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SUBJECT: PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to 
construct an approximately 9,845 square-foot, two-story office building on 
a vacant 4.94-acre parcel. The project is located just east of the tenninus of 
Scheidler Way, in the Mission Valley Planned District within the Mission 
Valley Community Planning area (Lot 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2 
Subdivision, Map 4737). 

UPDATE: March 5,2007: On September 26, 2006, an environmental appeal on the 
project was before the City Council. City Council granted the appeal and 
set aside the environmental detennination and remanded the matter to 
the previous decision maker (the Fianning Commission). In addition. 
City Council directed staff to provide additional information in the 
document regarding the various project designs that had been considered 
by the applicant, to allow the public to review the project's design 
process, and to provide for public input through the document 
recirculation process. 

Therefore, based on City Council's direction, this information has been 
provided and this Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recirculated 
for public review and i n p u t 

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES: 

BACKGROUND: 

Site History 

In 1961, a subdivision map was recorded which created two lots. Lot 1 is the 
subject parcel proposed for development. Lot 2, located at 3511 Camino Del Rio 
South, is currently developed with a commercial office building. The map also 
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reserved the panhandle portion of Lot 1 for a future street. The site is legally 
described as Lot 1 of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2, Map No. 4737 (Attachment 8). 

In March 1977, the Mesa Mortgage Company submitted an application for a 
Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD NO. 35) and Rezone from R-l-40 
(Single Family on minimum 40,000 square foot lots) to CO (Commercial Office), to 
allow development of the lower 1.08-acre northerly (22%) portion of the site with a 
three and one-half story, 10,000 square-foot office building, parking and 
landscaping. In July 1977, the Planning Commission recommended denial of the 
approval of the project. 

The Planning Commission's decision was appealed to the City Council. In 
December 1977, the Coundl voted 5-3-1 to approve the project that was previously 
denied by Planning Commission. City Council approved PCD No. 35, Rezoning 
Ordinance No. 12262, and Rezoning Map noted. In addition, the project was 
conditioned to require an open space easement be provided on the remaining 
southerly 3.89-acre portion of the site, which represented approximately 78% of the 
parcel area. This portion, located within the prior Hillside Review (HR) Overlay 
Zone, remained zoned RS-1-40 (now RS-1-1)). The City also accepted the 
dedication of the narrow panhandle portion of the parcel for a street (Schiedler 
Way), as reserved on the above mentioned subdivision map, to provide vehicular 
access to the subject parcel and also to properties located adjacent to the north and 
west. 

Due to an airplane accident in which four employees and the President of the Mesa 
Mortgage Company (the previous applicant) were killed, the City's Planning 
Director granted an extension of time of 24 months to use the PCD No. 35, in July 
1979 and again in April 1982. 

In 1982, the City accepted the dedication of the southerly 3.89-acre portion of the 
parcel as an open space easement, as required by condition of the PCD previously 
described. However, the lower 1.08-acre portion of the property zoned CO 
remained undeveloped and the permit eventually expired. 

In 1985, the City Council approved the Mission Valley Community Plan (MVCP). 
The Plan designated the southerly slopes in this area as open space. From 1990 to 
1992, amendments to this Plan were approved which included restrictions on 
development located above the 150-foot elevation/contour line to be preserved as 
open space. The Plan states that "large scale development at the base of slopes 
should not cut or grade nor extend above the 150 contour line on the south 
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slopes." The plan then further provides design recommendations and guidelines 
for hillside development. 

In 1990, the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDO) was adopted. 
This 
Ordinance includes regulations pertaining to the subject property, which requires 
a Mission Valley Development Permit (processed as a Site Development Permit) to 
be approved or denied, by Hearing Officer, in accordance with Process Three, for a 
proposal containing "steep hillsides" as defined in the Land Development Code 
Section 113.0103, south of Interstate 8. 

In November 2004, the Pacific Coast Office Building project was submitted for 
discretionary review. After preparing an Initial Study, EAS staff determined that 
an MND was the appropriate environmental document for the project. The Initial 
Study, contained in MND No. 54384, identified potentially significant but 
mitigable impacts in the issue areas of land use/MSCP, biological resources, and 
paleontological resources. The Initial Study also addressed geologic conditions, 
human health/public safety, historical resources, and water quality. (Prior to 
preparing the Initial Study, staff also evaluated potential impacts in all of the issue 
areas listed in the MND's Initial Study Checklist.) 

Hearing Officer Decision 

The project was first heard on November 2, 2005. Testimony was taken from both 
opposition and proponents of the project. Based on questions raised during the 
testimony, the Hearing Officer continued the project to allow environmental staff 
the opportunity to revise the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND No. 54384) 
and/or to clarify specific issues that were raised during the public testimony 
regarding potentially significant impacts to Biological Resources, Landform 
Alteration/Visual Quality, Development Feature/Visual Quality, and Land Use. In 
addition, as disclosed in the Final MND No. 54384, dated March 31,2006, staff 
added clarifying information with respect to the proposed retaining walls. Staff 
concluded that the changes to the MND would not affect the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the document, no new significant impacts had 
been identified, and no new mitigation was required. Therefore, recirculation of 
the document for public review was not required in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15073.5 (c)(4). On April 19, 2006, the 
Hearing Officer approved the Site Development Permit No. 158004 and certified 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) No. 54384. 
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Planning Commission Decision 

The project was appealed to the Planning Commission and on June 15, 2006 the 
Planning Commission denied the appeal and upheld the Hearing Officer's decision 
to approve the Site Development Permit and certify MND No. 54384. 

City Council Decision 

On September 26, 2006, an enviromnental appeal on the project was before the City 
Council. City Council granted the appeal and set aside the enviromnental 
determination and remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (the 
Planning Commission). In addition. City Council directed staff to provide 
additional information in the document regarding the various project designs that 
had been considered by the applicant, to allow the public to review the project's 
design process, and to provide for public input through the document recirculation 
process. 

Therefore, based on City Council's direction, this information has been provided 
and this Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recirculated for public review 
and input. 

Proiect Design History 

The process of project design is a progression from initial concepts shaped and 
changed by constraints of feasibility and code compliance. A number of building 
designs were contemplated and reviewed by the applicant and Development 
Services staff. Review of alternative project designs by City staff took place from 
January 2004 when a preliminary review was submitted through June 2005 when 
the proposed project design was submitted to the City. Through the discretionary 
review process and in meetings with various sections (i.e.. Fire Rescue 
Department, Landscape Section, and Long-range Planning), the applicant modified 
the project several times to create a design that allowed reasonable commercial 
development of the MV-CO zoned portion of the project site while maintaining 
compliance with the municipal code and respecting the steep,hillside guidelines 
for development. 

Preliminary Review Design 

The applicant attended a preliminary review session with City staff on January 20, 
2004. This was the first time a proposal for development of this site was brought to 
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the city since enactment of the Mission Valley PDO and Mission Valley 
Community Plan. The applicant asked questions regarding general development 
issues such as feasibility, process level, and code compliance. As part of the 
preliminary review submission, a rudimentary design of the project was included. 
Although not mandatory for preliminary review, it is encouraged by staff to 
include a design to assist in understanding the scale and scope of the proposal. 
This design which placed the building at the lowest portion of the MV-CO zoned 
section of the site was created by the applicant prior to any guidance from 
Development Services Department staff as to features, layout, or code compliance. 

Features of this preliminary design included a 12,000-sqaure-foot, three-story 
structure located at the lowest comer of the MV-CO zoned portion of the property. 
The building would start at approximately 144 feet above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) 
and would be 39 feet high. A single large flat parking lot beginning at the edge of 
the building would extend out to Scheidler Way, providing 49 parking spaces. 
Since this was only a preliminary design no formal design was completed and cut 
and fill quantities were not calculated. The maximum height of the development 
would extend to approximately 183 feet AMSL (33 feet above the 150-foor contour) 
[Figures 3 and 4]. 

First Submission Design 

The first formal project submittal by the applicant was on November 20,2004. The 
site design was altered to incorporate a slightly smaller building of 10,000 square 
feet. The building proposed two stories instead of three. In addition, changes 
were incorporated into the parking area to allow the necessary fire truck access 
and hammerhead turn around. This design provided 37 parking spaces. The 
applicant attempted to maintain first floor building and parking level at or below 
150 foot contour line in order to minimize issues with the 150 foot height 
recommendation. 

