compared to the others I can't help but wonder if, perhaps, 
the fact that the occupants of these 50 or more homes within 1,000 feet of the Chula Vista 
plant are over 80% Latino with a few black families and a few Anglo mixed in. 

6. I have heard that the existing plant actually used older and dirtier technolow than what 
was approved. This needs to be thoroughly investigated, and the plant tom down if it has 
been operating in a manner out of compliance with its initial approval. Actually we 
believe it should be tom down anyway and not replaced at all in the current location, 
because the environmental justice problems were not adequately taken into account in 
2001. 

7. This is a heavy industrial use in a ligbt industrial zone. This is not appropriate. A precise 
plan modifying district and a CUP are not appropriate here for the following reasons: 

19.56.041 P precise plnn modifying district - 
Application. 
The P modifying district may be applied to areas within the city only when one or more of the following 
circumstances are evident 
A. The subject property, or the neighborhood or area in which the property is located, is unique by virtue 
of topography, geological characteristics, access, configuration, traffic circulation or some social or 
historic situation requiring special handling of the development on a precise plan basis. 
B. The property or area to which the P modifying district is applied is an area adjacent and contiguous to 
a zoae allowing different land uses, and the development of a precise plan will allow the arecr so 
designated to coexist between land usages which might otherwise prove incompatible. 
C. The basic or underlying zone regulations do not allow the propsty owner andlor the city appropriate 
control or flexibility needed to achieve an efficient and proper relationship among the uses allowed in the 
adjacent zones. 
D. The area to which the P modifying district is applied consists of two or more properties under 
separate ownership wherein coordination regard& access, on-site circulation, site planning, building 
design and identification is necessary to enhance the public convenience, health, safety 
In addition, a skeletal plan of closely related future phases must be submitted and approved concurrent 
with the submittal of Phase I. Such skeletal plans shall indicate circulation, building locations, 
preliminary d i n g ,  areas devoted to landscaping, density, and parking. 
The submission of each phase of the precise plan will require a new application and fee together with the 
q u h d  site plans. (Ord. 1632 5 2,1975). 
1956.047 P precise plan modifyidg district - 
h p e  of wmmission and city eonmil action. 
In carrying out this section the planning commission and city council shall consider the principles 
set forth in CVMC 19.14.470 (site and architectural approval - Principles to be observed) 
appropriate to the review of a precise plan. (Ord. 1632 5 2, 1975). 
1956.040 P precise plan modifying dlstrict - 
Psrposc. 
See also CVMC 19.12.120 and 19.14.570 through 19.14.580. The purpose of the P precise plan 
modifying district is to allow diversification in the spatial relationship of land uses, density, buildings, 
struchrre< landscaping and open spaces, as well as design review of architecture and signs through the 
adoption of specific conditions of approval for development of property in the city. Within the boundaries 
of the P district, the location, height, size and setbacks of buildings or structures, open spaces, signs and 
densities indicated on the precise plan shall take precedence ova  the otherwise applicable regulations of 
the underlying zone. (0rd.- 1632 5-1, 1975; Ord. j356 4 1,1971; Ord. 1212 4 1,1969; prior code 5 
33.601(AX3)). 






























































