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Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Project No. 54384 
SCH No. 2005091022 

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

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

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

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

H. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study. 

HI. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed 
project could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, LAND USE/MSCP, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Subsequent 
revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation identified in Section V of this 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the 
potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and the preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Report will not be required. 

IV. DOCUMENTATION: 

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Detennination. 

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

GENERAL 

Prior to the commencement of the preconstmction meeting, the Assistant Deputy Director of the 
Land Development Review Division (LDR) shall verify that the following mitigation measures 
are noted within the construction/grading plans and/or specifications submitted and included 
in the specifications under the heading Environmental Mitigation Requirements. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the owner/permittee shall contribute to the City 
of San Diego Habitat Acquisition Fund (HAF) to mitigate for the loss of 0.64 acre of Diegan 
costal sage scrub (tier IE) and 0.10 acre of non-native grassland (tier IDB). The current per 
acre contribution amount for the HAF is $25,000 per-acre plus a ten percent (10%) 
administrative fee. This fee is based on mitigation ratios of 1:1 for Diegan coastal sage scrub 
and 0.5:1 for non-native grassland impacts (both impacts occurred outside the MHPA, yet 
mitigation would be required inside the MHPA). 

2. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits and/or the first pre-construction meeting, the 
owner/permittee shall make arrangement to schedule a preconstmction meeting to ensure 
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The 
meeting shall include the Resident Engineer (RE), monitoring biologist, monitoring 
archaeologist, and staff from the City's Mitigation monitoring Coordination (MMC) Section. 

3. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting, the apphcant shall be responsible for retaining a 
qualified Biologist and provide a letter of verification to the ADD of LDR stating that a 
qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of San Diego Biological Resource Guidelines (BRG), 
has been retained to implement the mitigation measures. 

4. At least thirty days prior to the pre-construction meeting, the qualified Biologist shall verify 
that any special reports, maps, plans and time lines, such as but not limited to, revegetation 
plans, plant relocation requirements, avian or other wildlife protocol surveys, impact 
avoidance areas or other such information has been completed and updated. 

5. The project biologist shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or 
equivalent along the limits of disturbance within and surrounding sensitive habitats as 
shown on the approved Exhibit A. 



Page3 

6. AU constmction activities (including staging areas) shall be restricted to the development 
area as shown on the approved Exhibit A. The project biologist shall monitor constmction 
activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically 
sensitive areas beyond the limits of disturbance as shown on the approved Exhibit A. 

LANDUSE/MSCP 

1. Prior to initiation of any construction-related grading, the biologist shall discuss the 
sensitive nature of the adjacent habitat with the crew and subcontractor. 

2. Prior to preconstmction meeting, the limits of grading shall be clearly delineated by a 
survey crew prior to brushing, clearing or grading. The limits of grading shall be defined 
with appropriate constmction fencing and checked by the biological monitor before 
initiation of construction grading. 

3. All lighting adjacent to the MHPA shall be shielded, unidirectional, low pressure sodium 
illumination (or similar) and directed away from preserve areas using appropriate 
placement and shields. If lighting adjacent to the MHPA is required for nighttime 
construction, it shall be unidirectional, low pressure sodium illumination (or similar), and 
it shall be directed away from the preserve areas and the tops of adjacent trees with 
potentially nesting raptor species, using appropriate placement and shields. 

4. AU staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shaU be located within the 
development footprint and shaU not encroach onto adjacent sensitive habitat retained 
within the open space and/or/MHPA areas. No equipment maintenance shaU be 
conducted within or near the adjacent sensitive habitat retained within the open space 
and/or/MHPA areas 

5. Natural drainage patterns shall be maintained as much as possible during construction. 
Erosion control techniques, including the use of sandbags, hay bales, and/or the 
instaUation of sediment traps, shaU be used to control erosion and deter drainage during 
construction activities into the adjacent open space. Drainage from aU development areas 
adjacent to the MHPA shall be directed away from the MHPA, or if not possible, must not 
drain directly into the MHPA, but instead into sedimentation basins, grassy swales, and/or 
mechanical trapping devices as specified by the City Engineer. 

6. No trash, oil, parking or other constmction related activities shall be aUowed outside the 
established limits of grading. AU constmction related debris shaU be removed off-site to 
an approved disposal facihty. 

7. No invasive non-native plant-species shaU be introduced into areas adjacent to the MHPA. 

8. Prior to the preconstmction meeting, the ADD of LDR shaU verify that the Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following project requirements regarding the 
coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the constmction plans: 
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COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER fFederallv Threatened! 

1. Prior to the preconstmction meeting, the City Manager (or appointed designee) shaU 
verify that the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following 
project requirements regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on the 
constmction plans: 

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other constmction activities shall occur between 
March 1 and August 15, the breeding season of the Coastal CaUfomia gnatcatcher, until 
the following requirements have been met to the satisfaction of the City Manager: 

A. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 
10(a)(1)(a) Recovery Permit) shall survey those habitat areas within the MHPA 
that would be subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] 
hourly average for the presence of the Coastal California gnatcatcher. Surveys 
for the Coastal California gnatcatcher shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol 
survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and WUdUfe Service within the 
breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If gnatcatchers 
are present, then the foUowing conditions must be met: 

I. Between March 1 and August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of 
occupied gnatcatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from 
such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a 
qualified biologist; and 

II. Between March 1 and August 15, no construction activities shall occur 
within any portion of the site where constmction activities would result in 
noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied 
gnatcatcher habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by 
construction activities would not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the 
edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a qualified acoustician 
(possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring 
noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the 
city manager at least two weeks prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. Prior to the commencement of constmction 
activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such activities 
shaU be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; or 

m. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of constmction activities, 
under the direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures 
(e.g., berms, walls) shaU be implemented to ensure that noise levels 
resulting from construction activities wiU not exceed 60 dB(A)hourly 
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average at the edge of habitat occupied by the Coastal California 
gnatcatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of constmction 
activities and the constmction of necessary noise attenuation faciUties, 
noise monitoring* shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat 
area to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If 
the noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be 
inadequate by the quaUfied acoustician or biologist, then the associated 
construction activities shaU cease until such time that adequate noise 
attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August 
16). 

* Construction noise monitoring shaU continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying 
days, or more frequently depending on the constmction activity, to verify that noise levels at the 
edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise 
level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented 
in consultation with the biologist and the City Manager, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to 
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) 
hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the 
placement of constmction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment. 

B. If Coastal California gnatcatchers are not detected during the protocol survey, the 
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the city manager and 
apphcable resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation 
measures such as noise walls are necessary between March 1 and August 15 as 
follows: 

I. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for Coastal California 
gnatcatcher to be present based on historical records or site conditions, 
then condition A.III shaU be adhered to as specified above. 

II. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, 
no further mitigation measures are necessary. 

RAPTORS 

1. If the site has a potential to support nests and nesting raptors are present during 
constmction, comphance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act/Section 3503 would predude 
the potential for direct impacts. 

2. If there is a potential for indirect noise impacts to nesting raptors, prior to construction 
within the development area during the raptor breeding season (Febmary 1 through 
September 15) the biologist shaU conduct a preconstmction survey to determine the 
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presence of active raptor nests. If active nests are detected, the biologist in consultation 
with EAS staff shaU establish a species appropriate noise buffer zone. No constmction 
shaU occur within this zone. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

PRIOR TO PERMIT ISSUANCE 

A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any constmction permits, including but not 
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstmction meeting, whichever is 
appUcablet the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shaU 
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on 
the appropriate constmction documents. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project 
and the names of aU persons involved in the paleontological monitoring 
program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

2. MMC wiU provide a letter to the applicant confirming the quaUfications of the PI 
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the apphcant shall obtain approval from MMC for any 
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

PRIOR TO START OF CONSTRUCTION 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has 
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a 
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or, 
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the 
search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabiHties of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 
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B. PI ShaU Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shaU 
arrange a Precon Meeting that shaU include the PI, Constmction Manager (CM) 
and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), BuUding Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shaU attend any 
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the 
Constmction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Apphcant shaU 
schedule a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if 
appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a 
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate constmction 
documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shaU be based 
on the results of a site specific records search as weU as information regarding 
existing known soU conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring WiU Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shaU also submit a construction 
schedule to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring 
wiU occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detaUed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. 
This request shaU be based on relevant information such as review of final 
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of 
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossU 
resources, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to 
be present. 
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DURING CONSTRUCTION 

A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with 
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is 
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction 
activities. 

2. The monitor shaU document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 
(CSVR). The CSVR's shaU be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of 
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shaU forward copies to 
MMC. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching 
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or 
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shaU direct the contractor 
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and 
immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shaU immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 
discovery. 

3. The PI shaU immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shaU also 
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with 
photos of the resource in context, if possible. 

C. Detennination of Significance 

1. The PI shaU evaluate the significance of the resource. 

a. The PI shaU immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for 
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fossil discoveries shaU be at the discretion of the PI. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shaU submit a Paleontological 
Recovery Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. 
Impacts to significant resources must be mitigated before ground 
disturbing activities in the area of discovery wiU be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant (e.g., smaU pieces of broken common sheU 
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shaU notify the RE, or 
BI as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The 
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to 
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered. 

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossU resources wiU be 
coUected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The 
letter shaU also indicate that no further work is required. 

NIGHT WORK 

A. If night work is included in the contract 

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

2. The foUowing procedures shaU be foUowed. 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work. The 
PI shaU record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax 
by 9am the foUowing morning, if possible. 

b. Discoveries 

AU discoveries shaU be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures detaUed in Sections IH - During Construction. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentiaUy significant discovery has been 
made, the procedures detaUed under Section m - During Constmction 



Page 10 

shaU be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by SAM the following morning 
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless 
other specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

1. The Constmction Manager shaU notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum 
of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

POST CONSTRUCTION 

A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shaU submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative) 
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of aU phases of the 
Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 
review and approval within 90 days foUowing the completion of monitoring, 

a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, 
the Paleontological Recovery Program shaU be included in the Draft 
Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum 

The PI shaU be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any 
significant or potentially significant fossU resources encountered during 
the Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's 
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego 
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shaU return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shaU submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shaU provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 
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5. MMC shaU notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of aU Draft Monitoring 
Report submittals and approvals. 

B. Handling of Fossil Remains 

1. The PI shaU be responsible for ensuring that aU fossU remains coUected are 
cleaned and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to 
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area; 
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
completed, as appropriate 

C. Curation of fossU remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shaU be responsible for ensuring that aU fossU remains associated with the 
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate 
institution. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shaU submit two copies of the Final Momtoring Report to MMC (even if 
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has 
been approved. 

2. The RE shaU, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of 
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance 
Verification from the curation institution. 

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to: 

United States 
U.S. Fish and WUdlife Service (23) 

State of California 
California Department of Fish and Game (32) 
Regional Water Quahty Control Board (44) 
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State Clearinghouse (46) 

City of San Diego: 
Council District 6, Councilmember Frye 
Development Services Department 
Planning Department 
Branch Library (MS 17) 
Historical Resources Board (87) 

Other 
Sierra Club (165) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
CaUfomia Native Plant Society (170) 
The Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century m (179) 
Endangered Habitats League (182) 
Dr. Jerry Schafer (209) 
South Coastal Information Center (210) 
San Diego Archaeological Society (212) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (213) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
Ron Christman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218) 
Native American Heritage Commission (222) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution (225A-R) 
Serra Mesa Community Coundl (264) 
Mission VUlage Homeowners Association (266) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Association (292) 
Mission VaUey Center Association (328) 
Hazard Center (328A) 
Mary Johnson (328B) 
Mission VaUey Community Coundl (328C) 
Union Tribune News (329) 
San Diego River Conservancy (330A) 
Friends of the Mission VaUey Preserve (330B) 
Mission VaUey Unified Planning Organization (331) 
Mr. Gene Kemp (332) 
Lynn MulhoUand (333) 
River VaUey Preservation Project (334) 
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vn. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the pubhc input period. 

( ) Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No 
response is necessary. The letters are attached. 

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the 
public input period. The letters and responses foUow. 

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Program and any Initial Study materials are available in the office of the Land Development 
Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

March 05. 2007 
EUe£n Lower, 
Development Services Department 

Date of Draft Report 

Mav 4. 2007 
Date of Final Report 

Analyst: SHEARER-NGUYEN 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmental Review Committee 

10 March 2007 

To: Ma. Elizabeth Shcarcr-Ngiyen 
Development Services Department 
City of SanDiego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
SanDiego, California92101 

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Pacific Coast Office Building 
ProjectNo. 54384 

City tliff retpoMt(t) lo Sin Diego County Archaeological Sodrty, Inc. comment lelUr 
Pacific Coail Office Building, Frojeel No. 543B4 

llarTor 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

I have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee ofthe San Diego County 
Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DMND and initial study, and the cultural 
resource survey report for the project, we agree that the project should have no significant 
impacts on historical resources. We also agree that no mitigation measures for historical 
resources are necessary, 

Thank you for providing these documents to SDCAS for our review and comment. 

Sincerely, 

1. This comment is noted. 

Kyle Consulting 
SDCAS President 
File 

jtss W. Royle. Jr., Chfil 
Environmental Review i 

P.O.BoxBHOa • SanDlBflo, CA 82138-1106 • (858)538-0935 



From: "Ernie Bonn" <uhcdc@netzaro.net> 
To: <d9deas@sandlego.oov> 
Data: 4/1/2007 4:11:09PM 
Subject: Project #543S4-ach - Parcel« 439-480-24 - Pacific Coast Offlce Bldg. 

AUantlon: Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 

Allached la s letter In opposition lo Ihe Mitigated Negative Dedarallon compiled by your Dept. on (he 
above project. Please dlslrlbute this to Council Members prior to Its being scheduled on the Council 
docket. 

Ernestine Bonn 

CC: "April Chasebro" <AChe8ebro@Bandlogo.flov>, <donnafrye(g|sandlego,gov> 

City ttaff mpoiuab) to E- Bonn/Univ«nily Height* Development Carporadon/Univenity Heigh It Uiban Dciign 
Review Council and Planning Conunilte* comment letter for 

Pacific Coaat Office Building, Projtct No. BOM 

2. 

The attached letter will become part of the administrative record for this project. Il will be 
Included In the final MND, which will be distributed lo the City Councilmembers prior to Ihe 
hearing should the proposed project be appealed to the Council. 

• 

mailto:uhcdc@netzaro.net
mailto:d9deas@sandlego.oov


University Heights Community Development Corp. 
Fsily Heights Urban Design Review Council & Planning Committee 

P. 0. Box 3115, San Diego. CA 92163 
(619)297-3166 

March 31, 2007 

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Development Services Dept. 
1222 First Ave., MS 501 
Son Diego, C A 92101 

Re: Project ti S43S4-ich #p end log Parcel ti 439-480-24 
Pacific Coait Office Building 

Dear Ma. Nguyen 

The University Heights Community Development Corporation (UHCDC) in conjunction wilh the 
University Urban Design Review Council & Planning Committee (UHDRC & PC) supports Ihe position 
of the Mission Valley Communily Council and the other organizations that oppose the proposed _ r . 
Mitigated Negalive Declaration (MND) that was compiled by the Development Services Dept. The ^ , 
MND is paid for by the developer ofthe Pacific Coast Office Building, which appears to be a conflict of ( 
interest. — 

On September 26,2006 the City Council upheld the appeal ofthe project by the community ""• 
organizations. In 1992 the City Council designated Ihe parcel in question as open space. The developer S -
purchased this land in 1993 knowing this to be the case yet continues'lo attempt to develop this land in an 
inappropriate manner. The Mission Valley Community Plan slates that nothing is lo be built above the Q , 
ISO foot contour level, yet this MND permits il as well as many other violations of statutes and codes thai "J, 
apply lo open space and sensitive lands f 3 

A large portion of University Heights is on the hillside above Mission Valley and in Ihe past has been 
greatly affected by inapprapriate development like this project that has caused hillside erosion with hardly 
any compliance through Ihe City's Neighborhood Code Department. Because one of the major comdora 
from and into Mission Valley and Ihe freeways is Texas Street, liafTic through the neighborhood surface 
streets creates serious congestion. 

The UHCDC distributed a survey in the University Heights community in order lo compile information 
on what impacts from Ihe development in Mission Valley were felt lo be the most serious, and the 
responses verified traffic, environmenlal issues regarding loss of natural vegetation, hillside erosion and 
runoff, noise and inftastructure deficits. Fires have also been a conslanl problem because weed clearance 
by the Cily at the base ofthe hillsides is a tow priority. These hillsides and canyons act as buffeis 
between the floor of Mission Valley and Ihe residential areas above. 

We feel that this development should not go forward as it will sel a precedent for yet more intrusion into 
our hi lb ides. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher F. Milnes, Executive Director UHCDC 
Maiy Wendorf, Chair, UHDRC & PC 

ipihinlrtu City ttaff reipoiueli) to B. Bonn/Unlveraity Heigh ti Development Caiparalion/Univcnily HeighuTTrbin Dealgn 
Review Council and Planning Cammillee comment letter loi 

Pacific Coaat Offlca Building, Project No. 54384 

3." The Cily of San Diego requires discretionary project applicants to pay for all of the work done by 
City staff in Ihe course of the projeci review and permitting process, which Is allowable under 
Section 15045 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The developer is 
billed for staffs lime; however, it should be understood lhat professional environmental staff 
members of Ihe City of San Diego's Development Services Department prepared the MND. While 
staff may require the applicant to pay for technical reports and may request additional 
information regarding the project, the MND, represents Ihe independent analysis of the City of 
San Diego as Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA Seclion 15074(b) states that prior to approving a 
project, the decision-ma king body of Ihe lead agency shall consider the proposed mitigated 
negative declaration (MND) wilh any comments received during the public review process. The 
decision making body shall adopt Ihe proposed MND only if it finds on the basis of the whole 
record before It that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect 
on Ihe environment and thai Ihe MND reflects Ihe lead agency's independent judgment and 
analysis. 

4. This comment is noted. 

5. The redesignation of several southern hillside areas to open space as part of the April 21,1992 
City Council action identifies that only a portion of parcel 439-480-24, which is Ihe subject 
property, was redesignated to open space. In the 1992 City Council action, the subject parcel was 
not designated In it's entirety as open space. Only a portion of the subject site was designated 
open space as referenced in the attachments to R-279807, "Amendment to the Mission Valley 
Community Plan." Refer to comment number 35. 

6. These comments are noted. 

7. The Mission Valley Community Plan slates that no-large scale development should cut or grade, 
or extend above Ihe ISC elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutting parcels 
include development thai is up to 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft., staff 
determined that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. In 
addition, the purpose and intent of the community plan policies regarding development 
limitations above Ihe ISO* contour is for the preservation of the valley's hillside areas. The 
communily plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-
acre site within a protected open space easement thai Is not proposed for development. In 
addition, Ihe project is subject lo the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDO), which 
restricts development within the Hillside Sub-district from encroaching above the 150-foot. 
However, the MVPDO allows exceptions lo this restriction under certain conditions. As 
explained on pages 23-25 of the Initial Study, the subject project was determined by staff to meet 
the conditions for such on exception. 

B. It should be understood that the MND does not permit or approve the projeci or any of the 
project components. The purpose of the MND Is lo disclose lo the public and Ihe decision 
makers the potential environmental effects of the project, and to identify appropriate mitigation 
measures aimed at reducing the project's significant impacts to below a level of significance. 



City ilaff laaponiafi) to E. Bonn/Univenity Height* Development CorpoiationAJnlvetaity Heighta Urban 
Dciign Review Council and Planning Commitl« coiiuncnl letter for 

Pacific Coaat Office Building, Projeci No. 54384 

(Continued) The decision-making body of Ihe Lead Agency must consider Ihe environmental 
document before approving any project with an associated environmental document, and Is 
required to dedde whether to approve Ihe environmental document on the basis of Ihe Initial 
Study and any public comment received (CEQA Guidelines 15074). 

These comments are noted. Development projects in and of themselves do not set precedent for 
later approvals. Bach project application Is reviewed under lis own unique circumstances. If the 
proposed project application meets the findings required for approval, the projeci may be 
approved. If the findings cannot be met, the project may not be approved. No project is approved 
simply because another similar projeci was approved under similar circumstances. Each project 
must stand on Its own. 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 



Lynn Mulholland 
P.O. Box 900234 
San Diego, California 

92190 
March 31, 2007 

Elizabeth Schearer-Nguyen 
Environmental Planner 
Development Services 
1222 First Av. 

HS 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear MB. Shoarer-Hgtiyen, 

On September 25, 2006, the RIVEH VALLEY PFE3ERVATI0N PROJECT, 
THE SIERRA CLUE, THE AUDOBON SOCIETY, AND THE MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY COUNCILS 
ippdai6d development of Parcel #439-480-24 to the San Diego City Council. The 
:ity Council tirtanimouaiy honored the appeal. 

Tho Mitigated Negative Declaration presented is tha aarae that tho Cityll, 
inanlmoualy rejected. The violations of the MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, ' — 

THE MISSION VALLEY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ORDINACE, THE DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY. 
DISTRICT ORDINANCES AND GENERAL PLAN remain. 

EXHIBIT A: MVCP 1965 PAGE 107 
Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized hy steep slopes 

or geological.1 instability. 
Designate the hillsides and'canyons which have any of the following 

characteristics as open space - . 
a. CohtalA'trare or endangered species of vegetation or animal life 
b,.' Contain unstable soils. 
c. Contain the primary course of a nattiral drainage pattern. 
d. Located'above the 150 foot elevation contour; 

MVPDO CODE 103.2107(3)(A) - 'Development, inciuaing roads,shall not 
occur above therlSO foot contour line.1 '2 

GENERAL PLAN - No development that compounds existing deficiencies. 
••Presently In MISSION VALLEYi 

a. Gridlock,Gridlock, gridlock. 
b. NO-population based park, 
c. No permanent Fire Station. 
d. Not one K-12 School. 

On April 12, 1992, Council Member J. McCarty proposed fend flfte Biaco 
Diego City Council unanimously approved an ammendment to the MVCP by 
Resolution #279807. Ammendment #279807 Included the following changes 
to the MVCPi 

EXHIBITS! B,C,D, AND E. 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO INFORMATION BULLETIN _ EXHIBITS P•AND G 

Parcel #439-480-24 noted. Applicant requested deviation from 
MVPDO Code 103,2107(3)(A). 

EXHIBIT H MANAGER'S REPORT 
"Development on the remaining areas above the 150 foot contour level 

is already aeverejj restricted by the MVCP.'.PDO, and DIDO. THQB.NO REZONES 
ABE CONSIDERED NECESSARY AT THIS TIME. -" 

City ilaff reaponacti) la Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Com Office Building. Project No. 54384 

10. These comments are noted. 

11. While Ihe MND was revised at the direction of Ihe Cily Council, the proposed project Is the same 
one lhat was analyzed in Ihe previous MND. Al Ihe September 26, 2006 hearing. Council 
directed staff to provide more information on projeci alternatives designed to reduce impacts, ll 
should be understood lhat a discussion of a reasonable range of project alternatives Is a required 
element of Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). The alternatives must be capable of avoiding 
or reducing the significant unavoidable impacts of Ihe proposed project. The public agency 
decision-making body has Ihe authority to approve or deny Ihe proposed project, or to choose 
one of the alternatives. Sections I512D through 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines contains a detailed 
description of the required contents of an EIR. 

EIRs are required when there is substantial evidence that a project may result in a significant 
effect on Ihe environment (please refer lo CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). However, not all 
projects require the preparation of an EIR - Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines slates: 

"A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negalive declaration or mitigated 
negalive declaration for a project subject lo CEQA when: 

(a) The initial study shows lhal there is no substantial evidence. In light of Ihe whole 
record before the agency, lhat the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment, ur, 

(b) The Initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the 
applicant before a proposed mitigated negalive declaration and Initial 
study are released for public review would avoid Ihe effects or mitigate 
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, 
and 

(2) There is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the 
agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment." 

PAGE ONE OF TWO 
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City ilaff raponae(i) lo Lynn Mulholland commenl leltet for 
Pidflc Coaat Office Building, Project No. 94384 

11. (Continued). In the case of Ihe Pacific Coast Office Building project, the Initial study identified 
polenltally significant effects In Ihe Issue areas of land use (MSCP), biological resources, and 
paleontological resources. All of these potentially significant impacts could be reduced to below 
a level of significance through mitigation measures, and Ihe applicant agreed lo Implement Ihe 
measures. Staff therefore prepared an MND in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. 

The required contents of a Negative Declaration (or Mitigated Negalive Declaration) are listed in 
Section 15071. They include: 

(a) A brief description of Ihe project, including a commonly used name for the projeci, If 
any; 

(b) The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, and the name of Ihe project 
proponent; 

(c) A proposed finding lhal the project will not have a significant effect on the environment; 

(d) An attached copy of Ihe Initial Study documenting reasons to support Ihe finding; and 

(e) Mitigation measures, if any, included In the project to avoid potentially significant 
effects. 

As shown above, an alternatives analysis is not a required component of an MND. In an effort lo 
comply with Council's direction while staying within Ihe parameters of CEQA's MND 
requirements, staff revised the MND to include a description of the various design iterations 
presented lo the City by the applicant. As the project does not meet Ihe criteria for the 
preparation of an EIR, it should be understood that the various preliminary designs do not meet 
Ihe criteria for standard CEQA project alternatives that would be included within an EIR. 

12. These comments are noted, and the attached exhibits have been included as part of Ihe 
administrative record. 



In NOVE*'--* 2003, prior to purchase, applicant knew that PARCEL Waa j i; 
in designate' _^^ space, free of development above the ISO foot contour line. 
Note that at ^^^^ of EXHIBIT G.-the sentence requesting deviation frora PDO. 
AlBOr note PA^^Ht439-480~24 of EXHIBITS E £. F. 

COMM. commrsi 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS-NORMAL HEIGHTS COMM. PLANNING GHP. VOTED" 

10-0-0 against PCOB. 
UNIVERSITY HTS. COMM. DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION VOTED AGAINST PCOB. 
BOARD OF DIRECTOHS-HVCC VOTED 5-0-0 AGAINST PCOB. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS-HVPP VOTED AGAINST PCOB. 
SIERRA CLUB - LOCAL - VOTED:AGAINST PCOB. 
AUDOBON SOCIETY -LOCAL - VOTED AGAINST PCOB, 

THE MND IS AN OFFICIAL CITV DOCUMENT. WHAT HAPPENED??? The coneern is \ 3 . 
that the staff that prepared the MND Is apparently paid by the developer. 
We request Council:Members to represent the electorate! Deny the project. iL|_ 

f 

CC. 

/Sincerely, 

7 / 7 Jfynn Mulholiahd 
Cb-Chalr HVCC 

C.MEMBERS] 
Frye' 
Atkins 
Young 
Hueso 
Peters 
Madafer 
Maienschein 
Faulconer .:• 
Aguirre 
Schoenfisch' 
Sanders 

City ttaff icaponacti) to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Coaat Office Building, Project No. 54384 

13. Please see response No. 3 above. 

14. The commentor's request for the Council to deny the projeci is noted. It should also be noted lhal 
the proposed project is a Process 3 decision. Process 3 decisions are made by a Hearing Officer 
with appeal rights to the Planning Commission. The Process 3 decisions are not appealable to the 
City Coundl. The City Council has appellate review of the Environmental Document only. 
Therefore, while the City Coundl may rule n the adequacy of the Environmental Document, the 
decision regarding the overall project is reserved for the Hearing Officer and/or Planning 
Commission. 

