(R-2004-244)

RESOLUTION NUMBER R-_ 95340
ADOPTED ON _SEP 02 2003

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
DIEGO REGARDING THE FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE
VETERANS VILLAGE OF SAN DIEGO REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT LOCATED IN THE NORTH BAY
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA.

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of San Diego is considering a proposed
Disposition and Development Agreement [DDA] for the development of the Veterans Village
of San Diego Project located in the North Bay Redevelopment Project Area; and

WHEREAS, Vietnam Veterans of San Diego, Applicant, submitted an application to
the City of San Diego for a Conditional Use Permit, and Public Right-of-Way Vacations for
the Veterans Village of San Diego Project; and

WHEREAS, the matter was set for a public heéaring to be conducted by the Council of
the City of San Diego; and

- WHEREAS, the issue was heard by the City Council on September 2, 2003; and

WHEREAS, a Finding of No Significant Impact and Mitigated Negati\'/eb Declaration

has been prepared as LDR File Number 3787 for the proposed Veterans Village of San Diego

Project, which includes the Veterans Village development project and the DDA ; and
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WHEREAS, a Mitigation, -Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared fof |
the proposed project and the DDA; NOW THEREFORE, |

| BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of -San Diego as follows:

1. ’fhat it certifies that Mitigated Negative Declaration, LDR No. 3787, on file in the
office of the City. Clerk, has been completed in compliance with the California Eﬂvironmenfal
Quality Act of 1970 (California Public Resources Code sectiQh 21000 et seq.), as amended, the
apﬁlicable State guidelines (Califorﬁia Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq.), the- National |
Environmental Policy Act, and that the Finding of No Significant Impact/ Mitigated Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the City of San Diegd as Lead Agency and that
the information contained in the report, together with any comments received during the pu}_alic
review process, has been revievx;ed and considered by this Council in co@ection with the
épproval of the land use actions and the DDA for the Veterans Village of San Diego Project.

2. That the City Council finds that project revisions now mitigate potentially
significant effects on the environment previousiy identified in the Initial Study and, therefore,
that the Mitigated Negative Declaratidn, a copy of which is on file in the office of the City Clerk
and incorborated by reference, is approved.

| 3. That pursuant to California Publié Resources Code section 21081 .6, thé City
Council adopts the Mitigation Monitorihg and Reporting Program, or alterations to implement
the changes to the project as requifed by this body in order to mitigéte or avoid significant effects

on the environment, a copy of which is attached and incorporated by reference.
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4. That the City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego regarding the above project.

APPROVED: CASEY GWINN, City Attorney

i lom L
Douglas K. Humphreys B
.Deputy City Attorney

‘EAC:ai

08/21/03
Or.Dept:CED
Aud.Cert:n/a
R-2004-244
Redev:RA-2004-24
Form=r-t-comp.frm
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ATTACHMENT 17

PTS No. 3787
SCH No. 2003031102

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD)

- AND
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
~ FINDING OF NO SIGN T IMPA I
‘PURSUANT TO THE HUD NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) GUIDELINES
: (24 CFRPARTSS)
ITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLAR

PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA),‘
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21000 ET SEQ.

SUBJECT: yeterans Village of San Diego - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP), RIGHT OF

IL
L

- WAY VACATION, REQUEST FOR THE RELEASE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT -
BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) FUNDS in the amount of $500,000 to amend CUP 90-1127
to expand an existing 87 bed veterans residential care facility to 224 beds and 24
transitional apartment units containing an additional 140 beds. The expansion
would require the vacation of a portion of Pacific Highway and Kurtz Street
between Witherby Street and Couts Street. The site is located at 4141 Pacific
Highway on a 3.6-acre site, in the I1S-1-1 zone of the Midway Community Plan,

. North Bay Redevelopment Project, Airport Approach, Coastal Helcrht Limit.

" Council District 2. Apphcant Kent Trimble.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
 DETERMINATION/FINDING:

In compliance with the National Environmental Pohcy Act (NEPA) and HUD
Environmental Review Procedures, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
State CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Diego conducted a CEQA Initial Study/NEPA =~
Environmental Assessment and has determined that the proposed project could have a
significant environmental effect in.the following areas: geology, water quality,
hydrology, air quality, health and safety, and historical resources (archaeology).

. Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation measures as
identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI). The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the potentially significant
environmental effects previously identified, and the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be required.
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IV.
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DOCUMENTATION:

The attached Initial Study/Environmental Assessment documents the reasons to support the.
above Determination/Findings. The environmental record is available for review at the

Land Development Review Division, Fifth Floor, Development Services Department, 1222

First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101. o

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

To ensure that site development would avoid significant environmental impacts, a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) shall be required. Complianice with
the MMRP becomes the responsibility of the applicant. The basis for the MMRP is found
in the Initial Study and the mitigation measures are described below under each issue area.

A. S}gng' ral

MMRP Deposit - After project approval by the Decisionmaker and prior to issuance
of any discretionary permits, the applicant shall submit a deposit of $2,000 to the -
Development Project Manager in Development Services Department to cover the
City’s costs associated with implementation of the Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP). _ : '

MMRP Conditions - The applicant shall comply with the Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) as specified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (PTS
3787) satisfactory to the City Manager and the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of any
grading permit(s), or construction permit(s), all mitigation measures as specifically
outlined in the MMRP shall be implemented for the following issue areas: geology,
‘water quality, hydrology, air quality, health and safety, and historical resources
(archaeology). ' ' :

‘B. Geology

To mitigate impacts from construction on liquefiable soils, the following mitigation
measures are required: ' : ¥ v

1.  Undocumented fill and expansive soils shall be excavated and removed (depths
to five feet) and replaced with at least three feet of compacted, non-expansive
fill. ' , _ :

2. Structural improvement of the soils on site is required to provide a stable
" foundation. Engineering options include preloading with overfill to compact the
soil, installing wick drains, injecting a soil/cement slurry, use of a four foot
‘thick coarse gravel mat, and/or deep drilled caissons or augered cast-in-place or
driven piles (depths of up to 30 feet). Additional geotechnical site evaluation is
required to determine the appropriate type of foundation needed. -
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Proper engineering design is required for demolition/construction equipment to |

- ensure the heavy equipment does not loose stability in the soft, wet soil.

Dewatering may be required for excavation such as utilities greater than five
feet. ' '

- Buildings are to be designed in accordance with the seismic design requirements .

of the Uniform Building Code.

- All earthwork shall be observed and tested by the responsible geotechnical

representative to confirm that it proceeds in accordance with the geotechnical
recommendations. -

C. Hydrology

D.

- To mitigate impacts associated with the shallow groundwater table, the following

mitigation measures are required.

1.

2.

Proper engineering design is required for demolition/construction equipment to
ensure the heavy equipment does not loose stability in the soft, wet soil.

’ Dewaterin g may be required for excavation such as utilities greater than five
feet. Adhere to mitigation measures described below if dewatering is needed.

The drainage system proposed with this development is subject to approval by
the City Engineer. : . :

Design and size the post-construction Best Management Practice treatment
devices in accordance with the approved water quality technical report to
accommodate surface runoff to minimize additional storm water input to the
pump station. B

Water Quality

Mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts associated with water quality and
stormwater runoff from site grading, demolition of existing structures, excavation of
petroleum-contaminated soils, and construction and operation of the parking spaces.

1.

Development of this project shall comply with all requirements of State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 99-08 and the Municipal Storm
Water Permit, Order No. 2001-01 (NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 and
CA S0108758), Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water
Runoff Associated With Construction Activity. In accordance with said permut,
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Monitoring Program
Plan shall be implemented concurrently with the commencement of grading

. activities, and a Notice of Intent (NOI) shall be filed with the SWRCB.
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‘Prepare a Water Quality Technical Report consistent with the City of San
~Diego’s Storm Water Standards subject to approval by LDR-Engmeermg The
report shall include, but not be limited to how source control and site design

have been incorporated into the project, selection and calculations regarding the
numeric sizing treatment standards, BMP maintenance schediles and '
maintenance costs and the responsible party for future maintenance and
associated costs.

BeSt Management Practices (BMPs) are required in accordance with the
project’s approved water quality technica] report.including, but not limited to:

a.  Site Design BMPs - Minimize areas of continuous, impervious footprint
through use of landscape or other design techniques.

. b.  Source Control BMPs - Store chemicals (e.g., landscap'ing; cleaning

- supplies) in enclosed areas with secondary containment to protect from
direct access storm drains. Conduct regular parking lot sweeping and trash
removal. - ~

c.. Treatment Control BMPs - Incorporate treatment control devices as
defined in the approved water quality technical report to treat runoff from
. impervious areas. Design and size the treatment devices to accommodate
surface runoff to minimize or eliminate additional storm water input to the
pump station.

d. Long-term Maintenance of BMPs - Execute a long-term maintenance plan,
prepared satisfactory to the City Engineer and/or the Stormwater
Administrator, which defines the owner/permittee as the responsible party
for the permanent maintenance of the hydrology/water quality controls.

If contaminated soil is encountered during excavation, the County of San Diego
Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) shall be notified. HMD shall prescribe
the method of treatment. Contaminated soils shall be managed and disposed
appropriately as directed by HMD. Site environmental cleanup shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health. '

.Prior to issuance of any permit that would allow excavation which requires

dewatering, a plan for disposal of the dewatering effluent and a permit, if
needed, from the Regional Water Quality Control Board shall be provided to the
City of San Diego Land Development Review Division by the-applicant. A
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit may be
required for disposal of dewatermo effluent as specified by the Regional Water

" Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
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"E. Air Quality
1. To mitigate impacts from generation of dust during project demolition and

_ constructlon the North Bay Environmental Impact Report specxﬁes the

followmg rmtxgatlon measures:

a.  Unpaved construction areas are to be watered tw1ce dat]y to reduce dust
emissions by approxunately 50%

b.  Grading is not permitted during wmdy conditions (sustamed winds in
excess of 25 _mph). ‘ _ : :

To mitigate impacts from demolition of the exxstmg structures, the followmo
mitigation is required:

a. . If the structures to be demolished: contain asbestos, notice would need to

be given to the County Air Pollution Control District. Demolition debris
must be disposed of in an approved landfill.

F. Health and Safety

To mitigate impacts from petroleum-contaminated soils which may be encountered
during excavation, the following mitigation measures are required: :

1.

The construction/demolition contractor would work in accordance with a
construction health and safety plan prepared pursuant to California Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) standards, including, but not be

 limited to, the following features (or functional equivalent):

a.  An operational explosimeter calibrated for hydrocarbons and capable of
~ automatically detecting explosive gases at 20 percent of the Lower
Explosive Level shall be employed continuously during excavation
activities, and shall be operated by personnel trained in its use.

b.  All personnel working in the trench shall be required to wear pre-tested
half-face cartridge respirators whenever organic vapors are detected at one
percent of the Lower Explosive Level.

c. Work shal] cease and the City of San Diego Engineering Field Inspection
~ Section notified immediately if Lower Explosive Levels'above 20 percent
are detected. The Resident Engineer shall have final authority on whether
work should continue or not.

d.  If contaminated soil is encountered, the County of San Diego Department
of Health Services, Hazardous Materials Management Division (HMMD)
shall be contacted. HMMD shall prescribe the method of treatment.
Clean-up would be completed to the satisfaction of HMMD.
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G. - Historical Resources (Archaeology) - Archaeological monitoring would be required

for all demolition of existing buildings, and all ground disturbing activities including
site grading to remove undocumented fill, and excavation for utilities assocmted with

- . the project.