With this proposal. Development Services Department staff reviewed the project 
for compliance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines for the first time. The plan 
would have placed the building on the lowest portion of the site but this 
advantage would be offset by the noncompliance of many other Steep Hillside 
design guidelines. Specifically, the guidelines recommend reducing visual impacts 
by designing the project to follow the topography of the site and follow the natural 
landform. Instead, this proposal incorporated a flat single-level parking lot and 
flat development pad. This design also conflicted with the recommendations in 
that the upper floors were not stepped back, and the structure was minimally set 
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into the hillside. Also absent were design features such as tuck under parking, 
multiple smaller parking lots on different levels, or incorporation of retaining walls 
in the structure itself. Furthermore, the retaining wall height of the single 
monolith walls conflicts with height limitations for retaining walls adjacent to open 
space as well as height of retaining walls in setbacks. Additional noncompliance 
was cited with driveway access not perpendicular with the sidewalk. The grading 
needed for this preliminary design was estimated at approximately 2,350 cubic 
yards of cut and 1,250 of fill. A total of 0.70 acres of development area was 
proposed with approximately 0.17 acres (23 percent) below the 150 foot contour 
line and 0.54 acres (77 percent) above the 150 foot contour line. Retaining walls, 
parking and almost half the building would be below the 150 foot contour line. The 
remainder of the retaining walls, parking and the rest of the building would be 
above the 150 foot contour line. The lower level of the building would have been 
at roughly 136 feet and the approximately 52-foot tall building would have 
extended to approximately 188 feet. This design would be 0.10 acre smaller than 
the proposed project. Retaining walls proposed would extend over 30 feet tall 
(Figures 5 and 6). 

Although this proposal would have placed the building on the lowest portion of 
the site and would have had lower earthwork quantities, it was determined to not 
be in compliance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines. Specifically, the guidelines 
recommend reducing visual impacts by designing the project to follow the 
topography of the site and follow the natural landform. Instead, this proposal 
incorporated a flat single level parking lot and flat development pad. The design 
also conflicted with the guidelines in that the upper floors were not stepped back, 
and the building would be minimally set into the hillside 

Furthermore, the height of the monolithic retaining walls on the north and south of 
the development conflicts with height limitations for retaining walls adjacent to 
open space as well as height of retaining walls in setbacks. Additional 
noncompliance was cited with driveway access not being perpendicular with the 
sidewalk. Due to the multiple conflicts, it was determined that Development 
Services Department staff could not support this design. 

Second Submission Design 

Revisions were made to the project based on issues raised by Development 
Services Department staff and a second design submittal took place on May 25, 
2005 which was similar to the current proposal with the exception of brush 
management zones, landscape palate, and a few other minor changes. 
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Revisions included elevating the building higher on the hillside to allow for a 
tiered structure with tuck under parking. The building was set further into the 
hillside and the facade of the second floor was stepped back. With movement of 
the building to the west and closer to Scheidler Way, the need for fire truck turn
around was eliminated. The retaining walls were stepped and individual wall 
heights reduced to be in compliance with the Land Development Code regulations. 
In terms of building location, this site plan closely resembles the original approved 
site plan from 1979. 

The addition of alternative design features as discussed above directly increased 
the amount of earthwork. However the larger earthwork quantities were 
considered by Development Services Department staff to be an acceptable tradeoff 
since they allowed increased compliance with Steep Hillside Design guidelines. 
Total estimated quantities were 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 cubic yards of 
fill with 3,700 cubic yards exported offsite. The development footprint for this plan 
is also slightly larger than the previous submittal with 0.80 acre total development 
area with approximately 0.14 acre (6 percent) below the 150 foot contour and 0.66 
acre (94 percent) above the 150 foot contour. A portion of the proposed retaining 
walls (approximately 703 linear feet) and driveway would be located in the narrow 
area below the 150 foot contour; while the remaining driveway, retaining walls 
(approximately 817 linear feet), and the building would be situated above the 150 
foot contour. The tuck under parking would start at about 160 feet AMSL and the 
structure height would be approximately 39 feet with the roof at about 199 feet 
AMSL. 

Additional Designs'Evaluated by the Applicant 

During the course of development design additional site plans were considered. 
An analysis of these alternate designs is next described. 

1. Single Story Building Design 

A single story structure was evaluated (Figures 7 and 8). The footprint of the 
building would be approximately 10,000 square feet. The building would be placed 
in the same locale as the current project, but would extend further to the east. This 
would allow divided tiered parking pads which would conform to the hillside. 
Due to expanding the building footprint to the east, less upper tier parking is 
available within the MVCO portion of the site and the entire development 
footprint would need to extend further eastward to compensate. This would 
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increase impacts to land above the 150 foot contour. Total development would be 
approximately 0.90 acre. The development area below the 150 foot contour would 
be approximately 0.17 acre (20 percent) and above the 150 foot contour would be 
approximately 0.72 acre (80 percent). The area below the 150 foot contour would 
include some retaining walls and some driveway. The remainder of the retaining 
walls, driveways, and the building itself would be located above the 150 foot 
contour. The number and style of required retaining walls would be similar to 
those proposed with the current project. However, increased length of retaining 
walls would be required. Additionally, unlike the proposed project, this plan 
would expose approximately 15 feet of retaining walls above the entire length of 
the building. Earthwork quantities were estimated at approximately 10,000 cubic 
yards of cut and 3,500 cubic yards of fill. This alternative would allow for 37 
parking spaces. 

2. Subterranean Parking Design 

A two-story structure over subterranean parking was also evaluated (Figures 9 
and 10). This design allowed parking for 37 spaces. This plan would reduce 
overall hillside disturbance and decrease impacts to land above 150 foot contour. 
The total development area would be approximately 0.58 acre of which 0.07 acre 
(16 percent) would be below the 150 foot contour and 0.49 acre (84 percent) above 
the 150 foot contour. The lowest parking level would be at approximately 144 feet 
below the building. The first floor would be at 156 feet and the 33-foot tall 
structure would have its roof at 189 feet AMSL. As previously, a portion of the 
retaining walls and driveways would be below the 150 foot contour and the 
remainder of the driveways, retaining walls and the building itself would be above 
the 150 foot contour. However, this design would require excavation of the 
hillside to a depth of over 60 feet. Due to the depth of excavation earthwork 
quantities would be about 170,000 cubic feet of cut and 500 cubic feet of fill. Export 
of 165,000 cubic feet of soil would be required. It was determined by the applicant 
that both from an engineering and financial perspective, this option was not 
feasible. 

Current Proposed Design 

The current proposed project has eliminated the need for brush management 
zones through fire resistant building design and is described in detail in the 
MND's project description. This is a modification of brush management which has 
been approved by the fire department representative due to the other fire safety 
features designed into the building such as sprinklers and fire rated exterior walls. 
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES: 

The project would allow the construction of an approximately 9,845 square-foot, 
two-story office building with tuck under parking on a vacant 4.94-acre parcel 
(Figures 11 -13). Both commercial and medical office uses are proposed with 
approximately 5,463 square feet of medical office space being provided on the first 
floor and 3,960 square feet of commercial office space on the second floor. The 
remaining 462 square feet is for the mechanical rooms located on the lower parking 
level. The exterior treatments proposed are stucco, natural stone, and glass. 

The office building would be constructed on the northern portion of the site 
(approximately 1.05 acres). The southern portion of the site, (approximately 3.89 
acres and outside of the proposed development footprint area) is located within an 
existing open-space easement. This remaining portion of the site would continue to 
be maintained as open space and no development is proposed. 

The project would construct a 26-foot-wide driveway, the minimum required for 
fire access, which would be accessed via Scheidler Way. Thirty-six parking spaces 
would be provided on site, with approximately twenty parking stalls being 
provided at grade in a tuck-under parking area located along the northern side of 
the building. The remaining sixteen parking stalls would be located on a second-
level parking area located on the eastern side of the building. 

Approximately 0.83 acre would be graded. Earthwork quantities associated with 
site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 
cubic yards of fill, with an export amount of 3,700 cubic yards. The project design 
includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed shotcrete, 
concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the project. The soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet. Three crib 
walls are proposed along the northern side of the project. The crib walls vary in 
length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU retaining wall, 
approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building. The walls 
would be stepped and range in height from approximately two feet through ten 
feet and allow for landscape treatments to be utilized. The walls would be a 
sandstone (tan) color and plantable. A mix of vines, shrubs, and accent shrub 
plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls. 
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Development would extend from the northern property line at approximately 145 
feet AMSL up to approximately 200 feet AMSL. The proposed building footprint 
would start at approximately 160 feet AMSL and would have a maximum height 
of 38.7 feet with the roof to approximately at 199 feet AMSL. AU of the proposed 
project area is currently vacant land and as previously stated, an Open Space 
easement of approximately 3.89 acres (approximately 80% of the entire 4.94 acre 
parcel) is recorded for the eastern and southern most, upslope portion of the 
property. No development would take place in the Open Space Easement, which 
corresponds to the RS-1-1 zone portion of the property. 