PAGE TWO OF TWO 
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City »Uff rcaponaata) to Lynn Mulholland comment latter for 
Padfic Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 
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ty t> 
Site flummary - Sites A through B 

Pltfl h 

Slzoi 5.14 aares (approx.) 
Location: South of Hotel circle South just east of tho Taylor 

Street overpaaB 
parcel Noa.: 443-040-29, -30 (por.), -31, -32, -33 
Ownership: Vincent & Gladys Kobeta, Animal Clinic, pacer Coast 

Developroant Corp., John Ghattuck, Jeffrey sinter 
Use: Two single-family dwellings, vacant hillsides and 

flatter areas 
Community Plan 
Designationi Office or Commercial-Recreation 
Zone: Rl-40000, soma Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

BltB B 

City ilaff reeponaeW to Lynn Mulhollaltd comment latter for 
Pacific Coaat Office Building, Project No. 5«B4 

Size:: 
Location: 
Parcel Nos. 
Ownership: 
Use: 

0.45 acre 
Heat of Texaa Street, south of Camino del Rio south 
438-140-14 
Harold & Helen Sadlelr 
Vacant hillside 

community Plan 
Daslgnation: Commercial-Office 
Zone: Rl-400D0/Hillslde Review Overlay Zona 

site c 

Size: 11.54 aqres 
Location! South of Camino del Rio South, east-of 1-805 
Parcel HOB.: 439-080-19 and 439-040-32 
Ownership: Mission Valley 34th Street, City of San Diego 
Use: Vacant hillsides with flatter drainage area 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commeroial-Officei Realdontial/Office Mix 
Zone: R1-4O0O0, some Hillside Review Overlay Zona 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank-
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Bltg P 
£r £ 

Size: 5.81 acres (approx.) 
Location: South of Camino del Rio South, west of 1-13 
Parcel Noa.: 439-520-20 and 439-480-24 (por.) 
Ownership: Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance, Raymond and 

Rebecca Hlllenberg 
Use: Vacant hillside 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commercial-Office 
Zone: Rl-40000/Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

aAtfl_E 

Size: ' 12.72 acres ' 
Location: South side of Camino del Rio South, east of 

.•Fairmount Avenue 
461-350-03, -04, -06 
.city of San Diego, National University 
National University parking lots and 
vacant hillsides (CUP in process for a church) 

Community Plan 
Deslgnitlon: Commercial-Office 
Zone: R1-40D00, some Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

City staff felponaata) lo Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Padfic Coaal Office Building, Project No. 54384 

Parcel Nos. 
Ownership: 
Use: 

Thia Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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z/tr 
Page 4 of I City o l Son Dlogo • In lo rma l ion B u l t t t l n 513 Novambar 2003 

& GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

(. PinjaOAridHMi Camino del Rio Soulh 

2. Am«Of , iP . rc« INumb«(« l (APN) : 439-480-24 '• Pafcal Size: J ^ r M 

3. Laoal Daacrtpiton: Lot I of NAOEL TRACT UNIT NQ 2 SUBDIVISION according to Map No. 4737 

4. ExItllnaUaa; V w i m l U n d 

5. Proppt tdUie (Check a l that apply): a Single Dwelling Q Mulllpla Dwelling (no. ol unlla | 

O Commercial Q Induilrial O SclanlINc Raaatrch M Olllca Q Other ._ 

Oaacrtba ihe uae: 
Medical office 

S. Projaet OeacripitDn: 

See allached, 

7. Deicilbe Pro|ac) BaekpFHUid (wrtiat and whan waa lha teal davatopmarH aclMly on lha alla]7 

The project l i t e is vacant. There ha i been no development i c i i v i t y on the l i t e . 

Hit al permlit/appnwBla ralaled to the prajad (e.g., board d appaali approvmli, lot Ua agraamanla. aaaemanl 
agraamanla. bidding taatrfcled aaumanlj, devalopmanl pairrtU. podcy apptovala, iobdlvfcton approvab, or other 
apedaj agreamenu with ihe dty), II any: 

Open ipace easement wilh the City of Son Diego recorded December 17,1982 
as Inslrumem No. 82-386778 

B. D o n lha projacl Indude new coniliucUonT _ _ ....pTYaa QNo 

II Yea, what la Ihe pcopoted HdohVNunbar ol BuMng S lor i t t 
. 2 I 1 D H U 

10. Doaalha projad Indude an Inledof tafnodol (lananl Impravamenl)? „ .QYaa j j lNo 

11. U t l any raquaalad peimlli, acllona or approval*: 

Site Development Permil and a Mission Valley Developmenl Permil. 

City alaff raaponacU) to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Coaal Office Building. Project No. 54384 
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•WUBI >r i U-1 prapatDd pi 'Mo ImprovsniviUT 

^ / , ^ 

V. UEVELOi •MENT PERMIT AMD POUCY JU1 PROVAL PROJECT INFORMATl OH 
Raapond o me lu l luv lng qu«»IJon» It yam pit l imlnery l a v l e * wil l Includa l i t u r J i.i'ictv ug ( i n ; • i « 
ot property JuvulopnafU i tguMant , auch a* aubdivlilona. i i ia pnmlU land u*< plan wnandnH.-it^. >J. . 

1. WNeh Con: nur»y Plani i ig n a a U the pio)«l loco(sJwf lhin7_MiM!Di l Vol lcv and Nonra i K i a t ! t i 

(ACCOR )1NG TO TliEi PARCEL INFORMATION CHHCKLIST1 
2. w n i r i a i e i i i-d Indude e Comnjunlly Plan Aawndineni? L'l \ >i If'.-

1 yaa. pita- • diMcribe 0*i ameiidmenl: 

3, A'hw it I U D U B zona ol Ihe projad ptemlie (InetjMd Ihe name <d Ihe Planned UIMi-d, II aiip* » • i ,'• 

M i w i n t i ' 'all-iv Phnm^l Dit lr icf-poroti iefyial i.iiliee [MVPD-CO^ 

4, : iu« lh t>p ^ectaRaliavf miy i t iudu iM t ial era T A I Idnv-llvo ytar t old? „ ^ . t ; ! i d i . -

5, Cnuld » ! ) emieabeliHO'lcallytlunlflcanllot u y i iu io i i? - -.... ' j ' •* >» :•• 

if yas, p l u a siploJn 

ri ic Panvl Infrwiiut ion Chcck l in ihowsthnt l l icpi i jpcrty conWlni h l l to i ica l remtucea. bin lu-rr .ire I J 
, tmctur f f ii t l . cprupery . Ia tht j jus l (u lerror .1 

a. l y a u f p i a ' t l local«Hn no a fa j i r iw fuW™ btotajkai rs*iuica5. ibed ty ' t Mi^Upla HaMglPd.^- t - j JUI . . . { tur - i . 
< nelUnJ .• aa. ale? _ ..._ X ^ i» 13 ' . i 

7, WW y m i p' + )0 flttucati new alarm WBlMnmoll) 

S. Atnihero t a iBqiw»l (oi Razona? 

II Y-M a al zana in pfcx»ed7 . 

V.. a p i m i i r i r «kliioR»to: V l O O O j f 

i i 1.1 i j : .> 

: o , t mi.. 

10. '.irteny de itU-norvarla'icarBtfiuaIr 

_L_ I'beapplu. ml is tcqucc.ing a deviation f rom Cn.lc S a l ion t03.2IOT(3)(A) i rgnrdini : n-- i t r ; ,e; i nc i t .nl-
/ 'h t i5'>-l'.- tcmi tour l i i ie . 

k 

City ataff Tesponaelt) lo Lynn Mulholland commenl letter for 
Padfic Coaal Offlca Building, Project No. S43S4 
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Page 4 

considered on a case-by-case basis If proposed by the propert • 
owners. Hgvever,. any ^avelopment of these areas would be subject 
to the:trip-provleions of the Mission Valley Development 
Intensity t)lstrict and Planned District ordinance which would 
trigger a special pennit if over a notnlnal threshold. In ' 
addition,, depending on what portion of the site wjpuld be Impacted 
by dev&lopipent,. a Hillislde Review Permit nay also be required;' 
Develobmenb on the? remaining areas above- the 150-foot contour' 
leva! la already severely restricted by the Mission Valley . 
Community Plan, Plannacf District ordinance and Development 
Intensity District Ordinance. Thus, no rezonea.are considered 
necesaary at-this tine. ' 

Boundary Afrluatinent̂  

This- aibandnont to the M± as lorn Valley conmunlty Plan Land Use Hap 
would borrect the community boundary line on the Bouthem ana 
eastern sides of Mission Valley to be consistent with adjacent 
cammtmitles and the official HiBsion Valley boundary line. In 
addition, the multiple'Use designation boundary lines would be 
corrected at two locations on the Hlaalon Valley Community Plan 
Land OIJO Hap (Attachment la). 

Lictht Rail Transit fLRTI Line 

Hatropblltan Transit Development Board (MTDB) staff has requested 
that the adopted Mission ValleJ West Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
llne-bfe illustrated on the •Mission Valley Community Plan Land Use 
Hap as,well as on Figure'17 of the Plan. HTDB staff believes 
that illustration of the LRT line on the Land Uae Hap, together 
with existing and proposed roads, would present a comprehensive 
picture of future transportation facilities in Mission Valley. 
The City Manager concurs with this request and the revised figure 
is illdstrated on Attachment la. 

HTDB staff also requested that the LRT alignment previously 
illuattated on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to 
lllustrato the adopted alignment (Attachment Ig), In addition, 
HTDB staff proposed revisions to the Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus 
Route shown on Figure 17. Planning staff originally concurred 
with these requests and the Planning Commission approved these 
changes. However, a Mission Valley property owner subsequently 
questioned the modifications to the Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus 
Route hhown on Figure 17. Upon further review, it was determined 
that changes to the Intra-Valley Shuttle BUB Route had not been 
approved by the HTD Board. Rather, the bus route changes were a 
prediction by HTDB staff of what la likely to occur. Because of 
this,'the City Manager is recommending that the shuttle bus route 
previobsly included on Figure 17 of the community plan be 
retained. The LRT line would be revised to Illustrate the 
adopted allgnmnt. - The proposed Figure 17 Is shown on 1/ 

City alaff reapaiuet*) to Lynn Mulholland comment letler for 
Padfic Coaal Office Building, ProJMl No. S43M 
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The City of San Diego 

MANAGER'S 
REPORT 

DATS ISSUED: 

ATTENTION I 

SUBJECT: 

REFERENCE1 

April 14, 1993 REPORT NO. p-92-097 

Honorable Mayor and City Counollmembers, Agenda of 
April 21, 1992. .)i.i " 

MISSION VALLEY COpHUNITY PLAN/GEHERAL PLAN 
AHENDHEHT. 

City Council Hearings of July 9 and 23, I99p 
regarding the Mission Valley Planned District 
Ordinance. ' 

Ipeuesi - This report addresses an amendment to the fission 
Valley Community Plan and the Progress Guide and General 
Plan to redesignate several hillside areas south of -
Interstate 8 from various comneralal desigrtations to open 
space. In addition, other amendments to the Mission Valley 
Community Plan are proposed to correct boundary errors and 
add clarity to the Plan regarding the Mission Valley jfebt 
Light Rail Transit line and spaolflo plan areas. 

Plgpnlnd CQimBJaslon yeoopngnifotipni - On January 23, 1992, 
the Planning Conunlasion voted 5 to 0 to approve and' 
recommend city Council adaption of the proposed Hlsaipn 
Valley Community plan/General Plan Amendment. 

flapQaar'B ftpcpnungndPtloni - APPROVE the proposed Mission 
Valley Community Plan/Ganarpl plan Amendoenb.. 

Corcminltv Planning firoup BBCpmmondotlpnt - on February s , 
1992, the Mission Valley Unified Planning Committee vpted 
15-0-1 to approve the Hlsaipn Valley Community Plan/Gpneral 
Flan Amendment. 

pthar Recommendationsi - On January 21, 1992, tho Greater 
North Park Planning Committee voted '8-0-3 to approve; pie 
Mission Valley Community Flan/General Plan Amendment. On 
February 4, 1992, Uptown Planners voted 17-0-1 to approve 
tha project. Tha Normal Heights and Kensington-Talmadge 
community planning groups have been notified of tha proposal 
but have jtot submitted recommendations to date. 

City lUff reaponaeW to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Coa#l Office fluUdlng, Projeci No. 543S4 

/ • 
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From: ^ ^ P f f n Baross" <JlmBaroa8@cox.net> 
To: <dadea9@3andlBgo.gov> 
Date: Man. Apr 2. 2007 11:33 AM 
Subject: Pacific Coast Bulldlngll? No canyon oncroachmenll 

Elizabeth: 
I am current Chair of the Normal Heights Community Planning Group. I 
am wrlllng to Inform or remind you that the NHCPG was unanimously 
opposed lo and denied approval of Ihis project. It should not be 
allowed lo be developed as planned. 

I was notified that the projacl, Project 54384/SCH # pending on 
Parcel # 43940024, Is apparently being allowed to go forward by 
Development Services even (hough the planning groups Including Ihe 
Normal Heights Community Planning Group and the City Council, 
apparenlly, were against 11 - primarily for Its building on what we 
all had expecled/hopad to continue to be protected Mission Valley slopes. 

Jim Baross 
610-260-6908 

CC: Councilmember Ton) Atkins 
Melissa Devlna 
Monica Pelaez 

CC: <toniatklns@8andlego.gov>. "Melissa Devlne" <MDevine@sandiego.gov>, 
<mpelaez@BandlBgo.gov> 

IS. 

I t . 

City i t i f f iciponted) to Jim Biro i* electronic mell comment teller for 
Pacific Coaet Office Building. Project No. 54384 

15. This comment is noted. 

16. The Development Services Department processes applications for proposed projects - it has no 
authority to prohibit a project proponent from applying for n permits or projects. That authority 
to approve or deny a project is vested in the City's decision-ma king bodies. The project has not 
been denied by the decision making authority. The applicant was directed by the Cily Council to 
modify the Environmental; Document and reappear before the Planning Commission. This M N D 
Is a part of that process as directed. 
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From: •ellonshlvely"<eIlenshivaly@9bcg!obai.nBl> 
To: <ESHEARERNGUYEN®SanDleeo.Gov> 
Data: 4/2/20071:22:18 PM 
Subject: Request for Withdrawal of Protect ParcoW54384 

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen: 
Enclosed you will find compelling reasons lo deny the approval for application for developing Parcel 

#S43B4-SCH - pending. I understand the deadline for public comments Is 4 April. 
Thank you for reading this loiter and acting In a responsible way. 

Blon Shively 
Sierra Club representative for Ihe Appeal 

n. 

CC: cDSOEA@SanDlego.Gov> 

City staff reiponeed) to Ellen Shively electronic mall comment letter for 
Padfic Coail Offlca Building. Project No. 54384 

17. This comment Is noted. 
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April 2,2007 

TO:Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Development Services Department 
San Diego, Ca 92102 
ProjectNo. 54384-SCH#Pending 

Dear Ms. Schearer-Nguyen; 

Please deny the above named project as applied for by Dr. Robert Pennock. This project 
has gone round and round the circuit because the developers are not adhering to the 
guidelines as required at the last hearing officer, and by City Council. 

The new Mitigated Negative Declaration is invalid as it does not follow City Council's 
direction (o "review the alternatives to reduce the impacls to the land") In fact, the moat 
recent proposal contains an alternative rejected at the hearing, and does not reduce the 
visual and geologic impacts at all. CEQA is not given due enforcement by this willful 
neglect. 

Page 46 of Ihe September 26, 2006 Minutes of the City Council meeting states the 
following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club, Son Diego, 
Audubon, San Diego, Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley Preservation 
Projerct: 

"MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION) NO. 54384). REMAND THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS 
DECISION MAKER WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TO 
REDUCE THE IMPACTS. DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE THE 
APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY 
CHARTER." (CAPS are as seen in original.) 

The above City Counci] direction "to review the alternatives to reduce the impacts" is 
not found in the "new" MND. Rather, in the second sentence in the "new" MND quote 
below, staff inserts their own language in its place and turns the City Council direction 
upside down: 

"UPDATE: City Council granted the appeal and set aside the environmental 
detennination and remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (the Planning 
Commission). In addition. City Council directed staff to provide additional informaiion in 
the document regarding the various project designs that had been considered by the 
applicant lo allow the public to review the project's design process, and to provide for 
public input through the document re-circulalion process". 

18. 

n. 

City staff reiponsed) to Ellen Shively comment letter tat 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projeci No. 54384 

18. Ms. Shearer-Nguyen is an employee of the Development Services Department. She does not 
have the authority to approve or deny the project. Her role is to analyze and disclose the 
potential Impacts of the proposed project. Please see responses No. 6 and 14 above. 

19. Please see response num be r 9. 
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The "new" MND also neglects to state that the appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC 
112.0520(f) which states: 

"the lower decision-makers decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
authorization shall he deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its 
environmental detennination and its decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City t-O • 
authorization, in view ofthe action and where appropriate, any direction or instruction 
from tho Cily Council." 

In other words, the project's permits ("prior approvals") were rescinded by the City 
Council's granting ofthe appeal. Staffhas not disclosed this or its implications in the 
MND. 

Tho "new" MND again proposes the same, exact design of building, 39 feet high, with - ^ 
the same total office building encroachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open 
space-even though both the MNP and permits for this were rejected. 

Please note: While tho "new" MND does contain alternatives, they are those previously 
rejected by city staff and/or tho applicant/landowner. Feasible, reduced impacts 
alternatives are not in this MND. TTiercfore, City Council direction "to teview the 
alternatives to reduce the impacts" has not been foUowed. 

Rather, the same impacts are maintained as it is the exact project location and design-
about 125 feet laterally up tho steep slopes and 50 feet vertically higher than the Mission 
Valley Plan designated open space (roof to 200 foot elevation).. 

In a March 6,2007 email to City project manager Anne Jarque,, Randy Berkman asked 
how this "new" MND compiles with City Council direction. No reply has been received 
as of this date. 

Thank you for your serious consideration and careful review of this latest MND on this ^-s, 
parcel. Granting the building pennit for this landowner will set a terrible precedent for 
future applications - and "there goes our valley I". 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Shively 
Member, Appealants for tho Sierra Club 

Z.2. 

City «l«ff reiporued) to Ellen Shively comment letter for 
Padfic Coaat Office Building, Project No. 543S4 

20. The effect of the Council's granting Ihe environmental determination appeal on September 26, 
2006 was Ihe vacation of the prior Hearing Officer and Planning Commission approvals of the 
project. While there is no prohibition on including this information In Ihe MND, it doea not add 
lo or change the analysis of the proposed project's Impacts. The Intent of SDMC 112.D520(F) is to 
allow the Planning Commission lo re-review projects in their entirety, ralher than a limited 
review of the Environmental Document only. In effect, the projeci will appear before the 
Planning Commission In exactly the same position as the first Planning Commission Hearing 
albeit with a modified MND. These are procedural Issues only with no bearing on the 
environmental analysis, therefore a statement concerning the application of 112.0520(F) was not 
included wilh in the MND. 

21. Hie MND Is not a project proposal, it Is an analysis of the applicant's proposed project. The 
Council did not refect the MND - ll remanded Ihe document back to the Planning Commission 
for their reconsideration of ils adequacy. City Council did not review the discretionary permit. 
The Council's review was limited solely to the adequacy of the environmental document. 

22. Please see response No. 9. 

23. Hils comment is noted. 
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From: ^BRandy Berkman" <Jrb223ighotmail.com> 
To: <ashearempuyen@3andleg0.gov> 
Data: 4/4/2007 11:26:48 AM 
Subject: Pacific Coast Office Building 5th MND comments: why 51h MND should be withdrawn 

> From: |rb223lg|hatm aU.com 
> To: d5deas@sandlego.gov; 
> CC: maguiiTe@sandlego.gav; sedwards@sandlego.gov; kheumann@BBndlego.gov; 
)madaffar@sandlego.gov; rla@sandle90.odij; bmalenscheln@SBndiego8.gov; 
kevinfaulconer@3andiogo.g0v; pburnham@sandlego,gov; anthonyyoung@8andiego.gov; 
8hUI@sandlego.gov; tonlathln3@5andledgo.gov; benhueso@sandiego.gov; scollpeterB@aandlego.gov; 
donnafrye@sandlego.gov; savewelland3@c0x.net: gailt@cts.com: tmullaneyellen3hlvely@sbcgl0bal.net; 
terTywelner@sbcglobal.net; Jell)ot@pacbell.net; davidapDll@aol.com: peugh@cox.net; 
|!mbe11ob@hotmall.com; lmuIlanev@aol.cam 
> Subject: Pacific Coast Office Building Slh MND comments: why 5th MND should be withdrawn 
> Date: Wed. 4 Apr 2007 11:25:29 -0700 
> 
> 
> City staff: 
> 
> Below are Ihe first 2 pages of comments on the Sth MND. Full comments are attached (0 this email. To 
observe Ihe City Council direction (staled as part of Ihe Appeal of the MND granted 9-20-06) to review Ihe 
alternatives to reduce the impacts" (from City Council Minutes webpage), and page 1 of the MND which 
mis-states this required by San Diego Municipal Code City Council direction, aee: 
>hltp://www.angelflre.com/wy/rvpp/pactficcoastofncebuild]ng.h(ml 
> 
> ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS 
ON Sth MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) (by Randy Berkman: RVPP) 
> 
> Blh MND INVALID SINCE IT MIS-STATES CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION AND DOES NOT FOLLOW 
CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS.* THIS 
DIRECTION MUST BE FOLLOWED PURSUANT TO THE CITY CODE UNDER WHICH THE APPEAL 
WAS GRANTED (112.0520(0). 
> 
> Sth MND PROPOSES THE ALTERNATIVE REJECTED BY CITY COUNCIL WITHOUT DISCLOSING 
THIS TO THE PUBLIC. IMPACTS ARE MAINTAINED AND NOT REDUCED—CONTRARY TO CITY 
COUNCIL DIRECTION. Slh MND SHOULD THEREFORE BE WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION. 
ANY FUTURE CEQA DOCUMENT MUST FOLLOW CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION. 
> 
> Page 46 of the September 26, 2008 Minutes (Attachment 26) of the City Council meeting states the 
following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club, San Dlogo, Audubon, San Diego, 
Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley Praservallon Project: 
> 
> "MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE 
ENVIR0NMENTALDETERM1NATI0N (MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION) NO. 54384). REMAND 
THE HATTER TO THE PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE 
ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS. DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE 
> THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY CHATER," (CAPS In 

V{. 

City ilaff reiponnU) lo lUndy Berkmen electronic mell comment letter for 
Pedfic Coul Office Building, Projeci No. 54384 

24. Per Mr. Berkman's message, the fallowing comments provided were from Ihe first two pages of 
his comment letter. Staff has responded to his comments, please refer to response nos. 25 
through 59. 
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original). (Allachment 26) 

> The above City Coundl direction 'to review the alternatives to reduce lha Impacts' Is not found In tha' 
new" MND. Rather, in lha second sentonca In the "new" MND quota below, staff Inserts Ihelr own 
language (re-writing the City Code lo gain project approval). This tuma tha City Coundl direction upside 
down and negates City Council's authority lo enforce CEQA (Pages 1. 4 of MND): 
> 
> "UPDATE: 
> City Coundl granted the appeal and set aside the environmental determination and remanded Ihe 
matter lo the previous decision maker (the Planning Commission). In addition, City Coundl directed staff 
to provide additional Information In the document regarding the various projeci designs that had been 
considered by the applicant lo allow tha public to review Ihe project's design process, and to provide for 
public Input through the document recirculation process." (allachmont 27) 
> 
> Such non-compliant re-wrlllng of City Council direction makes the Sth MND Invalid. Who Is responsible 
for mis-stating this direction? Was any Coundlmembsr consulted for complying with City Coundl 
direction? 
> 
> The Slh MND also neglects to state (hat Ihe appeal was granted pursuant lo SDMC 112.0520(f)whlch 
states: 
> 
> the lower decision-makers decision to grant the enllllements, approval or City authorization shall be 
deemed vacated and the lower dadslon maker shall reconsider Its environmental determinallon and Its 
dedsbn to grant the enlUJements, approval or Cily authorization, In view of Ihe action and where 
appropriate, any direction or Instruction from the City Council.' (Attachment 28). 

> In other words, the projed's permlla ("prior approvals') were rescinded by Ihe City Council's granting of 
the appeal. Staff has not dladosed this or Its Implications In the MND. 
> 
> The "new" MND proposes the same, exad design of building, 39 feet high, with the same total office 
building encroachment Into Mission Valley Plan designated open space-even though both the MND and 
permits for this were rejeded. While the "new* MND does contain alternatives. Ihey are those previously 
rejected by dty staff and/or Ihe applicant/landowner (pp. 4-8; Figures 4-10). Feasible, reduced Impacls 
alternatives are not In this MND. Therefore, City Coundl direction t o review Ihe altematlvea lo reduce the 
Impacts* has not been followed. Rather, the same Impacts are maintained as II Is the exact project 
location and design-about 12S feet laterally up tha steep slopes and 50 feet vertically higher than the 
Mission VaUey Plan designated open space (roof to 200 fool elevation).. 
> 
> In a March 6,2007 email to City projed manager Anne Jarque, I asked how this "new* MND compiles 
with City Coundl direction. No reply was received. 
> 
> Attorney Robert Simmons recently wrote lha following In regards to this "new" MND: 
> 
> there Is a general rule of law-called 'Res Ad|udicata*-that would seem to apply. This rule prohibits a 
reconsideration of an issue lhat has already been ruled upon on Its merits. You can find malarial, plus 
dtatlons, on this doctrine in the latest Issue of CALIFORNIA JURISPRUDENCE." 
> 
> Since staff has not followed City Council's direction "to review the alternatives lo reduce 

> Your friends are dose to you. Keep them that way. 
> hltp://Bpaces.llve.com/8lgnup.aspx 

IH 

City eteff reepoiueh) to Rindy Berlunm elcctronie nu l l commenl letttt for 
Pedfic Coast Office Building, Projeci No. S43S4 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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It's lax season, make sure to follow these few simple tips 
hltp;//artldes.moneycentral.msn.com/Taxes/PreparatlonTlps/PreparallonTlp8.a8px?ldd:iWLMartagllne 

2H-

City staff ruponie( i ) lo Bandy Bcrkmen electronic mail comcicnl letter for 
Padfic C O M ! Office Building, Projtct No. 543B4 

•Hiis Page Intentionally Lefl Blank. 
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ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COASIl 
OFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS ON 5th MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION (MND) (by Randy Berkman; RVPP) 

5th MND INVALID SINCE IT MIS-STATES CITY 
COUNCIL DIRECTION AND DOES NOT FOLLOW CITY 
COUNCIL DIRECTION l%TO REVIEW THE 
ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS." THIS 
DIRECTION MUST BE FOLLOWED PURSUANT TO THE 
CITY CODE UNDER WHICH THE APPEAL WAS GRANTED 
{112.0520(f)). 

Sth MND PROPOSES THE ALTERNATIVE REJECTED BY 
CITY COUNCIL WITHOUT DISCLOSING THIS TO THE 
PUBLIC. IMPACTS ARE MAINTAINED AND NOT 
REDUCED—CONTRARY TO CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION. 
Sth MND SHOULD THEREFORE BE WITHDRAWN FROM 
CONSIDERATION. ANY FUTURE CEQA DOCUMENT MUST 
FOLLOW CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION. 

Page 46 ofthe September 26, 2006 Minutes (Attachment 26) ofthe City Council meeting 
states the following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club, San 
Diego, Audubon, San Diego, Mission Valley Community Council and River Valley 
Preservation Project: 

"MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE 
ENVIRONMENTALDETERMINATION (MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION) 
NO. 54384). REMAND THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER 
WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW THE ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE THE 
IMPACTS. DIRECT THE CITY ATTORNEY TO PREPARE 
THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 40 OF THE CITY 
CHATER." (CAPS in original). (Attachment 26) 

The above C i t y Counc i l d i r e c t i o n " C o r e v i e w t h e 
a l t e r n a t i v e s t o r e d u c e t h e i m p a c t s " i s n o t found i n t h e 
" n e w " MND. R a t h e r , i n t h e s econd s e n t e n c e i n t h e " n e w " 
MND q u o t e be low, s t a f f i n s e r t s t h e i r own l a n g u a g e ( r e ­
w r i t i n g t h e C i t y Code t o g a i n p r o j e c t a p p r o v a l ) , T h i s t u r n s 
t h e C i t y Counc i l d i r e c t i o n u p s i d e down and n e g a t e s C i t y 
C o u n c i l ' s a u t h o r i t y t o e n f o r c e CEQA (Pages 1, 4 of MND): 

"UPDATE: 
City Council granted the appeal and set aside the environmental determination and 

remanded the matter to the previous decision maker (Ihe Planning Commission). In 

zs. 

Citj ilaff reiparue(i} to Handy Berkman electronic mall ctmunent letter for 
Padfic Coail Office Building, Project No. 54384 

25. Please response N o . 9. 

i 
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addition, B^^Council directed staff to provide additional 
information in the document regarding the various project 
designs that had been considered by the applicant to allow 
the public to review the project's design process, and to 
provide for public input through the document re­
circulation process." (attachment 27) 

Such non-compliant re-writing of City Council direction makes the Sth MND invalid. 
Who is responsible for mis-stating this direction? Was any Councilmember consulted for 
complying with City Council direction? 

The 5^ MND also neglects to state that the appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC 
112.0520(f)which stales: 

"the tower decision-makers decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
authorization shall be deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its 
environmental determination and its decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
authorization, in view ofthe action and where appropriate, any direction or instruction 
from the City Council." (Attachment 28). 

In other words, the project's permits ("prior approvals") were rescinded by the City 
Council's granting of the appeal. Staff has not disclosed this or its implications in the. 
MND. 

The "new" MND proposes the same, exact design of building, 39 feet high, with the 
same total office building encroachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open 
space—even though both the MND and permits for this were rejected. While the "new" 
MND docs contain alternatives, they are those previously rejected by city staff and/or the 
applicant/landowner (pp. 4-8; Figures 4-10). Feasible, reduced impacts alternatives are 
not in this MND. Therefore, City Council direction "to review the alternatives to reduce 
the impacts" has not been followed. Rather, thesame i m p a c t s a r e m a i n t a i n e d 
as it is the exact project location and design—about 125 feet laterally up the steep slopes 
and SO feet vertically higher than the Mission Valley Plan designated open space (roof to 
200 foot elevation).. 

In a March 6,2007 email to City project manager Anne Jarque, I asked how this "new" 
MND complies with City Council direction. No reply was received. 