Pl'lOl' to Preconstructlon (Precon) Meeting

1.

Land Developrnent Review (LDR) Plan Check

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but
not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, the Environmental Review Manager (ERM) of LDR shall verify
that the requirements for archaeological monitoring and Native American
monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriate construction
documents :

Letters of Quahﬁcatlon have been Subrmtted to ERM

Prior to the recordation of the first final map, NTP, and/or, including but not

limited to, issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition Permit or Building Permit,
the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the ERM of LDR stating
that a qualified Archaeologist, as defined in the City of San Diego Historical -
Resources Guidelines (I—IRG) has been retalned to implement the monitoring
program. :

Second Letter Containing Names of Monitors has been sent to MMC.

a. At least thirty days prior to the Precon Meeting, a second letter shall be
submitted to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) which shall
include the name of the Principal Investigator (PI) and the names of all
persons involved in the Archaeological Monitoring of the project.

b.  MMC will provide Plan Check with a copy of both the first and second
letter.

Records Search Prior to Precon Meetino

At least thirty days prior to the Precon Meeting the qualified Archaeologist shall
verify that a records search has been completed and updated as necessary and be
prepared to introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

Verification includes, but is not Tlimited to, acopy of a confirmation letter from
South Coast Information Center, or, if the search was in-house, a letter of
verification from the PI stating that the search was completed.
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Precon Meeting _
1. "Monitor Shall Attend Precon Meetings

a.  Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall
arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the Archaeologist,
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer
(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified
Archaeologist shall attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make -
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring
program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

b.  If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE or BI, if
appropriate, will schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, EAS staff,
as appropriate, Monitors, Construction Manager and appropriate -
Contractor’s representatives to meet and review the job on-site prior to
start of any work that requires monitoring.

2.  Identify Areés to be Monitored

At the Precon Meeting, the Archaeologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the
site/grading plan (reduced to 11x17) that identifies areas to be monitored as well
as areas that may require delmeatlon of grading limits.

3. When Momtormg Will Occur.

Prior to the start of work, the Archaeolocrlst shall also subnnt a construction
schedule to MMC through the RE or BI, as appropriate, indicating when and
where monitoring is to begm and shall notify MMC of the start date for
‘monitoring.

During Construction
1.~ Monitor Shall be Present During Gradin'g/EXcavation'
The qualified Archaeologist shall be present full-time during grading/excavafion
of native soils and shall document activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record.
This record shall be sent to the RE or BI ,as appropriate, each month. The RE,
or BI as appropriate, will forward copies to MMC.
2. . Discoveries |
a. Discovery Process
In the event of a discovery, and when requested by the Archaeologist, or
the PI if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI, the RE or BI, as appropriate, .
shall be contacted and shall divert, direct or temporarily halt ground

disturbing activities in the area of discovery to allow for preliminary -
evaluation of potentially significant archaeological resources. The PI shall
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" also immediately notify MMC of such ﬁndings at the time of discovery.
MMC will coordinate with appropriate LDR staff.

'b.  Determination of Significance

The significance of the discovered resources shall be determined by the PI
in consultation with LDR and the Native American Community, if
applicable. LDR must concur with the evaluation before grading activities
will be allowed to resume. For significant archaeological resources, a
Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall be prepared, approved
by DSD and carried out to mitigate impacts before ground disturbing
activities in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and procedures set
forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health
and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) as follows:

a. Notification

(1) Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, PI,
if the Monitor is not qualified as.a PI, and MMC. MMC will notify -
the appropriate Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis
Section (EAS). ‘ '

(2) The PI shall notify the County Coroner after consultation with the
RE, either in person or via telephone. _

b.  Stop work and isolate discovery site

(1) RE or BI, as appropriate, shall stop work immediately in the location
of the discovery and any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay
adjacent human remains until a determination can be made by the
County Coroner in consultation with the PI concerning the origin of
the remains and the cause of death.

(2) The County Coroner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the
need for a field investigation to examine the remains and establish a
cause of death.

(3) If a field investigation is not warranted, the PI, in consultation with
the County Coroner, shall determine if the remains are of Native
American origin.

c. 'If Human Remains are Native American

(1) The Coroner shall notify the Native American Historic Comrnission
(NAHC). (By law, ONLY the Coroner can make this call.)
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NAHC will identify the person or persons it believes to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD). ‘

The MLD may make recommendations to the land owner or PI
respon51ble for the excavation work to determine the treatment, with
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and any associated grave
goods (PRC 5097.98).

If Human Remains are not Native American

o)

(2)

3)

“4)

The PI shall contact the NAHC and notlfy them of the historical
context of the burial.

NAHC will identify the person or persons it believes to be the MLD.

The MLD may make recommendations to the land owner or PI
responsible for the excavation work to determine the treatment of

" the human remains (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of historic origin, they Shall be appropriately

removed and conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The

decision for reinterment of the human remains shall be made in
consultation with MMC, EAS, the land owner, the NAHC and the
Museum of Man. ‘ o

Disposition of Human Remains

The land owner, or his authorized representative, shall reinter the Native
American human remains and any associated grave goods, with
appropriate dignity, on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance, IF:

(1)

@

The NAHC is unable to identify the MLLD, OR the MLD failed to
make a recommendation within 24 hours after being not1ﬁed by the
Commission; OR;

The landowner or authorized representative rejects the
recommendation of the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC
5097.94 (k) by the N AHC fails to prov1de measures acceptable to

~ the landowner.
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Night Work

a.

If rﬁght work is included in the contract

(1) ~ When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and
timing shaH be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

(2) The followmg procedures shall be followed.

() No Discoveries . ’ _ g
In the event that nothing was found during the night work, The
PI will record the information on the Site Visit Record Form '

(b) Potentially Significant stcovenes :
If the PI determines that a potentially significant dlscovery has
been made, the procedures under During Construction; 2.,a.
& b, will be followed, with the exception that the PI will
contact MMC by 8 AM the following morning to report and
discuss the findings.

If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

(1) The Consttuiction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate,
’ a'minium of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

(2) The RE, or BI, as appropriate, will notify MMC immediately.

All other procedures dcscﬁbed above will apply, as appropriate.

Notlﬁcatlon of Completion
The Archaeologist shall notify MMC and the RE or the BI, as appropriate, in
writing of the end date of monitoring. .

Post Construction

1.

Handling and Curation of Artifacts and Letter of Acceptance

a.

The Archaeologlst shall be rcspons1ble for ensuring that all cultural -
remains collected are cleaned, catalogued, and permanently curated with
an appropnate institution; that a letter of acceptance from the curation
institution has been submitted to MMC; that all artifacts are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate. .
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b.  Curation of artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or data
recovery for this project shall be completed in consultation with LDR and
the Native American representatlve as applicable.’

2. Fmal Results Reports (Momtormg and Research De31gn And Data Recovery
‘ Program) _

a.  Pror to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results
Report (even if negative) and/or evaluation report, if applicable, which
describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the Archaeological ‘
Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted to

. MMC forapproval by the ERM of LDR. , _

b.  For significant archaeological resources encountered dunno monitoring,
the Research Design And Data Recovery Program shall be included as
part of the Final Results Report.

c.  MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropnate of receipt of the Fmal
Results Report.

3.  Recording Sites with State of California Department of Park and Recreation

The Archaeologist shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Informatlon Center with the Final Results Report.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION

Public notice of this Finding of No Slgmﬁcant Impact/Mltlgated Negative Declaration was
published in the San Diego Union-Tribune. Draft copies of the Finding of No Significant
Impact/Mitigated Negative Declaration were dlstnbutcd to the followmc

U.S. Government .
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (7)
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, San Diego Regional Office,
' 8810 Rio San Diego Drive, San Diego, CA 92108

U.S. Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD),
Sharon Smith, 4600 Belleau Ave, Bldg 224, San Diego, CA 92140
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State of California

State Clearinghouse (46)

California Coastal Commission (47)

Housing and Community Development Departrnent (38)

Regional Water Quality Control Board (44) _

Native American Heritage Commission (56), (222) :

CalEPA - Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Quang Than
Site Mitigation Branch/Office of Military Facilities
5796 Corporate Avenue, Cypress, CA 90630 .

County of San Diego
Air Pollution Control District (65)
Hazardous Materials Mgmt Division, Dept of Envu'onmental Health (75) (James Clay
and Brad Long) .

City of San Diego '
Councilmember Zucchet, District 2
Development Services Department
Library (81)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Redevelopment Agency, Cathy Mahmud (MS 904)
Community Service Center

Other
Al Pavich, Vletnam Veterans San Diego (VVSD)
Kent Trimble
San Diego Unified Port Dlstnct (109)
Applied Energy
‘Midway Community Planning Advisory Committee (307)
San Diego Transit Corporation (112)
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)
South Coastal Information Center (210)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)
Dr. Lynne Christenson (208A)
Ron Christman (215) ‘
Louie Guassac (215A)
Historical Resources Board (87)
San Diego State University (210)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)
San Diego County Archaeolomcal (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repamatlon Committee (225)
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians* (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians* (225B) ,
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians* (225C)
Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians* (225D)
Jamul Band of Mission Indians* (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians* (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians* (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians* (225H)
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians* (225])
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Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians* (2257)

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians* (225K)

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio. Indians* (225L)

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians* (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians* (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians* (2250)

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians* (225P)

Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians* (225Q)

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians* (225R) - *public notice only

VL RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the pubhc mput period.

() Comrments were received but did not address the draft Mmcated Negative
Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact finding or the -
accuracy/completeness of the Tnitial Study. No response is necessary. The
letters- are attached.

(® Comments addressing the ﬁndmgs of the draft Mmgated Negative
Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact and/or accuracy or completeness
of the Initial Study were received durmg the public mput period. The letters and
responses follow.

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact
the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program and any Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment material are “available in the office of the Land
Development Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

%/x /ﬂ&% | March 20. 2003

" NNETH TEASLEY,zgemor Planner Date of Draft Report
- Development Services Department :
April 24, 2003

Date of Final Report

Analyst: WILKINSON
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT/WESTERN RECRUITING REGION
1500 HENDERSON AVENUE SUITE 208
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 82140-5001

11100
4A2/Ser 0024

APR 18 2003

City of San Diego

Devclopment Services Department

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION.
Attn: Mr. Cory Wilkinson

1222 First Avenne, Fifth Floor

San Liego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Wilkinson,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Vietnam Veteran's of San Diego
(VVSD) expansion. The praject itself will be an asset to the City. However, the street vacation at Kuriz
Street mises some concesns. They are: -

_a. The existing condition of Whitherby Street, with the walled canyon, narrow passage and
deteriorating concrete, needs (o be improved. {tis through this dismal and deteriorated section of
strcet that personnel and visitors access the Marine Corps Recruit Depot. Although it is not
withia the scope of the VVSD project to make this improvement, their project seriously alfects
future options for the street. The condition of Whitherby Street and prefersed improvements
should be addressed by the Cily before a street vacation is granted — aRerwards is (oo late to
facilitate a change. Also to be considered is pedestrian access.

b. The proposed T intersection may constrict the opening more than what curvently exists. This
will increase the appearance of a concrete canyon and may cause problems with the occasional
Iarge vehicle that altempts to mareuver the streel. :

Please refer any questions concerning these comments to Ms. Sharan Smith. She can be reached
at (619) 524-4363 or email smithsl@nicrdsd. usme. mil.