Due to the severe limitation of designated commercial space area, the development 
would extend into the community plan designated open space area. 
Approximately 5,992 square feet (0.14 acre) or 18.5 percent of the project would be 
within the community plan designated commercial area below the 150 ft contour 
line. This would consist of retaining walls, trash enclosure, and driveways. 
Approximately 28,669 square feet (0.66 acre) or 82.5 percent of the project would 
be above the 150 ft contour line in the community plan designated open space 
area. This would include the remainder of the retaining walls and driveways, 
parking areas, and the entire building footprint. 

The proposed landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would 
comply with all applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards. 
The landscape planting consists of shade, street, and courtyard trees (Australian 
Willow, Brisbane Box, and Queen Palm); shrubs (Green New Zealand Flax, 
Fortnight Lily, Tasmanian Tree Fern, Kaffir Lily, and Impatiens); vines (Blood-red 
Trumpet Vine, Creeping Fig, and Star Jasmine); various groundcovers (Trailing 
Rosemary, Needlepoint Ivy, Pink Myoporum, and Ivy Geranium); and a non
invasive hydroseed mix would be planted along the parameters of the property. 
An approved irrigation system would be installed. 

n. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The rectangular, undeveloped 4.94-acre project site is located south of Interstate 8, 
within the 5300 block of Scheidler Way (Figures 1 and 2) in Mission Valley. The 
parcel is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, a short stub street 
extending south from Camino Del Rio South. Topographically, the property is 
characterized by north-facing, steeply sloping land with a gradient ranging from 
approximately 1.6:1 to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). Site elevations in the area of 
development vary from a high of approximately of 200 feet AMSL along the 



Page 11 

southern portion to a low of approximately 136 feet AMSL at the top of an existing 
retaining wall on the north. 

Vegetation on site primarily is native, consisting of Diegan Coastal Sage scrub. 
The City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan maps 
the project site as coastal sage scrub. Although the project site is not within the 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), an area of MHPA open-space exists 
approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the project site. In addition, the 
southern portion of the site, approximately 3.89 acres outside of the proposed 
development area, is located within an existing open-space easement. 
Approximately 1.05 acres of the site is zoned MV-CO (Commercial-Office) along 
the northerly boundary and the remaining area zoned RS-1-1 (Single Family 
Residential). 

The project site is split designated in the Mission Valley Community Plan. The 
Commercial Office designation applies to the portion of the parcel below the 150 
foot contour with the remainder of the site above the 150 foot contour within open 
space designation. The total commercially designated area of the site is 
approximately 8,811 square feet (0.20 acre). This is spread over a narrow 
panhandle shaped sliver of land following the northernmost property line. It 
connects to Scheidler Way to the west and varies in width between 6 feet and 12 
feet until it opens to a roughly triangular shaped segment to the east of 
approximately 5,220 square feet (0.12 acre). 

There is another small triangular portion of land in the far north east comer of the 
site within the RS-1-1 zone that is below the 150 foot contour line. This measures 
approximately 6,596 square feet (0.15 acre). This area has no direct access from 
either the MV-CO zoned portion of the site or from any public right of way. This 
area is included in the Open Space Easement along with the remainder of the 
parcel at 150 feet AMSL and higher. The Open Space easement area totals 
approximately 4.63 acres. 

Adjacent land uses are residential properties near the top of the hillside in the 
community of Normal Heights to the south, commercial- office uses on the north, 
and commercial-office uses and open space on the east and west. Access to the 
subject property would continue to be from Scheidler Way. 

m. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist. 
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IV. DISCUSSION: 

The project files and reports referred to below are available for public review on 
the Fifth Floor of the Development Services Department, Land Development 
Review Division, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101. 

During the environmental review ofthe project, it zoos determined that construction could 
potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts in the following area(s). 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A biological report was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning, Inc., (revised 
December 2, 2005) in order to assess the vegetation communities and identify 
potential biological impacts of the proposed project. 

As previously discussed within the Environmental Setting section, the project site 
is approximately 4.94 acres in size. The proposal is to construct a two-story office 
building. The project site is located within the City of San Diego's Multiple Species 
Conservation (MSCP) Subarea, Although the project site is not located within the 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), an area of MHPA open space exists near the 
cul-de-sac of Cromwell Court within the Normal Heights neighborhood, 
approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the project site. In addition, 
approximately 3.89 acres located in the southern portion of the project site is 
within an existing open-space easement. The development would occur along the 
lower northern portion of the slope (approximately 1.05 acres), within the southern 
portion of the site. No encroachment of the development footprint would occur 
within the existing open space easement. 

Five vegetation communities occur on site: 4.61 acres of Diegan costal sage scrub 
(CSS) [Tier E]; 0.15 acre of non-native grassland (NNGL) [Tier IHB]; 0.82 acre of 
eucalyptus woodland (Tier IV); 0.04 acre of disturbed habitat; and 0.03 acre of 
urban/developed (Tier IV). No wetlands or vernal pools occur on the project site. 
No narrow endemics were observed onsite. 

Direct impacts would result with construction of the proposed project. The project 
would impact Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland, eucalyptus 
woodland, disturbed habitat, and urban developed. Table 1 has a summary of the 
habitat impacts according to vegetation community. Approximately 0.64 acre of 
Diegan coastal sage scrub would be impacted. According to the City of San Diego 
Biology Guidelines (2001), impacts to Tier II (uncommon uplands) that occur 
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outside of the MHPA, as in this proposal, can be mitigated either within or outside 
of the MHPA. If mitigated within the MHPA the ratio would be 1:1 and if 
mitigated outside the MHPA that ratio would be 1.5:1. 

Approximately 0.10 acre of non-native grassland would be impacted. According 
to the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2001), impacts to Tier IIIB (common 
uplands) that occur outside of the MHPA, as in this proposal, can be mitigated 
either within or outside of the MHPA. If mitigated within the MHPA, the ratio 
would be 0.5:1 and if mitigated outside the MHPA the ratio would be 1:1. 

Eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat and urban developed are all considered 
Tier IV habitats (other upland) per the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2001) 
and impacts would not require mitigation. 

Table 1 
PROJECT IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grassland 

Eucalyptus woodland 

Disturbed habitat 

Urban/Developed 

Tier 

n 

nro 

IV 

IV 

IV 

TOTAL 

Grading 
Impacts 

0.64 

0.10 

0.04 

0.03 

0.02 

0.83 

All areas are presented in acres rounded to the nearest 0.01 

Proposed grading impacts total approximately 0.64 acre of Diegan CSS (roughly 14 
percent of the existing 4.61 acres of CSS) and 0.10 acre of NNGL (roughly 66 
percent of the existing 0.15 acre if NNGL), refer to Table 2 below. Per the City of 
San Diego Biology Guidelines (2001), a 1:1 mitigation ratio for impacts to Diegan 
CSS and a 0.5:1 ratio for the NNGL are required. The resulting mitigation required 
for project impacts would indude 0.64 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 0.05 
acre of NNGL, for a total of 0.69-acre equivalent contribution to the City's Habitat 
Acquisition Fund. 
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Table 2 

MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT IMPACIS 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grasses 

TOTAL 

Tier 

n 

mB 

-

Impacts 

0.64 

0.10 

0.74 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

1:1 

0.5:1 

-

Required 
Mitigation 

0.64 

0.05 

0.69 

All areas are presented in acres rounded to the nearest 0.01. It has been assumed 
that all mitigation would occur within the MHPA; if mitigation were to occur outside 
of the MHPA, the mitigation ratio for CSS would be 13:1 and the mitigation ratio for 
NNGL would be 1:1. 

Although seven animal spedes were detected during the survey (including six 
birds and one mammal), no sensitive, threatened, or endangered animal spedes 
were observed onsite. Although no coastal California gnatcatchers were detected, 
they have the potential to occur onsite due to the presence of Diegan CSS. 
Therefore, if construction is scheduled to take place adjacent to the MHPA during 
the breeding season, a biologist would be required to conduct protocol surveys to 
determine the presence and/or absence of these spedes in the MHPA prior to 
construction. If the survey is negative, no further mitigation would be required. If 
the survey is positive, mitigation in the form of temporary noise barriers and 
acoustical monitoring would be required. Additional measures, such as 
construction restrictions would be implemented as necessary to ensure that noise 
levels at the edge of occupied habitat in the MHPS do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly 
average. 

In addition, a red-tailed hawk was observed flying over the site and the eucalyptus 
woodland habitat has the potential to be utilized by raptors for perching and/or 
nesting sites. Direct impacts would be avoided through compliance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Noise impacts to nesting raptors would be avoided 
during the breeding season through preconstmction surveys and adherence to 
appropriate noise buffer zone restrictions. 