Attorney Robert Simmons recently wrote the following in regards to thia "new" MND: 

"there is a general rule of law-called "Res Adjudicata"--that would seem lo apply. This 
rule prohibits a reconsideration of an issue that has already been ruled upon on its merits. 
You can find material, plus citations, on this doctrine in the latest issue of CALIFORNIA 
JURISPRUDENCE." 

Cily ilaff reipoiue(i) lo Handy Berkman electronic mail commenl letter for 
Padfic C o u l Office BuUding, Projeci No. S4384 

2V. 

7U\ 

11 

26. Please see response No. 18. 

27. Please see response No. 9. 

28. It is unclear to staff how this comment relates to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysts of the proposed project, and staff is unable to respond to the comment. 

n-
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Since staffhas not followed City Council's direction "to review the allematives to reduce 
tho impacts," the MND is invalid and should be withdrawn. 

1992 MVCP PLAN AMENDMENT PROTECTED THIS SPECIFIC PARCEL FROM 
DEVELOPMENT ABOVE THE 150 FOOT CONTOUR LINE. 1992 CITY 
MANAGER INFORMED CITY COUNCIL A REZONE WOULD NOT BE 
NECESSARY THEN SINCE SITES WERE ALREADY SEVERELY RESTRICTED 
FROM DEVELOPMENT. THIS COUNTERS DSD/APPLICANT ARGUMENT THAT 
CO ZONE "ENTITLES" DEVELOPMENT ABOVE 150 FOOT LINE. THIS 
INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED TO CITY STAFF IN OCTOBER, 2006, YET 
NOT DISCLOSED IN THE "NEW" MND. 

In October, 2006,1 emailed City projeci manager, Anne Jarque that 1 had uncovered new 
information about this land's history. This email was not answered. A prior Mission 
Valley Plan amendment (April 21, 1992) changed the Mission VaUey Plan land use 
designation from Commercial -Office to Open Space for the Pacific Coast Office 
Building property (then owned by the Willenbergs). This particular land was one of 5 
groups of parcels listed for change from Commercial designations to open space 
designation. This prior legislative act and intent of City Council for this particular 
property was not disclosed to public or decision makers in the 2005-06 environmental 
reviews ofthe project. Page 2 of the Planning Department Report (Janua^ 16, 2992) to 
the Planning Commission states: 

"BACKGROUND 
During the July, 1990 City Council hearings on the Mission Valley planned District 
Ordinance (PDO), the issue of hillside protection south of Interstate 8 (1-8) was 
discussed. The City Council voted to retain the Rl-40000 zoning on five site ssouth of I-
8 which are illustrated as Sites A through E oo Attachment la. The council also directed 
the Planning Department to initiate a community plan amendment for keeping the slopes 
in open space. As proposed below, the Planning Department is proposing that a portion 
of Sites A through E[Pocific Coast lot is site D] and other hillside areas south of 1-8 be re­
designated to open space on Ihe Mission Valley Plan Land Use Map." 

Page 4 ofthe 1992 City Manager Report to City Council (and page 3 ofthe 1992 
Planning Department Report) slate: 

"No rezones are proposed as part of the Planning 
Department's open space recommendation. Development on the 
remaining areas above the 150 -foot contour level is already 
severely restricted by the Mission Valley Community Plan, 
Planned District Ordinance and Development Intensity 
District Ordinance. Thus, no rezones are considered 
necessary at this time." (Attachment29,p.4) 

The intent ofthe unanimous 1992 City Council (and Planning Commission) was to 
protect this particular parcel from development above the ISO foot line. Why isn't this 
information in the MND7 Since it was the clear intent of the 1992 City Council to protect 

Z l . 

3o. 

City elaff tetponeedl lo Randy Berkman electronic mall comment letter for 
Padfic Coait Office Building, Project No. 54384 

29. Please see response number It. 

30. The MND does not claim the applicant is "entitled" to the proposed developmenl. The MND 
analyzes Ihe potential environmental impacts of the proposal. 

31. The redesignation of several southern hillside areas lo open space as part of Ihe April 21,1992 
City Coundl action Identifies that only a portion of parcel 439-4BO-24, which Is the subject 
properly, was redesignated to open space. In the 1992 City Council action, the subject parcel was 
not designated in it's entirely as open space. Only a portion of the subject sile was designated 
open space as referenced in the attachments to R-279807, "Amendment to the Mission Valley 
Community Plan." The Mission Valley Communily Plan stales that no-large scale development 
should cut or grade, or extend above the I5(f elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given 
thai abutting parcels Include development that is up to 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average 
30,000 sq. ft., staff determined that the proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. fl can be 
considered small-scale. In addition, Ihe purpose and intent of the community plan policies 
regarding development limitations above Ihe ISO1 contour is for the preservation of the valleys 
hillside areas. The communily plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 
acres of the 4.94-acre site wilhin a protected open space easement that is not proposed for 
development. 
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r t ^ ^ ^ ^ i this p a r t ^ ^ H l development (above 150 foot line), it is even more clear now that it 
would take a new legislative act of City Council to allow building above the ISO fool line 
on this parcel. This shows conclusively that this proposal ia Process 5/MVCP 
Amendment required. 

HISTORY OF STAFF OMISSIONS OF PROJECT'S LEGAL CONFLICTS SHOW 
STAFF IS NOT OBJECTIVE REVIEWING THIS PROPOSAL. SUCH 
OMISSIONS PERSIST IN "NEW" MND. PROJECT HISTORY ALSO 
SHOWS HOW CEQA PROCESS WAS THWARTED 

In November 2003, the applicant/landowner, Dr. Robert Pollack submitted a document to 
the City which asked if any deviations would be required as part of his building plans for 
this property. He wrote that an exception to the Mission Valley Planned District 
Ordinance (MVPDO) would be required for exceeding Ihe 150 foot elevation restriction 
ofthe PDO (Attachment 30, p. 2). However, this was not disclosed in the Draft of first 
Final MND. WHY? 

Eric Bowlby and Randy Berkman pointed out that Ihe MND was false and misleading at 
the November 2, 2005 hearing—due to the omission ofthe aforementioned conflicts with 
the MVCP and PDO 150 foot elevation restrictions. Staff replied that the plan met an 
Exception to the PDO. The Hearing Officer continued the Hearing until January 18. He 
also instructed staff to re-circulate the CEQA document and review less damaging 
options; along with accurately describing the proposal's conflicts with the PDO and 
MVCP. The MND was revised without re-circulation for public comment and reissued 
January 3, 2006. The January 18 Hearing was canceled since City Attorney David Miller 
found that a Deviation from Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations was being 
proposed due to non-compliant retaining walls and that made this a Process 4 lo be 
scheduled first at Planning Commission.. After receiving letters from two landowner 
consultants and review by City soils expert, Mr. Miller issued a Legal Opinion that the 
retaining walls were not deviating from ESL regulations (serving as soil stabilization 
rather than erosion control) and authorized scheduling of a Process 3 Hearing as was the 
case in November, 2005. On January 3,2006, the Noimal Heights Planning Group voted 
10-0 to oppose the project. The MND was revised for a second time without re­
circulation for public commenl end re-issued March 31. The revised MNDs added new 
discussions of land use and visual impacts. In May, 2006, the Mission Valley 
Community Council voted 6-0-1 to oppose the project. When the Mission Valley 
Unified Planning Group (MVUPG) approved the project in September, 2005, il had not 
been disclosed that a PDO Exception would be required as the applicant informed the 
City in November 2003. This troubling non-disclosure thwarted objective public review. 
For example, Gail Thompson, a member of MVUPG voted to approve the project in 
September, 2005. After he learned that the proposal was seeking an Exception to the 
PDO, he voted to Appeal the Hearing Officer approval at a May, 2006 meeting of 
MVUPG and spoke against (he project at the City Council hearing. Similarly, Normal 
Heights residents learned of this conflict with the PDO in a December, 2005 READER 

^1, 

Cov^. 

91. 

W. 

W 

City ataff raiponled) lo Randy Berkman electronic mail commenl letter for 
Ftdfie Coul Office Building, Project No. 54384 

32, Planning staff did make the comment, based on a conceptual development plan submitted as part 
of a Preliminary Review, that an amendment lo the Mission Valley Community Plan would be 
required for development above the 150" contour line- With the applicant's formal project 
submittal, the application Included a request for an exception lo the Mission Valley PDO for 
developmenl above the 15ff contour. Upon refinement of the projeci plans, and review of a full 

• submittal, the Planning Department determined lhat il could consider a project on the site 
without a community plan amendment. This Is based in part on a previous discretional approval 
by the Cily Council lhat determined the line between open space and developmenl for this 
particular property. The MVPDO does allow deviations to developing above the ISO" contour 
line under certain circumstances. In this case, Ihe deviation seemed more appropriate than a 
community plan amendment that might establish exceptions that could apply elsewhere. 

The MND contains an analysis of the proposed project's environmental impacls. It is not 
intended lo be an exhaustive history of all communications and interim determinations that look 
place during the review process. Please see response No. 9 regarding the required contents of an 
MND. 

33. These comments regarding the history of the permil process, the citations from the previous. 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 

34. At the May 2006 meeting of the Mission Valley Communily Planning Commit lee, the planning 
group had as an agenda item the reconsideration of their vote on the proposed project. Given the 
fact lhat the project was on appeal to the Planning Commission al that time, the planning group 
felt It necessary to discuss the appeal Issues, and perhaps revisit their original recommendation of 
approval on this project. The planning group has a project review sub-committee that earlier in 
Ihe week had discussed Ihe proposed project, the environmental document and the appeal Issues. 
The opinion of the subcommittee was that there were no new issues lhat would warrant 
reconsideration of the project. The planning group went on lo discuss lhat Ihey believed Ihe 
project Issues had been well vetted throughout the review process, and the planning group felt 
they had done a thorough review of the proposed project. Including consideration of the 
exception to Ihe PDO. The planning group did not find it necessary to reconsider or revisit Iheir 
vole on the proposed project, and let their original recommendation of approval stand. 
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article—rather than in the CEQA document (Sec Attachment 12, Page 3, letter frora Dave ?> t-
Potter to Hearing Officer Teasley). Cio.4 

1. r Draft MND (September 2005) Reply #2 misleads when it states project "partially 
intrudes into open space" when TOTAL BUILDING IS PROPOSED IN 
DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE OF MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN 
(MVCP). Reply2b is also misleading"...allowing onlyalimited intrusion into the 
Open Space designation." Locating an entire building in MVCP open apace would be ^ ^ 
a precedent and is clear evidence of a significant land use impact under City's CEQA 
thresholds for land use (Attachment 16). This surpasses threshold for EIR 
preparation. Can staff cite any building in San Diego built entirely within communily 
plan designated open space? If so, please list the address and circumstances of its 
approval including date. 

2. MND states that building below the MVCP and MVPDO 150 foot elevation \ 
restrictions would be "an unnecessary hardship on the ability to develop the land." :3£.. 
However, a building below 150 line is feasible (Attachments 13,14). The MND is 
inaccurate and misleading regarding this central issue. 
3. MND Reply #2 states that the present version of plan 'reduces impacts" compared to — f 
prior version. However, 2004 version was 20 feet vertically down-slope from current 3'? 
proposal—starting at base pad of 140 feet elevation rather than current 160 foot elevation | 
(See Attachments 14, 23 for 2004 plan). 

4 . MND Page 1, states project is "2 story when it is 3 levels, 39 feet high. 
5. MND Reply #2B-g, included reasons that MVCP Amendment is allegedly not —1—' 
required. These were unauthorized, staff action to circumvent the MVCP open space 
protections. These invalid reasons made the MND fundamentally inadequate and ?£> 
misleading. The "new" MND does not deal with the MVCP Plan amendment issue even 
though landowner's attorney, Michael McDade acknowledged that building above the 
150 foot elevation is "prohibited" by the MVCP open space protections (in spite of CO 
zone). (Attachment 7). 

6. l,lDraftMNDRcply#2andReply #3 were false and misleading. Both replies suggest "T"* 
that the proposal is consistent with the land use designation ofthe MVCP. At the June 15 " ^ t 

Planning Commission Hearing, staff acknowledged for Ihe first time that the entire 
building would be in MVCP open space. 
7. Cily Reply 2c stated that grading "minimally disturbs the natural tenain." The truth is 
that 6300 cubic yards (630 dump truck loads of steep hillside containing endangered 
Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS)) would be excavated—7590 cubic yards/acre. Pursuant to the 
1978 EIR for a similar sized office building on the same site (never built), this amount 
exceeds the 6000 cubic yards/graded acre threshold which is the HIGHEST LEVEL OF 
IMPACT (Attachment 4). This impact also triggers an EIR as it conflicts with / i D 

environmental objectives ofthe MVCP. 
8. Conflicts with environmental objectives/open space of MVCP are further evidence of 
land use impacts pursuant to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds. 
9. Staff incorrectly used City's 2004 DRAFT Significance Thresholds for review of Land 
Use impacls (conflicts with MVCP environmental objectives, land use designation 
"may" be considered significant rather than "will" be considered significant as stated in 

City ilaff reipoiuaU) to Randy Berkman comment letter far 
Padfic Coael Office Building, Fiajact No. 54384 

35. The subject property is split designated, "Commercial-Office" and 'Open space." With the 
approval of a PCD In 1977, Ihe project approval Included a corresponding rezone of a 
developmenl footprint, 1.08 acres, lo "Commercial-Office." The City Council approval of the 
PCD also Included Ihe establishment of an open space easement on the remaining 3.8 acres of Ihe 
site, further memorializing the line between open space and development. When the Mission 
Valley Planned District Ordinance was established in 1990, the rezone of Ihe site from CO lo MV-
CO used Ihe same boundary, seemingly acknowledging that boundary for developmenl. With 
these actions, there appears to have been an expectation of developmenl on lhal portion of the 
site zoned for Commercial Office, which la what the applicant Is proposing. The proposed 
development does not conflict wfth Ihe community plan. The project proposed is within Ihe 
limits established for development, outside of the open space easement, and wilhin the area 
zoned for Commercial Office development. In addition, Ihe purpose and intent of the 
community plan policies regarding plan designated open apace Is for the preservation of Ihe 
valleys hillside areas. The communily plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met 
with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement lhal is not proposed 
for development. 

36. The site constrain Is of the ISO* contour result in a narrow portion of land lhal measures 20 feet in 
width by 255' In length leading to a triangular portion that measures approximately 160* by 60 
feel. The minimum drive aisles and setbacks required would limit the area for development even 
further. On an individual project basis, the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance allows for 
Ihe oileria of the planned district lo be increased or decreased when the following is applicable: 
due to special conditions or exceptional characteristics of the property, or of its location or 
surroundings, strict Interpretation of the criteria of the planned district would result in unusual 
difficulties or unnecessary hardship or would be inconsistent with the general purpose of the 
planned district. Due to Ihe topography of the site, limiting Ihe development area of Ihe properly 
to below the 150 foot contour line would present an unnecessary hardship on the ability lo 
develop the land. The purpose and intent of the community plan policies regarding 
development limitations above Ihe ISC' contour is for the preservation of Ihe valleys hillside 
areas. The community plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of 
the 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that Is not proposed for development. 

37. These comments regarding the history of the permil process, Ihe citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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38. 

39. 

40. 

City ilaff reipanie(i) lo Randy Berkman comment letter for 
Pacific Coail Office Building. Projeci No. S43B4 

The proposed projeci is within Ihe limits established for development by the previous Cily 
Council action In 1977, and outside of Ihe open space easement. The Mission Valley Community 
Plan slates that no-large scale development should cut or grade, or extend above Ihe ISO* 
elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutting parcels include development that 
Is up lo 71,000 sq. ft in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft., staff determined lhat the proposed 
structure of less than 10,000 sq. fl can be considered small-scale. Also, Ihe 1992 amendments lo 
the Mission valley Communily Plan lhal resulted In redesignated some southern hillside areas to 
open space identifies lhal only a portion of the subject site was redesignated lo open space, not 
the whole parcel In its entirely. In addition, the purpose and Intent of the community plan 
policies regarding development limitations above Ihe ISO1 contour is for the preservation of the 
valleys hillside areas. The camnuinily plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met 
with 3.92 acres of Ihe 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed 
for development. Therefore, a community plan amendment is not required. 

The subject property Is split-designated, "Commercial-Office" and "Open Space", with the 
"Open Space" line at the ISO* contour. A portion of the project is within plan-designated open 
space, but outside of the open space easement that had been set aside with (he previous City 
Coundl action in 1977. The previous Cily Council action established a footprint for development 
of the site, and put the remainder of the property within an open space easement. The projeci 
proposed is wilhin the limits established for development by the 1977 City Council action, and 
outside of the open space easement. When the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance was 
established In 1990, the rezone of Ihe site from CO lo MV-CO used the same boundary, seemingly 
acknowledging that boundary for developmenl. Wilh these actions, there appears lo have been 
an expectation of development on lhat portion of the site zoned for commercial/office - which is 
what the applicant is proposing. The proposed development does not conflict with Ihe 
community plan. The projeci proposed is within the limits established for development, outside 
of the open space easement, and within the area zoned for Commercial Office development. In 
addition, the purpose and intent of the community plan policies regarding development 
limitations above the ISO1 contour is for the preservation of the valleys hillside areas. The 
community plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-
acre site within a protected open space easement that is not proposed for development. 

These comments regarding the history of Ihe permil process, Ihe citations from Ihe previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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the prior City CEQA Thresholds (Attachment 16). Under CEQA Section 15067.4(b), the 
thresholds used in CEQA reviews "must be adopted by resolution, ordinance, rule or 
regulation"; and have not been. Also, under CEQA, if there is lack of clarity interpreting 
CEQA language, the interpretation which affords the greatest environmental protection is 
to be utilized. Staff repeatedly ignores this CEQA requirement. (See: CEQA must be 
interpreted "to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the 
reasonable scope ofthe statutory language." (quoting Friends of Mammoth v. County of 
Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 247, 259)). 

10. l" MND Reply #4 waa inaccurate and misleading "...design is consistent with ESL 
and MVPDO regulations." ESL regulations require consistency with Land 
Development Manual steep hillsides guidelines. Land Development Manual requires 
"minimized use" of retaining walls. This is not accomplished since nine retaining 
walls would be over 1600 feet long. Also, the entire building would be above the ISO 
foot line ofthe MVPDO. 

11, The fiflh reason in support of no MVCP Amendment is "Approximately 80% ofthe 
parcel ts in an open space easement." Again, this is irrelevant to the project exceeding the 
MVCP and SDMC ISO foot elevation limit. It is relevant to note that forming the open 
space easement was "mitigation" for the 1978 project. However, even with that 
mitigation, the Planning Department found the impacts to the open space zone above ISO 
feel-would still be unmitigated (See: Attachment S). Also, as previously stated, the 
Open Space Easement will likely be permanently impacted for brush management/fire 
prevention. One half of the CSS would be removed from Zone 2; and all CSS removed 
from Zone 1. The remainder will have to be regularly pruned from heights of 4 feet or 
more to a height of six inches. 

Also, the up-slope extension of Scheidler Way is not shown on MVCP diagrams or 
referred to in the text. Extending a road into steep slopes/Coastal Sage Scrub/designated 
open space is a clear trigger of a land use impact under the City's CEQA thresholds for 
Land Use (See: Attachment 16). 

LACK OF DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 
REGULATIONS MAKES MND FUNDAMENTALLY MISLEADING AND 
INADEQUATE; OTHER REASONS EIR REQUIRED 

1. Under CEQA. conflicts with environmental laws are evidence of significant impacts 
(See CEQA case: Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency, 116 
Cal. App. 41h 1099 (2004). 
"Such thresholds can be drawn from existing environmental standards, such as other 
statutes or regulations. "'[A] lead agency's use of existing environmental standards in 
determining the significance of a project's environmental impacts is an effective means of 
promoting consistency in significance determinations and integrating CEQA 
environmental review activities with other environmental program planning and 
regulation.'" (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency, 
supra, 103 Cal. App. 4th at p. 111.). This proposal conflicts with City's Land 
Development Manual, P. 52 (Attachment 19) which requires "minimized use" of 
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City ttaff reiponie(l) to Rand)' Berlunin comment latter for 
Padfic Coaat Offlca BuUding, Project No. SUM 

41. The Land Development Manual Steep Hillside Guidelines does not require the 
'minimized use of retaining walls." The Design Standards for commercial development state 
that retaining walls could be used In three ways. First, Ihey can be incorporated into the design 
of Ihe structure so that Ihey become part of the structure. Second, if retaining walls are proposed 
adjacent lo open space, they shall be broken into multiple stepped walls. Third, gravity (crib) 
walls can be used, regardless of height, provided that landscaping and irrigation are provided. 

The project complies with all three, incorporating retaining walls Into the structure, designing a 
system of stepped walls, and landscaping and Irrigating crib walls. 

42. These comments regarding the history of Ihe permit process, the citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 

43.. Scheidler Way is a local street, and typically local streets are often not shown as part of a 
community plan's Circulation Element street classification system. 

44. These comments regarding the history of Ihe permit process, the citations from Ihe previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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retainin^^BR. This conflict was not disclosed or reviewed in the MNDs—making the 
MND misleading and inadequate. Project proposes nine retaining walls ova 1600 feet 
total length—probably the longest private use of such walls in city history. Conflict with 
this steep hillside regulatory standard is evidence of significant impacts to land use, 
public safety, and visual quality. 
2. Alternative Compliance (deletion of) brush management (as proposed May 31, 

2006/4Ul MND revision; and the cunent, 5{b edition of MND) is not allowed according 
to the Land Development Manual (Attachment 18). Conflict with this regulatory 
standard ia evidence that brush management impacts are "reasonably foreseeable" and 
must be reviewed in en EIR since a CSS mitigation area/Open Space Easement is 
likely to be impacted after fire staff declares "imminent fire hazard" during dry 
season. (Attachment 1). 

3. Findings of Planning Department, unanimous Planning Commission for 1978 similar 
sized office building on same site are clear evidence of unmitigated impacts as an EIR 
was done/Notice of Determination filed with "significant effect on the environment." 
This prior review was objective and recognized the precedent nature of opening the 
higher south slopes of Mission Valley for development. Opening the higher south slopes 
to developmenl triggers a Mandatory Finding of Signiftcancc/HIR. 
4. Court recognized CEQA expert Dave Potter wrote that EIR is required (Allachment 
13). 
5. Conflicts with MVPDO: "Development, including road construction above the 150-
foot contour line shall not occur." (Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance 
103.213(A)). 
6. MND states MVPDO Exception should be granted for invalid reasons. NONE ofthe 
8800 square feet of land below the ISO foot contour line is proposed to be used for the 
building itself! The 2004 plan did plan to use land below 1 SO foot line. 
7. Additional Development Permit Findings for Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 
Conflicts: 
A. "minimum disturbance to ESL." Reduced Impacls Option over smaller footprint 
(Attachments 13, 14) shows proposal is not consistent with this required by Code 
Finding. Thia is evidence of significant impacts to land use and CSS. Issue not reviewed 
in MND makes MND inadequate. 
8. "The proposed development will minimize the alteralion of natural landfoims...." 
The proposal is inconsistent with this required by Code Finding—evidence of significant 
impacts to land use and CSS. This is evidence this is Process 4 on these issues (since 
deviations from ESL regulations are implicit)—and these conflicts wilh Codes for 
correct Process (3,4,5) have not been addressed in the MND. 
1. The MVPDO 103.2101 requires that the proposal be consistent with the community 

plan. City Code 126.0504(a)(1) requires that the applicable land use plan is not 
"adversely effected." Since the whole building would be in MVCP open space, it is 
not consistent with the MVCP; and the open space protections of the MVCP would be 
adversely effected. This is evidence of significant land use, CSS and public safety 
impacts. 

2. City Code 126.0504(b)(4) refers to MSCP which requires projects to be consistent 
with the land use designation of the community Plan. This is not consistent with 
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City etaff ieiponia(i) to Randy Berkman commenl letter for 
Pacific Coail Office Building, Frojeel No. 54384 

45. Refer to response number 36. 

46. The projeci minimizes the disturbance lo environmentally sensitive lands and the alteration of 
natural landforms by incorporating the Steep Hillside Guidelines for commercial development. 
The site improvements are designed and sited such lhat the development areas are located at 
varying elevations. The design, size, and placement takes into consideration the location of 
surrounding developments and Is sited and orientated in order to create a view corridor to Ihe 
hillside and open space. The structure is stepped lo follow the natural line of existing 
topography, and is sel Into the hillside to blend Ihe structure Into Ihe slle. The structure is 
articulated, providing offsetting planes, varying roof pilches and architectural details lo further 
blend Ihe structure into Ihe sile and reduce bulk and scale. Spill level driveways lead to separate 
parking areas instead of one large parking lot. Parking areas are both incorporated into the 
structure for tuck-under parking, and are sel back from Ihe hillside and buffered with berms and 
landscaping. Rather than one type of retaining wall, various types of retaining walls are utilized. 
They are Incorporated into the structure, have varying heights, are stepped, and are landscaped. 

47. These comments regarding Ihe history of the permit process, the dtatlons from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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MSCP since it ia proposed entirely in designated open space. The conflict with this 
code is evidence of significant land use, public safety, CSS, visual quality, and 
cumulative/precedent setting impacts of opening the higher south slopes to building. 

3. City Code 126.0S04(b)(l) requires "minimum disturbance" to ESL." 126.0504(b)(2) 
requires proposals "minimize alteration ofthe natural landforms." Conflicts with these 
codes are described in these comments and are evidence of significant impacts to steep 
hillsides, CSS, land use, visual quality, and cumulative/precedent setting impacts. That 
these ESL conflicts were not reviewed in the MND or subjected to CEQA required public 
comment—makes the MND fundamentally inadequate and misleading. 

ENTIRE BUILDING PROPOSED IN DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE IS 
SIGNIFICANT LAND USE IMPACT PURSUANT TO CITY'S CEQA 4^ 
SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS. THIS UNMITIGATED 
IMPACT IS CLEAR TRIGGER OF EIR REQUIREMENT 

"Development oriented toward the valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor ' f -

ahould not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour." (Mission Valley Community 
Plan (MVCP); Attachment 7, Page 3)) 

Further evidence that the proposal conflicts with the MVCP open space land use 
designation: is seen in a 2004 letter from landowner attorney, J. Michael McDade: 

The MVCP Open Space Plan, which was adopted in 1985. protects hillsides from ANY 
(CAPS ADDED) development above the 150-foot contour line...." (Attachment 7, Page 
1) 

Mr. McDade's letter is also persuasive evidence that this proposal is a significant land use 
impact 

Development Services staff also made written comments that such a proposal above Ihe 
150 foot elevation line conflicts with the MVCP. This conflict again is evidence of a 
land use impact/EIR requirement. Ironically, this prior plan was proposed 20 feet 
LOWER vertically down-slope. The current proposal would have even more impacts 
since it would be 20 feet HIGHER vertically up-slope. Staff was requiring a MVCP 
Amendment for a lower/less visually intrusive option. 

A "Cycle Issues" Report section dated 1/30/04, written by Renee Mezo, states: 

"(Process 5 due to Plan Amendment- See Long Range comments, p.8)" 

The Mission Valley Community Plan states that hillsides above the 150 foot contour 
ahould be designated open space and that hillsides below the 150 foot contour should be 
low intensity development. A plan amendment would be required to develop above the cjb. 
150 foot contour." (City Planner John Wilhoit) 

(The 2 aforementioned pages ofthe Cycle Issues Report are Attachmeni 8). _ j_ 

SI. 

52. 

City ilaff teiponied) to Randy Bcrkntan comment letter fat 
Padfic Coul Office Building, Project No. 54394 

48. Refer to response number 46. 

49. This comment has been noted. 

50. These comments regarding the history of the permil process, the citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case taw are noted. 

51. Refer to response number 38. 

52. Refer to response number 38. 

53. Planning staff did make the comment, based on a conceptual developmenl plan submitted as pari 
of a Preliminary Review, that an amendment to Ihe Mission Valley Community Plan would be 
required for development above the 150' contour line. Wilh Ihe applicant's formal project 
submittal, Ihe application included a request for an exception lo the Mission Valley PDO for 
development above the 150' contour. Upon refinement of the project plans, and review of a full 
submittal, Ihe Planning Department determined lhat It could consider a project on the site 
without a community plan amendment. This is based In part on a previous discretional approval 
by the City Council that determined the line between open space and developmenl for this 
particular property. The MVPDO does allow deviations to developing above the ISC contour 
line under certain circumstances. In this case, the deviation seemed more appropriate than a 
community plan amendment that might establish exceptions thai could apply elsewhere. The 
Mission Valley Community Plan states lhat no-large scale development should cut or grade; or 
extend above the ISO* elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given lhat abutting parcels 
Include development that Is up to 71,000 sq. fl In floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft., staff 
determined thai the proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. 
Also, lheI992amcndments to the Mission valley Community Plan lhat resulted in redesignated 
some southern hillside areas to open space identifies that only a portion of the subject site was 
redesignated to open space, not the whole parcel In Us enlirely. The purpose and intent of the 
community plan policies regarding developmenl limitations above the ISO1 contour is for the 
preservation of the valleys hillside areas. The community plan's objectives for hillside 
preservation are being met with 3.92 acres of the 4.94-acre site wilhin a protected open space 
easement that Is not proposed for development. Therefore, a communily plan amendment Is not 
required. 
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The City's DRAFT CEQA significance determination thresholds (2004) were inconcctly 
used by staff in review ofthe MND'a Land Use impacts. CEQA Section 15067.4(b), 
clearly states that CEQA thresholds must be adopted by resolution, ordinance, rule or 
regulation to be utilized in CEQA review: 

"Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's 
environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or 
regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by 
substantial evidence." 