-

Sincerely,

J\CALLEROS '
El, usMmc

ikction of the
Commanding General

_ovesez’d

The proposed street vacation and the proposed redevelopment is not expected to increase
traffic on Witherby Street. According to the Final Traffic Impaét Assessment - Vietnam
Veterans of San Diego as prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers (February

- 2003), the existing traffic volume on Witherby is 8,140 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and

is not expected to changed with the vacation of Kurtz Street and project development. As
a result, change to the existing two-lane collector street classification of Witherby Street
is neitlier required nor proposed, either by the City of San Diego or by the Veterans
Village of San Diego (VVSD).

The City of San Diego Community and Economic Development Department is

continuing to work with MCRD to address improvements along the Witherby Street
corridor. The long-range planning needs can be directed to the City's Planning
Department at (619) 235-5200 with reference to the Midway /Pacific Highway Corridor
Community Plan, and to the Redevelopment Agency at (619) 533-4233 with reference to
the North Bay Redevelopment Area. Request for Witherby Street improvements can also
be directed to Engineering and Capital Projects Department at (619) 527-7500 or through
the Intemet:

http://interapp! .sannet.gov/street-div/sreq.jsp

Although future improvements to Witherby Street are not pfecludcd by this project,
neither the Midway Community Plan nor the Citys Engineering department propose any

- future widening. Likewise, no improvements are projected in the North Bay

Redeveloprient Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The VVSD project is in accordance
with these long-range planning documents.

With respect to pedestrian access, the VVSD project proposes to provide a five foot
sidewalk along the southerly side of Witherby adjacent to the VVSD project site and
south of the proposed retaining wall. The project proposes to remove the existing stair
case within the sidewalk area along the south side of Withetby Street north of the project
site and would replace it with an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) acceptable

-grade ramp/sidewalk.

The proposed “T™ intersection at Witherby/ramp to Pacific Highway (at the site of the
proposed vacated Kurtz Street segment) would not decrease the width of Witherby Street
to restrict or hinder movements of any standard or large vehicles. By removing one leg of
this intersection (through the proposed Kurtz Street vacation) and modifying the striping
and signage at this intersection, the operation of traffic movement should be improved.
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT
UDATE: Mauch 28, 2003
TO; Cary Wilkinson

San Diego County

1222 First Ave. MS-501
Suite B

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Veterans Village
SCHit: 2003031102

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is: -

Review Start Date:  March 20, 2003
Review End Date: April 18, 2003

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:

California Coastal Commission

Caltrans, District 11

Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics

Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
‘Departinent of Housing and Community Development
Department of Parks and Recreation

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Historic Preservation )

Regional Water.Quality Control Board, Region 9
Resourcés Agéncy

State Lands Commission

The State Clearinghouse will pmﬁde a closing letter with any state agency comments to your
atfention on the date following the close of the review period.

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process.

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 938123144
(UL6HAS-0R1T  FANIMIONIS-10IS  www.opreo oy

Gray Davis
Govemor

é«,\‘"“%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA {;%‘a
. . g
Governor's Qffice of Planning and Research 2 m g
. >
State Clearinghouse Ly
Tal Finney

Interim Director

April 21, 2003

Cory Wilkinson .
San Diego County

1222 First Ave. MS-501
Suite B - -

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Veterans Village
SCH#: 2003031102

Dear Cory Witkinson:

The Stats Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to sel i state agencles for
review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouss has listed the state
gencies that reviewed your d; The review period closed on April 18, 2003, and the comments
from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If (his comment package is not in order, please notify
the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in
future correspondence so that we may respond promptly, .

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code §tates that:

"'A respousible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
acliviu'es_ involved in a project which ars within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental docurnent. Should you need
wore information or clarification of the enclosed , WE recc d that you contact the
commenting agency disectly.

B

This letter acknowledges that yon have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State

’ . Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely, - -
Terry foberts - '
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA éi!l!-m“
 1916145-0613 FAX{916)323-3018 Www.opr.ca.goy
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. EiATE OF CALIFORNIA - T) & NESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govamor__

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. QX 942096

SACMAMENTD, CA 942960001

(R18) 0526824 Fax: (910) 652 D@24

aniohipo Wahp.paiks. cu.gm

March 14, 2003

REPLY TO: ‘HUD030214H.

Kenneth Teasley, Senjor Planner i

Tha City cf San Diego Devslopment Services Departmem -
1222 First Avenue, MS-501

San Diego, CA 92101-4155

Dear Mr. T easley

RE: EXPANSION OF THE VETERANS VILLAGE PRDJECT (PROJECT NO. 3787,
JOB ORDER 42-0378), SAN DIEGO, CA

Thank you for forwarding the above referenced undentaking.to my office for-review
and commaent pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its
imptementing regulations found at'36'CFR Part 800. Effective January 11, 2001 new
Section 106 regulations were adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Presarvation.
The ragulations and advisory materal can be found at www.achp.gov.

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.4(d) | do not object to your determination that no historic
properties will be affacted by the undertaking. Howsver, your agency may have
additional Section 106 responsibllities under certaln circumstances set forth at 36 CFR
Part 800. For sxample, in the event that cultural or historical resources are discoverad
during implamentation of the undaﬂaklng your agency is required to consuit further
pursuam to §800.13(b).

Your consideration of historic properties in the project planning process Is
appreciated. If you have questions, plaase contact Lucinda Woodward, Supervisor of
tha Local Goverminent and the Information Management Units, at (916) 653-9116.

Sincersly,

AN e

Dr. Knox.Mellon
State Historic Preservation Officer

0VE86Z—

Comment noted. A detailed mmgnuon monitoring, and reporting program hns been

established to document the required process to resolve any adverse effects if any

historical resources are encountered during lmplemenmtlon of the project thus fulfilling
the responsibilities at 36 CFR 800.13. .
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April 3,2002

Region 5-San Diego
SCH #2003031102

S

M. Cory Witkinson
Cily of San Diego
1222 First Avenue
M.S. 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Wilkinson:

Veterans Village

“ Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department), Division of

Aeronautics, in the environmental review process for the above-referenced project. We have
reviewed the Environmental Assessment/Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated March 2003, and
offer the following comments:

i

The project is fo expand an existing 87-bed veterans residential care facility to 224 beds and
24 transitional apartments ¢ontaining an additional 140 beds. The project site appears to be
less than 2000 feet north of San Diego Intemnational Airport, and the environmental document
indicates that.the project site is within .the “Airport Approach Overlay. Zone.” The
environmental documnent states that “a portion of the project is proposed within the 60-65
CNEL contour of Lindbergh Field operations according to the San Diego. Unified Port
District map.” For airport noise and land use compatibility determinations, references are
made to the federal environmental analyses, undertaken due to funding by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 24 CFR 51 defines HUD environmental
standards. Specifically, 24 CFR 51.b (Noise Abatement and Control) and 24 CFR 51.d
(Airport Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones) are relevant o our following comments.

This proposal should be submitted to the San Diego Airport Land Use Commission
(SANDAG) and San Diego International Airport management through the intergovernmental
review process for environmental documents.

Depending on the proximily to the airport and the height of the proposed structures, the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) may require a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alleration (Form 7460-1) pursuant to the Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77, Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace. The FAA's Air Traffic and Airspace Management web page
ot Wtp//wsewl faa. sov/ats/ata/ ATA400/oeaaa.htm! contains technical and procedural
information about the filing of this form.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

Flex your powert
Be energy efficient!

Response: Comment noted.

included:
Ted Anasis, Airport Planner

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
P.O. Box 82776
San Diego, CA 92138-2776

"Response: In accordance With City procedures, distribution on the draft CEQA document

Additionaf consultation and review of the preliminary draft was coordinated with Mr.

Anasis on March 6, 2003 prior to release of the document for public review which began
on March 20, 2003. -

Response: The project complies with 30-foot coastal height limit. In accordance with the
San Diego Municipal Code, Article 2, Division 2, "Airport Approach Qverlay Zone," the
project is exempt from Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification and the
requirements of the City of San Diego Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ) because
the structure will not exceed 30 feet in height (Table 132-02A, "Airport Approach
Overlay Zone Applicability” San Diego Municipal Code § 132.0202). -
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M. Cory Wilkinson
April 3, 2003
I'age 2

(543

These comments reflect. the areas of concemn to the Department’s Division of Aeronautics with -

. The California Environmental Quality Act, Section 21096.b, requires that “a lead agency

shall not adopt a mitigated negative declaration for a project uniess the Iead.agency cons.idc'rs
whelther the project will result in a safety hazard or noise problem according to the criteria
established in the Califomia Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.” The Handbook is
available on-line at hitp://www.dot.ca.zsov/hg/planning/aeronaut/htmifile/tanduse.html. At a
mintmum, . we recommend that the environmental document discuss how HUD's
environmental standards in 24 CFR 51 compare to the airport noise and safety compatibility
criteria established in the Handbook.

We concur with the proposed avigation easement and the reduction of i mlenor noise levels to
45 CNEL as appropriate mitigation meéasures for this project.

The need for ensuring compatible fand use with airport operatianal safety is both a local and a
State issue. The Division of Aeronautics views all aviation facilities as a part of the
statewide transportation system, which is vital to the State’s continued. prosperity. This role
will no doubt increase as California’s population continues to grow and the need for efficient
mobility becomes more crilical.

respect to airpori-related noise and airport land use/safety compatibility issues. We also advise
you to contact our District 11 office concerning surface transportation issues.

‘Thank you lor the opportunity to review and comment on this environmental document. If you

- have any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5253.

Sincerely,

). Colea

DAVID COHEN
Aviation Environmental Specialist

C:

Stale Clearinghouse
San Diego County ALUC (SANDAG)
San Diego Intemational Airport

“Caltrans improves mobility across Californie”

Respanse: The proposed project complies with the San Diege Municipal Code, Article 2,
Division 3, "Airport Environs Overlay Zone" which was established to ensure land uses
are compatible with the operation of alrports by implementing the Comprehensive Land
Use Plans prepared by the Airport Land Use Commission (San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG)) for the San Diego Intemational Airport at Lindbergh Field.

The project further complies with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for
Lindbergh Field San Diego as prepared by SANDAG in April 1994, As noted in the
Mmgated Negative Declaration, in order for this project to be compatible with the

provisions of the Lindbergh Field CLUP, an avigation easement would be granted to the
airport operator,

The City of San Dxego has therefore fulfilled its obligations pursuant to the California
Environmentat Quality Act, Section 21096.b.

-Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted.



City of San Diego :

Development Services Department

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-5460

INITIAL STUDY & S
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PTS No. 3787 gcH No. 2003031102

SUBJECT: Veterans Village of San Diego - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP), RIGHT OF
WAY VACATION, REQUEST FOR THE RELEASE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT'
BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) FUNDS in the amount of $500,000 to amend CUP 90-1127
to expand an existing 87 bed veterans residential care facility to 224 beds and 24
transitional apartment units containing an additional 140 beds. The expansion
would require the vacation of a portion of Pacific Highway and Kurtz Street
between Witherby Street and Couts Street. The site is located at 4141 Pacific |

_ Highway on a 3.6-acre site, in the IS-1-1 zone of the Midway Community Plan,

North Bay Redevelopment Project, Airport Approach, Coastal Height Limit.
Council District 2. Applicant: Kent Trimble. _ .