Therefore, a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program as detailed in Section V 
of the MND would be implemented. With implementation of the Mitigation, 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program, impacts to biological resources would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 

LAND USE - MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAM fMSCP^ 

As previously described within the Biological Resources section discussion, the 
project site is within the City of San Diego's Multiple Spedes Conservation Program 
Subarea. Although the projed site is not directly adjacent to the MHPA, a portion 
of the MHPA is approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the projed site. 
Therefore the project would be required to comply with the MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guideline (Section 1.4.3) of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan to ensure that 
the project would not result in an indired impad to the MHPA. 

The projed footprint would not be allowed to encroach into the MHPA nor into the 
open space easement, and projed issues pertaining to lighting, noise, invasives, and 
drainage must not adversely affed the MHPA. More specifically, all proposed 
lighting adjacent to the MHPA, as well as open-space areas, would be direded 
away from these areas, and shielded as necessary. Landscape plantings would 
consist of either native plant spedes or non-invasive ornamental plant spedes. 
Drainage would be direded away from the MHPA and must not drain diredly into 
these areas. No staging and/or storage areas would be allowed to be located within 
or adjacent to sensitive biological areas and no equipment maintenance would be 
permitted. In addition, the limits of grading would be clearly demarcated by the 
biological monitor to ensure no impacts occur outside of the approved development 
footprint. 

Due to the site's proximity to Diegan CSS in the MHPA, indired noise impacts 
related to construction must be avoided during the breeding season of the costal 
California gnatcatcher (March 1 through August 15). Therefore a Mitigation 
Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), as detailed within Section V of the MND 
would be implemented to minimize indired noise impacts to a level below 
significance. As a condition of the MMRP, if grading is proposed during the 
breeding season, a preconstmction survey would be required in order to 
determine the absence and/or presence of the spedes. If the survey is negative, no 
further mitigation would be required. If the survey is positive, mitigation in the 
form of temporary noise barriers and acoustical monitoring would be required. 

Based upon the proposal and the required compliance with the Land Use/MSCP 
mitigation measures contained in Section V of the MND, the projed has been 
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found consistent with the MHPA land use adjacency guidelines of the City of San 
Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and all impacts reduced to below a level of significance. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

According to the "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California, La 
Mesa, 71/2 Minute Quadrangle (Kennedy and Peterson, 1975), the majority of the 
projed area is underlain by Alluvium, Stadium Conglomerate, and the Mission 
Valley Formation. With respect to fossil resource potential. Alluvium has a low 
sensitivity level and monitoring would not be required. Both Stadium 
Conglomerate and the Mission Valley Formation are categorized as having a high 
sensitivity level for paleontological resources. 

The Stadium Conglomerate is the lowermost formation of the Poway Group and is 
made up of three distinctive units. Both the upper and lower conglomerate units 
are located within the Mission Valley area, whereas, the Cypress Canyon Unit is 
located further north. Fossil foraminifers and marine mollusks have been colleded 
from the upper member conglomerate. The upper member is largely non-marine 
in the eastern part of its outcrop area. It has been noted that marine fossil remains 
occur near the base of the lower member. The majority of the fossils recovered 
from the lower member were found in either daystone rip-rap or in the sandy 
matrix characteristic of certain channel-fill deposits in this rock unit. 

The marine strata of the Mission Valley Formation have produced abundant and 
generally well-preserved remains of marine micro-fossils, macro-invertebrates, and 
vertebrates. Fluvial strata of the Mission Valley Formation have produced well-
preserved examples of petrified wood and fairly large and diverse assemblages of 
fossil land mammals induding opossums, insectivores, bats, primates, rodents, 
artiodactyls, and perissodactyls. The co-occurrence in the Mission Valley 
Formation of land mammal assemblages with assemblages of marine micro-fossils, 
mollusks, and invertebrates is extremely important as it allows for the dired 
correlation of terrestrial and marine fauna time scales. The Mission Valley 
Formation represents one of the few instances in North America where such 
comparisons are possible. 

Construction of the projed requires approximately 6,300 cubic yards of soil cut and 
grade cut depths of approximately 23 feet. According to the City of San Diego's 
Paleontological Guidelines (Revised April 2004), over 1,000 cubic yards of grading at 
depths of greater than 10 feet into formations with a high resource sensitivity rating 
would constitute a potentially significant impad to paleontological resources, and 
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mitigation is required. Disturbance or loss of fossils without adequate 
documentation and research would be considered a significant environmental 
impact. Therefore, a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program as detailed in 
Section V of the MND would be implemented. The program would require that a 
qualified Paleontologist or Paleontological Monitor be present during all excavations 
that exceed ten feet in depth and that could impact previously undisturbed 
formations. Should paleontological resources be discovered, a recovery and 
documentation program would be implemented. With implementation of the 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, impacts to paleontological resources 
would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

The following environmental issues (GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS, HISTORICAL RESOURCES, 
LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUAUTY, LAND USE^ND WATER QUALITY) were 
considered in depth during review ofthe project. No significant impacts were identified. 

GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS 

According to the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, the site is mapped within 
Geologic Hazard Category 53. Hazard Category 53 represents level or sloping 
terrain with an unfavorable geologic structure with a low to moderate risk 
potential. In order to assess potential geologic hazards affecting the site, a soils and 
geologic reconnaissance was prepared by Geocon, Inc. {Soil and Geologic 
Reconnaissance, Mission Valley Medical Office Building Scheidler Way, San Diego, 
California, November 26, 2004). 

According to the report, the projed site is a rectangular-shaped, undeveloped 4.94-
acre parcel. The project site is steeply sloping land with gradient ranging from 
approximately 1.6:1 to 2:1 (horizontal: vertical). Site elevations range from a high of 
approximately 340 feet AMSL at the southern property line to a low of 
approximately 136 feet AMSL at the top of an existing retaining wall on the 
northern property line. Approximately 4.93 acres or 99.8 percent of the site is 
steep slopes (> 25percent). 

Based on the site reconnaissance and review completed, it was determined that the 
site is underlain by a layer of surfidal soils in the form of topsoil (with an 
estimated thickness of ranging from three to five feet) which overlies Eocene-age 
Stadium Conglomerate. Groundwater related hazards are not expeded to affed 
the site. There are no faults known to exist on the site. Based on the geotechnical 
evaluation induding area seismidty, on-site conditions, and the observed lack of 
groundwater, the projed site is considered to have a relatively low risk potential 
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for soil liquefaction. Slope failure and/or land sliding potential was considered 
low due to the competent nature of the formational deposits. Based on the results 
of the studies conduded, the geotechnical consultant concluded that there is no 
geotechnical related condition at the projed site that would preclude development 
as presently proposed, provided that the recommendations within the report are 
implemented. The City's Geology Section staff have reviewed the referenced 
reports and concluded that the preliminary geotechnical reports adequately 
addressed the geologic conditions potentially affecting the projed site. Therefore, 
proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction practices, to be 
verified at the building permit stage, would ensure that the potential for impacts 
from regional geologic hazards would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are deemed necessary. 

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY 

Brush Management is required for development that is adjacent to any highly 
flammable area of native or naturalized vegetation. These fire hazard conditions 
currently exist for the proposed open space area to the south side of the proposed 
development. Where brush management is required, a comprehensive program is 
required to reduce fire hazards around all structures by providing an effective fire 
break between structures and contiguous area of flammable vegetation. The fire 
break is required to consist of two distind brush management zones; a 35-foot-
wide brush management zone one and a 65-foot-wide brush management zone 
two are required per the Land Development Code. Per the City of San Diego's 
Land Development Code Section 142.0412(i), the Fire Chief may modify the 
requirements of this section if the foliowing conditions exist: 

1. The modification to the requirement shall achieve an equivalent level of fire 
protection as provided by this section, other regulations of the LDC, and 
the minimum standards contained in the Land Development manual; and 

2 The modification to the requirements is not detrimental to the public 
welfare of persons residing or working in the area. 

Due to the steepness of the existing southern slopes on-site, the applicant would be 
providing alternative compliance in lieu of the required 100 feet of brush 
management area. The entire structure would have one-hour fire rated 
construction; a one-hour fire-rated wall/parapet with no openings would be 
construded along the southern elevation of the building; the roof would be non-
combustible; and lastly, the entire structure would be equipped with a fire 
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sprinkler system. 