The 2004 DRAFT Thresholds have not been adopted and so are not to be uaed in CEQA 
reviews. These DRAFT Thresholds state: "The following may be considered significant 
land use impacts: I. Inconsistency/conflict with Ihe environmental goals, objectives, or 
guidelines of a community or general plan. 4. Development or conversion of general 
plan or community plan designated open apace or prime farmland to a more intensive 
use," The prior CEQA thresholds are applicable. The prior thresholds for Land Use 
Impacts assessment state the same WITH ONE IMPORTANT DIFFERENCE: "will be 
considered significant land use impact" rather than "may be considered significant land 
use impacts." If there is any lack of clarity in interpreting CEQA language, the 
interpretation which affords the greatest environmental protection is to be utilized. This 
proposal's entire office building encroachment into MVCP designated open space 
READILY MEETS EITHER THRESHOLD and triggers an EIR. The base pad is about 
160 foot elevation, grading extends to about 190 feet, and the building's roof to 200 feet, 
with retaining walls up-slope. 

LAND USE IMPACTS DUE 
MVCP OPEN SPACE 

TO EXTENSION OF SCHEIDLER WAY INTO 

Extension of Scheidler Way into MVCP open space is further clear evidence that a 
conflict with the MVCP open space land use designation occurs. Staffhas written 
(January 11,2006 Report to Hearing Officer) "The City also accepted the dedication of 
the narrow panhandle portion ofthe parcel for a street (Scheidler Way) to provide 
vehicular access to the subject parcel and also to properties located adjacent to the north 
and west. Attachment 4." The "Attachment 4" ofthe January 11 staff report referred to is 
a 1961 Nagel Tract Map. It and the MVCP do not show the cunently proposed, up-alope 
(about 35 feci) extension of Scheidler Way, Extension of Scheidler Way up-slope into 
designated open space. This is a land use impact pursuant to the city's CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds (Attachment 16) since it conflicts with the open 
space land use designation ofthe community plan and results in other impacts such as 
habitat loss. 

MORE EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED LAND USE IMPACTS 
TRIGGERS EIR: 630 DUMP TRUCK LOADS OF SOIL CONTAINING 
ENDANGERED COASTAL SAGE SCRUB IS NOT "GRADING [WHICH] ONLY 
MINIMALLY DISTURBS THE NATURAL TERRAIN" AS STATED IN THE 
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Cily ilaff rupomed) to Randy Berkman comment letter fat 
Padfic Coail Offlca Building, Prajccl No. 34384 

54. These comments regarding Ihe history of the permil process, Ihe citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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MND. DOES STAFF MAINTAIN THAT THIS QUANTITY OF FILL IS A 
"MINIMAL DISTURBANCE" OP NATURAL TERRAIN? I 

One standard dump truck holds 10 cubic yards of soil. "400 cubic yards weighs one 
million pounds." (See: http://www-formal.stanford.edu/jmc/progre9a/untried.html). The 
MND states "approximately .83 acre would be graded. Earthwork quantities associated 
with the site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards cut and 2,600 
cubic yards of fill with an export of 3,700 yards." (Initial Study, p. 2), with cut depths of 
approximately 23 feet." (P. 7, Initial Study). 6300 cubic yards divided by 10 cubic yards 
per dump truck = 630 dump trucks filled with soil. Yet the 1" FMND (Reply #2c states 
that "Grading only minimally disturbs the natural terrain." The MVCP lists four things a 
plan can do to help accomplish such "minimal disturbance of natural terrain" such as 
adopting buildings and parking areas to terrain, replanting with native, drought resistant 
vegetation. While the proposal does attempt to do some of this, one cannot deny that the 
excavation of 630 dump truck loads of soil creating a 23 foot deep crater—ia far from 
"minimal disturbance of natural terrain." Since 400 cubic yards of soil weighs a million 
pounds, tho 6300 cubic yards propoacd for excavation, would weight 15.75 million 
pounds (6300 divided by 400 = 1S.7S multiplied by 1 million)—again, far from 
minimally disturbing the natural terrain. In this sense, the plan ia significantly 
inconsistent with the MVCP. Further evidence of the severity of the impact is listed in the 
1977 EIR for a similar sized office building on this site. That EIR stated that grading in 
excess of 6,000 cubic yards/acre would be the highest category of impact (See 
Allachment 4). The present proposal calls for 7,590 cubic yards/graded acre of 
excavation (6300 divided by .83 acre graded = 7,590 cubic yards/graded acre). TTie 1977 
plan called for 5555 cubic yards/graded acre (6000 cubic yards/I .08 acre=5555cubic 
yards/graded ftcre). Significant unmitigated impacts trigger an EIR under CEQA. This 
issue is not addressed in any ofthe MNDs. This inconsistency/conflict with the "minimal 
grading" language of the MVCP guideline also triggers an EIR since it "will be 
considered a significant land use impact" according to the City's adopted CEQA 
thresholds. (Attachment 16) 

MND CONFLICTS WITH MVCP OBJECTIVE/PROPOSALS REGARDING CSS 
AND UNSTALBE SOILS. THIS WILL BE CONSIDERED SIGNFICANT LAND 
USE IMPACT PURSUANT TO CITY'S CEQA SIGNFICANCE THRESHOLDS 
(Attachment 16 is City Lund Use Thresholds of Significance) 

The MVCP states: 

"OBJECTIVE 

Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological 
instability in order to control urban form, insure public safety, provide aesthetic 
enjoyment, and protect biological resources. 
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al^^Piil "Deaigna1l^^^iillsides and canyons which have any ofthe following characteristics aa 
open space in the community: a. contain rare or endangered species of vegetation or 
animal life. B. Contain unstable soils." (end of MVCP quote) 

Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) is the most endangered habitat in the continental United States 
according to the EIR for the East Mission LRT. .64 acres of CSS would be lost 
according to the 5* edition of MND. This does not count the "reaaonably foreseeable" 
impacts to the open space easement from eventual brush management due to "imminent 
fire hazard" declaration of fire department. If the usual 100 foot buffer were required, 
unmitigated impacts to the open space easement would be over 1/2 acre. That this issue 
is not realistically addressed, makes the MND misleading and inadequate regarding 
reasonably foreseeable impacts which are required by the SDMC and Land Development 
Manual's brush management sections. 

The MNDs do not describe the quality ofthe CSS. However, the 1978 EIR (P. 2) states: 

"Presently the steep, undeveloped site is covered with mature chaparral and areas of -
coastal sags scrub, making up part of an extended zone of natural hillside on the south 
slopes of Mission Valley." Eric Bowlby, Sierra Club Canyon Coordinator, describes the 
CSS as "good quality." 

CA Department of Fish and Game describes CSS: 

"Diegan CSS is considered a sensitive habitat in and of itself, and supports 
approximately 100 species (plant and animal) considered endangered, threatened or rare 
by Slate and or Federal agencies. Information on its rarity, as one indicator of its 
sensitivity, range from 66% having been lost to urban development and agriculture to 
only 10% ofthe original CSS remaining in good condition (i.e., 90% of CSS in good 
condition lost)."(December 20,2005 email from Elizabeth Lucas, CA Department of Fish 
& Game; Attachment 6). The EIR for the East Mission Valley LRT describes CSS as 
the most endangered habitat type in the continental United States. (Attachment 15). 

The 1977 EIR found that the erosion potential ofthe soil onsite was "severe"—the 
highest level of impact (see Attachment 2). 

The presence of CSS and unstable soils both are listed under MVCP protections/open 
space preservation. The proposed building ia again inconsistent with these MVCP 
objectives. Again, this triggers an EIR due to land use impacts since such confltcta with 
MVCP environmental objectives "will be considered significant" (Attachment 16). This 
issue is not addressed in the MNDs and was not addressed by the Hearing Officer or the 
Planning Commission. 

NINE RETAINING WALLS OVER 1/4 MILE LONG: THE LONGEST IN THE 
CITY? EVIDENCE OF VISUAL, LAND USE AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
IMPACTS 
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The current (S01 edition) MND does not state the total length of retaining walls. Why? 
Prior editions of Ihe MND did slate that the retaining walls were 1865 feet which was 
then reduced to 1601 feet total length. 

Can staff name ANY private development in San Diego with retaining walls 1600 feet 
total length? Ifycs, please include the address and brief description of it. Can staff name 
any private development in San Diego with total retaining wall length of 1000 feet? If so, 
please include the address and brief description. 

The Land Development Manual requires that the use of retaining walls be "minimized." 
(See Allachment 19). This conflict with a regulatory standard has not been reviewed in 
the MND—again making it inadequate. This issue was raised in prior appeals and never 
addressed by staff. A deviation from the SDMC is therefore required since the Code 
states that all steep hillside proposals shall comply with the Land Use Manual's 
guidelines. Due to this deviation from the Land Development guideline to "minimize" 
use of retaining walla, proposal would be Process 4 (though MVCP amendment issues 
mokes it Process 5) 

According to prior MND (January 2006), the proposal calls for 9 retaining walls with 
combined length of 1,601 linear feet, (retaining and Concrete Masonry Unit walla with a 
maximum height of 10 feet. (Initial Study, January 3, 2006 FMND.). Why isn't this 
total length in the *'new" MND? The City's CEQA Significance Detennination 
Thresholds state the following regarding potentially significant impacts of Development 
Features/Visual Quality: 

"The project includes crib, retaining walls or noise walls greater than six feet in height 
and 50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walla would 
be visible to Ihe public.'' 

The proposed length of 1601 feet exceeds the 50 foot significance threshold by 1SS1 feet 
or32timc3l The height threshold of 6 feet is exceeded by 4 feet. While landscaping of 
these walls is mentioned in 5th MND, the prior MNDs color photographic rendering 
show 100% ofthe walls with no landscaping. The landacaping costs, labor and 
maintenance of walls over 1/4 mile long make it unlikely that auch a project would 
maintain landscaping for the simple reason that it ia too expensive. The !4 milef length 
of retaining walls—as high as 10 feet—suggesting a fortress on scenic steep hillsides — 
and the excavation of 630 dump truck loads of soil-nearly 4 times the City's significance 
threshold for visual impacts—triggers an EIR. 

The temporary impact of a 23 foot crater is not addressed. 

STAFF MIS-STATES CITY CEQA SIGNIFICANCE LANGUAGE FOR VISUAL 
IMPACTS IN REVISED MND (p. 21) 

2,000 cubic yards/graded acre ia generally considered a significant visual impact under 
the City's thresholds of significance. A smaller amount of grading maybe significant in 
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scenic a ^ ^ H A as this (See CEQA expert Dave Potter's letter: Attachment 13). This 
project pra ises 6300 cubic yards of grading over .83 acre which equals 7590 cubic 
yards/graded acre. The MVCP and MVPDO established the 150 ft. contour line to protect 
visual quality/open space. Any development above 150 f t . l i n e t h a t 
a l s o c o n f l i c t s w i t h t h e 2000 c u b i c y a r d s / g r a d e d a c r e would 
compound t h e s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h e impact . 

Staff misquotes the City's thresholds language to rationalize why this is not significant. 

"However, the obove conditions [such aa excavation in excess of 2,000 cubic 
yards/graded acre] WOULD (INCORRECT WORD) not be considered significant if one 
or more ofthe following apply...(referring to alternative design features alleged by staff to 
offset any visual impacts), 

The actual language of the CEQA City Significance Thresholds for Landform 
Alteration/Visual Quality slates: 

"However, the above conditions MAY (CORRECT WORD CAPITALIZED) not be 
considered significant if one or more of the following opply:" 

The amount of grading is so in excess ofthe 2,000 cubic yard/graded acre significance 
threshold, that the "alternative design" aspect ofthe plan does not offset the severity of 
the visual impacts. In short, due to its proposed location higher up the south slopes than 
any building in the valley, it would "stick out like a sore thumb" and be visible from 
surrounding roads and freeway. Staff acknowledges "The building ia designed to appear 
long and flat from tho street and river view corridors..." (Reaolution in support of Site 
Development Permit). Its visibility from the public street, Scheidler Way, would be 
particularly aevere—yet ataff ignores this. 

REDUCED IMPACTS OPTIONS 

2004 ARCHTTECrS DIAGRAMS SHOW HOW REDUCED IMPACT OPTION 
COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED AND IMPACTS TO DESIGNATED OPEN SPACE 
MINIMIZED: THIS REFUTES MND ASSERTION THAT CONSTRUCTION BELOW 
THE 150 FOOT LINE WOULD BE A HARDSHIP ON ABILITY TO DEVELOP THE 
LAND. Staff takes a grain of truth (that some minor encroachments above ISO would be 
required) and uses this to rationalize the maximum encroachment—immediately adjacent 
to the open apace easement al the 200 foot elevation. Thia ia ridiculous. 

The proposal does not minimize impacts to designated open space as directed by Hearing 
officer Didion and City Attorney David Miller (November 2,2005 Hearing; See 
Attachment 20; email from City Attorney David Miller "least deviation possible."). 
Rather, it proposes to extend about 125 feet laterally up-slope to the very edge ofthe 
Open Space Easement/ Coastal Sage Scrub mitigation area. And again, this alternative 
was rejected by City Council in 2006. 
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The architect's diagram (Attachment 13) has a reduced impacts option superimposed on 
it This diagram shows a 2004 version ofthe plan with first floor at the 140 fool 
elevation and "second level" at 154 foot elevation. A one story building with roof at ISO 
feet (compliant with PDO and MVCP) is feasible by digging down 4 feet lo a 136 foot 
elevation base pad.. Such a one story building could have about 5000 square feet with 
plenty of space for Ihe required 20 car parking lot slightly above the ISO foot elevation 
line shown on the City diagram. If the applicant were to dig down about 20 feet so as lo 
have abase pad at the 120 foot elevation, a 2 story building is feasible along with 37 car 
parking lot to the west. In contrast, the current plan calls for a base pad at 160 foot 
elevation with roof to 200 feet It is relevant to note, that after City Planner John Wilhoit 
changed hia mind and informed the applicant that no Mission Valley Plan Amendment 
would be required (See Attachments #8, 9) , the base pad waa moved from 140 foot 
elevation to 160 foot elevation. Staffhas referred to the present de3ign-20 feet higher 
vertically up slope-as having "reduced impacts" compared to the prior design. (MND 
Replies to Comments, P. 1). Insofar as the present plan would be 20 feet higher up-slope 
than the 2004 version, the assertion of "reduced impacts" ia not valid. 

According to scale diagrams and site visit measurements, (here is about 42 feet between 
existing retaining wall bordering the property to the north and the existing barricade at the 
up-alope tenninus of Scheidler Way. This would allow more than enough room for a 90 
degree left turn into the property from the EXISTING Scheidler Way. This would 
require relocation of SDG&E and Pacific Bell utility equipment which presently obstruct 
such a lower entrance to the property. This lower access road/parking lot would 
minimize impacts to designated open space. What is clear upon visiting the site, is that 
such an access road could be built at a lower elevalion than the adjacent parking lot to 
the west—which the 1977 map shows is between the 150 foot and 160 foot elevations. 
The current proposal MAXIMIZES upper slope encroachment—extending to the open 
space easement 200 foot elevation. It also proposes extending Scheidler Way up-alope. 
The reduced impacts option would reduce project footprint and impacts to Coastal Sage 
Scrub. The aforementioned access road would solve the alleged inaccessibility problems 
stated in landowner attorney Robert Vaachi's April 2006 Memo to the city. A pedestrian 
bridge (as mentioned in general in the MVCP) could access the far cast part of the land 
below ttie 150 foot line—if the owner decided to include that in his building plans. While 
the above Reduced Impacts options information was included in the appeal to the City 
Council, ataff did not include this option in the MND. 

UNRESOLVED BRUSH MANQEMENT I S S U E S : ARE BRUSH MANGEMENT 
IMPACTS TO THE OPEN SPACE EASEMENT IMPACTS FROM BRUSH 
MANAGEMENT REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UNDER CEQA? (SEE: Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assoc, v. Regents, 47 Cal.3d 376. 393-399). WOULD SUCH 
IMPACTS TO OPEN SPACE EASEMENT REQUIRE RE-DESIGN O F 
PROPOSAL/NEW CEQA PROCESS? UNPRECEDENTED ELIMINATION OF 
BRUSH MANGEMENT FOR THIS PROJECT? 

See Attachment 18 from the Land Development Manual which states that "alternative 
compliance" (aa proposed) is not available under the Municipal Code for brush 
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odier words, fire department staff cannot re-write the law on this topic, 
require a legislative act of City Council. 

Can city ataff cite ANY such development built immediately adjacent to coastal sage 
scrub (built since brush management zones became required by law)? Such deletion of 
brush management clearing is evidence of a public safety impact under CEQA and shows 
how laws are being rewritten to get approval of this project. 

Clearing and removal of Coastal Sage Scrub in the open space easement was planned 
though not disclosed in the MNDs. l^MND Rcplytfl states: "The open space easement 
is 3.89 acres, No development/encroachment is proposed within the open space 
casement." The San Diego Municipal Code defines "development" to include 
"clearing....managingbrush..." (Chapter 11, Art. 3, Div. 1, Sec. 6). Diagram A2.0 
(Attachment 1) tells a different story than the "no development/encroachment" statement 
of the MND—showing Fire Zones 1 and 2 extending uphill of the proposed building into 
tho open space easement. Tho Zone 2 activity is described; 

"...50% of plants over 18" in height shall be cut and cleared to a height of 6". Within 
Zone 2, all plants remaining after 50% ore cut and cleared shall be pruned to reduce fuel 
loading in accordance with the Landscape standards in the Land development code. Zone 
2 shall be maintained on a regular basis by pruning and thinning plants, controlling weeds 
and maintaining any temporary irrigation systems." 

Since one half of the existing CSS would be removed (and any remaining plants are to be 
cut to 6 inches), an important protection against erosion would be permanently uprooted.. 
Also, the soil is described as having the highest potential for erosion "severe" in the 
1977 EIR for a similar sized office building which was never built (Attachment 2). Thia 
"new" erosion issue is not addressed in the MNDs. 

Zone 1 Fire Protection, which also intrudes the Open Space Easement is described: 

"These plants must be low fuel and fire resistive." This could be interpreted that CSS 
will be permanently removed from the Open Space Easement for Zone 1 fire protection 
also. 

The Finding that the proposal would not have a significant impact and also not require a 
Mission Valley Plan Amendment is based in part on the assertion that "Approximately 
80% ofthe parcel is within the open space easement.. .(City Reply 2b)." And that no 
development will occur there (Reply #1). The 1977 Map ofthe site (Attachment 3) states 
"Retain Natural Grade And Vegetation" in the open space easement area. The open apace 
easement was the heart of "mitigation" for re-zoning part ofthe site to office use. Staff 
has repeatedly stated that no development would occur there. When it is reasonably 
foreseeable that part ofthe Open Space Easement/ mitigation for a prior plan on-site, is 
itself likely to be permanently impacted—this is further evidence of significant 
unmitigated impacts /EIR requirement. 
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The Errata Sheet MND. ̂  edition, May 31. 2006) discloses the following allegedly 
"new" mitigation to avoid fire hazards/public safety impacts: 

"The entire structure would have one-hour fire rated construction; a one hour fire rated 
wall/parapet with no openings would be constructed along the southern elevation ofthe 
building; the roof would be non-combustible; and lastly, the entire structure would be 
equipped with a fire sprinkler system." 

However, a June 6, 2006 email from Fire Department ataff Bob Medan states: "This 
project is subject to all the new building construction requirements for projects adjacent 
to hazardous vegetation. That means the entire structure will be 1 hour construction, have 
a Class A roof, protected openings, etc." Therefore, it appears clear that no "new" 
mitigation for fire prevention was planned. It was already required by Code as Mr. 
Medan wrote. Deletion of brush management adjacent to "hazardous vegetation," 
represents the elimination of a public safety/fire prevention mitigation measure described 
in 3 prior MNDs and the prior Pennit Resolution. It is also troubling that Fire Department 
staff has not replied to email asking whether locating the project about 125 feet higher 
(laterally) up the slope could pose a new fire threat to Normal Heights—from on-site 
hazards such as a discarded cigarette. Is there any empirical evidence showing that a 10 
fi. retaining wall would eliminate dangers of up-slope fires? The MND slates that a 
retaining wall with irrigated vegetation will act as a fire wall. However, it would only be 
103 feet long (p. 9)—not long enough to protect Normal Heights from fires started by 
such on-aite hazards as a tossed cigarette. 

Removing brush management immediately adjacent to Coastal Sage Scrub appears to be 
unprecedented in San Diego. Fire staff Bob Medan and Mike Benoit were asked if they 
could name any such project in San Diego; as was Libby Lucas of Department of Fish and 
Game. None ofthem could name such a project. At the June 15 Hearing, Planning 
Commissioner Chase asked if this proposal would pose a new threat to other properties. 
She also asked if Fire staff had made a site visit Mr. Medan replied that he had not made 
a site visit. Fire code (142.0412(k) allows the Fire Department to require brush 
management if they find an "imminent fire hazard" exists. Bob Medan was asked in an 
email to define "imminent fire hazard." He did not answer that question. This is 
troubling. Is it reasonably foreseeable that brush management in the Open Space 
Easement will eventually be required due to predictable fire hazards immediately adjacent 
to the building? The answer appears to be as predictable as dry weather in summertime 
San Diego. The fact that the Land Development Manual does not pennit such alternative 
compliance for brush management adds to the assertion that the impacts of brush 
management to the Open Space Easement ore reaaonably foreseeable. Under CEQA, 
proposals cannot be segmented to offer the appearance of reduced impacls (Section 
15165: "segmenting or piecemealing" not permitted). Staffhas acknowledged that the 
Open Space Easement is for public, not private use—pursuant to the City Code; and that 
impacts to it, ore not allowed. However, reasonably foreseeable impacts to the Open 1 
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inadequate. 

t must be reviewed in an EIR. This is another reason the MND is 

With this proposal, brush management impacts to the Open Space Easement would add 
about .6 acre to the development footprint ofthe property (see Attachment 1). This 
would result in a development footprint of 1.43 acres rather than .83 acres. This 
reprcacnta over 28% ofthe site (1.43 acrcaM.SS =28+%). Even if ANY development 
were allowed in MVCP open space, the allowed encroachment is 20%—pursuant to ESL 
regulations—and acknowledged by staff report. Thia would trigger alternative 
compliance—which is not allowed in designated open space according to Ihe LDM and 
143.0137(d) ofthe Municipal Code. "Alternative compliance shall not be considered for 
lands that are designated open space in the applicable land use plan..." Again, conflicts 
with regulatory standards, ore evidence of significant impacts under CEQA. These legal 
conflicts have not been reviewed—again making the MND inadequate. 

The proposal appears to conflict with California Fire Code (Public Resources Code 4291) 
which requires a 100 foot fire zones buffer. This issue was not addressed by the Planning 
Commisaion. This CA brochure page is Attachment 17. This is evidence that impacts to 
the open space easement are reasonably foreseeable and therefore must be reviewed in an 
EIR. Again, when there are conflicts with "regulatory standards," this is evidence of an 
impact—in this case, a public safety impact. 

EVIDENCE OP POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS IN THE VAACHI MEMO ^M* 

This Memo waa disclosed to the public for the first time at the April 19, 2006 hearing. -*•""•' 

Landowner attorney Robert Vaachi's April 12-14 Memo to project Manager Anne Jarque 
states: 

"Ofthe remaining lota with land above the 150-contour line, all but three have large 
portions of developable land above the 150-contour line and are fully developed below 
the ISO-foot contour line." If this proposal ia allowed above the ISO contour, other 
landowners will be financially encouraged to seek similar Exceptions to the PDO. His 
statement that all but three lots have "large portions of developable land above the ISO-
contour line" is capecially foreboding for the future ofthe valley's steep slopes. It is 
relevant to note that thia statement is inconsistent with Attorney McDade's letter which 
states "All but a tiny portion of the protected hillsides will continue to be preserved." 
The potentially major cumulative impacts of approving the projeci are not addressed in 
the MND; nor can such impacts be mitigated—evidence ofthe EIR requirement. The 
1977 Planning Department also identified the likely major impacts of auch a precedent 
encroachment higher up the slopes in the open space zone. 

The Vaachi Memo waa also used to assert that development below the 150 foot elevalion 
is not feasible. However, this assertion was not made by on engineer or olher 
construction expert. The Hearing officer did not ask the owner's consultants whether it 
was feasible to build below 150 foot elevation. A building below 150 feet elevation is — s ^ . 

City itaff reipanac(i) to Randy Berkman commenl latter for 
Pacific Coail Office Building. Projeci No. 54384 

This Page Intentionally Lefl Blank. 

41 



feasible even if an access road/parking lot might minimally exceed 150 foot contour line 
(Attachment 13, 14). 

1977 PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND PLANNING COMMISSION (6-0 VOTE) 
FOUND SIMILAR PLAN DETRIMENTAL TO PUBLIC WELFARE 

In 1977, the City of San Diego Planning Department recommended DENIAL of the 
Permit for a nearly identical sized office building (Attachment 5; 3 pages): 

"The Planning Department recommends DENIAL of the proposed project based on the 
belief that all ofthe necessary finding of fact cannot be met for granting approval... 

1. The proposed use al thia particular location would not be necessary or desirable to 
provide a service or facility contributing to the general well-being ofthe neighborhood, 
the communily and the City 

3. The development, would under tho circumstances of thia particular case, be 
detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of persons living or working the area 
and injurious to property and improvements (existing or future) in the vicinity. The 
subject property is part of the steep southerly slope of Mission Valley covered with 
mature Chaparral and Coastal Sage Scrub. Thia property ia part of a tier of natural 
hillside terrain existing along the south slope of Mission Valley ABOVE (caps added) 
existing office and commercial development....Approval of thia development would 
establish a precedent for additional encroachment into the undisturbed tier of natural open 
space extending laterally along the entire south slope of Mission Valley. 

4. The granting of thia permit would adversely affect Ihe Progress Guide and General 
Plan for the City of San Diego....The adopted General Plan designates this tier of natural 
hillside above 
existing commercial development for open space preservation. Approval of the subject 
development would be contrary to the General Plan. The Environmental Quality Division 
has reviewed the proposed development and determined that the project would have the 
following significant impact: 

For the proposed type of commercial project, on site disturbance of the hillside lot would 
be minimized with the proposed building placement, architectural design and 
landscaping, nevertheless, the project would entail construction on a visually significant 
natural site in the hillside overlay review zone. Such development...would establish a 
precedent for encroachment into an undisturbed tier of natural open space extending 
laterally along the south slope of Mission Valley.. ..There are no measures evident which 
would reduce to insignificance the precedent for commercial development moving higher 
up the south slopes of Mission Valley. Although the proposed project utilizes only one-
fourth ofthe large lot, it remains a significant new encroachment not only in terms of the 
office building itself, but more importantly in terms of future development expectations 
for this and adjoining properties arising from the rezoning ofthe entire 4.88 acre parcel to 
CO. Therefore, a substantial mitigation ofthe issue ofthe development precedent in a 
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al^^Pu natural a l^^^uld be to limit CO zoning to that minimum lot necessary to contain the 
proposed office project, leaving the remaining area of the property in its existing R-1-1 
Zone. A "Reduced Project Scope" alternative waa considered. The EIR found: "Project 
which left an even greater part ofthe subject lot undisturbed would reduce the site 
specific impact of that project but would not alter the LARGER IMPACT OF SETTING 
THE PRECEDENT FOR DEVELOPMENT ENCROACHMENT ONTO AN 
UNDISTURBED TIER OF NATURAL HILLSIDE." (CAPS ADDED). Thia ia clear 
evidence that the current proposal would open to development the now, MVCP 
protected slopes above the 1 SO foot contour line. This results in a Mandatory Finding of 
Significance/EIR requirement. 

MORE EVIDENCE OF EIR REQUIRED 

Proposing an entire office building in Mission Valley Designated Open Space above the 
1 SO elevation restriction is an alarm bell for decision makers. 

2006 City Council rejected this alternative proposed in an MND. 

In 1977, Mesa Mortgage Company proposed a similar size office building ("10,000 
square feet on thclower 1.08 acres ofa 4.88 acre hillside Iot"-I978 EIR: See 
Attachment 5) on the aame site as the proposed Pacific Coast Office building. The City's 
Environmental Quality Division prepared an EIR for that project. To reduce impacts, a 
1977 alternative is ahown which extenda to about 185 feet. The Pacific Coast proposal 
extends as high aa 200 feet according to the S* MND. 