Res\ponsible Entity [24 CFR 58.2(a)(7)}: City of San Diego

Certifying Officer [24 CFR 58.2(a)(2)): City Manager |

Project Name: Veterans Village |

Project Location: 4141 Pacific Highway

Grant Recipient [24 CFR 58.2(2)(5)I: City of San Diego

-Recipient Address: 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 921(51

Project Representative: Cory Wilkinson, Associate Planner (Environmental)
Telephone Number: (619) 446-5182

Conditions of Approval: [24 CFR 58.2(d)]: Refer to the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND)/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) which specifies conditions in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

Finding: [24 CFR 58.40(g)]: _

v Finding of No Significant Impact - The project, as mitigated, will not resultin a
significant impact on the quality of the human environment. , ‘

Preparer Signature: bezmm' ' Date: _March 18, 2003

Cor¥/Wilkinson - . . .
Approvimg Official Signature: // L ‘../Mﬂ’f Date: 2”/1/// /2 zeCS

. Kenneth Teasley, Senior Plagher for Bruce Herring Deput§ City Manager
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NOTE: - Minor revisions have been made to this document in response to public
comment. Deletions are shown in strikeout font; additions are shown in

double underline font. ‘ . '

I. PURPOSE [40 CFR 1508.9(b)] AND MAIN FEATURES [24 CFR 58.32 and 40 CFR 1508.24]:

The Vietnam Veterans of San Diego (VVSD) helps homeless veterans return to a self-
sustaining way of life. The VVSD Rehabilitative Campus provides centralized facilities to
address homelessness, mental illness, and substance abuse treatment in U.S. Veterans. The
existing facilities are old and are not adequate to accommodate existing or increasing client
needs. As such, the program is not able to fulfill the existing and future needs for client
treatment. ' '

To meet this purpose and need, the project would expand the existing 87 bed residential care

- facility to 224 beds and add 24 transitional apartment units containing an additional 140 beds.
Approximate total proposed square footage of new buildings is 81,330 square feet.
Combined with existing facilities, the completed complex would contain approximately
92,130 square feet. The project scope includes administrative and operations support
facilities such as a central courtyard, garden, exercise areas, counseling center,
employment/education center, kitchen/dining facility, out-patient care, and offices. One .
hundred twenty-five new on-site parking would be provided. Approximately 30 employees
would work at the expanded operations. The project scope include new sewer and water
utilities to serve the new facilities. :

The project scope includes street closure ("vacation") of portions of Pacific Highway
Frontage Road (between Witherby Street and Couts Street), and Kurtz Street (between
Witherby Street and Couts Street), and the relocation of an existing sewer main to an area of
new alignment under Pacific Highway. :

The project includes removal and replacement of existing trees, none of which are considered
native species, protected, or otherwise species of concern or habitat for species of concern.
Landscape plans would be developed and approved consistent with the City’s Landscape
Standards Manual and the Land Development Code Landscape Regulations (Chapter 14,
Article 2, Division 4). Landscaping would be watered with a permanent below-grade,
automatic water conserving irrigation system. Graded areas would be hydro-seeded to
prevent erosion in the event that construction does not occur within 30 days of grading.

NEPA - The redevelopment project includes grant funding from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG).
Because federal funding would be provided, the project must also comply with the provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A

The HUD NEPA regulations at Title 24 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 58 define
the NEPA requirements for HUD-funded projects. This document also fulfills the HUD -
NEPA requirements specified at 24 CFR 58.36 (Environmental Assessments) and Subpart E
(Environmental Review Process -- Environmental Assessments).

2_ 298340
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Alternatives - Pursuant to the NEPA requirements, a discussion of alternatives is provided
including the No Action alternative. Alternatives considered, but dismissed from further
review, are those alternatives that do not meet the underlym purpose and need.

Relocation: The existing 87 bed facility could be relocated to another location. However, the
existing operations serve 87 clients in a location near the existing downtown urban core.

This level of service needs to be maintained during the proposed expansion. Relocation of
the existing operations to an off-site location would divert resources needed for the expansion
and would remove the existing services from the core population in need of the service. As
the only licensed drug treatment facility for homeless veterans in San Diego County, the
existing site has a oeneral level of acceptance with the community. A risk exists that no other
ne1ghborhood would accept the addition of the expanded rehabilitation operations. Loss of
the existing site for an uncertain relocation to an alternative site would place the existing and

- future operations at risk of failure. As this altematwe does not meet the purpose and need it

IL.

is not further analyzed.

No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Altematlve the ex1stmg facilities would
continue to be used without upgrade. The existing facilities are 45 years old and have already .
been upgraded to continue existing services. The desxgn life of these upgrades would

continue to provide for the ex15tmg level of service for an estimated five years. With over
2,000 homeless veterans in San Diego and only 87 beds, this would meet less that 5% of the
need for homeless veterans in the County. Further, it is estimated that about 40% of San’
Diego’s homeless population are Veterans. Failure to provide the new facilities would
therefore substantially affect the San Diego homeless population and the human environment

in the greater metropolitan downtown San Diego area.

ENVIRONMENTA‘L SETTING:

\ ‘The proposed project is located at 4141 Pacific Highway bounded by Pacific Highway, a

frontage road, Couts Street, Witherby Street, and Kurtz Street in an industrial/commercial
area adjacent to and south of the I-5 and rail (trolley/Coaster) corridor. The project site is
northeast of Lindbergh Field and U.S. Marine Corps Depot (MCRD) operations. The U.S -
Navy Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command Systems Center is north of the project
site. East of the site is a commercial building leased as light manufacturing. South of the site
are several commercial buildings used as operatlons center for a trolley bus company and
other commercial services. The pI‘O_]CCt site is southwest of and separated from Old Town
area by the I-5 corridor.

The project includes several Assessors’ Parcel Numbers (APN): 450-570- 01 -02, -03, -04;
450-586-01, -02, and -03; and 450-587-03 and -04. The property has been in commercial use
since the 1930s. The site is located in zone is IS- 1 1 in Council District 2.

The project site is located in the Coastal Height L1m1t zone, but outside of the Coastal Permit
zone. The project site is not located within the 100- -year or 500-year floodplain. The project is
not within or adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and would not conflict
with the Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) The project is within the Midway
/Pacific Highway Corridor Community Plan area and the North Bay Redevelopment District.

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

The following environmental issues were considered during initial review of the project and
determined not to be potentially significant: Land use, traffic/parking, noise, energy
use/conservation, social/economic, historical resources (architectural), and aesthetics.

L.and Use

The project site is the current site of the Veterans Village of San Diego (VVSD). The site is
within the Midway-Pacific Highway Community Plan and in the North Bay Redevelopment
District. The Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor Community encompasses approximately
800 acres of relatively flat land of an urbanized commercial/industrial core. |

The North Bay Revitalization Area Final Environmental Impact Report (March 1998)
identifies land use objectives for the Redevelopment Project Area which includes the
Veterans Village site. The redevelopment action would be consistent the land use goals of
the Redevelopment District by enhancing infrastructure to improve the community.

The proposed project has been reviewed for compliance with the underlying IS-1-1 zone as
well as the terms and conditions of the original Conditional Use Permit (CUP), 90-1127. The
Permit Planning Section of Development Services has determined that the proposed project
meets all the requirements of the underlying zone and original CUP. City of San Diego
Community Planning has determined that the project would not adversely affect the Midway
/Pacific Highway Corridor Community Plan. : :

The project site is within the Airport Approach Overlay Zone of Lindbergh Field. In order
for this project to be compatible with the provisions of the Lindbergh Field Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP), an avigation easement would be granted to the airport operator.

unicipal Code, Article 2, Division 2, "Airport A rdach QOverlay Zone." the project i

- exempt from Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification and the requirements of the

City of San Die irport Approach Overlay Zone (AAQZ) because the structure will not

exceed 30 feet in height (Table 132-02A, "Airport Approach Overlay Zone Applicability"

San Diego Municipal e 32.0202).

[raffic/Parking

A traffic study was conducted for the proposed project ,By Linscott, Law and Greenspan
Engineers. The final version of this study, dated February 12, 2003, has been accepted by
LDR-Transportation Development Section. No-significant traffic or parking impacts are
identified. ‘ : B

The project would expand the existing VVSD operations from 87 beds to 364 beds (224
resident beds and 140 transitional beds). The project is estimated to generate an additional
834 average weekday trips. . The project would provide approximately 125 on-site parking
spaces to accommodate estimated demands. » A

P- 298340
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The project would serve as primary place of residence for clients of the 224 resident beds.
However, operating experience shows that the majority of these clients typically have very
low car ownership rates (5 - 10%). Therefore, parking spaces needed for the resident facility
would be estimated at less than 25 parking spaces. Operating experience shows that clients
of the 140 transitional bed facility typically have higher car ownership rates of up to
approximately 50%. Parking needed for the transitional beds are estimated to be
approximately 70 parking spaces. Therefore, the proposed 125 new spaces would be
adequate to serve the anticipated parking demand. In addition, the site is well-served by
existing public transit, Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Routes 34 and 908.

The project proposes vacation of Pacific Highway Frontage Road (between Witherby Street-
and Couts Street) and Kurtz Street (between Witherby Street and Couts Street). Average
Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along the portions of the roads to be vacated are low and the
traffic assessment shows that the vacation of Kurtz Street and Frontage Road would not
significantly impact intersection or roadway segment operations.

The vacation of Kurtz Street would include reconfiguration of the Witherby and Kurtz Street
intersection and ramps to allow eastbound left-turns from Witherby Street to the Pacific
Highway on-ramp and southbound left-turns from the Pacific Highway off-ramp to Witherby
Street. This proposed reconfiguration would better accommodate turning movements. The
vacation of the Frontage Road would not result in-any substantial changes to existing traffic
patterns since its current use is essentially parking for the existing VVSD operations. .

The proposed vacation would alter existing traffic circulation from the Marine Corps Recruit
Depot (MCRD) to Barnett Avenue and improve access from MCRD to northbound Pacific
Highway. Access from MCRD to Barnett could continue but would need to be re-routed to
other access points as redirected using on-base signage and/or other directional information.
Access from MCRD to northbound Pacific Highway would continue, but would not have to
loop around the project site. Northbound access would be available from an improved left
turn from Witherby Street merging into northbound Pacific Highway lanes as described in the

above paragraph: o

Noise

It is a HUD goal that the interior auditory environment shall not exceed a day-night average
sound level of 45 decibels. Attenuation measures to meet these interior goals shall be
employed where feasible in accordance with the HUD Noise Guidebook. Emphasis shall be
given to noise sensitive interior spaces such as bedrooms. Minimum attenuation
requirements are prescribed in 24 CFR 51.104(a). It is a HUD goal that exterior noise levels
do not exceed a day-night average sound level of 55 decibels. Sites with a day-night average
sound level of 65 and below are acceptable and are allowable (24 CFR 51.103(c)).