Elimination of the brush management zones would not increase hazards to either 
the building from external fires nor would it increase hazards to adjacent 
properties from fires started at the site. The measures cited above would allow 
comparable fire safety as brush management zones in the prevention of building 
ignition from wildfires originating away from the site. Fires within the building 
would be suppressed through the buildings sprinkler system which is normally 
not required for this type of structure. Additionally, the presence of retaining walls 
covered with irrigated vegetation along the entire southern perimeter of the 
development would ad as a fire break. 

Both the City's Landscape and Fire Review Sections have reviewed the proposed 
alternative brush management compliance and concluded that it adequately 
addresses the fire safety potentially affecting the projed site. The projed and the 
above described projed features have been designed in accordance with the City's 
Landscape Regulations. Compliance with the standards through the above project 
elements would preclude any impacts to human health and public safety. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY) 

Many areas of San Diego County, including mesas and the coast, are known for 
intense and diverse prehistoric occupation and important archaeological and 
historical resources. The region has been inhabited by various cultural groups 
spanning 10,000 years or more. The projed area is located within an area identified 
as sensitive on the City's Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps. In addition, 
several previously recorded historic and prehistoric sites have been identified in 
the projed vicinity. Based on this information, a review by City staff of 
archaeological maps in the Land Development Review Resources Library indicated 
that archaeological resources have been identified within a one-mile radius of the 
projed site. Based on this information, staff identified there is a potential for 
buried cultural resources to be impaded through implementation of the projed. 

Therefore, an archaeological letter survey report was completed by Kyle 
Consulting (April 2005). The archaeological letter survey included literature 
review, record search, and completion of a pedestrian field survey of the projed 
site. As described in the Enviromnental Setting section, the site is situated on 
steep slopes above an existing parking lot for several medical art buildings. 
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Information retrieved as part of the literature review and record search showed 
that the study area had hot been surveyed prior to the current study and that no 
cultural resources had been recorded. In addition, field surveys were conduded 
on December 1, 2003 and April 19, 2005. The site consists of steep slopes ranging 
from approximately 12.5 to 25 percent in the northern portion of the study. Those 
areas with less than 15 percent slopes were surveyed utilizing transects no wider 
than ten to twelve meters in distance. Those areas with greater than fifteen percent 
sloped were not surveyed do to the low probability of the presence of prehistoric 
or historic resources within these areas. 

No cultural resources were identified by the literature review, records search, and 
field surveys. Although numerous archaeological surveys have been completed 
within a one-mile radius of the study area, they have only identified an isolated 
artifad and the San Diego Mission Complex (which is located north of Interstate 8). 
Archaeological sites assodated with the San Diego River Valley generally consist 
of prehistoric village complexes located on level areas within the river valley. 

The letter survey report concluded that with the presence of steep slopes and lack 
of recorded ore newly identified cultural resources, no additional work is 
recommended. Therefore, monitoring of the projed area is not required. 

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY 

L4NDFORM ALTERATION 

The City of San Diego's Significance Guidelines include thresholds for determining 
potentially significant land form alteration impacts related to grading. Projects 
that would alter the natural (or naturalized) landform by grading more than 2,000 
cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either excavation or fill could result in a 
significant impad. In addition, one or more of the following conditions must 
apply: 

1. The projed would disturb steep (25 percent gradient or steeper) sensitive 
slopes in excess of the encroachment allowances of the Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands regulations and steep hillsides guidelines as defined in the 
LDC; 

2. A projed would create manufactured slopes higher than ten feet or steeper 
than a 2:1 gradient; or 
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3. A projed would result in a change in elevation of steep natural slopes (25 
percent gradient or steeper) from existing grad to proposed grade of more 
than five feet by either excavation or fill, unless the area over which the 
excavation or fill would exceed five feet is only at isolated points on the 
site. 

However, the above conditions would not be considered significant if one or more 
of the following apply: 

1. Proposed grading plans dearly demonstrate, with both spot elevation and 
contours, that the proposed landforms would closely imitate the existing 
on-site landform and/or the undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding 
neighborhoods landforms (achieved through naturalized variable slopes); 

2. Proposed grading plans clearly demonstrate, with both spot and contours, 
that the slopes follow the natural existing landform and at no point vary 
more than 1.5 feet from the natural landform elevation; or 

3. Proposed excavation or fill is necessary to permit installation of alternative 
design features, such as step-down or detached buildings, non-typical 
roadway or parking lot design, and alternative retaining wall designs 
which reduce the project's overall grading requirements. 

Grading for the projed would require approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 
2,600 cubic yards of fill on approximately 0.83 acre of the total 4.94-acre site within 
areas defined under ESL regulations as stated above. However, the projed 
proposes to tuck the rear of the building into the hillside, utilize tuck under and 
terraces parking, creating terraced retaining walls, as well as terracing the second 
story, thereby creating a deck. Therefore, based on the project's use of alternative 
design features being utilized in order to reduce the project's overall grading 
requirements, staff determined that there would not be a significant impad to land 
form alteration. In addition, with implementation of the landscape concept plan, 
and the above described design features, the site would be visually compatible 
with surrounding development and no mitigation would be required. 

DEVELOPMENT FEATURES/VISUAL QUALTTY 

The site is covered with dense vegetation mainly consisting of Diegan Coastal sage 
scrub on steeply sloping hills (with a gradient of greater than 25 percent). There 
are limited public views of the northern down slope area of the MV-CO zoned 
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portion of the property. Along Camino Del Rio South, existing commerdal office 
buildings up to six stories in height substantially screen the proposed development 
area from both Camino del Rio South and Interstate 8 traffic. There are no 
identifiable public view corridors along the crest of either the southern or northern 
Mission Valley Hillsides which would expose the proposed projed. However, the 
upslope portion of the site encompassed by the existing open space easement, 
which would remain in its natural state is visible from most public transportation 
corridors. 

The City of San Diego's Significance Guidelines include thresholds for determining 
impacts related to a negative visual appearance for projeds which include crib, 
retaining or noise walls greater than six feet in height and 50 feet in length with 
minimal landscape screening where the walls would be visible to the public. The 
projed design includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed 
shotcrete, concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-
nailed shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the projed. The 
soil-nailed shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet. 
Three crib walls are proposed along the northern side of the projed. The crib walls 
vary in length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU 
retaining wall, approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building. 
The retaining walls would range in height from approximately two feet through 
ten feet. The exterior wall treatment would be an earth stucco color to blend with 
the surrounding landform features and planted with a mix of vines, shrubs, and 
accent shrub plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls. In 
addition, the walls have been terraced; creating planter areas between the walls for 
proposed landscaping that would further screen them from view. 

The proposed landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would 
comply with all applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards. 
The landscape planting consists of shade, street, and courtyard trees (Australian 
Willow, Brisbane Box, and Queen Palm); shrubs (Green New Zealand Flax, 
Fortnight Lily, Tasmanian Tree Fem, Kaffir Lily, and Impatiens); vines (Blood-red 
Trumpet Vine, Creeping Fig, and Star Jasmine); various groundcovers (Trailing 
Rosemary, Needlepoint Ivy, Pink Myoporum, and Ivy Geranium); and a non
invasive hydroseed mix would be planted along the parameters of the property. 

There is limited visibility of the development from the public right of way. The 
presence of five and six story buildings to the north of the projed site on Camino 
del Rio South effectively screen the building from Interstate 8 and would only 
allow limited glimpses of the development in passing. The development would be 
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most visible from Friars Road. Along this public right of way, the building would 
appear low on the hillside huddled amongst the rooftops and blending with the 
existing Camino del Rio South buildings. There are no public view corridors from 
the crest of the northern Mission Valley Hillsides or from the community of Serra 
Mesa. The community of Normal Heights along the southern crests also does not 
have any public view corridors that would allow the building to be seen. During 
travel south down Mission Village Drive the development is screened from public 
view by Qualcomm Stadium. Therefore, due to the small scale of the development 
and the limited visibility of the structure from the public right-of way, the existing 
site lines to the southern slopes would not be significantly altered. 

Although the retaining walls would exceed the City's threshold as stated above, 
due to the limited area of visibility from Scheidler Way and Camino del Rio South, 
portions of the walls would be completely screened by the proposed building and 
enhanced landscaping. In addition, existing buildings along Camino del Rio South 
block views of the majority of the projed site. Therefore, construction of the 
proposed walls and building would not result in a significant visual impad. 

LAND USE 

A significant land use impad could occur if a projed results in an inconsistency 
and/or conflid with the environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of 
the community plan in which a projed is located. In addition, certain areas of the 
City are covered by Planned Distrid Ordinances, which ensure that development 
and redevelopment is accomplished in a manner that enhances and preserves the 
well-being of the communities they regulate. An inconsistency with a plan is not 
in itself a significant environmental impact; the inconsistency would have to result 
in a secondary environmental impad to be considered significant. 