City staff found in the EIR "The Environmental Quality Division has determined that the 
proposed project would have the following significant impact which could be 
aubatantially mitigated as indicated below, ALTHOUGH NOT TO A LEVEL OF 
INSIGNIFICANCE." (CAPITALS added). Impact: For the proposed type of 
commercial project, on-sile disturbance of the hillside lot would be minimized with the 
proposed building placement, architectural design and landscaping. Nevertheless, the 
project would entail construction of a visually significant natural site in the Hillside 
Review overlay zone. " The Notice of Determination was filed with a statement that a 
significant unmitigated effect would occur. 

THE MVCP AMENDMENT ISSUE IS INADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THE 
MND AND THE MVCP IS SERIOUSLY MIS-QUOTED 

A 2004 version ofthe proposal (Attachment 14 ) was 20 feet vertically further DOWN-
SLOPE. Yet, the MND describes the current proposal as "reduces impacts." City 
Planner John Wilhoit wrote a "good newa" email to consultant Kim Sheredy explaining 
why a MVCP was no longer being required—for the HIGHER UP-SLOPE CURRENT 
PLAN. (Attachment 9 , 1 page). Mr. Wilhoit's rationalizations are included in the MND 
cily Replies 2a-g. These reasons are not persuasive because they are proposing lo break 
the open space legal protections of the MVCP. The first reason given is that the proposal 
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is not "large scale." Even if true, thia is irrelevant pursuant to the fact that the MVCP 
prohibita All development above the 1 SO-foot elevation as acknowledged by landowner 
attorney and John Wilhoit in hia Cycle Issues comment (Attachments 7, 8). < 
"Development oriented toward the valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor 
ahould not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour." (P. 122, MVCP; See 
attachment 7). 
The 5* MND (p. 24) again seriously mis-quotes the MVCP in this regard. The actual 
MVCP quote is: 

"Large-scale development (commercial, office, or commercial-recreation) at the base of 
the slopes, ahould not cut or grade, nor extend above the ISO- foot elevation contour on 
the southern slopes." (p. 124, MVCP; See attachment 7, p. 5). 

The second reason is that "the development would be largely acreencd from public right 
ofway by structures north ofthe property." Again, thia is irrelevant even if it weretme. 
And it ia not. Staff acknowledges "The building ia designed to appear long and fiat from 
the street and river view corridora..." (Resolution in support of Site Development Permit, 
p. 6). From Scheidler Way, a public street, the impacts would be striking. 

The third reason given is that "There is development abutting to the west that extends 
above Ihe 150-contour into the designated open space." Again, even if true, thia ia 
irrelevant. This is validated (al least in 1978) in a Planning Department Report: 

This property is part ofa tier of natural hillside terrain existing along the south slope of 
Mission Valley ABOVE (caps added) existing office and commercial development" 
Staff now states lhat the adjacent property has a parking lot and retaining walla up to 166 
foot elevation. . However, even if true, this was built in 1975 occording to staff 
research, and ia NOT a building; and was built prior to 1985 MVCP restrictions (See: 
Memorandum from Bill Tripp to Robert Didion, Hearing Officer, January 11,2006, p.3). 

The fourth reason given is absurd: "Due to the open space easement, the project could 
not extend more than approximately SO feet into the designated open space." This 
comment makes it sound like the Open Space intrusion ia "no big deal" when if fact, the 
entire office building would be above the 150 foot elevalion. Also, the plan extends 
horizontally about 125 feet horizontally up-slope according to scale diagrams. 

WHY EXCEPTION TO THE MVPDO IS INVALID; WHERE IS THE OWNER 
HARDSHIP? LAND SPECULATION IS INAPPROPRIATE IN ENDANGERED 
HABITAT. 
QuoUng the 5* MND: 

"However, the MVPDO provides additional language In 103.2104(d)(4) that 

7 

i 
St. 
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fJ^Pir allows f d | ^ F ^ n Individual project basis, the criteria of this planned district to be 
increased or decreased when one or more of the following situations Is 
applicable: 1 due to special conditions, or exceptional characteristics ofthe 
property, or of Its location or surroundings, strict Interpretation of the criteria of 
the planned district would result In unusual difficulties or unnecessary hardship 
or would be Inconsistent with the general purpose of the planned district; 2. A 
superior design can be achieved by altering the adopted standards; or 3. 
Conformance with the "Guidelines for Discretionary Review: necessitates 
deviations from adopted standards." 
"As such due to the topography of, the site, specifically regarding the restriction 
of development above the 150-foot contour line, limiting the development area 
of the property to below the ISO-foot contour line (within a narrow area 
encompassing approximately 8811 square feet) would present an unnecessary 
hardship on the ability to develop the land. Therefore, the project was 
redesigned to be more consistent with the recommendations outline within the 
community plan and accordance with the MVPDO which tucks the rear ofthe 
building Into the hillside and terraces the second story, thereby creating a roof 
garden and/or deck "(pp.24-25 "new" MND). 

TTie problems with this are: the alternative rejected by City Council does not use 
all of the 8811 sq. ft. below the 150 ft. contour line. It uses 5992 sq. ft. for 
driveway and NONE for the building! The appellants submitted 2 reduced Impacts 
options as part of the Appeals which fully utilized the 6811 sq. ft. below the 150 
ft. line. Staff and landowner have Ignored these. These reduced Impacts options 
show that a 1 and 2 story option are feasible with roof at the 150 ft. contour line; 
and only parking lots and retaining walls minimally deviating to about the 160 ft. 
elevation (height of the just west parking lot retaining wall built before the 
MVCP, MVPDO limits). We see that as a true minimal deviation. IN CONTRAST, 
THE OWNER STARTS AT 160 FOOT ELEVATION WITH BASE OF BUILDING AND 
ROOF GOES TO 200 FT. ELEVATION. THIS IS A MAXIMUM ENCROACHMENT 
AND EXCEPHON FOR THIS SHOULD NOT BE GRATOtD. 

Also, the landowner bought this parcel for only $250,000—pennies on the dollar 
for Mission Valley office land. The price paid reflects its development potential 
and the owner, a sophisticated real estate investor, was fijlly aware of the PDO 
restrictions on developing the land before he bought It (Attachment 30, p. 2). Is 
DSD concerned the owner may sue the City for so-called "deprivation of use of 
his land"? We believe such a suit would now be without merit for reasons stated 
throughout these comments. 

ALTERNATIVES PREVISOUSLY REJECTED BY STAFF/OWNER 

The prime community (and 1992, 2006 City Council) concerns 
have been exceeding the 150 foot line restrictions of the 
MVCP and MVPDO. Another prime concern is the loss of 

City itaff reipan»(i) to Randy Berkman cammenl letter for 
Pacific Coail Office Building, Project No. 54384 
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57. The author's comments regarding the type of design that could be accomplished below the 150-
foot contour tine are noted. 
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endangered CSS. While deviations are needed (retaining 
wall, parking above 150 foot line) to get the building's 
roof compliant at 150 foot-line, these deviations could be 
granted to allow some uae of the land. For example, tuck 
under parking is a design guideline of the MVCP for steep 
hillsides. However, on such a steep site, it is not 
necessary to hold the owner to this IF he builds the 
building with roof compliant at 150 foot line. Adjacent 
buildings do not have tuck under parking. Also, tucking the 
building into the slope would not be needed if the building 
itself were compliant at 150 foot elevation. 

"Half the building would be below the 150 foot contour 
line-.The lower level building would have been at 
approximately 136 feet." (P. 6, S" MND, describing 1" 
design submission). This shows that the applicant could get 
the entire building compliant at 150 foot line-simply by 
reducing the building's height to 1 story (and some minor 
digging down if needed). A 5000 square foot building is far 
beyond Che area of most doctor's offices—which generally run 
less than 2000 square feet, A 5000 square feet building is 
more than reasonable use of such environmentally sensitive 
land. Also, the applicant could get 2 stories (10,000 sq. 
ft.) by further digging down as shown in Attachments 13, 14} 
and described in Reduced impacts section of these comments. 

The acknowledgment that the building (1" design) would have 
been at 136 foot elevation is welcome as it negates past 
staff assertions that the lowest level of site is "144 
feet." Such mis-information was used to persuade decision 
makers to approve the project, 

SUM 

The S"1 MND is invalid because it does not follow City Council direction "to review the 
alternatives to reduce the impacts." It should therefore be withdrawn. Staff mis-slates 
the City Council direction by omitting any mention of "to reduce the impacts" (pp. 1,4)! 
The 5th MND rc-proposcs the same alternative rejected by City Councill This negates 
Cily Council authority to enforce CEQA and the SDMC which implements CEQA—under 
which the appeal was granted. City Council's rejection of the MND by granting the 
appeal—is authoritative evidence that on MND was not the correct document for thia 
option—which is proposed yet again in the 5 edition of the "new" MND! 

The MVCP and MVPDO restrict development above the 150 foot elevation—which is 
Designated Open Space in the MVCP. This 3 level, nearly 10,000 square foot building 
proposes a base pad at 160 feet, grading to 190 feet and roof to 200 feet. It would be 
125 feet further up the slope and 50 feet vertically higher Ihon allowed by the MVCP. 
This would set a precedent for other property owners to propose building above the ISO 
foot contour lino—as found by Planning Department and Planning Commission in 1978. 
Such cumulative impacts trigger a Mandatory Finding of Significance under CEQA. 

City ilaff teiponie(i) to Randy Berkman commenl Idler for 
Pacific Coail Office Building Projeci No. S43B4 
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58. Please see response No. 9. 

59. During the ongoing review of the proposed project, EAS staff did not Identify or receive any 
substantial evidence that the project would result In a significant environmental impact. In fact, 
the MND lists the mitigation measures (which Ihe applicant agreed to implement) that would 
reduce the projeci Impacts to below a level of significance. Staff acknowledges lhat the 
commentor's opinion is contrary lo staffs conclusions. 
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Damage to public input has already occuned with the Mission Valley Planning Group 
voting on a project they thought had no Exceptions to the PDO or conflicts with the 
MVCP. The MND, despite four revisions and cunently in its Sth edition, still has false 
and misleading statements, 

Substantial evidence shows significant unmitigated impacts to visual quality, land use, 
CSS, public safety, and cumulative impacts of this precedent setting proposal—easily 
surpassing the CEQA threshold for on EIR (one significant impact which may be 
unmitigated). Staff required on EIR for a similar sized office building in 1977 and found 
unmitigated impacts as described in the Notice of Determination. 

A one story building below 150 foot elevation is feasible. A 2 story building with roof at 
ISO feet is feasible if excavation to a 120 foot base pad were done. Contrary to 1st MND 
Cily replies, a MVCP Amendment is required as acknowledged by the landowner's 
attorney and city staffdue to the plan's exceeding the 150 foot elevation reslriction. The 
up-slope extension of Scheidler Way is not mentioned in the MVCP—further evidence of 
significant land use impact/EIR requirement. Conflicts with the Land Development 
Manual (alternative complionce/delelion of brush management as proposed is not 
allowed; "minimized use" of retaining walls not accomplished) and Environmenlally 
Sensitive Lands regulations have not been addressed in the MND as CEQA requires. 
Other enviromnental Code conflicts have not been reviewed in the MND. Under 
CEQA, if there is evidence in the record supporting a fair argument that a project may 
have a significant impact, Ihe lead agency must prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
even though the record also contains contrary evidence of no significant effect. CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). This would enable review of fcosible alternatives at the lowest 
part ofthe site—136 foot base rather than the 160 foot base still proposed in . 

Attachment lisl 
1. Diagram A2.0 showing brush management encroachmenU into Open Space EaaemenL 
2. 1977 EIR erosion potential "lovere"—highest impact. 
3. 1977 EIR Elevalion Map showing land elevations on-site and "Retain Existing Vegetation and Grade" 

in what ii now called the open space easemenl (south of tho building). 
4. Grading impact highest level when in excess of 6000 cubic yards/graded acre (1977 EIR). 
3. Planning Department recommends DENIAL of similar office building in 1977 (3 pages). 
6. December 2005 email from Elizabeth Lucas, CA Dcpaitmcnl of Fish and Gome. 
7. June, 2004 landowner attorney letter requesting Mission Valley Plan Amendment (7 pages). 
8. City Cycle Issues staling MVCP Amendment/Process 5 required (2 pages). 
9. Good newt email from city staff John Wilhoit lo owner consultant Kim Sheredy. 
10. April 28 email from Jim Peugh regarding Fire Zone 2 impacls on CSS. 
11. Parcel Information Report describes visibility of land. 
12. April 18,2006 letter from Judy Elliot, Chair of Normal Heights Planning Commiliee ta Hearing OfTiccr 

(2 pages). April 14, 2006 letter from Dave Poller lo Hearing Oflker. 
13. January, 2004 architect's diagram for earlier version of building showing firat floor at 140 fool 

elevation and 2 level at 134 foot elevation (with superimposed Reduced Impacts concept). 
14. City diagram showing possible location of Reduced Impacls Option (how in Attachment 13. 
13. Page from EIR for East Mission Valley LRT describing CSS as endangered habitat type. 
16. City of San Diego CEQA Significance Delemiination Thresholds for Land Use (2 pages). 
17. "Why 100 Feet?" l" page of Califonua State brochure describing brash management requirements. 

City staff rHponie(s) to Randy Berkman comment letter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building. Frojeel No. 54384 
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IB. Land Development Manual page staling thst alternative compliance is noi allowed under Ihe Municipal 
Code far Brush Management 

19. Land Development Manual page stating that use of retaining walls is to be "minitnized." 
20. Email from City Attorney CEQA expert Mark Massm staling MND has "severe inadequacies." 
21. Email bom City Attorney David Miller EIR, least deviation 
22. No #22 
23. Email &om Gail Thompson, member of Mission Valley Unified Planning Group describing how he was 

misled by MND thai did not disclose conflicts with MVCP and MVPDO. 
24. No #24. 
23. 2004 architect's drawing showing lop of fiisl level at 134 foot elevation. 
36. City Council Minutes of September 26, 2006 stating City Council direction in granting appeal. 
27. 2007 MND, p. 1 which mis-ststes City Council direction. 

28. SDMC 112.0320, Code under which appeal waagmnlcd—vscaling prior city approvals. 
29. 1992 MVCP Amendment, City Manager Report ta Cily Council; re-designating Pacific Coast lot 

(and others) open space (above 130 (I line). 
30. Cily of San Diego InfomiBtion Bulletin 313/Questioniuire, November, 2003 filled out by 

owner/applicant showing ho was aware of legal conflict with MVPDO ISO fl. contour line. Page 2 
lists Ihe parcel # of lot: 439-480-24. TWsparcelffis listed in 1992MVCP Amendment for lots 
being re-designated open space (See Attachment 29, p. fl). 

City ilaff Hsponacts) to Randy Berkman camment lei tel far 
Padfic Coast Office Building, Frojeel No. 54384 
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The Following Pages Are Attachments Submitted with the Randy Berkman 
Comment Letter 

ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN 

ATTACHMENTS FOR PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING 
"NEW" MND 

THE ATTACHMENTS ARE PART OF THE COMMENTS 

THEY ARE NUMBERED 1-30 (NO #22 OR #24) 

53 PAGES OF ATTACHMENTS ( W Ctunh'w ^ / ^ } 

PLEASE NOTE: THE COMMENTS WILL BE FAXED OR 
EMAILED PRIOR TO THE APRIL 4 DEADLINE. 
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'PIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING 
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I. 

PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDINO 
SCHEIDLER WAY 
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ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS 

' . OEOLDQY AND SOILS 

I . 

2 . 

" C 

3 . 

Risk Zona RatInfl • (Includes f a u l t i , 
I n n d s l l d a i , l i que fac t i on ) (see 
Seismic Safety Study Geotechnical 
Land Usa.CapabI I ( ty Hap); 

Hating, i 

A (Nominal) 

AB or fl [Low) 

AC. ^ ( v a r ( a b U ) 

C (moderate) or 0 (high) 

SoM e r o d l b l l l t v ; ( i « t Soi l 
Survey - Book I I , pg. 32) 

RatIng 

no r a t i n g 

alight (»s defined 

modarate , by tha 

levare Soli Survey) 

WIN tha project preclude tha 
extraction of construction 
material on the site In the 
future? (See Soli Survey, 
Book II, pg. 13.) 

no resource present 

land or gravel 

decomposBd granite 

JHPACT SCORE 

Sma l l 

0 

0 

Q 
. 3 

Small 

0 

0 

0 

Medium 

0 

0 

2 

3 

Hed1 urn 

0 

0 

. I 

Larfle 

0 

0 

2 

3 

La roe 

0 

0 

2 

•0 

Q o o 

0 0 I 

0 0 I 

. 1, . 



r(sj> 

k. ( i the s i t e rated at a g r i c u l t u r a l 
land (good or f a l r ) 7 jSee Sot I 
Survey, Book V, pp. 80-fl3) 

a) not rated as a g r i c u l t u r a l 

b) not uied f o r a g r i c u l t u r e and 
surrounded by u rban iza t ion 

c) not used f o r a g r i c u l t u r e but 
•urroundad by a g r i c u l t u r e 
and/or open spaco 

d) c u r r e n t l y or prev ious ly 
used fo r a g r i c u l t u r e 

S. WI I I const ruc t ion take place 
w i t h i n 50- foot setback of a 
coastal b l u f f or w i t h i n an 
area extending Inland to a 
Una formed by a 20-degraa 
angle from tha bate of the 
coastal b l u f f ? 

6. WIM the p ro jec t jnvo lve grad lng i (ye 

a. WIN grading occur ( I nc lud ln 
Import or export of m a t e r i a l . 
In unique or unusual landforms, 
such as natura l canyons, sand­
stone b l u f f s , rock outcrops o r : 
h i l l s i d e s w i t h slopes In excess 
of 25t? 

- Volume of grading 

no grading In unique areas 

0-3300 cu. yd . /ac . 

3-6,000 cu. yds . /ac .^ r ' 

- ^ i g rea ter than 6,000 + cu . yd . / ac . 

0 

© 
V. 
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SANOIIOCCAU^.I,,,, 

SUUJEC'f: 

BACKOROUKD 

July 7, 1977 
PUHNED COMMEHCIAL DKVELOPMENT HO. 35. To oonatruot 
and operate an office building of lO.P'tO nq. ft, 
on 1.18 acres in tha H-l-40 (HIIJ Zona, proposed CD 
(HR) Eono, Located on the aouth sida of Camino ' 
del nia South, between 1-15 and 1-805. A portion 
of lot I. Nftgel Tract No. 2, Map No. 4737, 
Applicant; MOSB Mortgage Company. EQD No. 77-03-iaP. 
1 

This bearing, which teas ooatinued from the Planning Commieeion 
meeting of June 30, 1977, concerns a request for a Planned 
Corameroial DeVHlopmont Permit to construct a 10,000 sq. ft., 
34 story high offloe Uuilding on the aouth slope of Ulasion 
Valley. The subject, property ts located at the southerly 
terminus of Scheidler Way, a short stub street connecting to 
Camino del Rio Soutfi, The property is undeveloped, Is 
covered with native Chapparel and Coastal Sage Scrub, and is 
oteeply sloped, being a part of an extended zone of natural 
hlllalde on the south slope of Mission Valley. The property 
is west of 1-15, overlooking 1-6 and the San Diego Stadium. 
k row of CO Koned property, fronting on Camino del Rio 
South, and containing low rise offloe buildings, lies Imme­
diately below the subject lot, Ease and west of the subject 
site area are further reaches of property zoned R-l-40 
which are also undeveloped and covered with native vegetation, 
forming a tier of natural hillside terrain. Beginning at 
the top of the subject lot, residential development In the 
R-l-5 zone extends southward on mesa pennlsulas, emerging 
into the Normal Heights Coinmunlty. 

The adopted General Plan of the City of San Diego designates 
the subject property for open apace preservation. 

. - ^ RBCOUMENDATION 

The Planning Department reoommends DENIAL of the proposed ' 
project based on the belief that all of the necessary findings 
of fact cannot be met for jjrantipg approval. 

THESE RSCOMMKNDATTONS ABS BASEI? OUT INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT. THE TIME OF THIS RBPOIIT. 

I 
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The subject development proposes the aonstruotlon of a 
10,000 sq. ft. office building in multi levels stepping up 
the hillside. The lowest level of the structure, connected 
to floheldler Way, would oontain 34 parking spaces. Office 
area would be lo Dated in both the second level and a high 
celling third level, containing a mezzanine. Landscaping is 
to be provided along the front of each level of the building 
and around the sides of the building. Landscape materials 
would consist of; Lemon Otim Eucalyptus, Canary Island Pine, 
Indian Laurel, and Evergreen Pear Trees; Tobira Varlsgata, 
Lilly of tho Nile, and Natal plum Shrubs; Bougainvillea and 
Creeping Pig Vines; and Needle Point Ivy and lawn for ground 
cover. 

The proposed Planned Commercial Development'w«iiid cover only 
the southerly 1.1B acres al the total 4.Ba aci-t> hillside 
ownership at this location. The remainder of Ihe site Is to 
remain in the H-l-40 (HH) Zona. The applicant indicates 
that this undeveloped area could be dedicated ss an open 
space Sdsemant.' 

The Planning Deportment raoonunenda DENIAL of the subject 
Planned Commercial Development based upon the belief tha 
all of ths nsceseary Findlngfl of Fact cannoi- ho -"-*• ' — 
granting approval. 

FINDING OP PACT 

Fact cannot be met for 
hat 

1. 

2, 

. ^ 

The proposed uea at thla particular location would not 
be necessary or desirable to provide a service or 
facllitjr contributing to the general well-being of the 
neighborhood, the community and the City. 

This project proposes the construction of 10,000 sq. 
ft. of additional office upace in the Mission Valley 
area. The Planning Department believes that sufficient 
office space exists in Mission Valley to serve the 
needs of potential ten1^nta within this complex and 
that, further, the Department believes that tha amount 
of commercial office use In MlesJon Valley ie exceeding 
that recommended by the adopted Oenaral Plan. 

The development, would under the'r.lroumstanoes of this 
partioular case, be detrimental t r. the health,. saftey 
and general welfare of persons living or working In the 
area and Injurious to property and improvements (existing 
or future) In the vicinity. 

> 4. 

- ^ 
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The subject property is part of the steep southerly 
slope of Mission Valley covered with mature Chapparel 
and Coasts]. Sage Sdrub. This property Is part of a 
tier of natural hillside terrain existing along the 
south slope of Mission Valley above existing offlos and 
commsrolal development.' The proposed office building 
would stand three stories above thla natural hillside. 
The Planning Department believes that the native hillsides, 
of the south Mission Valley elopes should be protected 
from the eticroachraant of office and commarolal activity. 
Approval of this development would estnfrilleh a precedent 
for additional encroachment into the' the undlsiurbed 
tier of natural open space extending laterally along 
\the entire south slope of Mleslon Valley. 

All design criteria and minimum standards for planned 
commercial developments would be met. 

The subject; development would meat design urlterla and 
minimum standards established for planned oommerolai 
developments and dovolopment within the CO Zone. 

The granting of this permit would adversely affect the 
progress guide and General Plan for the City of San 
Diego. 

The Planning Department believes that an excessive 
amount of eonunsrclal office space Is being construe 
In the Mission Valley area. The use of this propel 
for office d«v«̂ "'•'"'",*• ' ' 

The Envlrotimontal Quality Division has reviewed the 
proposed dfvelapmont and has determined that the project 
would have the following significant impact: 

^ 

"For the propoeed type of commercial p ro jpe t , on s i t e 
d is turbance af the h i l l s i d e l o t would be minimized with 
the proposed bui ld ing placement, a r c h i t e c t u r a l design 
and landscaping. Never tbuless , the pro jec t would 
e n t a i l cons t ruc t ion on a v i sua l l y s l g n l f l o a n t na tu ra l 
. s i te In the h l l l a l d e rev.lBw~nverJr v zone. Such development 
as well as the proposed rezoning ol ..he e n t i r e e ight t o 
CO would estahliHh p .praoedent for encroachmerit Ijjtg *? 
undiaturtied t i e r of nftjj^ral.ppen BPfree extending l a t e r a l l y 
along tha south s lope of Hla'slon Val ley , " 
A copy of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for 
t h i s p ro jec t i s on f i l e In the City C l e r k ' s o f f i ce and 
ie ava i l ab le for pub l i c review. 
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P a g e 3 . 

f t . HSLj a s l g r i l f i c a n t e x t e n s i o n of commsro la l e n c r o a a h -
raont I n t o t h e d e s i g n a t e d open s p a c e h i l l s i d e , 

• M i t i g a t i o n : T h e r e a r e no measu re s e v i d e n t which would 
r e d u c e t o I n s i g n i f i c a n c e t h a p r e c e d e n t f o r c o m m e r c i a l 
deve lopmen t moving h i g h e r up t h e s o u t h s l o p e s of M l a a l o n 

• V a l l e y i n t h i s H i l l s i d e Review a r e a . A l though t h e 
p r o p o s e d p r o j e c t u t i l i z e s o n l y o n e - f o u r t h o f t h e l a r g e 

, l o t , i t r e m a i n s a a l g n l f l e a n t new encroachment n o t o n l y 
I n t e r m s of t h e o f f i c e b u i l d i n g I t s e l f , b u t more i m p o r ­
t a n t l y In t e r m s of f u t u r e development e x p e c t a t i o n s f o r 
t h i s and a d j o i n i n g p r o p e r t i e s a r i s i n g frora t h e r e z o n i n g 
o f t h e e n t i r e 4 . 8 8 - a c r e p a r c e l t o CO, 

. T h e r e f o r e , a s u b s t a n t i a l m i t i g a t i o n of t h e i s s u e of • 
d e v e l o p m e n t p r e c e d e n t i n a n a t u r a l a r e a would b e t o 
l i m i t 00 a o n i n g t o t h a t minimum l o t n e c e s s a r y t o c o n t a i n 
t h e p r o p o s e d o f f i c e b u i l d i n g p r o j e c t , l e a v i n g t h e 
r e m a i n i n g a r e a of t h e s u b j e c t p r o p e r t y In i t s e x i s t i n g 
R - l - 4 0 Zone . T h i s m i t i g a t i o n w o u l d - r e q u i r e a p a r c e l 
map, b u t would n o t r e q u i r e f u r t h e r e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o c e s s ­
i n g beyond an amendment t o t h i s EIR, 

B. OTHER IMPACTS 

O t h e r Impac t c a t e g o r i e s wore c o n s i d e r e d in t h e I n i t i a l 
S t u d y and found t o h a v e no a l g n l f i o a a t impact on t h o 
p r o j e c t , n o r would t h e y be s i g n i f i c a n t l y a f f e c t e d by 
t h e p r o j e c t . 

IV. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

A l t e r n a t e P r o j e c t : Under e x i s t i n g R - l - 4 0 z o n i n g , up t o B 
l o t s c o u l d be d e v e l o p e d w i t h s i n g l e - f a m i l y r e s i d e n c e s on t h o 
s u b j e c t p r o p e r t y . Such a d e v e l o p m e n t would u t i l i z e a l l o f 
t h e l o t I n s t e a d of o n l y 25% a s w i t h t h e p roposed p r o j e c t , 
and wo^ld t h e r e f o r e be more d i s r u p t i v e t o t h e h i l l s i d e . 
R e e l d e ' n t l a l c o n s t r u c t i o n would be d i f f i c u l t If n o t I m p o s s i b l e 
I n any c a s e b e c a u s e of t h e s t e e p n e s s of t h e s u b j e c t p r o p e r t y . 

Reduced P r o j e c t S c o p e ; P r o j e c t s which l e f t an even g r e a t e r 
[ p a r t o f t h e s u b j e c t l o t u n d i s t u r b e d would r e d u c e t h e s i t e -
s p e c i f i c Impact of t h a t p a r t i c u l a r p r o j e c t , bu t would *"?*• 
a l t e r t h e l a r g e r i m p a c t o f s e t t i p g t h e p r e c e d e n t f o r ' d e v e l o p -
ment e n c r o a c h m e n t o n t o a ' t f u n d l a t u r b e d t i e r of n a t u r a l h i l l s i d e , 

No P r o j e c t : T h i s a l t e r n a t i v e would e l i m i n a t e t h e e n v i r o n m e n t a l 
Impac t c i t e d f o r t h e p r o p o s e d p r o j e c t , bu t would l i k e l y b e 
I n f e a s i b l e w i t h o u t a s o l u t i o n t o t h e r e s u l t i n g economic 
Impac t on t h e p r o p e r t y o w n e r . 
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SUBJECT: 

' • • ' • ' • " : - i Fll 3; 13 
Environmental Impact Report 

#77-03-18 

Mesa Mortgafje Office Building. REZONE from R-l-40 to 
'C6 "iff "4768 acres in the HILLSIDE REVIEW overlay zone 
lor PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT of a 10,000 sq. ft. 
office building and parking area. Located aouth of 
CamJno del Rio South and west of 1-15 at tha end of 
Scheidler Way In Mission Valley (Lot 1, Nagel Tract 2, 
Map 4737). Applicant: Mesa Mortgage Company. 

I. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Environmental Quality Division has determined that the 
proposed project would have the following significant Impact 
wbich could ba substantially mitigated as Indicated below, 
although not to a level of insignificance. 

impact: For the proposed type of commercial project, on-
slte dlsturbunce of the hillside lot would be minimized with 
the proposed building placement, architectural design and 
landscaping. Nevertheless, the project would entail construc­
tion on a viuuully significant natural site in the Hillside 
Review overlay zone; Such development as well as the proposed 
rezoning of the entire site to CO would establish a precedent 
for encroachment Into an undisturbed tier of natural open 
space extending laterally along the south slope of Mission 
Valley. 

Mitigation: A substantial mitigation of the issue of develop-
ment precedent on the hillside would be to limit CO zoning 
to that minimum lot neoessary to contain the proposed office 
building, leaving the remaining area of the subject property 

• In its existing R-l-40 Zone. This mitigation would require 
filing of a parcel map. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING 

Construction of a 10,000 sq. ft. office building is proposed 
on the lower 1.08 acres of a 4.88-acre hillside lot. The 
three-level building would be stair-stepped up the hillside, 
each level net back from tho one below. The lowest level, 
connecting to Scheidler Way, would contain 25 parking spaces. 
Offloe accommodations would be located in both the second 
level and 0 blgh-cellinged third level containing a mezzanine. 
Extensive landscaping would be placed along the front of 
each level and around the sides of the building. From a 
parking level elevation of 163 ft, MSL, the terraced structure 
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From: EBubcttiLuCH <El.ilcasff(HOM.Bov> •*• I ̂  I ?< I OSi 
Sen; Tbcfdjy,DtcemU^Jo, I'ocfi 1:I9I>M 
Te I <Jit2210*wWi*ll.cOm> 
Sutjwt: IU: Dit^tn CSS qMibai 

HI Rtndr, 

Diegan CSS U epnddered a sensitive tmniml typu in end of Itself, and support! 
approximately 100 ipedes (plant fnxi .inntjat) Ansldered endangered, threaUned, 
or nre Cy Stato and or Federal ngenclas. Intotmatton on IU rarity, as one 
Indicator of sensitivity, range from 66% Having been lost to uibsn development 
and agrlcullure to onty 10% of the origin*! CSS lemtlning In good oxididon 
(I.e., B0% of CSS In good condition lost). Part of On dlfflcultv tn mfssurlng 
the Una resulti from the (objective ajse&nient of what degree of disturbanca 
(t.g,, Invasfve '.vaed cover) constitutes n luss. It Is among the inout 
Intensively human-arfected (awkward term) vigntalion typ«i In tho U.S. I would 
not say that It (a the most andangeru) liubltat type in the continental US, 
There are many wetland habitat types I M are more endangertd. Ilow It camparei 
to other endangered upland habltM typci, I dont know. 

1 em sure that you know that the locus ••'' tht MSCP and the such NCCP programs In 
Southern Calltomia Is CSS, the reason bring that II nupports so many sensitive 
fpedes, 

Hop* this hetpj, 

Ubby 

>>>THn(tyflertunan"<lrt)223eiho(rr»*.i.ijri> 12/14/2005 9:37 AM >>> 

HI Libby, I | Otegan CSS considered an cridnngcred , threatened, or rare Species 
or set of spedes? I know It lias icme level or protection. In the f IR for Ihe 
EMV LRT, tt waa described hs the irronT endittgeted habitat In continental U.S. 
Does that correspond lo your undersundl/ii'T Po you know what ur> F&WS considers 
It? 
thanks Randy 
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._„%. Re; Requeal tu Iniljate Mission Valley Comniunitv pla^ Amendment 
APN 439-480-24-00. Scheidler WAV 

Door Mr. Wilhoit: 

Pursuant to recent discussions with you and other members of your department, wo are 
writing you on behalf of our client, V_isifis_Qoaal Assets, LLC, to request lhB.,iniURtiQn-Df.fln 
amendment to.the^Miaslon YjiUey Commimity P1HJI*(MVCP), OUT client is the owner of the 
above-refcrcnccd vacant parcel on Scheidler Way, south of Camino Del Rio South hetweeil 
Interstate 15 and IntersUte 805, He intends to propose the development ofa two-story, 10,400 
square foot medical and commercial office building on that site. 

The parcel is live acres in total size. The lowent northern area ofthe parcel, anticipated 
for development is approJiimalcly one acre in aize and is zoned MV-CO. The remaining up-
slope loulherly portion of the parcel is zoned RS-l and is approximalely four acres. In 
connection wilh a much earlier land use permil application, which subsequently lapsed, the City 
obtained an open space easiiment over the soulWly four acres. The parcel ja entirely composed 

LHt25% or greater slope. The ISO-fool elevation contour line bisects the porlion"ofthe property 
zoned MV-CO. 

=* The MYCP.Qpen Space PJai^ which was adopted in 1985. protects hillsidea from.fiaL 
developmenl above_the j50-fwri contour line. These areas arc primarily zoned low-density 
residential and are wilhin thtTRltslde RevIew'Ovcrlay Zone. What was apparently overlooked 
by City staff and the community la that there arc a limited number of parcels that ore zoned in tho 
MVCP for commerclBl development that arc at least partially above the 150-foot contour line. 
Therefore, despite being zoned for commercial development, development Is prohibited because 
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of tho confllot with the restrictions above the 130-foot contour line, effectively depriving those 
parcels of any economic me. The Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinanco allows 
development of steep slopes if necessary to achieve a maximum development area of 25 percent 
of the premises. The Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDO) section 
103,2l07(c)(2) fUrlher restricts the allowable developmenl amount to 20 percent. The 150-foot 
contour line restriction does not allow our client to develop up to 20 percent of the parcel as 
allowed per the MVPDO. This clearly waa an unintended consequence which can only be 
corrected by amending the Community Plan. 

San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Seclion 122.0104(a) allows an amendment to a land 
use plan to be Initiated If any sf three pritaary criteria ore met, or If supplemental criteria are met. 
We believe that our request for amendment satisfies two primary criteria; namely: 

"(B)0) HiQ amendment is appropriate due to a map or text error or to an 
omission modu when the land use plan was adopted or during subsequent 
omendmenla." 

"(a)(3) The amendment is appropriate due to a materia] change In 
circumstances since the adoption ofthe land use plan, whereby denial of initiation 
would result in hanlslup to the applicant by denying any reasonablo use of the 
property," 

This amendment will not frustrate the intent ofthe MVCP or tha General Plan because it 
will be extremely limited in application. All but a tiny portion af the protected hillsides will 
continue lo be preserved. Denying the initiation will cause severe hardship to the applicant 
because It will prevent any reasonable use ofthe property. 

For the reasons disuussed above, we respectfully request support to initiate an 
amendment to tho MVCP, A Etrikeout, underline of the proposed textual changes to the MVCP 
is enclosed. 

Please advise us at once if anything more needs to be submitted In order to allow prompt 
consideration of our request, Thonk you for your courtesy. 

Very truly yours. 

J. Michael McDade 
of 
SULLIVAN WERTZ McDADE & WALLACE 
A Professional Corporation 

Enoloiurei 

MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN 

HILLSIDES 

Hillsides are geological features on the landscape whose slope and soils are in a balanoe with 
vegetation, imderlyiug geology and the amount of precipitation. Maintaining this equilibrium 
reduces the danger lo public liulth and safely posed by unstable hillsides. Development affects 
this equilibrium. Disturbance of hillsides can result in the loss of slope and soil stability, 
Increased run-off. OIK) intensified erosion; it can also destroy a community's aesthetic resources. 
The southern slopes of Mission Valley mark: the community's boundary and provide an attrBatlye. 
and distinctive setting. 

The open space orcfl.1 shown in the General Pltui and Progress Guide for Ihe City of San Diego 
ore predominantly comprised of steep hillsides and smalt-undeveloped canyons. The southern 
slopes of Mission Vulley are kienlificd as port of that open space system. The mqjor portions of 
the slopes are cuircnily xened for low-density residential development, end ore further regulated 
as Environmentally Sensitive Lands, the llillaide Review Overlay Zone. As demand for land 
increases, these hillsides are more likely lo face development pressure. Due to the Impact 
hillside development can have on the community's health and safety, and on land, water, 
economic, and visual resources, it is apparent lhat if they ate developed ft must be In a manner 
compatible with hillside ecology. Whereas Die southern slopes have been maintained in close to 
their natural state, the northern hillsides have been extensively modified and disturbed by 
extraction and building activities. Dcvclopmeat orientwl toward the Valley and accessed by , 
roads from the Vallny floor should nitextend above the ITo-foot elevation contour. « = — ^ ffstUf 

OBJECTIVE 

Preservejt^ open,..space^ those hillsides, characterized by steep slopes or geological 
instability in orJer fo 'control urBah fonn, insure public safety, provide aesthetic 
enjoyment, and protect biological resources. 

PROPOSALS 

^ Designate tho hillsides and canyons which have any of the following characteristics as 
open apace in the community: 

— ^ a. Contain rare or endangered species of vegetation or animal life. 

b. Contain unstable soils. 

c. Contain the primary course ofa nalurel drainage pattern. 

- 1 2 2 -
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d. Located above the 150-foot elevation cnntmif.iiTPftntfnrnafcels cnrrenttv 

MlLtdJurilDmmeidal/ff^e m f nod hl^ClrH hv rlir IM-ftrnt elevaHnn 

Permit only low intensity developments to occur on remaining hillsides exceeding 23 
^^^^ percent slope within the HR Zone Irtcaled below fhr. MO-fftfit cley^on ^nntou^, fmjfjqt 
- y ' for aarteh turrcnilv 2tmfd fnr «*Tnniirflal/nfff,ff U M a n d h ' ^^ed hv the ISO-foot 

elevation contuui'. 

Open Space ensements should be required for those lots or portions of lots In the HR 
Zone. 

Lot splits should not be permitted on hillsides exceeding 25 percent slope except lo 
separate thai poru'on of a lot exceeding 25 percent slope from that portion not exceeding 
25 percent slope for purposes of obtaining open space easements. 

Developmenl intciniiy should not be determined based upon land located exceeding 25 
percent slope. 

Encourage the use-, of Planned Developments to cluster developmenl and retain as much 
open space area as possible. 

Preserve the linear greenbelt and natural form of the southern hillsidea. 

Rehabilitate the norihem hillsides and incorporate them into future development. 

DEVELOPMENT GUILHCLINES 

Grading required to occommodalc any new development should disturb only minimally 
ihe natural terrain. This can be achieved by; 

Contouring as naturally as possible to maintain the overall landform. 

Blending grading features bilo remaining natural terrain. 

RepIantiiiG with native, drought resistant plants to restore natural appearance and 
prevent erosion. 

Adflptinjj buildings and parking areas to the natural terrain (i.e., tucking into 
hillsides, utilizing small pod areas, utilizing compatible site design). 

Development construe led on natural hillsides should preserve and enhance tho beauty of 
the landscape by cucouraglug the maximum retention of natural topographic features 
such as draJtugc swales, streams, slopes, ridgelines, rock outcroppings, vistas, natural 
plant formations, Hntl trees. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

S:\Cllcnli\3039\UI IUi\)i1l«(onV«11f yCI' vJ.rad.Jgc 
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b. 

Orient new development along natural drainage courses which can provide natural 
amenity for the project, provided drainage is not impeded. 

Use prdtatrian bridges ond walkways to link various elements of developments 
scparntr-'d by drainage courses or subsidiary canyons or gullies. 

Design roachj serving hillside and canyon developments carefully and sensitively. 

a. Roads serving residential development near the upper ridge ofthe south rim of the 
Valley should be cu)-de-saca or loops extending from existing upland streets. 
These extimsiom should be "single loaded" (>vith structures on one side only) and 
of inhtiiTiuin widlh. 

b. Rondfi st'rviiiK Valley develcipmem (office, educational, commeroiol-recrcatlon, 
conunfra.il-rciail) ul tho bate of (lie hillsides should consist of short side streets 
branctiinu off Camino Del Rin Soutli or Hotel Circle South, These side streets 
should provide primary access to projects In preference to collector streets. 

c. Access ruuds should not intrude Into the designated open space areas. 

Access roads .^otiM follow the natural topography, whenever possible, to minimize 
cutting and gnuiiug. Where roads have to cross the natural gradient, bridges should be 
used rather than 111) in oider lo maintain the natural drainage patterns. 

Wherever posaible, preserve and incorporate mature trees and other established 
vegetation hitu the ovctnll project design. 

Improve the npj-eiirnnce of the undcrstntctuies of buildings and parking areas visible 
from below by: 

a. Providing sinsltivc site and structural design. 

b. Iticmpnraiing structures into the existing hillsides. 

c. Use qiprnpiiaic acrcening materials (including landscaping). 

Large-scale dcvelopmem (commercial, office, or coinmercial-rccreation) at the base of 
Ihe slopes should not cut or grade, nor extend above the 150-foot elevation contour on (he 
southern "'T-'viTf^nt f u w w h jiirrM,l1Y gnffed f("' "HnnTBrFlaP""1" " " a n d 

As part ofthe Implementation process, height limits and site design regulations ahould be 
formulated in order lo prevent the obscuring of views ofthe natural hillsides. 

S^CIIcrwUOSStOIIVDMvtMxiil'fil^a'v^cdUoi: 

file://S:/Cllcnli/3039/UI


® • "Sfo1 
All tliat portion of the Mission Valley Community Plan area located south of Interstate 8 
ahould be Incoiporated into a South Mission Valley Height Limitation Zone, which 
establishes a height llmllatlon for a new or altered buildings of 40 to 65 feet. 

The hillsides ahould provide a clear area of demarcation between the Mission Valley 
Community Plan area and the communities oh the mesas above Mission Valley. 

Development of Hie base of lite slopes should utilize the following design principles: 

a. Hiuphaslxe a horizontal rather than a vertical orientation for building shape. 

b. Step back each successive floor ofthe structure to follow the natural line ofthe 
slope. 

o. Set the rear of the structure into tho slope to help blend the structure into the site. 

d. Utlli2e building matcriala and colors that ore of earth tones, particularly dark hues. 

e. Utilize landscape materials compatible with the natural hillside vegetation. 

f. Design roof areas to minimize disruption of views from the crest of the hillsides, 
Sloped or landscaped roofs and enclosed mechanical equipment can help to 
achieve this effect 

123 • 
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This redlined draft, generated by CompareRite (TM) - The Instant Redllner, shows the 
differences between • 
original document : S:\CHENTS\5059\Q 11\D\M1SSI0NVALLEYCP.DOC 
and revised docuinom: 5:\CUENTS\5059\OI 1\D\M1SS10NVALLEYCPV2.DOC 
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[^1 G Bulldlnfl hi raqiHrad Hi I M aprlnKlaiad lor Uw lollawlng i t a t o n : BeNava aurglMl Ipaoaa, alo. HU ba 
clBMlllwl l - t .2tccnpf lne^ai id. Iharalora. vM raqulra lira aprtnMara. 

Q Q Paul bvllcatar valvag. lb* d tpnnmml eonnaotkma. and alarm baD ora lo b * localad on th * 
wddcaoa/jiemaa iltfa ol Um nliuelura. UFC 1001.4-provide aa a nota on lha altapttn. 

H J :• PiopooM ' i i raaKie 's ' • » • • ( ahull maal Fu* Dapanmam Policy A-BfrB (provkwd al lha maaunol-

(7J ti VVhil l i uw building ht lgl i l [maaantaail Irom i h * pavad parking auilaea lo Uia lop or lha bulldVijl J I I 
mora Mian 35' aadiiloiiai * * * * * niguliamanla (or aartol leddar accaaa mual ba provldad. 

r_J 9 Whn'aca you pfopoalng t t an occupnncy dnJalficatlon (or thla buMlngT -

[_] ID P iopn i tdn ro U n « i i moio Uian 300; long-SS1 minimum Mdih taqubtd, n o t i a ' t a propoatd. 

C i 11 P ' n p o n d l u m around i loat not moai Plra Daponmant accaaa poflcy. Otacuaaal lha maatlng (copy Ol 
[nj j i iywif l ba providao)^ | . 

|~ ( iKPOKctrlaon-allallrahydiBnl raquiiad. 

Q 13 O m i i l o n I - No. dhcuat al Lha masting. 

( J l i OimaUon 7 • vahida accoas cmOJIB aida Ig scoapwWa provk ledhoaacovaragamtt t i Flr» 
IJapartniani nqulfomenM. Placuia al lha maaUnQ. 

£ 3 I S O u M i I n i t l - y a a . 
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Naat Rtv law Malhod: Prnlimlnarv Raviaw 

noquaaiad; 1/30/2004 12:3B PM 
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Q 1 Tim OTita P'cpsiy l> yMwi ihu M is j l a i Vallay Community Plan t tag , 

i k 
• > 

D ! H • • MUtitufi VnAiiy Ciunmunli/ Plan f la ta i that liUlalda) abova lha ISO loot oontour i h a i i d ba 
-f tsi j l ' iaird o p * ! apac* and U>*i f . m ^ s . tmww tha ISO lool conlour ahoiM M low tnttntlty 

jMvdupn inn i . A plan •ineniiimint would tio i»quuad to davalop abova lha ISO lool eonw^ . 

IpSM VOZ.OI.J* eui Ttyp 44g-fl2r3 
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John Wilhoit - REt Pacific Coaat Aaseta Office Building PTS 037763 

Promt Jotm m m t 
Tat Slwedy, Kim 
BUbjBCtl M i Pidflc Coast A iwU OfKB Building PTS 927762 
CCl Mwi^Sob 

[if****-} 
Mmt Soma pood n e m for the ippfcant We w r a anitydng tha proptaal and cenctdwlng tha opdom to ^ i t tay 
tha communitir phrn amcrutment wtttiout uilng ^ e exltilng zoning u tha ippHdnt prapomJ. In doing aa wtfva 
dctermtnad that w* a n support tha projoct without tha plan Bmendment bafed upon the foloMng: 

1) Th* community plan itotes that ' in^ t -vmim dMalo^nwnt (nnvfi«rclal, oftoe, of camfnardal-rwcTMtlon) at 
tha bos* of Ma dope* thouU not cut nr jrado, nor Mtend above tn t iJo-font eievnttan trmtour en tho Mtrtham 
•lopet.* InsoTar « t t i e propoud lUuctura *i tpproxImateV 10,000 aquara t e d while the ctnxturts on tiM 
rtutttng FropertJ« era up to 71,000 tquant fad tna overoo* 30,000 iquar* faet, tha propoatd dnutLre can M 
eonjWtrad late than largt-aaita.' 

2) TTI I devatapmanc vroubl be lerflcV scrtencd from irfaw from the pubpc nght-oHrt* by atmctuiw nonh of rh* 
property. 

3) Tlian l | dcvefoprrenl abuttln<} CD th« west that extendi above the ISO-contour Into the iteilgruted open 
Ipaca. 

4) Pm to t h i opwi i p e u aauinent, the («t))ea coiid not extend more than approxlnutdy SO feet Into th * 
detlgnsted opan space, 

5} Apprnitlmftaly M percent ar the pared b In an open ipace cotemant 

Note that any project on thl* i l te will need to be very ajrefudv designed ta mh lmlu tht grading, visual, ard 
athtr Impacts. Alio, aa I weed befor* Ftt, ttw sma boundary and th> eaument boundaiy art net cocamitnouj 
eccnrdlnaloouf reosrdt. Lei nw Know (fyoj have an^ quesbonj. 

JahnWrhott 
Swlor Planner 

• • ' . • - * « * t « « 
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ftandar I* "'vuur Contncta list Laam inoia 
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fr^-. ma To; 

Sob|ca: 

tfrox.m*) 

nan" <jrti2J30liotm»i|.com> 

V.V. Impart or coastal sag* aoub from fire jnnc clearingT 

Hallo RandV, 
Initially tna wttdWa value will ba rMuceo mbttantnilv. But, thtt way IIU 
deilB'ied, MCh year 50% will tit Cut and dearod, M eadi yaar theta wID ba 
lewar and rawor large pony^tal plana. 

Tha pruning ol tha reinsNiig plunti wUI reduce Uieir ihlllty n cool ths toll 
banatth them and the Juff lhat l i uiually kept around th* plirit by low bnndwt 
will be blown awav. ITIS win ptobibly lerkiusly reduro tha abllltv of new 
peiBnnlal nadva planU to s^out. It will alio reduce Urn aupport value for 
InKCts, therefore codenU and birds, theictor* larger mammal*. Tha lots af 
around caver arid (he illstui banc* of tlte otmt and nvtichineiv dealing the vea 
will encourag* tha adiliiloii.il invasion nf annual weed*. 1 da not think that tha 
•one 2 area will be n CSS toimuunlty 'ar mare than a few -^aix. Tha axamplea . 
that tha Oty showed us luuked pratty mlaerable, 

Evan If aoma of &ift CSS vegsciBon survive*, the mne 1 area will ba badly 
degraded end not ve>Y pioducthe ond probably ba conddered appropriatt (or 
development m the fuaira. 

1 suspect thai at mon ai uv: wiedi begin to domlnale, the Hie rlik to nurby 
development will L* woisc than with the CCS. They Ifnlta more easily. We 
nlsed theie Inuca ilur<t>g the review of the EIR. but »n tcnoui anoiysli was 
done about it and Iho OlVs reifloowa wea pretty lllppant, 

I will forward this to nlcV. t misty uid Bruce Gort who know a lot about CSS than 
Ida. 

Do you aee tome m y to ttialtenge ihn policy at this point] 

Is your Interast about the f̂ atoway builillna in Mission Valley? Since that b on 
a sleep slope, tha ivmovei of w ie 1 vegetation will probably result In erosion 
problems wilh tha tubieqvefit waler tin sll ty and poisiblt landing knphcatloos as 

l« . i1( . l l l , . . , . lC ( i i .u l - l , . r iH. i . . t . * l l t i4 i l 'n i l> l l l ' IUt .k4l 01(1 l l c i .< l< i l ^Mt l t4 i i ia r t l l» I I I> IH iH l t . l 

ftttw.)-** /0 
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,'; Holly R l l t l r 
' 383'!-Mad tain ^lenua. 
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4W» Haw'ley h Iv.L '• 
Sim pieBo.CAfl l l i r / 

Contact: Jujly l-'lllui ' • 
tM*)«8.32Ul 

NORMAL HEIGHTS 
COMMUNITY PLANNING GB OUP 

Apr i l IK, Z t m 

Mr. Ken Vcasiev. Hearing OlViter 
(,'liy ("fi'i.'iH Hicyc 

Re: Paoil'ie tuust I ' f t icc Bui l i l i i i i ! 

Dear Mr. Tea s icv 

Vr.i? \ ( - i ; i ! i l i isrif l- . t"oi i ini i i i i i iy Plaiming ( i rnup heard a preseniuti 
I'l.li-.Ki. ai/rir.Duy 1 t.-. IVci lu: C'..;isi O f l k e i irojeci. A vole o f 10-0 \ 
this i m i j f n nn strwml gi-oimds. 

• Mr. W.l laek' j pioject iccks ID builH aliove the 150' line in 1 
"Ctcseivaiioti o f Sleep SlopeV Bcciion. Whi le we have hca 
ssiiJ lhat is iiitl r problcitL we strongly cliatgree. The point 
projer.l sues noi encruadt much, or w i l l tint set a precedent. 
cievcdipiticMi u l his pfoject, i i is quile n impl j that is not t i l t 
*Vi(ive pnivisini i . There shuuld noi even be it heuring. It is 
rhe p i ih in <:< ih:iii(!C 7niii i ig io a l i o * developmenl where it 
is inaimbei i l lh:it an individual do their due dilipenco hefor 
p-nt icn/ i i . -•« ireuiTcnl /on in i ; w i l l nl low them lo build wi 

• Wtii lc o.ir "Itmiiinj.; t i ioup wr-^ not publicly nuticed on this 
(if ift ithetiif-. Jfius iiluit io our hoinidniies nnd a courtesy ro t 
t.n:«ii ;i|'pro)iii;iio, opu'emlK givi ' i i tltal it is iiskir.g for on ex 
c;inv;in •iiope* v l i i i l i an: purl ol' our boundaries. 

• Thu type i I . i l l i t u i lrvelopmeni has bva i proposed before i 
nm tVuind l i1 be in thr public iiilLTesi by the Planning Depur 
I'ianning Ci'mniis^itm. 

' Mr. Pollack purchased the land knowing what the l imitatim 
up lo ihe puMic the Ci ly or any other group to make accom 
tf'c.s; l imiti ' l imi!.. It is however, up to h im to find a way lo • 
li inliaiior,', •."'ihe pioperty. 

" Thcte i ; nc (rn* dept. access. Instead the builduig is lo htivt 
msmllcil. I believe rnnsi new buildings already require I hi t . 
tildress ihe t-su-; o f fire dcpl, access to the slopes. We in N 
firsrlmnrl i .h i i l ii l ire in die canyons can do to us. No projci 
the .inirvim s.iip;s shuuld be without Tire access. 

.MI hy Mr. Robert 
MS taken against 

i.; M V r D O 
• 1 that DSD hiia 
s not whether this 
nr lhat it prevtsnu 
irved under the 
t ' i intumbcnl on 
f not allowed. It 
• purch isi i ig 
i:il the> want n 

j ro jec t i t 
i e wnv.ld havo 
Miption lo the 

t 1977 and was 
inent and the 

* were. It is not 
niodatlans for 
vurl: wi th in the 

:.prmk(ere 
..o th i i does not 
jnmt l have seen 
I anywhere near 

I hme l iH i i i in ( • " i i u i wi lh M i . Handy [ierknuui regarding this proji ct und car. only 
add imt vmcc io t l v many salient comments he makes a rd very vali J issuci; he raises. 

http://adiliiloii.il
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POTTER Ik ASSOCIATES 
PLANNINQ & ENVinONMENTAL SERVICES 

IclUfilP) 275-5120 ra.t:f6l9)37S-6%0 
e-mail: dnvidnpotlfa'aoluoni 

April 13,2006 

Kenneth Teasley, Hctirinij OiTiccr 
City of San Oiego 
City Administraiinn BuiliJiii|j 
202 C Street 
SanDiego, CA 92101 

Subject: llcnriny OJTlcer Anemia of April 19, 2<KI6, Pacific Const Office Building. 
Projeci Mo. 54384 

Dear Mr. Teasley: 

I will be out of [nwii M.iriing lomorrnw and may not return before April 19, Therefore, I 
am providing my comnwnts in you via e-mail nnd request that ihey be entered into the 
record. 

Unforlunalely, until I trad the staff memo dnied April 12, I was not owarc that the 
Mitigated Negalive Dfi.Umti.iii Imd once again been revised ns of March 31. 2006. 

I am writing on bchnlf ji'da;-. and Nniicy W^her, who reside in the adjacent communily 
of Normal Heights, The sVebcis have long been active and strong proponents nf the open 
apace system lhal inc!it:Jt;̂  the south slopes of Mission Valley and the southcrly-lrcnaing 
finger canyons. This is a:\ open space s\sleni tlmi is shared by the two communilies, Mr. 
and Mrs. Weber were distmbcri to leant reccnily that City staff Is recommendini 
approval ofa proji'ci thin extends 16 feel iihovi- ihe. 150-foLiI contour [hat was establishet 
nsthe nortliem boimdan nf'titr open space syitem- Equally dlslurbing is the fact lhal they 
had to learn nhoui this piojfcl (rum the "Sun Diego Render." Without question, the 
Mitigated Negative DPCliira'.i^n shtmhl hiiv<: Ivtn scut to the Normal Heights Communily 
Planning Cnmniittee fur icvic-v and commenl. And, of course, it should have been sent to 
the Council DistiicI .1 mlice AS well; 

One need only lock HI :)IC Victnjty Mup in tenlizc thai Ihis project abuts single-family 
residential propenies m Nurrnal Hdyhls aid mny have as much, if not greater, impact on 
Normal Heights tw on Missitm Valley, particulnrh in the ureas of Land Use, Landform 
Alteration and Visual tjuaiiiy. UnCorliinatcly, the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
addresses views ol" Ihe pnirci only Irom Mission Valley. 

Tlie Mitigated Negative Dectatnlion iMliD) (Version dated January 3, 2006) lina other 
deficiencies, including. Inn not limited lo. lite ti>Mowing; 

1. The Revised Final VINT) (l.M>6l sialK* "in accordance with CEQA section 
15073.5(clH). rt'dis''il,oii.i)i olihe tevi.sed final document was not required as there 

• 



Pacifi 

• 

'(ice Buildlnj,' 
(3> 

arc (no?) new impacts and no new mitigation was identified. This revision does not 
affect Ihe environmental annlysis or conclusions of ihis document." 

But that's nui what the CEQA Guidelines state. Section 15073.5(c) slates 
"recirculation is mil required under the followinR circumstances; 
(-1) New iiiforniaijon ia added io ihe negntiv^ declaration which merely clarifies, 

amplifies, ot makes Insignificant modifications to die negative declaration." 