The project location is outside of the Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), but a portion
of the project site is within the 60-65 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) contour of Lindbergh Field operations according to the San Diego Unified Port
District map, "1990 Airport influence Area for San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh
Field" (July 17, 1997, drawing 1761, rev 9). The potential exterior noise impact from
aircraft noise does not constitute a significant environmental impact. Interior noise impact
will be regulated by the requirement for development within the AEOZ to reduce interior
noise levels attributable to airport noise to 45 dB Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL). :
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The project location also fronts along Pacific Highway with average daily traffic counts of
59,000 ADT. As such, noise impacts from traffic could be considered significant if not
mitigated to meet the above-stated HUD goal of 55 dB for exterior noise. A noise evaluation
and proper architectural design of the new buildings would be prepared as required by the
City of San Diego Building Inspection Department. Dwelling units in the proposed project
would be designed such that interior noise levels would be at or below 45 dB in accordance
with the HUD Noise Guidebook, and Section T25-28, "Noise Insulation Standards," of
Article 4, Subchapter 1, Chapter 1, Division T25, Part 6, Title 24, California Administrative
Code. Construction and operation of the facility would comply with the San Diego Municipal
Code, Chapter .5, Article 9.5, "Noise Abatement and Control." .

Energy Use/Conservation

The project would integrate energy and water efficiency standards mandated by.the State of
California as stipulated in the Energy Efficiency Standards of Title 24 for the building,
mechanical, and lighting systems. Characteristics of building envelope features to be
incorporated into the project would include wall and ceiling/roof insulation, dual glazed and
tinted windows. Large shade trees would be planted to shade buildings from solar gain.
Mechanical systems would be high efficiency units incorporating energy conserving features
such as shut-off control, night setback/setup, area isolation, and duct insulation. Natural
ventilation would be incorporated in the residential component of the project. Lighting
features would include energy efficient devices such as automatic daylighting controls,
photocell sensors, area controls, independent lighting switches, automatic time switches, and
occupant sensors. Natural lighting would be incorporated to the degree possible. Water
conservation measures would include drip irrigation, automatic irrigation controller, and use
of drought tolerant plants. ‘ ' :

Social and Economic

The project would provide increased residential presence in an urbanized portion north the
downtown San Diego urban area. The existing 87 bed residential care facility would, be
expanded to include 224 beds and 24 transitional apartment units containing an additional -
140 beds. These living areas are not permanent residents but short-term living areas as part
of the rehabilitation program. -

Development of the proposed project would improve land use development patterns in the
immediate area and provide economic stimulation to both the local economy in terms of both
building new infrastructure, and rehabilitating homeless Veterans. The proposed project
would improve access to facilities such as educational and health care for homeless Veterans
and provide for expanded social services. No housing would be displaced by the proposed
activity. Low-income or minority populations would not be disproportionately adversely
affected.

The project location is within ZIP Code 92110. In this area, the population. is approximately
26,796. The percent white population in this area is 86%. The percent African American
population is 5%. The percent Native American population is less than 1%. The percent
Asian/Pacific Islander population is 5%. The percent of persons of Hispanic origin is 11%.
The percent of persons below poverty status in this area is about 9%. Of these, 6% are white.
Therefore, the location of this project is not adversely affecting minority or low-income
populations. '

p- 298340
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istorical Resources chitectu

The North Bay Revitalization EIR identifies the one-story auto court of connected cottages as
potentially historic. As such, additional historical analysis was conducted on these facilities

in the report, Cultural Resource Survey and Building Evaluation of the Veterans Village,

4141 Pacific Highway, San Diego, California (January 2003). The subject property was used
as a motor court/tourist camp in the 1920s. Although early motor courts have potential to be
considered potentially historic, rehabilitation and remodeling of the structures at 4141 Pacific
‘Highway has virtually eliminated any integrity of the original building. Although the facility

has undergone major rehabilitation and upkeep, the cottages may represent some. of the same
design elements of the original motor court structure. However, the structures are typical of a
non-architect designed motor court cottage and are simple and utilitarian. - None of the
structures were designed or built by well-known architects or construction firms and were not
associated with people of unique local historical significance. . The analysis concludes that
the structures are neither historically nor architecturally significant.

The North Bay Revitalization EIR did not identify either of the other two structures on the
project site as potentially historic: 2165 Kurtz (6,400 square foot structure built in 1955), or
3864 Couts (2,100 square foot structure built in 1955). However, additional research was
conducted by City staff in order to determine the potential significance of the other two
structures. Information such as the building records, building permits and a photographic
survey were reviewed. Additional resources such as the Sanborn Map Book (1956), the San
Diego City Directories, and A Field Guide to American Houses (McAlester, Virginia, and
Lee; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998) provided additional information on construction

- dates and architectural styles. o

Based on the above information, the other two buildings do not meet any of the significance
criteria for listing in either the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register,
and therefore are not considered significant under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) or the City of San Diego criteria for designation as an historical site. As such, the
proposed demolition would not have a significant impact on historical resources and no. -
mitigation would be required. ‘ ‘

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800, a Section 106 Consultation has been completed with the State
Historic Preservation Officer which resulted in a determination of no adverse effect.
Correspondence from the SHPO is attached at the end of this document.

- Aesthetics

Landscape plans have been developed and approved consistent with the City's Landscape
Technical Manual and the Land Development Code Landscape Regulations (Chapter 14,
Article 2, Division 4). ‘

The project includes removal of approximately 35 existing trees, none of which are
considered native species, protected, or otherwise species of concern or habitat for species of
.concern. The following trees would be removed: 11 queen palms Syagrus romanzoffianum,
8 Brisbane box Lophostermon confertus, 2 pepper trees Schinus terebinthifolius, 9 evergreen
pears Pyrus kawakamii, 1 mallet flower Schefflera pueckleri, 1 medallion tree Cassia
leptophyvlla, 1 mousehole tree Myoporum laerum, and 1 Australian blackwood Acacia
melanoxylon, and 1 mock orange Pittosporum.
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Replacement vegetation would include large accent and shade trees such as Tipu trees

- Tipuana tipu, Chinese Elm Ulmus parvifolia, Japanese Pagoda Sophora japonica, Honey
locust Gleditsia triacanthos, Bisbane Box Lophostemon confertus, Flame tree Brachychiton
acerifolius, Gold Medallion Trees Cassia leptophylla, and Queen Palms Syagrus
romanzoffianum. Invasive plants would not be included in the landscape planting palate.
Landscaping would be watered with a permanent below-grade, automatic water conserving
irrigation system. Graded areas would be hydro-seeded to prevent erosion in the event that
construction does not occur within 30 days of grading. -

The foHowing environmental issue was considered during initial review of the project and-
‘determined ¢ potentially significant: geology, hydrology, water quality, health and
safety, air quality, and archaeological resources. ' '

eoloev/Soi

The project site is located within a seismically active region of California, and therefore, the
potential exists for geologic hazards, such as earthquakes and ground failure. The project site
is located within Geologic Hazard Zone 31 on the City of San Diego Geologic Hazard Maps,
which is assigned a high seismic risk hazard due to liquefaction and shallow water table.
Undocumented fill ranges from two to five feet in depth. Soil borings indicate gravel,

-concrete, glass, and organic odors. Alluvium material exists below the fill to 52 feet below
ground level. The Rose Canyon fault zone is just east of the site near I-5. The Point Loma
and Florida Street faults are within two miles. ' ’

The North Bay Revitalization Area Final EIR addressed potential geological impacts from
redeveloment activities and required future projects to conduct a site-specific geotechnical
evaluation to ensure impacts would remain below a level of significance. A Geotechnical
Investigation was conducted, Geotechnical Investigation, Vietnam Veterans of San Diego
Rehabilitation Center (August 2001).. The report concludes that the proposed development is
feasible from a geotechnical perspective provided adherence to mitigation measures. Proper
engineering design of the new structures in accordance mitigation measures specified in the
geotechnical report would ensure that the potential for geologic impacts from regional
hazards would be insignificant. These requirements are reflected as mitigation measures. '

log

The project location is located in the Lindbergh Hydrologic Subarea of the San Diego Mesa
Hydrologic Area within the broader Pueblo San Diego hydrologic unit 908.21. The
geotechnical report indicates groundwater levels under the site average 11.5 feet below the
site surface. The geotechnical investigation indicates that site construction is feasible given
adherence to mitigation measures due to a shallow water table. Proper engineering design
would be required for demolition/construction equipment to ensure the heavy equipment does
not loose stability in the soft, wet soil. Dewatering may be required for excavation such as
utilities greater than five feet.

2-298340
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Water Quality

The geotechnical investigation soil borings indicate strong organic odors in three borings
along the northwest portion of the site indicate possible hydrocarbon contamination at or near
the groundwater surface. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the
project site.. The Assessment reports the site location includes former use as a gas station in
the 1930s at the present day location of Building 1. As such, the VVSD has voluntarily
recorded the site with the County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
Voluntary Assistance Program (H02853). . A Phase II investigation has been initiated. The
County will continue to oversee the investigation to ensure cleanup of the site and
appropriate management of any contaminated soil encountered during site excavation or
construction activities. _ E o :

Project plans call for relocation of a sewer line. Excavation for this work could possibly
extend into depths encountering petroleum-contaminated soil. The construction contractor |
would be notified of the potential for contaminated soil and would operate under an
appropriate safety plan. The County of San Diego Department of Health Services, Hazardous
Materials Division (HMD) would be contacted if contaminated soil is encountered.

Grading would occur on approximately 93% (154,600 square feet or 3.5 acres) of the 3.6 acre
site. The project would also include construction of approximately 125 parking spaces. The
existing site is covered with approximately 16% pervious surfaces. After development, the
pervious surfaces would increase to approximately 21% thereby reducing the amount of
impervious surfaces, increasing stormwater infiltration, and reducing stormwater runoff.

Pollutants which could be reasonably foreseeable from surface runoff include sediments,
nutrients, heavy metals, debris, oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease, bacteria, and
pesticides. In accordance with the San Diego Storm Water Standards, Best Management
Practices (BMPs) have been identified to minimize erosion and pollutant runoff during and
after construction. These BMPs are reflected as mitigation measures. '

Health and Safety

The North Bay Revitalization Area Final EIR addressed potential health and safety impdcts
from redeveloment activities and required future projects to conduct a Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment and to conduct an updated records search of contaminated sites in the project
vicinity. The EIR stated that fulfillment of these mitigation measures would ensure that
impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant.

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the project site. The
Assessment report found the site location includes former use as a gas station in the 1930s at
the present day location of VVSD Building 1. Other former use sites on the project site
include the SOS. Metals Incorporated and Sonabend Company, and a military uniform
tailor/dry cleaner. The report found potential for groundwater contamination and potential
for on-site contamination from both on- and off-site sources. The Phase I report
recommended completion of a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment. Because of known
or suspected site contamination, the VVSD has voluntarily recorded the site with the County
of San Diego Department of Environmental Health Voluntary Assistance Program (H02853)
to appropriately manage any contaminated soils. Site cleanup actions will be completed as
mitigation to the satisfaction of the County through this Voluntary Assistance Program.
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Asbestos containing materials and lead are presumed present in the existing structures to be
demolished. Proper characterization of the existing structures and appropriate management
of demolition debris would ensure appropriate protection of workers, the public, and the
environment during demolition and disposition of the existing structures. If the structures to
be demolished contain asbestos, notice would need to be given to the County Air Pollution
Control District. Demolition debris must be disposed of in an approved landfill. :

Several sites have been identified within one mile of the project location that use or have .
used hazardous materials. Two of these sites have potential for off-site impacts: the energy
co-generation facility at the Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MRCD), and the Space and Naval
Warfare Systems Center, Old Town Campus (SPAWAR- OTC) at 4297 Pacific Highway.
Each of these is further discussed below. ‘ _ :

The proposed Veterans Village site location is within the accident potential zone of the Naval
Training Center (NTC) cogeneration energy facility (Building 566) at the Marine Corps
Recruit Depot (Facility ID 100000089487). Sithe/Applied Energy; Inc (AEI) operates this
facility under a Risk Management Plan (permit number 129187) for handling anhydrous
ammonia (NH,;) pursuant to the California Accidental Release Program (CalARP). The plant
uses NH, to control emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NO,) from the gas turbine exhaust at the
cogeneration facility.