In accordance with state planning and zoning law, the City of San Diego has 
adopted a Progress Guide and General Plan which provides a comprehensive 
long-term plan for the development of the City. In addition, the City has adopted 
community and specific and/or precise plans which provide growth development 
goals and guidelines for various communities and subareas. These plans include 
land use elements and also may indude design, resource management and 
environmental elements or goals. 

The projed site is designated Commerdal Office and Open Space within the 
Mission Valley Community Plan. The Mission Valley Community Plan 
recommends that building and parking areas should be adapted to the natural 
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terrain (i.e. trucking into the hillside; utilizing small pad areas; emphasize 
horizontal orientation; and terracing structures). The Mission Valley Community 
Plan also recommends that roof areas be designed to minimize disruption of views 
from crest hillsides and that "large scale development should not extend above the 
150-foor contour," which is the boundary of the open-space designation. 
Community plan polides emphasize to minimizing the disturbance to hillsides and 
controlling urban form as it relates to hillsides as an aesthetic resource. Given that 
existing structures on abutting parcels are up to 71,000 square feet in floor area and 
average 30,000 square feet, it was determined by the Planning Department staff 
that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 square feet be considered less than 
"large scale." The portion of the property below the 150-foot contour line is 
approximately 8,811 square feet (4 percent); whereas approximately 206,375-
square-feet (96 percent) is located above the 150-foot contour line. 

The projed proposes development wholly within that portion of the site set aside 
by a previous Council action for development and zoned MVCO. While a majority 
of the development footprint extends above the 150 foot contour and within the 
open space designation, it is outside of the open space easement area already set 
aside to preserve the hillsides on the property. By staying outside of the open 
space easement area, the proposed projed is consisted with the environmental 
goals of the community plan 

In addition, as part of the discretionary review process, the projed was subjed to 
the regulations of the Mission Valley Planned Distrid Ordinance (MVPDO). Staff 
determined that the projed met all of the development regulations of the MVPDO 
with the exception of §103.2107(c)(3)(A). This section restricts development within 
the Hillside Sub-distrid from encroaching above the 150-foot elevation contour 
line. However, the MVPDO provides additional language in §103.2104(d)(4) that 
allows for, on an individual projed basis, the criteria of this planned distrid to be 
increased or decreased when one or more of the following situations is applicable: 
1) due to special conditions, or exceptional characteristics of the property, or of its 
location or surroundings, strid interpretation of the criteria of the planned distrid 
would result in unusual difficulties or unnecessary hardship or would be 
inconsistent with the general purpose of the planned distrid; 2) a superior design 
can be achieved by altering the adopted standards; or 3) conformance with the 
"Guidelines for Discretionary Review: necessitates deviations from adopted 
standards. 

As such, due to the topography of the site, specifically regarding the restriction of 
development above the 150-foot contour line, limiting the development area of the 
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property to below the 150-foot contour line (within a narrow area encompassing 
approximately 8,811 square feet) would present an unnecessary hardship on the 
ability to develop the land. Therefore, the projed was'redesigned to be more 
consistent with the recommendations outlined within the community plan and in 
accordance with the MVPDO which tucks the rear of the building into the hillside 
and terraces the second story, thereby creating a roof garden and/or deck. The 
building roof is now designed to be sloped, and would be stucco exterior and earth 
tone in charader. Grading would be reduced in that a large flat pad is no longer 
proposed. The project would be largely screened from the public right-of-way by 
existing development to the north. The remaining 3.89 acres (80 percent) would 
continue to remain within the existing open space conservation easement adjacent 
to the MHPA and would not be impaded. The building footprint and the 
assodated retaining walls are limited to the commerdal/office portion of the site 
and do not encroach into the 3.89 acres of the open space easement 

The Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations within the Land Development 
Code, Section 143.0142(g)(2), prohibit the use of a retaining wall as an erosion 
control measure on steep slopes, unless it is determined to be the only feasible 
means of protecting existing primary structures or public facilities. The purposes 
of the retaining walls proposed are to resist lateral pressure from soil and fill and 
to proted the development pad. LDR Geology staff has verified that the various 
retaining walls proposed with the development are intended for soil stabilization 
on the existing steep slopes and are not erosion control measures. LDR Geology 
staff have reviewed all technical studies and development plans and concluded 
that all issues relating to slope stabilization have been adequately addressed. The 
projed as currently designed would not result in any environmental land use 
impacts. 

WATER QUALITY 

According to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin, the projed site is 
located in the Lower San Diego Hydrologic Unit (907.11), which is currently a 
303(d) listed water body. Bodies of water listed under section 303(d) of the 1972 
Clean Water Ad include those that do not meet minimum water quality standards 
even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of 
pollution control technology. The San Diego River (Lower) is listed on the 303(d) 
list due to fecal coliform, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and low dissolved 
oxygen (which refers to nutrients, organic compounds, trash and debris, and 
oxygen demanding substances). The San Diego River is located approximately a 
quarter-mile north of the projed site. 
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The site consists of a vegetated slope which currently drains in four different 
locations. Two of the discharge points (located in the vicinity of the northwest 
comer of the parcel) flow into the existing storm drain on Scheidler Way; another 
discharge point (located along the northern boundary of the parcel) flows down 
the slope and into an existing gunite brow ditch which then continues onto the 
adjacent parking lot to the north; lastly, the fourth discharge point, located in the 
northeast comer of the parcel, collects runoff at an existing headwall which then 
discharges through an eight-in Poly Vinyl Chloride pipe and onto the adjacent 
property's parking lot. 

A Storm Water Requirements Applicability Checklist, Water Quality Technical 
Report for pacific Coast Office Building, San Diego, California (May 25, 2005), and 
Hydrology Report for Pacific Coast Office Building, City of San Diego, California (May 
25, 2005), prepared by Burkett & Wong Engineers and Surveyors were prepared for 
this projed and reviewed and accepted by City Engineering staff. The completed 
Storm Water Applicability Checklist identifies this projed as a "Priority" projed, 
which is subjed to permanent Storm Water Best Management Practice (BMP) 
requirements. 

As a result of the proposed development, the existing drainage pattern would be 
slightly altered. Runoff from the existing vegetated slope, located south of the 
projed site, would continue to sheet flow into a new concrete brow ditch. Two 
new catch basins with filtration inserts would be added to the projed to colled 
runoff from parking and sidewalk areas. Site design BMPs would include 
conservation of existing natural area, energy dissipaters, and retention of the 
native vegetation on the slopes. Various source control BMPs have also been 
incorporated into the projed design to further reduce negative effects to water 
quality. These would include an effident irrigation system, concrete stamping, 
reduction of the need for pestiddes by planting pest-resistant and/or well-adapted 
plant varieties such as native plants, an impervious surface in the trash storage 
area, and no storage of hazardous materials on-site. 

The projed and the above described projed features have been designed in 
accordance with the City's Storm Water Standards, Compliance with the 
standards through the above projed elements would predude dired and 
cumulatively considerable hydrology/water quality impacts. 
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V. RECOMMENDATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

The proposed project would not have a significant effed on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

X__ Although the proposed projed could have a significant effed on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effed in this case because the 
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the 
projed. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

. The proposed projed MAY have a significant effed on the environment, and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be required. 

PROJECT ANALYST: SHEARER-NGUYEN 

Attachments: Initial Study Checklist 
Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
Figure 2: Location Map 
Figure 3: Preliminary Review Design Site Plan 
Figure 4: Preliminary Review Design Cross Section 
Figure 5: First Submittal Design Site Plan 
Figure 6: First Submittal Design Cross Section 
Figure 7: Single-Story Design Site Plan 
Figure 8: Single-Story Design Cross Section 
Figure 9; Subterranean Parking Design Site Plan 
Figure 10: Subterranean Parking Design Cross Section 
Figure 11: Proposed Projed Site Plan 
Figure 12; Propose Projed Cross Section 
Figure 13: Proposed Projed Elevations 
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Initial Study Checklist 

Date: December 20, 2004 

Project No.: 54384 
PACIFIC COAST OFFICE 

Name of Project: BUILDING 

in. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

The purpose ofthe Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts 
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 ofthe State CEQA 
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with infonnation which forms 
the basis for dedding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early 
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the 
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a 
potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section 
FV ofthe Initial Study. 

Yes Mavbe No 

I. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER - Will the proposal result in: 

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic 
view from a public viewing area? _ X 
The proiect would not result in the obstruction 
of anv public view or scenic vista. All setbacks 
and height limits would be observed. 