Since there was nbsi-luiely mi discussion of Landform Allemation/Visual Qualitv or 
Land Use in the October 14, 20O5. version, one cannot argue that the revised 
documem (1/3/06 or 3/31/Ofi) merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes Insignificant 
modlficnllcin!., The.se arc entirely new discussions lhat warrant review by the public, 
including the community of Normal Heights. 

2. The Revised Final MNf) (1/3/06) stiites, "ihe Ciiy of San Diego's Significance 
Guidelines jncludf thresholds for deiemiining potentially significant land form 
alteration impacts telal^d to grading. Projects thai would alter the natural (or 
naturalized) Innril'onn by grueling more than 2.000 cubic yards of earth per graded 
acre by cilhcr e.tcavnlion cr fill could result in a significant impact." 

But Ihe City'a Signifieaiicc Deierniiiialiun Thresholds also include the following 
caveat: "Giadinc of u -imfillcr amoupt mav siill be considerefi .ttgniticMit in lugtily 
scenie or envJnHTligqtpllv wnsiliv; areas." (emphasis added) It's absurd to suggest 
that this i.i run a "scenic or environmenmllv sensitive area;" that's why a Site 
Developmenl Permit Is being processed. Therefore, the'amount of grading proposed 
is potentially Mgniftomt, woiTanling an EIR. 

The Project Dala Sihuei. IncludCJt the following erroneous Information: 

1. Zone; fails lo menii.m Ihnl purl ofthe site is zoned RS-1-I, 

2. Community Plan Land l.'sc Deslgnarlon: fails to include Open Space. 

3. Adjacent Propuriieo lo Scuth: fails lo include single-family residences. See Vicinity 
Map. 

4. Devialions or VuriHticcs Requested: Why "None"? The Site Development Permit on 
pages 2, 3. 7, fi nml') clearly recognizes a deviation. 

The Siipplemeniiil Fittdings tor Environmentally Sensitive Lands make the following 
erroneous statement: "The proposed development is consislent with what is shown In the 
Communily Plan and d w pot propose '<• enciiiaph jnto any areas of desigiieled open 
apace or MHPA open space Thia is clearly u false statement since ihe project extends 
above the I SO-foot contour. 

On behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Waiver, il is requcsicd lhal I) the item be continued; 2) an EIR 
be prepared that uddresses Ql a minimum Land L'sc and Landform Alteration/Visual 
Quality and provides nhcrnntives, including al least one that docs not require deviations; 
and 3} the cnvironniental ducuntcnt he distribuled to the NHCPC for review and comment. 

Pacific Coast Office D.ilWinji 
Page 3 

Thank you for your considemiion. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Potter, A1CP 

cc: Gary and Nancy Weber 
Councilmember Tiyc, I'lisirict 6 
Councilmemhcr AtVin.i, Dislricl 3 

/ 
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T a b l e 4 - 4 1 : 
S u m m a r y n l B i o l og i ca l I m p a c t s - LRT A l t e rna t i ve (Ac res ) 

MobUrt ' 

S lgnHlmnt Hahttatn. 

Dt»B»n Coact*! SBQ* Scrub 

SouilMm Mtnd Chtfwml/Oiagan CQMtal 3aQ« Scmb - Lour* Sumac Domlramd 
EoXOfM 

Coyota Bmh lierUa/Dlatiirb«d Dligan CoaKal Sagn Scrub EooKxw 

Southtm WOtow 3oMb 

Souiham WIIoiv nipuUn Woodltnd 

HaWl«To«J 

Jur isdict ional Impacts 

« u i . rBnu> i • . . , . ' - i - . u . u . r I L r -

COFQ JurtMUclon 

USACOE Juitaildlon 

JmlMJtatoofJ I old 

o.e 
1.7 (0.6* i c i i of 
wmiand * i l 1.1 

m n a ot nar'vatfand 
WaiwagtitMU.S.) 

1,7 

' l'M|w<**d In •SlonHleatit Hnbltala' Ibttri^ 

Boufc*: 8waatwvar Environmamm Oiolooliili. 199B. 

DIoQan C o a s t a l Sage S c r u b A s s o c i a t i o n s 

anr-3£?nsvdd 

Impacta to P t t g a n C o a a t a j ^ j g ^ S c r u b (OCSSJ w o u l d be cons idered Blgnlficant becauK? of l ha 
aflectsd 8talu;jTpTtRla c o m m u n i t y . " T h i s h a b i t a t . ^ deacrl l i&d by s o m e exper ts ae l i t j f r igs t 
o n t f a f t g p f ^ habitat type In Ihn cont inental Uni ted Stalea a n d c a n auppor t seyaral nanslt lve 
Bgoclijp. Much o i the remain ing habl taThas becoms- f ragmented or laolatad Fy d e v e l : pmen t , 
• s la Ihe case In the pro ject a-ea. Approx imate ly 5.1 acres (2.1 ha) o( DCSS a a s o d n t i o i i ; l o u n d 
In th« Impact corr ldnr wou ld bo affected by the LOT Alternative. A lso, 2.9 acres ( I . i ha) o l 
' " y o i B bush 6 = n j b / D C S S eoolcino and 0 3 acres (0.12 ha) o l southern m ixed chaparr f l / D C S S 
•ootone wou ld be af lactad by (lie LH r Alternative. 

j j J J j 'P r o j«c t wou ld lu r the i f r t igrncm sorno areas o l native habitat wi th the p lacement : f fill for 
£«jCtwork, Thg p lacement o f t h e transit line c lose to tho edge of the l-B Freeway and m h i m l i i n g 

ftt toqulrof i minimizes imftacto lo coastal sage scrub, Including any spec ies tha i 
' use this b lock of habl lat , cither wi th in and ouU lde the project corr idor. Thia w o u l d • hereby 

i P ' t ' l i e Impacts to othor coasta l « i f l « scmb-dapflncksnt s p e e w t , such as irwi ooaatai C i i 'Homla 
" " n a i o h o r s , southern Colltornla rufoua-orowned sparrow, cactus w ren , and the S a i D iego 

stalled lankrat ih i l . Remdlnino impac ls wou ld not be Blgnlficant due to the re la t l vd^ sma l l 
J ^ w o l hat Hal af fectod. 

1 V H f l r Ca rl Tam*lt /morawtnw/ i r Pmi^tr t ^ . n - t c 

© fiH 
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Paga 31 

INTRODIJCnON 

The CEQA Guidelines Appcndii: O, IX sintes lhat Lead Agencies should evaluate the 
potential sigtiifiLancc of w ptoject on Land Use nnd Planning under the following 
criteria: 

(a) physicri l iy i l iv i t l* ; mi eMublished communi ty? 

(hi conf l ic t w i m any applicable land use plan, po l icy , or regulation o f an agency 
w i t h j c n i d i c i t n o over >\\t proj en ( i i idur i i t iE . but not l imited i o the general p lan, 
speci l l i : ph in, local coastnl p iopram or zon ing ordinance) adopted f o r the 

pnrprne n r i m i i d t n ; ' , nr mitig.-itins; tin i-nvironmcntal effect? 

IO conlli: t witS nny ajjuliiiable nalntui conservation plan 
conservatiun piun. 

or natural community 

I n accordance w i t h Mute Planning and Zot i ing L a w . the C i t y o f San D i e g o has adopted 

a Proqress Guide und Oencml Plan wh i ch provider n comprehensive l ong - l c rm p lan 

for the dcve lopmrm of the C i t y , i n add i i ion. the C i t y has adopted c o m m u n i t y and 

specifki/precise p l .m* iv lnch jnov idc p rnw l l i developmenl goals and guidel ines for the 

various communi t ies and subaiciis. These plans include land use elements and also 

may include design, re'.oiit^e ni i inagenicnl and env i ronmen la l elements or goals. 

I n analyz ing w h e m e r a prrjjr-rt nu.y ctcaic a poienl ia l ly s ign i f icant land use impact , the 

projeci should l:* av.f;;sed f o r i n n s i s i e n c y w i th any adopted plans fnr Uic pon icu la r . 

site. A n inconsistency v'."ith 3 plan is nc l necessarily a s ignir icant cnv j ronmcnta l impact ; 

the inconsistency w n o M have io relate in j n c i tv i ronn icntn l issue to be considered 

signi f icant under C E Q A 

SlONlFrANCiil l LTtRM [NATION 

f Thdo i tow ing w i l l b£.-i!JI!'J:i-J!ri£d. s ign i f l f i in l land use impacts: 

\ , 1 . liicui'isiSTt-ncy/coitflict w i t h tin- ' ' i ^ no t i i ne i i l a l goals, object ives, o r guidelines 



^ - i — of a t 

cn nl w M o < •«••»• 

ommurliy or general plan. / W - ^ ' ^ / ^ j ^ T - ' " " 
- ^ - 2. a n d Ineortsisicncykonflld with an adopted land use designation or intensity 

imJirVcitirsuconcliiry environmenlal impacts occur (for example. 
developmcm of a dosignatecTschool or park site with a more inlenalve land 
use could, milt in Imffic impactsj. ( / ! ] a 6 ,^^ .'^pic+S, a , ^ s j>^ \ 

•f i -m fa flfL, • 
Suhstiinlinl or cxtieme use incompatibility, for example, a rock crusher in a •* * l T r o *f 
rcsidcntiul aiea; CUPS sonietirites create impacls because conflicting usea 

•47-

Paga 22 

are proposed 

4. Dcvfilopment oi conveision of general plan or coironunlty plan designated 
open spaco to a more inlensivc land use.. 

i. • Incompatible uses iu an aircraft accident potential urea as defined 
airport hind use plan. 

In on 

ii, Inconsi si sn-ykonflki with adupied environmental plana for an area. For 
example, developmenl of a non designated use within the,boundaries of park 
niash:! plan would lull into this category. 
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<£> ***£ ^ t ^ Z r ^ J ? ^ 1 
AfaM 

\i.2A 
Uotai l : Prowido the lallovriuti tnlbrmnlon io (lis legend, by Mlejory (I.e.. the tJiitanco from u m i with n«tiv» or 

nuumlized vegelitlnn); See Mundpnl Code TehlB 143*>F for «d(Jilioiul InfonnMlon 

Symbuli foe ill pmpusiil jilaiii miirrie'i 

Botonidl mmeinnd coiiinvti iiBnenij-nnldoinoie tliui two leleelioiu under eiuh lymbol) 

Poundi per wre of wed ri;l;iSf..ii (.•itfi'.CTMw.Ji'ijofciBunfnaitock end root cuttingi 
Bieakdnun. in percciiinpo-i, c'lhr' \aii:>iui comalnef t\re) oroieli ijmtbcil (e.g. 10percent. 24-lnch-box; 30 paccnt, U-
Iillon; 10 (Knanl, S-aull<uil 25 jvirttin I .jpillod and 7i pciccin lin<rn) 

Mature height /apmoM nl Una IIIKI KhrulM 

Fntm end (uncilniiiirfn.t:;)lii'ii ' m M . mtli .11 •mull emiujiy tree .if shrub, flro reiBwluiifdeep rooting grouni) covnn 
for ennlim eontruk ainrill ii:it»i.i)i.'iiie i1ri*<r:n| jhmb fat vitmi! b/ending wiih enlilinj hahhat and Jeep (oolinj for 
erotion niitrol, etc, 
11.3 
CoiidUlDi..l-R(lBfgSiIJflS!lBEgI]BS|j'l,iN: RrrerioMutiki^ilCoJeTiblc \42-MH (Mny be Included ylth ̂  
Lundicape Develninncnl rU" <.vh..-n I JUU. I MHII mid Ihe plan Iui KuTiclenl clullv). Note: CtiT]|ff|ll̂ fB|l1ff?ITffl11|ff i. 
nut an opiliin under iliu Miini.'r^nt Civile 
11.3.1 ^ ^ 
Dt i i i ^ t e thod : I'm. idn n ••I'XCIH-;^ di;s;iihiiij< die rr.eiliiHl al liezlgn nnd the GiHterli used In develuplng your B 8 9 I 

ll.J.2 
She Dtvilftpment Ftilurei; -! ffiffiiS GSSflSlDUInii [,|»n " "porale from the ludtcipE plan, include the Mini ille 
developmenl feaiure* »i idenlilin-. in lliel.aii(i«m|iePlini'eqiilrcniei>|i. 
11,1.3 
H S 9 fllBEtfWWI H><>; I'l.r.'xlF J ̂ fflB (EBIfflllHfl plan ^Ui the following; 
• SliueUin leibaek fmm «I1 slur.iiJ iitipcriiriin 2J% end over W feel In vmiralheighi 

?Jint( Oneind I W jnip ii:»l!; shoim rlinieA»iiincd and labeled 
Provide zone on-: ••id i-.i • •• i iu i« , .cmaix: Secliimi l « - 0 4 l 2 ( g ) 4 143-0411 (h» 
Synihal]iOiithcplniiati<l,ii>i>' iti.<-:ti that•jlculyreprefiemiheplunllngicheinetn2onM 1 Midi 

S ^ l i l ^ tHnmCT P r ^ n m ; IVOHAC • d^ccipllon of ihe propowl | ^ p H W f f f p ! ! pragnm with the 
foil owing 
Infurmntloii frrfer in t.IM? Pti-l.-.s i C.lUl.1 («!. (li)) 

Detailed dewrlptirtn iirih«iini>l.?ni«iiui)rHi for end) Zone, includiiiij themeibodofthlnnlng/pnining In Zone 2 
Lntig-lerm [rialniennn.-c- prdgiiM ritd n'jiri (heluding lime of year Tnr Ihlnnlng Tor each Zone and raipnnilble parly 

fnr 
moniinrlng §$ rpjijilf nonce 

-"ii.jrr 
UWttProvidr.Tabi.i 14'-'HII HiJii'nti.if l i t ?Hiedeplhi thai the plan WM deilgned under. 

TENTATIVE MAP'AI <• P U MVER; rtime iimpi mual lie In il* Crnnat at dncribed In tlie Subdivision Manual and 
bein 
conFonnanee with Ihe Siil«ll • -H'M- Mnp Aci in.O regiilalioni In die Municipal Codo. A Proceae A Sile Development 
Permil ll 
requited for cniiditmijiiuui o ^ w p r M IUI;IIH:I< iwUltb requtfil ilcvintloiii from the development icgulntlona In Seclion 
I44.030T. Set- 12.1 J heh* i;ri'ii'iiniWivr|..inrnienli.. 
12.1 
Stamped I All ptoiu oiun bu tilmiiped b> |it<>rci]loiia1t allovedond Ik-tnMd topreparaleniaiivt nisp* h>*the Celifurnio 
Biwinest and Praruoiiuw Cuir. fiicjr. i'[of.;-ivio(inl« include t I'lofcasimol Land Surveyor (PLS) orBRegiavrcdCMI 
Engineer (RCt), 
13.2 
Dlmentlouai Plant nnixi l« I'li'r rllmei^i'iii"! (iirluding center lino io propeny line and c u * Wi prnpeity line 
13.3 
Vicinity Mapt Puitidca virniitv mup li^tunit die lite. Include freewayt. major aneriet and local colleclora. 
11.4 
Legal DaaerliMlOa: Pinviiic ••.""ptau KgHl draurlpjlan and AwcMor'i P i r a l Humberfa), 

^ y . , • , . . •• ̂  ^^^W^^^^WP^' ' '^ 
• : \ ; • . • . : « ; . ' - / . • 

• " A - • ' ^ . ' ' f . ' • • ' . : ' . ' ' 

.(A) Additional Dev'£l<i|iinriit Permit Flnilin^i for tnvlronmentnLly Senilllve Landit.'.*•. 

•• - : • •••;• ^ \ : ) : i y 3 £ y Z - i l s y & i $ ^ $ $ i & . v r ^ 
. (I) Tht ilia Is physkiillyriiUaite for the dalgn and tUingof the proposed • 

.where applicable punuoiit to Uic Environmentally SfniitiyqLftndj Regulallbni.-

- . The ptopMnri ilevslopiiicnl conforms with the design Gtuidards for (tnlC^u^o'• •"•,.'•;: 

•' design wid »ito iiiir<)'ovcinr.i)[.,pi;5i^Q'con(;eptj| are (nporp?;ated Into thojiVviii-Vi-.'•'•/;••,'•• 

• '.-'- V-development where fcosible."'.1 ̂ - ^ i ^ H V ^ ^ ^ J J v f ^ W . ' V . ^ f ^'•if'1"''* :- , ' : 

(2) The proposed tkvtio:><nenl w\U mlnlmlie the alleratlan of natural landforms and'-} " 

will noi remli in viiikit rbk,fre»n s $ o h s l c end erosional/area and/or Jlood and.'-. V. .f-

firehaxardt. • * • ; . •'• ' .:::.,:•:. ' : .•:. 'i\:\'''''y§\';ti{Alh.i-r •!','.'' '.•K'-''] ' :^;-y'- i-

- The proposfd thvulnpti'.tnt conforms with the desfgnstandards for griding; '.J-'K : \-
liindform alkruit-.u, and *iU improvement. Design itandard) me met and design' • I 
concepts sr« iiiii::jHnoU-d iulo'tlio developmenl whero feasible. • • '.,_.••. . .!.-'• -. ' 

- • iheprtipostd tlcvol'jpnicitt cumpHei widithe regulations for drainage aijd 

The use 
eonfonm 

(3) Thepropo; 
on any 

•opo.'-ed •i'a<.4iti;'i>ien; will be tiled and designed to prevent adyetse Impacts •''?. 
adjacfJil tiiviii>i-nie;i!i]Hy sensitive lands.:: ^^^ ' iR^^-^ .v . 'ViV/- ' -^ . '^ ; 1 '.'.'• • 

• • ••."••. , •r-]?l : \£ ! \ ' - , -- :-yy' .%£&%ni :H'-?^i: ,^ ' --&f-A<-. ' 

- The propoud H; vrlopincni conforms with the design ilandifdl for the typa of ,-

• developriwiit propf'icd, ' .•"".;=• ;••;; , . . ". /'^•^•'•iw-'V • '•• . ' " ' ' . " ' i . 1" ' ' 

- The praptne'd d?vrlQpnKt>t rmiforms with the specific requirements foriteep • ' ' 
• hillside dmiopuifnis ic: the Communliy in which the development is located. -.• 

. (4) TTie proposed rfevetjf.'ii enf will Ar cpnslstenl with ihe£lty. o/San Diego MSCP,,.-;;;:. „• • 

. SubareaPla,,. , . ' , oV^;:^ v^^^fe^^i^^hVV^-v';-' '"• 
. • • - . . . - • • • • ; ; . • • „ , T - . ; , ^ . ; ' . . . ^ : . / . ^ . - , • . . - ' • . • : . , . - ; , ; • • • 

If witliui or atljn:v.nr to liw MHPA, the proposed dovolopment will bo in ... 

•througl. 
'".confom: 

(S) The propoiiid dii'i 

. adversely 

positd d tvehrnem wilt not contribute to the erosion of public b e a c h e s o r ^ - -

iy Inipor.'. h i u i shorcUnf. sand supp!y._ i : ^ ' - - ^ ^ ^ ^ } ^ : ^ ; - - - ' ^ ^ " ^ ^ V ; 

- [This finding ii'inly tppliciiWe If the sile conwina sansitlvc coMtal ^lufTs or cbutal---: • 
-••;.'•/•• . ; - • •= . ^ t i ' , : ^ - K , - V ; i - . : . ' T - - . , v r . - . 1 . . 1 V ; .-"V; ' - ; 

; • - • • - • • * . , •'••^•j-^^.^htr^r:^ 

file:///i.2A
file:///42-MH


DavldAPottOi 
ect:' Re: 
: Monday, 

k a look at theemails usent;tp;^.and|alked;wlth*Dg9Mlle^^^ 
id .about.two Issues.,;; First. Dayo)^IIeve3:thaV;J:ii^l:f3^8cleno^polloy^dlBtino 
'een the term5'"erosiop,: coiUrp|rdoylce;r.«andl"5tope^atilii^^^^^ , 
medly.v researched tha Uisue^rnor^jhah^Sl tJellev^tjiiat^SSDs by^eflnltlon^act'aa. ; 

JCD.-and therefore it doesn'^mg^J^ai 'u 'ca l l^ l t^^^ 
ilttlng'path'and be highly 4^??^90d :;(h''ES^•as:;a ,^^ 
rwlae, , and̂  I'm not suio, tt'i'.V.pfBcticQl.tiiatter.^hat^^ a 
;er'..'vonue ior.dallberaliofr of.^.uhderlying j.:.envjronmental/pollcy^i88ues. • 

•ii-*' 1 :P%,T' ' ^ ^ ^ m y ^ ^ M m ^ 0 m ^ - : y •••• 
)nd1 there Is tha CbQA 6^alysla;l:^Dav0;belleyes,,thpU|qpub||8hlngf and .recirculating ; 
anv/ dofcument la hot.nacDSB^ry.^uij'.to/the-^apeciflSegal^ [ '• 
an ND as compared to an t IR ^ A g ^ y i ^ Q l l o v V ^ W ^ c g u r a e jvould be to allow 

1.- — 1—J . - - Msoclate^with the underlying analysis based upon the sev^rehnadequaclos tissocla 
environmenlal revlev ' " ^ W H ' m ^ ^ f ^ ,. . , 

n t 

/ . 

r t 

f 
t 

v 

r X fV 1 ^ ^ W J f f 

_ .. , • • • , - • . • • . • , • - . . - * i i • • . • . • ' • • • > - » J ( ^ i - \ : . i . i i , - . • . . • • • > , • • • • • • ; • • • ' 

> Subject: Re: Pacific 
>

r i , •• ' . ' •• • ; . • L • : • • • , 7 . ; ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ; ^ p $ i : ? ^ ^ ^ ; ^ ^ 

•^unfortunately, the department CQmet; to .our!o.fRctjjftcf.iJ^/.t^e^ conclusions BW-IJ,;;;-.;..'-'. 
made. When a dctcrmiootlon hei niready mBdoi'tndivlduBla'occasloniilly feoi attacked • •' • 
when an opinion which dilfas froni theirs oopics &0m our.oftlce^This envlrpmnent 
causes individuals lo dig in pjid defciidthcir opinions regardless o('too validity .'Working. • 

• together from the slut! would significantly reduce sucti' issues inthe fiituro/Xv •••-1 •• .'•' '•'•'- • 

>In thia case, our office fiKuscd on one pptential issue et the;Kcaring... Duringmorit;,; • 
detailed review of the project and the irnu^lcipal code 'ovej'.the pudcw^tjionths, other'-•'•' 
issues have arisen. • First, n revised M^ID with numcroua new'paraigrBphs and whole now V 
sections was presented without re-clrculationv'Tlie fact that the conclusion Is no different •':.: 

docs not matter. Tlie doctunenpieeda to be re-^lrculatediyfms ii"it"'riew. problem, recent ; 
in its creation, tiiatcoul<rnot hayq bem knp^n'et^e lastjTewn^liifWdltJon, the ?•','.•, • 
tardiness of my opinion rccarding (h^p/^perproceM for.'^J-liwiag's?'- due to my lack 

• > Regardless of how and when tlie issues have arisen, ll docs not.chango the outcome/ 
The hearing should be a Process IV,*M a deviation from the'ESL'Regulations Is being*'* 

; requested. Staff shcultl reviBw Die envtronmental dctennihatidn td'evaluale why * 
/ Intruding Into steep slopes above the I SO* contour line do«i not have potentially u. 
[siBnificont enyironmenlftl impacts such that an EIR. is required. •••^•A- •-:' "•-"•; • - / } ' - ; 

> Rjtthcr then argiic and held a hearing on Wednesday that will be voidrwo should plaii ; 
to address the issue. It is V:iy suggestion that the item be taken off the calendar for this •. 
Wednesday, reexamined, and rescheduled for PlaiuiingCommIsslon;-!!":. '•'!•.•'''.• 

• > . - • • • - - . . • . - - • • ; ; , f i ? $ # ^ ^ 

> In the interim, I would biggest, aa'I did at.the hearing that tfie.project proponent bring A • 

> Deputy Cily Attorney 
>(6l9)53?-6458 
> detnUlepglsaiidicgo.miv 

• 



> « rrhtjcu^***^ x ^ 

Randy, yes you may quote me. When the matter came before the MVUPG oh Sept 7, 
2005 we heard a presentation from Pollack's folks. They showed us an artist's rendering 
of the proposed building. It appeared to be on level ground. I would like to mall you 
that document, and also thfl three photos I took. I do not believe that anyone In our 
group had visited the site. No one voted or spoke out against the project, as we really 
didn't have any Information other than what Pollack's guys said. The MVUPG sub-
commltie, chaired by Bruce Warren submitted their findings. I can send you a copy of 
this. We didn't have adequate Info to make an Intellegent decision. 
When we revisited the propose project May 3, Lvnn Mulholland spoke about us 
reconsidering our decision. This was changed by someone else Into a Motion to Appeal. 
That was voted down 3-17-1. I can send you the minutes. 
Some days later I asked Tom Sudberry to visit the. site. We did. Bruce Warren showed 

up, and after about five minutes, said he had yn appolnlment, and left without 
comment. 

June 7 the matter came up again. No motion was made, 1 spoke against It, passed 
around my photos. Lynn M, was not at the meeting. Only Pat Grant (part owner of 
Quarry Falls land) had anything to say. She asked some good questions, no one 
responded. 
July 8 I am going on vacation for three weeks (Yes, rotiied folks lake vacation from their 
vacations) so send mu your address ASAP. Sorry this Is late. 
P.S. I recently asked one of our Board members (since 199*1) and was told the MVUPG 
has only voted "NO" on one 
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Minutes of the Council of the City <if San Dlegi) 
for the Regular Meeting of Tuesday. Scptemlxr 26. 2006 

Staff: Anno B.Ji irque-(GO) 687-5%! 

MQTEi This item Is not subject to Mayor's veto. 

FILE LOCATION: MEET 

Page 46 

COUNCIL ACTION: (Time duration: 3:42 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.; 
5::* J p.m. - 3^8 p.m.; 
6:18 p.m.-6:22 p.ni.) 

ft-faU^tW 

Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Land Development 
RavUw Division 
(e1B)44«-«4flO 

Testimony In ftvor of appeal by Itnndy Berkman, Jim Peugh. Ellen Shively, Qail 
Thompson, Lynn Mulholland. Eric Bnwlby and Alan Hunter. 

Testimony In oppositinn of appeal hy Mike Mcnmlc, Dr. Robert Pollock, Robert Vacchi 
and Doug Childs. 

Motion by Frye lo gram the appeal and sel aside the environmental determination 
(mitigated negative declarQiJon no. 5J384). Remmid the matter to the previous decision 
maker with dirixtion tu review the alternatives in reduce Iho Impacts. 
Failed. Yeas-3.4.6. Na>s-1,3,7,8. 5-not presem. 

MOTION TO RLCONSIDER BY MADAFFER/ SRCOND BY COUNCIL 
PRESIDENT PI-TRRS. PA.S.SCD BY THK IOLLOWING VOTE: Peters-yea. 
Faulcnncr-yen, Aikins-ycn, young-yea, Maieiiscliein-not present, Frye-yen, MadafTcr-yea, 
Hueso-ycn, 

MOTION BY FRYE TO GRANT THK APPI-rtL AND Sf-T ASIDE THE 
ENVIRONMI-.NTAL DETERMINATION tMIl [GATEDNEGATIVE DHCLARATION 
N01£4384). REMAND THE MATTt'R TO FI II PREVIOUS DFC1SION MAKER 

' ^ T T H D1RBCT10S TO R&VIF W THE ALU R N A T I V E S TO REDUCE Tl IE 
J M P A C T S j D t R E C r THE CITV ATTORNEY IO PREPARE THE APPROPRIATE 
[RESOLtJflON PURSUANT TO SECTION -10 OF THE CHARTER. Second by Council 
^President Peters. Passed by the folliming vote: Peiers-yca, Faulconer-yea, Atklns-yea, 

Young-yea. Maieiistiicin-noi present. Frye-yen. Madaffer-yea. Hueso-yea. 

mt/fU yh*^ *f&d>l 

Project No. 5*384 
SCH No. 2005091Q22 

SUBJECT: fAaFIC COAST OFI-ICE BUILDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to construct an 
Approximately 9,845 square-foot, two-slury office building on a vacant 4.94-Bcre 
parcel. Tim project Is located just cast of th« terminus of Scheidler Way, In the 
Mission Vallny Planned District within the Mission Valley Cornmunity Planning 
area (Lot 1 a{ Nagel Tract Unit No. 2 Subdivialon, Map 4737). 

UPDATE: March S, 2007: O n September 26, 2006. an environmental appeal on Ihe project 
was before (he City Cound l . City Council granted Ihe appeal and set aside the 
envlronm^niut determlnaHon and r e n u n d e d the matter to the prevloufl 
deeiaion ntal(i;i (Hie Fianning CommissionJ. In addit ion. City C o u n d l directed. 
staff to provide additional infonnalion In the document regarding the various 
project designs that had been consldured by the applicant, to allow the public 
to review the projecf n dealgn process, and to provide for public inpu t throughj 

t the document lecirculatlan process. 

Therefore, baaed on City Council 's direction, this Information has been 

provided and this Mitigated Negative Declaration liaa been recirculated for 

public review and Input. 