The facility is in compliance with CalARP, and the Occupational Safety and Health : '
Administration (OSHA) Process Safety Management (PSM) Program, which provide for the
identification, prevention and minimization of chemical releases that could result from

failures in processes, procedures and equipment. The facility complies with federal and state

- emergency response and safety plan requirements, including the Hazardous Substance
Control Plan, Emergency Action Plan, Fire Prevention Plan, Exposure Control Plan, Injury
and Illness Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan; and the
Hazardous Materials Business Plan. As such, no additional mitigation is necessary to ensure
health and safety impacts from off-site sources remain below significance.

The proposed Veterans Village site location is less than one half mile from the Space and
Naval Warfare Systems Center, Old Town Campus (SPAWAR- OTC) at 4297 Pacific
Highway (Facility ID 37970022). SPAWAR - OTC encompasses approximately 60 acres
and is 95% covered by buildings or pavement. The site has been utilized for various aircraft,
rocket, and missile assembly and manufacturing. The contamination resulted from past waste |
handling practices is encountered at various locations inside and outside of the buildings.
Known or suspected contaminants in soil and groundwater include heavy metals, :
polychlorinated biphenyls, volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, and petroleum
products.

The Navy has conducted preliminary environmental investigations at SPAWAR - OTC and
the results indicated that past disposal or unauthorized release of contaminants may have
occurred at several sites due to usage or storage of hazardous materials. To further
characterize the nature and extent of contamination, the Navy is conducting an Extended Site
Investigation (ESI). The ESI will also include a risk screening evaluation using new and
existing data and the results of the evaluation will help the Navy determine (with concurrence
from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)) whether to close the sites out,
perform additional investigations, perform remediation, or take other action. As such, no

F—298340
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additional mitigation is necessary for the VVSD project to ensure health and safety impacts
from off-site sources remain below significance.

Air Quality

The North Bay Revitalization Area Final Environmental Impact Report analyzed potential
impacts to air quality from general redevelopment of the area. The redevelopment actions
were found to be generally consistent with the Regional Air Quality Plan with impacts less
than significant. _ , '

The San Diego Air Basin is designated "non-attainment" for particulate matter dust (PM,o) ...
and ozone. Dust would be a reasonably foreseeable potential impact from the proposed
project as a result of demolition, grading, and construction activities. Approximately three
acres would be graded. The North Bay Revitalization EIR specifies mitigation measures for
air quality to reduce dust emissions from site grading. Unpaved construction areas are to be
watered twice daily which would reduce dust emissions by approximately 50%. Grading
would not be permitted during windy conditions (sustained winds in excess of 25 mph).
These requirements are incorporated as mitigation measures for this VVSD project.

Air quality impacts from traffic generation associated with the project would not be
significant. Clients of the proposed 224 residential bed facility typically have low vehicle
ownership rates (5-10%). Clients using the 140 transitional bed facility typically have higher
vehicle ownership rates. The facility would be staffed by approximately 30 employees.
Average Daily Trip (ADT) estimates would be 834 vehicle trips per day which is considered
below the level of significance for air quality impacts from traffic generation. In addition, the
site would be well served by public transit. '

The San Diego Air Basin is designated "non-attainment" with respect to state standards for
particulate matter dust (PM,,) and ozone and "non-attainment” with federal ozone standards.
However, because of the low ADT estimates, the project would not be expected to cause or
contribute to any new local, regional, state, or federal violation or increase the severity or
frequency of any existing air quality violations and would therefore demonstrate conformity
to ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxides, lead, and
sulfur dioxide. Mitigation measures are prescribed to minimize dust emissions from :
demolition and site grading to minimize further contribution to the non-attainment status for
particulate matter. ' : o

Operation of the VVSD may include sensitive receptors (e.g., some of the residents may
include seniors, and children of residents may periodically visit). As such, preliminary
screening for a carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot was conducted. Screening was performed
based on the "Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol" from the Institute of
Transportation Studies, University of California Davis (UCD-ITS-RR-21) (December 1997).
The screening used conservative input assumptions which tends to overestimate the results.
The conservative results indicate that CO levels would be within the one-hour CO exposure
limit and at the eight-hour limit of the Ambient Air Quality Standards (both state and federal)
at the outer boundary of the project site. As such, no CO hotspot would be anticipated and no
mitigation for CO hotspots due to sensitive receptors would be necessary. '
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istorical urces (Arc aeo]oﬁcal

The North Bay Revitalization Area Fmal EIR addressed potential impacts to archaeological
resources and required future projects to conduct archaeological monitoring of gradmg
activities noting that archaeological sites may be present under ex1stmg structures such as
older buildings, parking lots, or streets.

N
The project proposes demolition of the existing structures, site excavation and grading on
approximately 93% (154,600 square feet or 3. 5 acres) of the 3.6 acre site. The project scope
includes site grading down to approximately four feet to remove expansive soil and
undocumented fill and excavation at 10 to 12 feet for a sewer line to be relocated from a
frontage road to new alignment under Pacific nghway and excavatlon for new water lines
and new storm drains.

An archaeological site records search and cultural resource evaluation was conducted for the
project. The report, Cultural Resource Survey and Building Evaluation of the Veterans
Village 4141 Pacific Highway San Diego, California, finds that the project location is near
previously-recorded cultural resources sites: SDM-W-4701 (CA-SDI-36), SDM-W-291 (CA-
SDI-37), CA-SDI-35, and CA-SDI-38. A review of existing reports, a record search, and
reconnaissance of the subject property were conducted by a quahﬁed archaeologist. All
visible and accessible portions of the property were inspected for evidence of cultural
resources. Evidence of the previously recorded prehistoric sites was not found on the
property. However, due to the proximity of the previously-recorded sites, and the potential
for prehistoric cultural materials to be present under existing structures or below the ground,
monitoring for archaeological resources by a qualified archaeologist or historic archaeologist
is required to mitigate for any newly discovered archaeological deposits uncovered during
building demolition and all 51te gradmg (mcludmo excavation of undocumented fill, and
utilities excavation). :

P-298340
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V. RECOMMENDATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there would not be a significant effect in this case because the °
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the -
project. A FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (pursuant to NEPA) and
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (pursuant'to CEQA) should be prepared.

The proposed project would have a significant effect on the envifonment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(EIS) should be required. . ' . B :

4

PROJECT ANALYST: WILKINSON

Attachments:

Figure 1, Vicinity Map
"Figure 2, Location Map
Figure 3, Site Plan
Figure 4, Site Elevations :
Correspondence from the State Historic Preservation Officer
Initial Study Checklist
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CEQA Initial Study and NEPA Checklist
~Date: February 2003

Project Number 3787

Project: Veterans Village

" lll. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

The purpose of the Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts which could
be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the Initial
Study provides the lead agency with information which forms the basis for deciding 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 determmatlons are
explained in Sectnon IV of the Initial Study. .

NEPA - Tables 1, 2 and 3 have been added to the City of San Dlego CEQA Initial Study Checklist to fulfill
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
review questions. Table 1 presents statutory issues required to-be addressed where federal funding is
involved. Table 2 presents environmental review questions specmc to HUD. Table 3 presents an
Environmental Assessment checklist to encompass the HUD NEPA review requirements not adequately
addressed by the City of San Diego CEQA checklist.

Table 1: Statutory Checklist [24 CFR 58.5]

Statutory Requirement Compliance Assessment
Historic Preservation Structures to be demolished have been evaluated for potential

[36 CFR 800] historic determination and have been determined not to be

- historical resources. The City of San Diego-Historical Resources
Board concurs that, with appropriate archaeological mitigation,
the project would have not adverse effect on historical resources.
The State Historic Preservation Officer has issued their notice of
no adverse effect dated March 14, 2003 (HUDOQ30214H). .

Floodplain Management The project location is not with the 100- or 500-year floodplain |

[24 CFR 55, and Executive .| (ref: National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate
Order 11988} . Map Panel 1877 (Map Number 06073C1877 F, June 1997))
Wetlands Protection There are no wetland habitats within the project site. (ref: City of
[Executive Order 11990] San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program Map 16).
Coastal Zone The proposed zictivity is not located within the Coastal Zone
Management Act jurisdiction of either the City or the CaJlforma Coastal
[Sections 307(c), (d)] Commission. :

PTS 3787

checklist iorm as ravised 08/01
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Table 1: Statutory Checklist [24 CFR 58.5]

Statutory Requiremen't

Compliance Assessment

Sole Source Aquifers
[40 CFR 149]

No sole source aquifers exist within the project location. The
project would not discharge directly into groundwater. The
groundwater under the site, the San Diego Mesa Hydrologic Area
8.20 has been exempted by the Regional Board from municipal
use designation under the terms and conditions of the State Board
Resolution Number 88-62, Sources of Drinking Water Policy.

Endangered Species Act
[50 CFR 402]

The proposed' locationis a previously-déveloped urban area with
no sensitive species. (ref: City of San Diego Multiple Species
Conservation Program Map 16).

Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act [Section 7(b), (c)]

The location is a previously-developed urban area with no nearby
waterbodies designed under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Air Quality
[Clean Air Act, Section 176(c)
and (d), and 40 CFR 6, 51, 93]

The San Diego Air Basin is designated "non-attainment” for
particulate matter dust (PM,,) and ozone. Dust would be a
reasonably foreseeable potential impact from the proposed
project as a result of demolition, grading, and construction
activities. Approximately three acres would be graded resulting
in an estimated 79 pounds of dust for the entire
“demolition/excavation phase of the project. Air quality impacts
from traffic would not be significant. The project is estimated to
generate an additional 834 average weekday trips. Because the
site is and would continue to be well served by public transit,.and
because the majority of the clients would not have vehicle access,
the additional vehicle trip rate is not considered "significant”
within the context of this CEQA/NEPA evaluation.

Farmland Protection
Policy Act [7 CFR 658]

The project location is a previously developed, urbanized setting
with no agricultural resources. :

Environmental Justice
{Executive Order 12898]

The project location is within ZIP Code 92110. In this area, the
population is 26,796. The percent white population in this area is
86%. The percent African American population is 5%. The
percent Native American population is less than 1%. The percent
- Asian/Pacific Islander population is 5%. The percent of persons
of Hispanic origin is 11%. The percent of persons below poverty
status in this area is about 9%. Of these, 6% are white.
Therefore, the location of this project is not adversely affecting

minority or low-income populations. '

: Demographic data from U.S. Census Summary Tape File (STF) 3B, Tables P1, P9, P10, P119, and P120.
htp://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/gazetteer '

chaecklist form as revised 08/01
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Table 2 below presents environmental review questions specific to HUD.