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? _ X 
The two-story building would be compatible 
with the surrounding development and is 
allowed bv the community plan and zoning 
designation. No such impacts are anticipated. 
See I-A and I-C. 

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would 
be incompatible with surrounding development? _ _ X 
The design ofthe proposed proiect would be 
compatible with the architectural style ofthe 
local setting. The proiect would not exceed anv 
Citv height, setback, size or grading standards-
Building materials proposed are compatible 
with surrounding development. 



Yes Mavbe No 

D. Substantial alteration to the existing character of 
the area? _ _ X 
The two-storv building would be located 
adjacent to similar commercial/office 
development and would not substantiallv alter 
the existing character ofthe area (see I-C 
above). 

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or a 
stand of mature trees? _ _ X 
No distinctive or landmark trees would be 
removed. 

F. Substantial change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? X 
No substantial changes in topography or ground 
relief features arc proposed. 

G. The loss, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features such 
as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock 
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess 
of 25 percent? _ _ X 
The proiect site does not contain anv unique 
geologic or physical features. 

H. Substantial light or glare? _ _ X 
The two-story building would not be expeded 
to cause substantial light or glare. Proposed 
lighting would comply with all current street 
lighting standards in accordance with the Citv of 
San Diego Street Design Manual, satisfactory to 
the Citv Engineer. No substantial sources of 
light would be generated during project 
constmction. as construction activities would 
occur during daylight hours. 

I. Substantial shading of other properties? _ _ X 
The proposed proied does not involve the 
amount of height and mass required to subied 
adjacent properties to substantial lighting.. 
Please see I-C. 

IL AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL 
RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 
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A. The loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be 
of value to the region and the residents ofthe state? _ _ X 
There are no such resources located on the 
proiect site. 

B. The conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural use or impairment ofthe 
agricultural productivity of agricultural land? _ _ X 
Agricultural land is not present on site. See II-

A, 

III. AIR QUALITY - Would the proposal: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation ofthe 
applicable air quality plan? _ _ X 
The two-storv building is compatible with 
underlying zoning and community plan 
designation and would not negatively impact air 
qualitv. 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation? _ X 
Please see III-A. 

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? _ _ X 
Please see III-A. 

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? _ _ X 
The two-storv building would not be assodated 
with the creation of such odors Please see III-A. 

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter 10 
(dust)? _ _ X 
The grading amounts required for proiect 
implementation would not exceed 100 pounds 
per day of particulate matter. It is estimated that 
one graded acre produces 26.4 pounds of 
particulate matter. Approximately 0.83 acre 
would be graded for this projed.. Standard dust 
abatement practices would be implemented 
during contmction. 

F. Alter air movement in the area of the projed? _ X 
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The two-storv building would not have the bulk 
and scale required to cause such impacts. 

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture, or 
temperature, or any change in climate, dther locally 
or regionally? __ _ X 
Please see III-F. 

IV. BIOLOGY - Would the proposal result in: 

A. A reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of 
plants or animals? X 
The proiect site contains sensitive biological 
habitat which would be impacted through 
proiect implementation. Raptor protection 
would be required. Although the site is not 
directly adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA) lands it is adjacent to open space. 
Please refer to the Initial Study Discussion. 

B. A substantial change in the diversity of any species of 
animals or plants? _ X 
No substantial change expected. Impacts to 
Diegan CSS and NNGL would be mitigated. 

C. Introduction of invasive species of plants into the 
area? _ _ X 
Proiect landscaping would be required to 
conform with City standards. Please see IV-A. 

D. Interference with the movement of any resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife spedes or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors? _ X 
No such corridors exist onsite. Please see IV-A. 

E. An impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak 
woodland, coastal sage scrub or chaparral? _ X 
Please see IV-A. 

F. An impad on City, State, or federally regulated 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal 
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or 
other means? X 
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The proiect site does not contain anv Citv, State 
or federally regulated wetlands. Please see IV-
A^ 

G. Conflict with the provisions ofthe City's Multiple 
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or other 
approved local, regional or state habitat conservation 
plan? _ X _ 
The project site is designated for Commercial 
Office and Open Space in the Mission Valley 
Community Plan. The project site is located 
approximately 150 feet south and up-slope of 
the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 
Therefore, the project would be required to 
comply with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines and would therefore not conflict with 
the Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP). Please see IV-A. 

V. ENERGY - Would the proposal: 

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or 
energy (e.g. natural gas)? _ _ X 
Standard commercial consumption is expected. 

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts of power? _ X 
Please see V-A. 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal: 

A. Expose people or property to geologic hazards such 
as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground 
failure, or similar hazards? _ X 
The proiect site is assigned a geologic risk 
category of 53 per the Citv of San Diego Safety 
Seismic Study Maps. Please see Initial Study 
Discussion. 

B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water 
erosion of soils, either on or off the site? X 
No such impads would be antidpated with the 
project. The site would be landscaped in 
accordance with Citv requirements and all storm 
water requirements would be met. Please see 
VI-A. 
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C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable 

or that would become unstable as a result ofthe 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? X 
The project is not be located on such a geologic 
unit or soil type. Please see VI-A. 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Alteration of or the destmction ofa prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? _ X __ 
According to the Citv of San Diego reference 
materials, the project site is located within an 
area having a high sensitivity level for 
archaeological resources. Refer to Initial Study 
discussion. 

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric 
or historic building, structure, object, or site? _ X __ 
No historic buildings or structures exist onsite. 
The project site is an undeveloped parcel. 
Refer to Initial Study discussion. 

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an 
architecturally significant building, structure, or 
object? _ _ X 
No such structures exist on-site 

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within 
the potential impact area? __ X 
No such uses are known to occur on-site. 

E. The disturbance of any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries? _ __ X 
No such remains are anticipated. 

VIII. HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS: Would the proposal: 

A. Create any known health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? _ _ X 
The two-storv office building in a 
commercial/office neighborhood would not be 
assodated with such impacts. 

B. Expose people or the environment to a significant 
hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal 
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of hazardous materials? _ X 
Anv substances relating to the medical office 
use would be handled in accordance with 
existing county regulations. 

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the release of 
hazardous substances (including but not limited to 
gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation,.or explosives)? __ __ X 
Please see VIII-A. 

D. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? _ _ X 
The project is consistent with adopted land use 
plans and would not interfere with emergency 
response and/or evacuation plans. Please see 
VIII-A. 

E. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
create a significant hazard to the public or 
environment? _ X 
The proiect is not located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous materials sites. 

F. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? _ _ X 
Please see VIII-A. 

DC. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY - Would the proposal 
result in: 

A. An increase in pollutant discharges, including down 
stream sedimentation, to receiving waters during or 
following construction? Consider water quality 
parameters such as temperature dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity and other typical storm water pollutants. _ X 
The proiect would be required to comply with 
all storm water qualitv standards during and 
after construction and appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) must be utilized. 
Refer to the Initial Study Discussion. 

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and assodated 
increased runoff? X 
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The project would result in an incremental 
increase in impervious surfaces. However, 
BMPs would be utilized to treat all site runoff-
Refer to DC-A. 

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage 
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or 
volumes? _ _ X 
The increased peak discharge would not 
significantly affect current drainage patterns. 
Refer to IX-A 

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to an already 
impaired water body (as listed on the Clean Water 
Act Section 303(b) list)? _ _ X 
Please see DC-A. 

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on ground 
water quafity? _ _ X 
No such impact would occur. No areas of ponded 
water would be created. Please see IX-A. 

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable 
surface or groundwater receiving water quality 
objectives or degradation of benefidal uses? _ _ X 
See DC-A above. The proiect would not make a 
considerable contribution to water qualitv 
degradation. 

X. LAND USE - Would the proposal result in: 

A. A land use which is inconsistent with the adopted 
community plan land use designation for the site or 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over a 
project? _ _ X 
The two-storv building would be constmcted on 
a site which is designated for Commerdal 
Office and Open Space per the Mission Valley 
Community Plan and is zoned MV-CO (Mission 
Valley-Commerdal Office) and RS-1-1 (Single 
Family Residential). The proiect site is located 
in an area developed with other 
commerdal/office buildings. 
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B. A conflict with the goals, objectives and 
recommendations ofthe community plan in which it 
is located? _ _ X 
Please see X-A. 

C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans, 
including applicable habitat conservation plans 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect for the area? _ X 
Land Use Adjacency Guideline measures would 
be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to the 
MHPA 

D. Physically divide an established community? _ __ X 
The proiect site is located in a developed urban 
community and surrounded bv other similar 
commercial/office development. The proiect 
would not physically divide an established 
community. 