Table 2:. HUD Environmental Standards

Standard

Compliance Assessment

Noise Abatement and
Control [24 CFR 51 B]

| Construction and operation of the facility would be expectéd to

comply with City of San Diego noise control limits. A portion of ’
the project is proposed within the 60-65 decibel Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour of Lindbergh Field
operations according to the San Diego Unified Port District map,
"1990 Airport influence Area for San Diego International
Airport - Lindbergh Field" (July 17, 1997, drawing 1761, rev 9).
As such, dwelling units in the proposed project would be
designed such that interior noise levels would be at or below 45
db in accordance with the HUD Noise Guidebook? and Section
T25-28, "Noise Insulation Standards," of Article 4, Subchapter -
1, Chapter 1, Division T25, Part 6, Title 24, California
Administrative Code. Construction and operation of the facility
would comply with the San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 5,
Article 9.5, "Noise Abatement and Control."

Toxic or Hazardous
Substances and
Radioactive Materials
[HUD Notice 79-33]

A Phase I Environmcntal Site Assessrnent has been conducted
for the project location: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment -
Vietnam Veterans of San Diego Rehabilitation Center as
prepared by Testing Engineers San Diego (August 2001). The

.| Assessment report found the site location includes former use as

a gas station in the 1930s at the present day location of Building
1. Assuch, the VVSD has voluntarily recorded the site with the
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
Voluntary Assistance Program (HO7853) to appropnately
manage any contaminated soils. :

Siting of HUD-Assisted
Project Near Hazardous

Operations [24 CFR 51
Subpart C]

The proposed location is not within a hazard zone as defined at
24 CFR 51 Subpart C for explosives or fire hazards.

Airport Clear Zones and

Accident Potential Zones
{24 CFR 51 Subpart D]

The proposed location of the facility is not within the Airport.
Environs Overlay Zone for Lindbergh Field operations.

2 - . . . .
* http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/energyenviron/environment/resources/guidebooks/noise/index.cfm

checklist lorm as revised 08/01
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Table 3 presents an Environmental Assessment checklist to ‘encompass the HUD NEPA review
requirements which are not otherwise adequately addressed by the City of San Diego CEQA
checklist. The Impact Code designation is as follows: HUD Codes: (1) no impact, (2) potentially
beneficial, (3) potentially adverse, (4) requires mitigation, (5) requires project modification.

Table 3: HUD Environmental Assessment Checklist

Parameter .| Impact | ‘ Discussion
. -1 Code. : ;

Socioeconomic 2 The project would have a beneficial economic impact in

' ' terms of returning veterans to a self-sustaining way of life
and in improving economic development in a downtown
urban area. Construction activity would provide
additional short-term economic benefit-

Development of the proposed project would improve land
use development patterns in the immediate area and
provide economic stimulation to both the local economy
in terms of both building new infrastructure, and -
rehabilitating homeless Veterans. No housing would be
displaced by the proposed activity. Low-income or
minority populations would not be d1sproport1onately
adversely affected.

Community Facilities 2 The proposed project would improve access to facilities
| such as educational and health care for homeless Veterans
and provide for expanded social services.

The project would provide increased residential presence
in a older, urbanized portion north the downtown San
Diego urban area. The existing 87 bed residential care
facility would be expanded to include 224 beds and 24
transitional apartment units containing an additional 140
beds. These living areas are not permanent residents but.
short-term living areas as part of the rehabilitation
program. :

Page -4- : PTS 3787
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Yes Maybe No
1. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER - Will the propoéal result in:

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic

view from a public viewing area? _ o v
" The project would comply with the 30-foot A
eight limit and would not block any public
scenic views, :
B. The creation of a negative aesthetic
site or project? : . . . N
T roject would enhance the the
urbanized industrial area. Demographics of the
urrounding e discu her in the
itial Study.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style.
- which would be incompatible with surrounding
development? ' - _ v
e project | tible with existin
evelopment. See [-A. -

D. Substantial alteration to the existing J
character of the area? ' _ - -
he ject sc is consistent with the broade
edeve e r the area iscussed
in the North Bav Revitalization Area Final
vironmental act rt.

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark _
tree(s), or a stand of mature trees? o . _ v
The project would remove existing landscaping, :
however no distinctive landmark trees are
present. See Initial Study discussion.

F. Substantial change in topography or ground : .
surface relief features? ' - —_ v

The project site is relatively flat. The project

woul t ntially change site topographyv.

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? 7 _ _ N

No unique geological features exist in the
project’s area of potential effect.

H. Substantial light or glare? . v
Work would nducted during davtime hours.

I.  Substantial shading of other properties? ' _ _ _" v
See I-A. . '
checklist form as revised 08/01 Page -5- PTS 3787
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I AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL RESOURCES -
Would the proposal result in: '

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 of the state? L . v
The soil is designated Urban (Ur) which is not

designa ita a avel extraction.

B. The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural : '
land? ~ - - v

The project site is an urbaniz eantsuita.e
agricultur: es.
. AIR QUALITY — Would the proposal:
A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? - . v_
e project would li w ai

emission source.

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation? ‘
The project would not result in ai e
emissi c i ary emissions such a
t demolition xisting reside;

C. Expose sensitive receptors to .
substantial poliutant concentrations? - v .
The project woul emit substantial pollutio B
as di ed in ITI-B above. The project
location adjacent to Pacific Highway could

esult in elevated traffic ion to residents of

VVSD. See Inijtial Study Discussion.

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a v
substantial number of people? . _ _ v
ject activities are not c to create

objectionable odors.

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of _

Particulate Matter 10 (dust)? __ N _

Some would be reas ly foreseeable a,

a result of demolition and excavation

activities. Three acres would be graded

esulting i imated 7 unds of dust for

he entire construction phase of the project.
s during demolition. grading. and

construction would further reduce dust

ermissions.

chacklisi form as revisgd 08/01 Page -6- PTS 3787
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F.

Yes

Alter air movement in _ _ ,
the area of the project? ' -

Work would be conducted at or below grade,

Cause a substantial alteration in moisture,
or temperature, or any change in o
climate, either locally or regionally? o —_

The project wouild not output or alter existing

_micro- or macro-climactic regimes.

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? - : o
The project setting is an existing u ized are
sent of any specie cer unique

. natural i uch as wetlands.

A substantial éhange in the diversity

of any species of animals or plants? o ' o

oximate existing tr uld be
oV e si tiv tecte
eci itat r ed ies):
ueen ush epper tree
invasive itti eve ear
mallet flower, 1 medallion tree. } myoporuim
invasiv ali ckwi non-

pative). Landscaping plans would revegetate.

Initia] Study discussion.

Introduction of invasive species of ,
plants into the area? . .. _

The p;gjegt scope include landscaping.

Landscaping plans would be reviewed by a
Landscape Planner. The project Jocation is not

ated near and ther sensjtiv
(= tenti ected -native plants,

Interference with the movement of any
resident or migratory. fish or wildlife species

- or with established native resident or migratory

wildlife corridors? : , -
See IV-A,

An impact to a sensitive habitat,

including, but not limited to streamside -

vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak woodiand, , )
coastal sage scrub or chaparral? _

See IV-A,

Maybe No

checklist torm as revised 08/01 . Page -7-
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F. Animpact 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? :
No wetlands exjst within the area of potential

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s
Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan?

e project is not withj djacent t
ultiple Habitat Planni a
would not ict wit ulti i

Conservation Plan (MSCP).
V..  ENERGY - Would the proposal:

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts
of fuel or energy (e.g. natural gas)?
andard demolition/excavation/constructi
equipment would be used.

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts
of power?
The project would create new urban
infrastructure but not reguiring use of excessive

wer.
Vi. GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal:

A. Expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, '
landslides, mudslides, ground failure,
or similar hazards?

¢ project woul cur within an area
designated as seismic hazard classification 31
with a hieh liquefaction risk. e Canyon
fault zone is about 950 feet northea e site.
A Geotechnical Investigation

prepared. See Initial Study discussion.

B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?
Some soil erosion could be reasonabl
foreseeable during demolition/grading activities.
See Initial Study discussion. Grading would
occur on approximately 93% of the 3.6 acre

site. See Initial Study discussion.

Yes Maybe No

checklist form as revised 08/01 Page -8-
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C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, )
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? B X o _— v
ee VI-A and -B above : o '

VI.  HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeologxcal

site? - v
Sites have been recorded in_the vicinity. See
Initial Study discussion,

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building, structure,

object, or site? - W v .
istorical evaluati e existing . '
structures has been conducted. See Initial
tudy discussion. :

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to '
an architecturally significant buuldlng, .
structure, or object? ' . ’ —_— v

See VII-B above.

D. Any impact to existing religious or
sacred uses within the potentlal
impact area? ' _ _ v
wn si i e ’ ! )

E. The disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? T v

No known sites are in the area.

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

A. Create any known health hazard

(excluding mental health)? : 4 : _ _ v
ject w 0 e any new health '
zard. If the old structures to be demolished
contain asbesto. -day notice would need t
e givi e County Air Pollution ol
istrict. olition debris must be di
inan a ved landfill. Refer to City of San
tego Dev ent Services Informatj
Bulletin 119.
checklist fomm as revised 08/01 Page -0. . PTS 3787
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B. Expose people or the environment to
a significant hazard through the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials? '
e project scope d include ge or
unusual hazard aterials other
terials c nly associated wi

construction/excavation/demolition equipment.

- 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)?

No future risk is assocjated with the project. -

D. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?
e projec h d use pla

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?

The project has self-identified the presence of a
former gas stati ite ip th ie
ounty Site Assessment. Mitigation
ca . ase 1 Environmental Site
ent has bee; ducted. e sed
ion is near former and active clean-up sti
and facilities with accident zones potentially

affecting the proposed Ve Village site.

See Initial Study discussion.-

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?
The project would not result in any unusual

ccid cenario affecting public health and
safety.

(X. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY_ - Would thé 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

Maybe  No

checkliist torm as revised 08/01 Page -10-
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other typlcal storm water pollutants. - v —
cre could a
eseeable wit tandard best agement
actices. See additional di ion i iti

Study, :

B. Anincrease in impervious surfaces and ‘
associated increased runoff? , _ v .
e existing site is urbanized. The ed
ject would improve landscaping -
and comply with current stormwater runoff
egulations. imatel ing spac
would vided. See Initial Study discussi

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff

fiow rates or volumes'7 o - v
the 3. ite. adj W
vired. See Initi udy discussi

D. Dischérge of identified pollutants to
an already impaired water body (as listed

on the Clean Water Act Sectlon 303(d) listy? o v L
Portion ie ay sh e ted : : .
the d) list. e proj iteisn
ediate jacent to these area weve
agement ices wo e i
ce event fu wate

ent. See Initial Study discussi

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on : _ , :
ground water qualxty’? ' _ o - v
e project w er 't" raw

from existing grgund water.

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance
of applicable surface or groundwater
receiving water quality objectives or

degradation of beneficial uses? ; _ ' v
ject would neither ad withdraw ’
X LAND USE - Would the proposal resuit 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? o — v
The project is consistent with the communit ' ’
plan_and the North Bay Redevelopment
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The

checkiis: form as revised 08/01 . Page-11- . PTS 3787
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XI.

proposed project has been reviewed for

iance with the underlying IS-1-1 zone a
well as the origina] terms and conditions of the
original Conditional Use Permit (CUP), 90-1127

ee Initi udy discussion).

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plan in which it is located? ‘

SCQ X‘A amvg.

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?
ee X- ve, The proj ‘ation js neithe
ithin n j ot '

D. Physically divide an established community?

€€ A~ Ve,

E. Land uses which are not compatible with

- aircraft accident potential as defined by
an adopted airport Comprehensive Land -
Use Pian?
See X-A above,

NOISE ~ Would the proposal result in:

A. A significant increase in the
existing ambient noise levels?
rary noise impacts duri ime hou
within acceptable City thresholds would be
reasonably foreseeable during .
. excavation/demolition/construction activities.

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City's adopted noise
ordinance?
A portion of the project site is within the airport
- envi verlay within the 60-65 deci
- contour i T ield operations.
ry dwelling ugits in the project would
designed to ¢ with the building code
uch_that interigr noise jevels w t
elow 45 db. See Initial Study discussion.

C. Exposure of people to current or future
transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Pian or an
adopted airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan?

checklist form as revised 08/01 Page -12-
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Xil.

XIlil.

XIV.

)

ansportation noise ific Highw.
would be mitigated from the design which

wou t interior noise ceed 45 db.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the

proposal impact a unique paleontological

resource or site or unique geologic feature? -
roject site js underlain i ificial fi ' ‘

with low resource potential for paleontological

€, CES.
POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through-extension )
of roads or other infrastructure)? ‘ : -
he project is consistent wi e i
plan and the North Bay redevelopment
Environmenta] Impact Report (EIR). The

oposed proj a eview
iance with th derlyi -1-1 zone
ell as the original terms and conditions of the
riginal ditional Use Permi
90-1127. The Permit Planning Section of
evel ent Servi as determined that the

" proposed project meets all the requirements of

e underlving zone and original

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of -
replacement housing elsewhere? _
e project would provide interi ing
el e veterans ge the street.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population
of an area? j—

The project would be compatible with land use
plans for the area.

Maybe No

PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the propdsal have an effect upon, or resuit in a need for new or

altered governmental services in any of the following areas:

A. Fire protection? ) o
ire protection services would uired.

B. Police protection? -
Police protection would be required.

checklist lorn as revised 08/01 Page -13-
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C. Schools? - , . _ _V

No change to school services.

D. Parks or other recreationa :
facilities? : : —_— - Vv
impacts to recreati cilities.

E. Maintenance of public .
tacilities, including roads? ’ . v o
Portions of existing streets would be vacated by ' '
the proposal. See Initial Study discussion.

F. Other governmental services? — — v
isting services wou ain u £

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

" A. Would the project increase the use of
; existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the -
facility would occur or be accelerated? —_— — v
e project is not anticipated t ti : :

increased usage of recreational facilities.

B. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment? : _ .
roject would not affect existing

recreational facilitjes.

XVl TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION ~ Wolld the proposal result in:

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/
* community plan ‘allocation? - : _ v -
roject would vaca ions e
existing street t traffic ies hav
indicated this woul ubstanti change
wraffic flow are also proposed. See Initial Study
discussion. '

B. An increase in projected traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system? . . [

See XVI-A.

C. An increased demand for off-site parking? . _ v

The project would provide approximately 125
_on-site parking spaces.

) checklist !orm. as revised 08/01 Page -14- PTS 3787
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XVil.

Effects on existing parking?
ject woul vide approximate
-site ing spaces.

Substantial impact upon existing or
planned transportation systems?
i ct ic tran tation (+]

Alterations to present circulation
movements including effects on existing
public access to beaches, parks, or
other open space areas?

effec ansportati irculati

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)?

[ oject would j ve traffic

circulation, See initial study discussion,

A conflict with adopted policies, plans or -

programs supporting alternative transportation

models {e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
roject would be ¢ atible with land

and community plans for the area.

A. Natural gas?

atural would. vided for facili
erations. wever, subst nta new alterat
isting systems would required. The
jec e would exceed utility demands

as analyzed in the North Bay EIR.

B. Communications systems?

Telephone systems would be provided for

cili erations, wever, substantial new
lteration to existing systems would not be

required. The project scope would not exceed
utility demands as analyzed in the North Bay
EIR.

C. Water?

Water service would be provided for facility

erations. However. substantial new alteration

o existing svstems would not be reguired. The

UTILITIES — Would the proposal result in a need for new systems or requnre substantlal
alterations to existing utilities, mcludmg

checkiist torm as revised 08/01 . Page -15-
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Yes  Maybe No

i cope wou t ex utility dema
ana in the . ed
rading wi versely impact the existing

18-inch water pipeline traversing the project site.

D. Sewer? ' : - v —_—

" Sewer service would be provided for facility
operatj e ject sc involves sewe

modifications. The project scope would not
exceed utility dem ands as analyzed in the North
Bay EIR. See Initial Study discussion.

E. Storm water drainage? - : — V.
‘ - jversion into th wer.

Initial Study discussion.

‘F. Solid waste disposal? I _ v
Waste collection wou vided facility - :
operations. However, substantial new alteration to
existing systems would not be required. The
i would not e utility de a
analyzed in the North Bay EIR. San Diego
icipal e Chapter 14, Article ivisio
142.0810. "General Regulati e

Recyclable Material Storage” would be applicable

to provide torage and collection of refuse and

recyclable material.
XVIll. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in:

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? - v
he project water ¢ tion rates are '
accounted for in planned consumpti t
a._The project scope would not exceed
tility demands a 1 -in the th Ba

EIR.

B. Landscaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation? . - v
Landscape plans would include some drought- : '
tolerant vegetation. Adherence to the Land

evelopment ection 142.0413(a) ensure
water conservation requirements. .

XIX.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or

checklist form as revised 08/01 Page -16- ' . PTS 3787
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Yes Maybe No

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 of the major periods
of California history or prehistory? - _ %
e project wou t impact these resourc
inc W u conducted wi
xisting i idential .

B. Does the project have the potential to
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental 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.) . _ ' : , _ . v_

oject i with the ¢ unity pla

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 relatively small, but where the
effect of the total of those impacts on the '
environment is significant.) - R V4
cumulative i Vi identified. : ’

D. Does the project have environmental
effects which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either. _
directly or indirectly? e v

adverse impacts are reasonabl

foreseeable.

checklist torm as revised 08/01 Page. -17- PTS 3787

@ 298340



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES !

Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

Agricultural Resources / Natural Resources / Mineral Resources
City of San'Diego Prdgress Guide and General Plan.
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part | and I, 1873.

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land
Classification. ‘ . k :

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

Air
California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

"Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, Revised December, 1997." Institute
of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. UCD-ITS-RR-97-21. December

1997.

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

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

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

CaIifornié 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.
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Energy : ‘
v - E-mail from Kent Tnmble to Cory Wilkinson. December 17, 2002 from Michael A. Stonehouse

of Fehiman LaBarre Architecture Planning 452 Eighth Avenue, Suite A
San Diego, CA 92101

Geology/Soils
City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

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

bk

Geotechnical Investigation - Vietnam Veterans of San Dlego Rehabilitation Center Testing
Engineers - San Diego, Inc. August 2001. :

VIL. ,  Historical Resources
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.
City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

Historical Resources Board List.

North Metro Interceptor Sewer Project Final Environmental Impact Report. Appendix F,
Cultural Resources. November 1993. (LDR 89-1105)

kKRR

Cultural Resource Survey and Building Evaluation of the Veterans Village 4141 Pacific
Highway San Diego, CA. Recon Consulting 1927 Fifth Avenue. San Diego, CA 92101.
“January 2003. ' .

"Expansion of the Veterans Village Project (Prdject no. 3787, Job Order 42-0378), San Diego,
CA." Dr. Knox Mellon, State HIS’[OFIC Preservation Officer to Kenneth Teasley, Senior Planer.
March 14, 2003.

~

VIIL Human Health / Public Safety / Hazardous Materials -

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2001.

San Diego. County Hazardous Materials Management Division

FAA De_termination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized 1995.
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. | |

GeoTracker Geographic Information System query report

C Rk

Risk Management Plan Public Document for NTC/MCRD Energy Facility Applied Energy, Inc.
June 1999. Submitted to County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, :
Hazardous Materials Division. Prepared by a Resource Catalysts (R|CAT) Project Team.

Revised September 2001 Pag_e -2-
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v Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) facility information report 1D:37970022 -
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center, Old Town Campus (SPAWR- OTC). Accessed
from web site: http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/CALP001.CFM?IDNUM=37970022

4 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment - Vietnam Veterans of San Diego Rehabilitation
Center (APN 450-570-02, 4141 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92110. Testing Engineers -
San Diego, 7895 Convoy Court, Suite 18. San Diego, CA 92111. August 2001.

v Geotechnical investigation, Vietnam Veterans of San Diego Rehabilitation Center. Testing
Engineers - San Dnego 7895 Convoy Court, Suite 18. San Diego, CA 92111. August 2001

IX. Hydrology/Water Quality. .

v Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). Panel 1877 (Map Number 06073C1877 F, June 1997)

_v¥__  Federal Emergency Management Agency FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program - Flood

_ Boundary and Fioodway Map. ’

_v__ Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list, dated May 19, 1999,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmd|/303d_lists.html).

_¥__ U.S. EPA Enviromapper database. http://www.epa.gov/enviro/html/em/index.html

v Prdjéct Clean Water: http://www.projectcleanwater.org/html/ws_pueblo.html

v "Water Quality Technical Report for Vietnam Veterans of San Diego." Prepared for Stuart

Engineering by Nolite Associates, Inc. October 2002.

X. Land Use

v City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

v Community Plan.

v Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan

- City of San Diego Zoning Maps

___ FAA Determination

_v North Bay Revitalizaiton Area Final Environmental impact Report (EIR) City of San Diego,
March 1998.

v Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, Vietnam Veterans of San Diego Rehablhtatlon
- Center. Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc. August 2001.
Revised September 2001 : Page -3-
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Noise

' Community Plan |
San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.
Brown Field Airport Master Pian CNEL Maps. '

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

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

Xl
v
v
¥ San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Trafflc
v
—v __  City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. .

v

HUD Noise Guidebook:
http://www.hud. gov/offlces/cpd/energyenvwon/envnronment/resources/guudebooks/nonse/mdex
cfm '

- Paleontological Resources

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. -

Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, “Geology of the 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.

XH
v A

v Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego,"
v

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.

XL Population / Housing

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
v Community Plan.

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

v Demographic data from U.S. Census Summary Tape File (STF) 3B, Tables P1, P9, P10, P1 19,
and P120. http://www.census.gov/cgi- bm/gazetteer

v North Bay Revitalizaiton Area Flnal Enwronmental impact Report (EIR). City of San Diego,

. March 1998.
Revised September 2001 Page -4-
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XIv. Public Services

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

v Community Plan.
v - North Bay Revitalizaiton Area Final Environmental impact Report (EIR). City of San Diego,
-March 1998. . '
XV, Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
v Community Plan.
- Department of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map,

XVI. Transportation / Circulation
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Pian.
Community Plan.

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

Final Traffic impact Assessment, Vietnam Veterans of San Diego. Linscott, Law, and

v
v
¢ San Diego Region Weekd.ay Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.
v
Greenspan February 2003.

v

North Bay Revitalizaiton Area Final Environmental impact Report (EIR). City of San Diego,

March 1998.
- XV, . Utilities
- North Bay Revitalizaiton Area Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Clty of San Diego,
March 1998.
XVill. " Water Conservation
v E-mail from Kent Trimble to Cory Wilkinson. December 17, 2002 from Michael A. Stonehouse

of Fehiman LaBarre Architecture Planning 452 Eighth Avenue, Suite A
San Diego, CA 92101
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