E. Land uses which are not compatible with aircraft 
accident potential as defined by an adopted airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan? _ X 
The proiect site is not located within the Airport 
Environs Overlay Zone or the Airport Approach 
Overlay Zone. 

XI. NOISE - Would the proposal result in: 

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient noise 
levels? _ _ X 
The project would operate within the City's 
allowable noise standards and would not cause a 
significant increase in ambient noise levels. 

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the 
City's adopted noise ordinance? _ _ X 
The proied would not expose people to noise 
levels which exceed the City's adopted noise 
standards. The proiect site is not in close 
proximity to anv loud noise producing uses. 

C. Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in the Transportation Element ofthe 
General Plan or an adopted airport Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan? _ _ X 
Please see XI-B. 
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Xn. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the 
proposal impact a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? _ X 
The proiect site is underlain by Alluvium, Stadium 
Conglomerate, and the Mission Valley Formation. 
Both the Stadium Conglomerate and the Mission 
Valley Formation have a sensitivity rating of high, 
whereas Alluvium has a low sensitivity level 
potential for recovery of paleontological resources 
in the proiect area. Therefore mitigation is 
required. Refer to Initial Study discussion. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal: 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
dther directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? _ X 
The proiect is the constmction of a two-storv 
building. 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the constmction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? _ X 
No such displacement would occur. See XIII-
A, 

C. Alter the planned location, distribution, density or 
growth rate of the population of an area? X 
The project would be consistent with applicable 
land use plans, as well as land use and zoning 
designations. SeeXin-A. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the proposal have an effed 
upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental 
services in any ofthe following areas: 

A. Fire protection? _ _ X 
Proied is within an urbanized area. 

B. Police protection? _ _ X 
Proiect is within an urbanized area. 

C. Schools? _ _ X 
Projed would not generate school-age children. 

10 
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D. Parks or other recreational facilities? _ X 
The proiect would not affect recreational 
facilities. 

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? _ _ X 
N/A. 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Would the projed increase the use of existing 
ndghborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration ofthe facility would occur or be 
accelerated? _ _ X 
The proiect is an office building, which would 
not adversely affect the availability of and/or 
need for new or expanded recreational 
resources. SeeXIII-A. 

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the constmction or expansion of recreational 
fadiities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? _ _ X 
The project would not require recreational 
fadiities to be constmcted. Refer XV-A above. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION - Would the proposal 
result in: 

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/ 
community plan allocation? _ _ X 
The two-story building is consistent with the 
community plan designation and would not 
result in significant traffic generation. 

B. An increase in projected traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity ofthe 
street system? _ _ X 
The proiect is estimated to to generate 
approximately 423 average daily trips, including 
36 morning peak-hour trips and 49 afternoon 
peak-hour trips. 

C. An increased demand for off-site parking? X 
The project is required to provide a minimum of 
36 parking spaces. All required parking would 
be provided on site. 

11 
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D. Effects on existing parking? _ X 
No such effects would occur. See XVI-C. 

E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? _ X 
Proiect implementation would not affect 
existing transit service in the proiect vicinity. 

F. Alterations to present circulation movements 
including effects on existing public access to 
beaches, parks, or other open space areas? _ X 
Project implementation would not affect 
existing circulation in the proiect vicinity. 

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance or 
driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)? _ X 
Implementation ofthe proiect would not 
increase traffic hazards. The projed would 
comply with all applicable engineering 
standards for driveway and street design. 

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting alternative transportation models (e.g., 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? _ X 
Please see XVI-A. 

XVII. UTILITIES - Would the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or require substantial alterations to existing 
utilities, mcludmg: 

A. Natural gas? _ _ X 
Adequate services are available to serve site. 

B. Communications systems? __ X 
Please see XVII-A. 

C. Water? _ _ X 
Please see XVII A. 

D. Sewer? _ _ X 
Please see XVTI-A. 

E. Storm water drainage? _ _ X 
Please see XVII-A. 
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F. Solid waste disposal? X 

Please see XVII-A. 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? _ X 
Standard office use consumption is anticipated. 

B. Landscaping which is predominantly non-drought 
resistant vegetation? _ _ X 
Landscaping and irrigation would be in 
compliance with the City's Land Development 
Code. 

XDC. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality ofthe environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples ofthe major periods of 
California history or prehistory? _ X 
No such impacts would be caused by the 
proposed proiect. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in the document 
would reduce these impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

B. Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
enviromnental goals? (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one which occurs in a relatively 
brief, definitive period of time while long-term 
impacts would endure well into the future.) _ _ X 
The project would not result in an impact to 
long term environmental goals. 

C. Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(A project may impact on two or more separate 
resources where the impact on each resource is 
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relatively small, but where the effect ofthe total of 
those impacts on the environment is significant.) _ X 
The proposed proied would not have a 
considerable incremental contribution to anv 
cumulative impacts. 

D. Does the project have environmental effects which 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? _ X 
The proposed proiect would not be associated 
with such impacts. All impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

_ Local Coastal Plan. 

n . AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

__ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 
1973. 

_ California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land 

Classification. 

_ Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps. 

_ Site Spedfic Report: 

I H . Am 

_ California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990. 

_ Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD. 

_ Site Specific Report: 

IV. BIOLOGY 

X City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 
1997 

X City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal 
Pools" maps, 1996. 

X City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997. 
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_ Community Plan - Resource Element. 

_ California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State 
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January 
2001. 

__ California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, 
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California," 
January 2001. 

_ City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

X Site Specific Report: 

B i o l o g i c a l R e s o u r c e s R-eport f o r t h e P a c i f i c C o a s t O f f i c e 
B u i l d i n g P r o p e r t y , p r e p a r e d b y H e l i x E t w i r o n m e n t a l , 
D e c e m b e r 2 , 2 0 0 5 ( r e v i s e d M a y 3 1 , 2 0 0 6 ) . 

V. ENERGY 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS 

X City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

X U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 
December 1973 and Part HI, 1975. 

X Site Specific Report: 

P a c i f i c C o a s t M e d i c a l B u i l d i n g , S a n D i e g o , C a l i f o r n i a , 
R e s p o n s e t o C o m m e n t s , p r e p a r e d b y G e o c o n I n c o r p o r a t e d , 
O c t o b e r 1 8 , 2 0 0 4 . 

S o i l a n d G e o l o g i c R e c o n n a i s s a n c e - M i s s i o n V a l l e y 
M e d i c a l O f f i c e B u i l d i n g , S a n D i e g o , C a l i f o r n i a , p r e p a r e d 
b y G e o c o n I n c o r p o r a t e d , N o v e m b e r 2 6 , 2 0 0 3 . 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

X City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 
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__ Historical Resources Board List. 

_ Community Historical Survey: 

X Site Specific Report: 

C u l t u r a l R e s o u r c e s S u r v e y fo r a F i v e - a r e p a r c e l l o c a t e d i n 
t h e M i s s i o n V a U e y A r e a s o f t h e C i t y o f S a n D i e g o , 
C a l i f o r n i a , p r e p a r e d b y K y l e C o n s u l t i n g , A p r i l 2 0 0 5 . 

VIII. HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2004. 

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

_ FAA Determination 

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized 

1995. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

___ Site Spedfic Report: 

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

X Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program -
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map. 

X Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, dated July 2002, 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d lists.html). 

X Site Specific Report: 

P r e l i m i n a r y H y d r o l o g y R e p o r t fo r P a c i f i c C o a s t O f f i c e 
B u i l d i n g , S a n D i e g o , C a l i f o r n i a , p r e p a r e d b y B u r k e t t & 
W o n g . - M a y 2 5 , 2 0 0 5 . 

W a t e r q u a l i t y T e c h n i c a l R e p o r t f o r P a c i f i c C o a s t O f f i c e 
B u i l d i n g , S a n D i e g o , C a l i f o r n i a , p r e p a r e d b y B u r k e t t & 
W o n g , M a y 2 5 , 2 0 0 5 . 
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X. LAND USE 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

X City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

_ FAA Detennination 

XI. NOISE 

X Community Plan 

X San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps. 

_ Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

__ Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

_ San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic 

Volumes. 

_ San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_ Site Spedfic Report: 

XU. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. 
X Demere, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San 

Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996. 

X Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology ofthe San Diego Metropolitan 
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology 
Bulletin 200. Sacramento, 1975. 
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Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and 
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 
29,1977. 

_ Site Specific Report: 

x n i . POPULATION / HOUSING 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_ Community Plan. 

_ Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

_ Other: 

XTV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

_ Department of Park and Recreation 

__ City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

__ Additional Resources: 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

X San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

__ San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 
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__ Site Specific Report: 

XVU. UTILITIES 

XVIH. WATER CONSERVATION 

_ Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset 
Magazine. 
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