I Sftoaiy 

/mi-*-

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING! See attached Initial 5.tudy. 

III. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Dl tgo conducted on Iniilnl Study which determined that the proposed 
projeci could have a sij^nillcant environmental effect in the following areasfs): BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, LANP use/MSCP, AND PALEONTOIXKUCAL RESOURCES. Subsequent 
revlaJoas in the project proposal create the specific mitigation Identified In Section V of this 

l.'. 'ff».Wgi TJ-11 WiMMHWaWMMI 
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G2) 
Sin Dkfo 
It 1-1U0.11 

i^^BiLmJ . <.'li»|ilcr 11: tjtml DfYtloprnwil Froccdurci 

IB) 

(1) IXti) llic tiriKiil. uplinlii (lie i-nvironiiiunlal dclerniinatiiui tuid adopt 
tht- CHi^A liiulini'.s nl the ivevioiia dccl.iion-miiker, vvlicru 
ui'propiiati.'* "r 

(21 (.''•.itii the apncnl and ivt'i..' :• vupetcedlng envimmnmlnl 
dtwittiniitiiiii m Cl-.OA limlings; or 

/ l".s) (.'•1:1111 the app' .'il. N I iv-ii''' .Iii I'lvironnicnlttl ilrlert>)lnfjl!i>n, and 
ii'iiiatid li-.u inuUfi' lo ih-; ..••-.: viciis dec Is Ion-maker, in occordimce with 
M'clinn I I 2 11'-hit 11 t.iKv.'itM.k.-iiin envlroi.t/Mntai linn-itnUmtlitn . 

\ iliiil inci>rni>rau:« iu\\ iliif-iii.'n or lustructtoii the.Cily (Council deems 
ainji'tipriat;!. 

lt'tli<; Clt;' Caimii! d^iiici thr i^ivnl nr grants the appcul under action 
l I'J n;*?.;iM*i;j1 ihi •.-••« n iK-ciii'i •cml.cr1* decision to uront the entitlements, 
tipprO"-!tl •-C:i i .iii'i-T -ni'iin. •:. H hci'ume eTTecilvi; iinmedialu-ly. 

If tin: '."ih C(«i!K-il!.--;;-1- .liMi-iv ••-. i -J-r section I t2.0520(dl(.:>>, ihe lower 
iJCi-ki:iii-i,iik.;i-"-ilc.;- ••• r •-.::. I'tu ;.;lillmeillS, Upp'OVliI or City 
aulliori.-nli.'M shdil he AM::, d .; :::'..:. nr-.l Che luwcr decision ni alter shall 
iei;i ••niiclcr its cn\miinw>ih» ihn-.u,iuiiif<ii nnd its decision In ffrailt IllC 
eniillomOii!1., iippioviil ii"1 City ,)iiil,<iii,ir»iion. in view nj'lhe action and. where 
apprnprlnti'., mi; dn'crli.itii ••ir iiwu-.^tifn hum the Cily Council. 

( i) If I te eii/miii;m-iifai/ <n-i,-i.i';i\liuri was a decision lhal the activity was 
iii-.i iiihjMit if l '-}i\. \\\i: III:II.I.T simli be remimded to ihe 
IV-elurmci. Srrfiics rji'i--:!!:!1 lo prepare o revised environmental 
«<'/. nn-tiiiiiii i;i .ivti;!'.^'. sr *siiii section 128.0103. 

fll ir^.e.-nr/ivciH'i'.-.Kii (Il'.•.l• ••in.i "ii was llic certification cl'nn 
jfii"iri;in'wiii'.'l ; rem ! :(•('. •! i>r udnpllon of 3 iiejativn ri HI.-in rat Ion or 
irLiismiivil ^••cv't'i^•-'̂ !•••••il•l .̂,,'•',,. rs'.iicinled with n Process'I'wo or 
frtii:e dccir-iiNi. I lie nnt.U'i •-''-•ll K: n.manded to (He Plarining 

• "oniiviissinn I'"- :'riii'.li(i:r.i;i.;ii 'ii'.i revised vnviiotimenial 
tic: •nttimttm-i. 

Ol iriticrii,'-i1rr.r7''V'(f.;f'(7--*v'ii."i,'^wQsthecf.rtincaiIor. nfnn 
^•'•"••J'.i'ciili'l' 'ip •>:'•?•: • >. f-fj-Joplior ol a nryative de'ilnrHion or 
I'li'i^Dii'd u- •!-.ii-'.-Jir •Itu : .'ti ;.',*•:< luted ul(h ddecisi'Mi by ihe City 
M.iniif.c:-, Hi.- iriii^i y.nl. • '• i' miii'ided to the Cii> Mnnnttcr for 
.;;. • a'.-Mi:--.' ' 

irtlitritr.-i;..i;ii; .in .i"-.i.i-, . !• •• • !;n.i ' J i«ih seclion 1 ;:j.OM(i((i'ii;i). results 
in ilir •-•ire lyr.e ( ^ I I V ii>i.;;-)C"t.ii iiocn.ri'iui, such decision shall be Citemed 
tne (inn' nc'iitm. 

(Added i - Z t - W i UyO-i-i.ur- ,•:.<.} 

Ui. Alt Dir 

Qrnrr 

I 



The City of San Dlago 

V- 2 / 1 2 

MANAGER'S 
REPORT 

DATS ISSUEDt 

ATTENTIONI 

SUBJECTI 

RKPERENCEt 

April 14, 1992 REPORT HO. P-9a-097 

Honorable Hsyor and City CounoilmamberB, Agsnda of 
April 21, 1992, 

KiaaiOH VALLEY COKMUHITV PIAN/GEHERAL PLAH 
AHENDMBHT. 

City Council Hoarlnga of July 9 and 23, 199P 
regarding fctia Mlsaion Vallay Plannad Oistrlot 
Ordinanaa. 

XAflUAfit ' Thla report addraaaea an amendment to tha HlBolon 
Valley Community Plan and the Progreaa Guide and Oeneral 
Plan to redealgnata several hlllalde aroa8 aouth of -
interetate B from variovio oommorcial daaignatlons to open 
space. In addition, other anandmanta to tha Hlaalon valley 
community Plan are proposed to oorreot boundary errora and 
add clarity to tha Plan regarding the Hlssion Valley jtaat 
Light Rail Tranelt line and apeolfic plan areaa. 

plap^iin^ CgmmiaHion Racommen^atlon! - on January 23, 1992, 
tha Planning ConuaieBlon voted 5 to o to approve and 
raoonunand City Council adoption of the proposed Hlssion 
valley Community Plan/General Plan Anendaent. 

Mptnpqar'p RafipmpepflntiQnt - APPROVE the proposed Mission 
Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment. 

CommMnlfcy planning Group Recg^endationi - On February B, 
1992, tha HlBBlon Valley Unified Planning Committee vpted 
15-0-1 to approve tha Hiaolon Valley Comttunlty Plan/General 
Plan Amendment, 

other RaeomniendatlonBi - Dn January 21, 1992, tha Greater 
North Park Planning Committee voted S-0-3 to approve;the 
Hiasion Vallay Conuaunlty Plan/General Plan Anandnant; on 
February 4, 1992, uptown Planners voted 17-0-1 to approve 
the project. The Homml Height a and Ksnalng ton -Talmadge 
oomnunlty planning groups have been notified of the proPoeal 
but have not submitted reoonmendations to date. 

/ • 279807 

Paga 3 

PrtYJ-rfepmaptal Inpftflf - This prqjeot is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to Section 19061(b)(3) af the State. CEQA 
Ouldalinaa. 

r^a^aa^ q̂î aajt' - Nona with this aatian. 

Cdt̂ a Enforceinant; Imnacti - llone with this aotion. 

Houfliiia Affordability Imoaet:: - Nona with thla action. 

fiiCSSBOSfiQi 

During tha July, 1990 City Couacil hoarlngs on the Hlaalon Vallay 
Planned District ordlnafioe (PDO), the iOBue ef hillsida 
protection south of Intarstate 9 (I-*) waa diacuaaad. The City 
Council voted to retain the Rl-40000 zoning on five eltea south 
of I-fl. which are iliustratad as sites A through E on Attachment 
la. Tha Council aJlso directed tha Planning Department to 
Initiate a community plan amendment for kaapincf the slopes In 
open space. As described below, the city Manager la proposing 
that a portion of Sites A through E, and other hillside areas 
south Of 1-8, be redeslgnatsd to open space on the Hlssion.Valley 
Community Plan Land Uae Hap. 

The city Hanagor alao identified other anandnanta to the Mission 
Valley Community Plan which would improve its accuracy, 
organieatlon and clarity. These changes include correcting the 
community plan land use map boundariea, updating the Hlssion 
Valley Wast Light Rail Transit (LRT) alignment and illustrating 
the specific plan boundariea on the Potantlal Multiple Uae Areas 
map. 

On January 23, 1992, tho Planning Commission unanimously approved 
the Hlssion valley Comnunlty Plan/General Plan Amendment, 
subseguant to the planning CommlBslon hearing, a HiBsion Valley 
property owner quastloned somo of tho proposed revlalona to 
Figure 17 of the Miselon Valley Community Plan (see 
Attachment Id). AB described below under "Light Rail Transit 
Line", the city Manager ia proposing to omit aorne of the 
prevlously-prapoaed modifications to this. map. 

BlflPWBJBW 

A diaousBion of tho city Manager•« open spaoe proposal is 
provided below followed by a diocuoBion of other proposed ohanges 
to the Mission valley community Plan, community plan graphloa to 
be modified are contained In Attachment 1. No ohanges to the 
community plan tejrt «ra proppaad. 

I 
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n^an floaea 

sites A through E Inulude atesp hlllalde areas and most also 
inoluda flatter areae adjacent to Hotel Circle South or Camino 
del Rio South, The sites are designated Offloe or 
Conmerolal'Reorestion, Coramaroial-offloa and Residential/Offlos 
Mix by the Hieaion Valley Community Plan and are zoned Rl-40000. 
Tha sites are also subjeat to the Hillside Review Overlay Zone In 
whole or part. Attachment la illustratas the location of Sites A 
through R and Attachment 3 contains a brief description of each 
site. 

The City Manager does not believe that It is appropriate £0 
designate Sites A through E to open space in their entirety. The 
flatter portions of the sites are developable similar to adjacent 
areas subject €0 tha provisions.of ths Mission Valley Planned 
District ordinance and Development Intensity District ordinance. 
In evaluating what portion of Sites A through E to recommend for 
open space designation, the Manager rolled an the Hiasion Valley 
Community Plan* Pago 107 of tha community plan calle for all 
southern slops areas abova the ISO-foot contour level to fse 
designated open space and restrictB looating development above 
this level (Attachment 4). Thus, tha city Manager Is 
reoommendlng that only those portione of Sites A through E above 
the 150-foot contour level be designated open space. This 
proposal also involvoa an amendment to the Progress Guide and 
General Plan to redesignate the slope areas to open space. If 
approved, the aeneral Plan Amendment would became effeotive 
following tho next regulariy-scheduled omnibus hearing. 

Tha entire southern border of Hiasion Valley forms a oontinuoua 
band of open 'space. The City Manager believes that any open 
space designation applied to Sites A through E should bs ftppllad 
in a similar manner along the entire southern hillside ar^a of 
Mission Valley. Because of this, the Manager ia also proposing 
to designate romainlng southern slope areas above the isotfoot 
oontour level to open spaae (Attachment la). . These areas are 
currently designated offloe or Commercial-Recreation, Conuperolal-
Reoreatlon, Commerclal-Offioo and Residential/Offloe Mix by ths 
Hisoion Valley Community Plan. Zoning of these areas Includes 
MV-CO-CV, MV-CV, and MV-CO per tha Hiaeion Valley Plannedi 
District Ordinance. These areas are also located within the 
Hlllalde Review Overlay Zona with the exception of two small 
areae. These two remaining areas are not inoluded in this open 
space proposal bocauao they are permitted limited development 
under the provisiono of the Hiasion Valley Planned Distrlot 
Ordinance and Development intensity District Ordlnsnoa. 

Ho resonas are proposed as part of the City Manager's operj space 
reoommendation. Sites A through E are currently zoned Rl-40000 

. . which permits limited residential development. RsEonae to permit 
^development on the flatter portions of Sites A through E pould be 
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oonsldered on a casa-by-caBe basis if proposed by the property 
owners. Hgwevar, any development of these areae would be subject 
to the trip provisions of the Mission Valley Developmant 
Intensity District and Planned Distrlot Ordinance' which wpuld 
trigger a apeoial pernit If over a nominal thraahpld. In 
addition,- depending on what portion of the site Wpuld be impacted 
by devftlopmant, a Hlllalde Review Permit may also be required; 
Development on the remaining areas abova the iso-foot oontour 
level is already Bevarely restrlotod by the Misaion Valley 
Community Plan, Planned District Ordinance and Development 
Intensity Qiatrict Ordinance. Thus, no rezones are considered 
necessary at this time, ' 

Bqundflry AdjuatiwntB 

This amendnent to the Mission. Valley Community Plan Land Uae Hap 
would correct th* community boundary line on tho southern and 
eastern sidaa of Mission Valley to be oonBlatont with adjacent 
comraonitlee and the official Mission Valley boundary line, in 
addltlem, the multiple use designation boundary lines would be 
corrected at two locations on the MlBelon Valley Community Plan 
Land Use Hap (Attachment la). 

Light Rail Tranelt fLRTI Line 

Hatropolltan Tcanriit oevslopment Board (MTDB) staff has requested 
that tha adopted Mlsolon Valley Weat Light Hail Transit (LRT) 
line bci Ulustratedl on the Hiasion Valley Community Plan Land Use 
Hap as well as on figure 17 of the Plan. HTDB staff belleVea 
that llluBtratlon of tha LRT line on the Land Use Map, together 
with Qitlsting nnd proposed roads, would present a aonprehenslve 
picture of future transportation faollitlsa In Mission Valley. 
The City Hanagcr concurs with this request and the revised figure 
is illUatrated on Attachment la. 

MTDB ataff also requested that the LRT alignmant previously 
illuati-ated on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to 
illustrate the adopted alignment (Attachment ig). In addition, 
MTDB staff proposed rovlsions to the intra-valioy Shuttle Bus 
Route shown on rigute 17. Planning etaff originally ooncurred 
with these rftqueats and tha Planning Commission approved these 
changes. However, a HlBBlon Valley property owner subsequently 
qusetloned the modifications to the Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus 
Routs shown on Figure 17. Upon further review, it was determined 
that changes to the Intra-Valley Shuttle BUS Route had not been 
approved by the MTD Board. Rather, the bus route changes were a 
prediction by MTDB staff of what is likely to occur. Beoausa of 
this,"tho City Manager la recommending that the shuttle bus route 
prevlotialy Included on Flguro 17 of the aowmunity plan be 
retained. The LRT Una would be revised to llluBtrate tlie 
adopted allgnnmnt. Tha propoaed Figure 17 ia shown on U 
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Attachment Ig. Attachment 3 illustrates the previously-proposed 
Figure 17 approved by the planning Commission. 

Boeclfie Plan/Multiple Uaa Mnpff 

This amendment involves eliminating ths speoifla plan naps from 
ths Mission valley comnunlty Plan and amending the potential 
Multiple Uaa Areas Hap to olearly illustrate the specific plan 
boundaries. Figured 6 through 9 of tha Mission Valley Community 
Plan illustrate tho First san Dlsgo River Improvement Project 
(FSDR1P), Northslde, Atlas and Levl-Cushman Speoifio Plan-areas. 
These specific plan maps ware added for Information but changes 
to the land usee within specific plans do not necessarily require 
community plan amendments. Therefore, this amendment la proposed 
to eliminate the potential oonfusion on the need for a community 
plan amendment with land use changes in specific plans. The 
mixed use land uae designation for the apacifio plans remain. 
The Potential Multiple Uae Areas map (Figure 10) is being amended 
to show the location of each apeclflc plan within Mission Valley 
and will refer to Che Individual specific plans for mora 
information [Attachments lb through if)• The map will be renamed 
the Gpeoifio Plan/Multiple Use Areas map. 

MtTBRMATIYM' 

1. Designate the five, Rl-40000-zoned eites (A through E] to 
open space in their entirety. Do not redesignate other 
hillalda areas of Mission Valley tp open space. Approve 
other proposed amendments pertaining to boundary 
adjuatmsnts, tha LRT line and the Speclflo Plan/Multiple Use 
maps as described above. 

2. Designate ths remaining southern hillside areas within the 
HillBide Review Overlay Zone to open spaoe In addition to 
areas above the 150-foot oontour level. Although these 
areas are not allocated development intensity by the 
applicable ordinances, limited encroachments into the 
Hillside Review overlay Zone are currently permitted on 
severely nonstrnined eltea. Approve the proposed amendments 
pertaining to boundary adjustments, the LRT line and the 
specific Plan/Multiple Use maps as described above. 

RespecRftllly submitted, 

/v&V 
• E s q u i v e l 

Deputy C i t y Manager 

ESQUIVELlMLBiWRJGJIT: 53 3-3 6821 a v i 
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site Summary - Sites A through B 

fli£t_A 

Slzai 
Locationi 

9.14 acres (approx.) 
South of Hotel Circle South just east of the Taylor 
street overpass 

Parcel Nos.I 443-040-29, -30 (por.), -31, -32, -33 
ownershipi Vincent t Gladys Kotaeta, Animal Clinio, Pacer Coaat 

Developmant Corp., John Shattuck, Jaffray Blnter 
Usei Two slngls-famlly dwellings, vacant hillsides and 

flatter areas 
Community Plan 
Designation) Offlca or Commercial-Recreation 
zonet B1-4D00D, some HillBide Review overlay Zone 

size: 
Location: 
Parcel Nos, 
Ownership; 
Use l 
Community Plan 
DseIgnition: Commorclal-Office 
zone: Ri-40000/Hlllaide Review overlay Zona 

0.45 acre 
West of Texas Street, south of Camino del Rio South 
438-140-14 
Harold ( Helen Sadlelr 
Vaaant hlllalde 

slzai 
Looatlon: 
Parcel Nos.i 
Ownershipi 
Use: 
Community Plan 
Designation: Ccunmeroial-orfice, Residential/Offloe Mix. 
Zone: Rl-40000, some Hillside Review overlay Zona 

11,54 acres 
South of camino del Rio South, east of I-80S 
43&-080-19 and 439-040-32 
Mission Valley 34th street, city of San Diego 
Vacant hillsidea with flatter drainage area 

- I -
AlUehmcnl • 

• I t * Summary - 8 l l * t A throo oh G 

• 
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fir 

Blzei 
Looatloni 
Parcel Nos.t 
ownershipi 

use i 

5.81.acres (approx.) 
south of Camino del Rio South, west of 1-15 yfyi 
439-520-20 and 439r4 6j)j:24_IfieriU_- " ""IX/ . 
Phoenix Mutual Life Insuranoe, Raymond and 75 .* • /.^T 
Rebecca Willenborg /**T*^ ̂ TT 
Vacant hillaids / ^ 

Community Plan 
-V Deslgnatlom Commsrolal-Offloe 

Zone: Rl-4oooo/HillBide Review Overlay zona 

Sizei 12.72 acres 
Location! South side.of Camino del Rio South, east of 

Fairmount Avenue 
Paroel Nos.i 4m-.150-03, -04, -06 
Ownershipi city of San Diego, National University 
Use: National University parking lots and 

vacant hillsides (CUP In process for a church) 
Community Plan 
Dealgnbtion! Commercial-Office 
Zonei Rl-40000, some Hillside Review Ovarlay zone 

» J 

(S3) > ^ 3 P' V 
Hov«mb«f 3IJQ3 City of B i n D l t f l o • I n f o r m i t l o n B u l l t t l n 013 P«g i7ore 

Whiil R I I ih« prnpttma pnhilr tmpro^tminli? 

F. DEVELOPMENT I'EHMIT AND POLICY APPHOVAi, P R O J E C T INFORMATION 
Reipand la Ihn <ollfl"lna r |u * i l l on i IF your p u l l m l n i r y ravl i tv wil l Inoluda l i i u « g Involving land u i 
or propany davalopinpiii n^cjisUona, luch a i aubdMaioni. uia pajmlla land uaa plan afiandrnanla, i lo . 

I. Whidi Communily Pluinliio araa la lha projict locattd within? Mi in ion V t l l r y and Normal Hc l sh t l 

( A C C O f l D I N O TO T H E PARCEL I N F O R M A T I O N CHECKL IST) 
I Will lha inqtliiU Inrkirta a Cmrununliy Plm AmarWmontJ Q Vat M N D 

II yAl. plaata datr/ lht IMc amandm^nl; 

Wtmi •* lha liaaii ipn^ r,i M\t. prn|aci pramlia (inchidod lha nam* o' Ihe Plannad Dijlr)cl, It opp'tcabla)? 

M i l l i o n VaUey \ ' \ M V K A Lnmi f f -Comn iema l Office i M V P D - C Q I „ 

Ooai lha ptofacl nin ha»n mi j situsHiraa lhal n ' t over (oriy-lnn ysai* old? ..... •- a Vo l B Na 

Cojld lha pmmlj i . i lit. hliil.->ririilly Blgnltlcnnl lot anif H M W I ? Q Vaa ( I N o 

li yes plnai* •xpknii: 

T l i r Piiu-rt Ii>fi>mi:iti«n 'T l i r r l i l lM ihows tKai l l i f propert) conlt ins hislorical ro ' i l i reca, but there nic no 
t i iurn i tec nn 'l ie p(U|icrly Is ihis j u i l i n error'.' 

fl l i youi promcl IbcMari In on nii'n of lanslMva biolonlcal raiauicai. Ihe Cl l / ' i Multiple HaOlul Planning Araa (MHPA), 
3 wallanij n m , ale? , N Yea LlNo 

1. Will ymii projaei gannmc ntw i ioim walar ninotl? _ - H Yaa CINo 

1 W U d u r , h . a mii)«sl l i t RuanaV ,.- O Yn i H N o 

I 'Vol . V4I«I tone is p w o i a i ? 

9. P'npo»afl Parking Rn•*. . ^ i ' ^ O i T , . _ , 

i n . Ll i l any K<ivli>1lon oi vn'ion'f ng i i i tH ' , 

3 ^ Thr qipl i i innl i i td jue. i i lnf s dcvb i i ' i i i f rom Code Seelii-'i l 03 ,2 l t l7 (3 ) (A) lEEirdini i no development iibove 
" / Hie ISK-f.tol coii iom line 

AlUohtnknt • T 



P i g * 4 o t B Ci ty o l S m Dlago • In form I I I on Qui la t in 913 N o v t m b a r S003 

O. GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

Pfo|«ot AtW/ t t i ; ,. Con11no (lei Rio South 

4. M t M t w * * Paical Numhwd) |Af N): •«19-<80-» P i r c e l t o a ; s " = " ' 

3, Leoal Daicrlptlon: ^ 1 of N A O E L T R A C T U N I T N O 2 S U B D I V I S I O N according l o Map No . 4737 

4. M.llno UM; VjSiSLtHd 

B. Prapoaad Uia (Chart a l ll ial appty): O Glngl* owtlluMI O MulUpli DwaDIng (no. ol imlla ) 

o Comnwrelal Q Imhuirfal o Sdanlillc Rom arch U Olltoa O Other; 

Oa i t i l b t the u»a,' 

Mc i l i ca l of f ice 

S. Proi»sl Daacrlptton: 

Seea l l uhed . 

7. Geicrlbe Prdad BartonxnO (wftar and whan wa i tha kDl development activity on tha rile)? 

Tho pmject t i l e l l vnunnt. There h o i heen nn development activity on i l ia i l l * . 

Ll»l a) pamdu/apprnvali i t l i i is i l \n ihe pfofocl (ao . DeaiU ol appeala appiovala, (ol lie >g(»tmtnl i , oasemanl 
Bgiawnwili, bunAng le&lrlclail aaaamenli, davatopmenl pcnr lu, policy apptovala, wbdlvblon approvell, or oinw 
apaclal aoraamcnti * t t i tha dly), II any: 

Open ipace eaiemenl wnt , the City o f Son Diego recordetl Decejnber 17,1982 
iu I t is imnin i t No . SI-3SC77 8 

D. Doa* the projocl Includa n«M coiialiuctlOnT 

II Vai . whal i i tha prajMiad Haighi/NomDer ol Buttdtng Slori»»; 

, _ - _... pTYai Q No 

2 HOfltJ 

ID. Doailhaprolael lndi iananinlarldr ramodal (lananl fmprovemenll? O Y»t j p Na 

11. Lisl any renueiled pomilla, acl ib i t ur flpjjtoval); 

Silo l l evebpment f 'enni l HIHI a M i u i o n Val ley Developmeol Pcnni i . 



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 
Project No. 54384 
SCH No. 2005091022 

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

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

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

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES: 

BACKGROUND: 

Site History 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Hearing Officer Decision 

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

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

City Council Decision 

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

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

Proiect Design History 

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

Preliminary Review Design 

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

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

First Submission Design 

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

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

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

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

Second Submission Design 

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

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

Additional Designs'Evaluated by the Applicant 

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

1. Single Story Building Design 

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

2. Subterranean Parking Design 

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

Current Proposed Design 

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

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

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

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

Approximately 0.83 acre would be graded. Earthwork quantities associated with 
site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 
cubic yards of fill, with an export amount of 3,700 cubic yards. The project design 
includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed shotcrete, 
concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the project. The soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet. Three crib 
walls are proposed along the northern side of the project. The crib walls vary in 
length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU retaining wall, 
approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building. The walls 
would be stepped and range in height from approximately two feet through ten 
feet and allow for landscape treatments to be utilized. The walls would be a 
sandstone (tan) color and plantable. A mix of vines, shrubs, and accent shrub 
plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls. 



Page 10 

Development would extend from the northern property line at approximately 145 
feet AMSL up to approximately 200 feet AMSL. The proposed building footprint 
would start at approximately 160 feet AMSL and would have a maximum height 
of 38.7 feet with the roof to approximately at 199 feet AMSL. AU of the proposed 
project area is currently vacant land and as previously stated, an Open Space 
easement of approximately 3.89 acres (approximately 80% of the entire 4.94 acre 
parcel) is recorded for the eastern and southern most, upslope portion of the 
property. No development would take place in the Open Space Easement, which 
corresponds to the RS-1-1 zone portion of the property. 

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

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

n. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The rectangular, undeveloped 4.94-acre project site is located south of Interstate 8, 
within the 5300 block of Scheidler Way (Figures 1 and 2) in Mission Valley. The 
parcel is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, a short stub street 
extending south from Camino Del Rio South. Topographically, the property is 
characterized by north-facing, steeply sloping land with a gradient ranging from 
approximately 1.6:1 to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). Site elevations in the area of 
development vary from a high of approximately of 200 feet AMSL along the 
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southern portion to a low of approximately 136 feet AMSL at the top of an existing 
retaining wall on the north. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Table 1 
PROJECT IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grassland 

Eucalyptus woodland 

Disturbed habitat 

Urban/Developed 

Tier 

n 

nro 

IV 

IV 

IV 

TOTAL 

Grading 
Impacts 

0.64 

0.10 

0.04 

0.03 

0.02 

0.83 

All areas are presented in acres rounded to the nearest 0.01 

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

MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT IMPACIS 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grasses 

TOTAL 

Tier 

n 

mB 

-

Impacts 

0.64 

0.10 

0.74 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

1:1 

0.5:1 

-

Required 
Mitigation 

0.64 

0.05 

0.69 

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

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

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

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

LAND USE - MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAM fMSCP^ 

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

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

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

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

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

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

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

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

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

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

GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS 

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

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

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

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY) 

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

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

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

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

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY 

L4NDFORM ALTERATION 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DEVELOPMENT FEATURES/VISUAL QUALTTY 

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

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

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

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

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

LAND USE 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

WATER QUALITY 

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

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

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

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

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

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

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

PROJECT ANALYST: SHEARER-NGUYEN 

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

Date: December 20, 2004 

Project No.: 54384 
PACIFIC COAST OFFICE 

Name of Project: BUILDING 

in. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

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

Yes Mavbe No 

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

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

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

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



Yes Mavbe No 

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

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

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

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

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

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

IL AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL 
RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 



Yes Mavbe No 

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be 
of value to the region and the residents ofthe state? _ _ X 
There are no such resources located on the 
proiect site. 

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

A, 

III. AIR QUALITY - Would the proposal: 

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

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

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

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

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

F. Alter air movement in the area of the projed? _ X 



Yes Mavbe No 

The two-storv building would not have the bulk 
and scale required to cause such impacts. 

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

IV. BIOLOGY - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

V. ENERGY - Would the proposal: 

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

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

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal: 

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

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

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

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

X. LAND USE - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

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

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

XI. NOISE - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

C. Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in the Transportation Element ofthe 
General Plan or an adopted airport Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan? _ _ X 
Please see XI-B. 

9 
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Xn. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the 
proposal impact a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? _ X 
The proiect site is underlain by Alluvium, Stadium 
Conglomerate, and the Mission Valley Formation. 
Both the Stadium Conglomerate and the Mission 
Valley Formation have a sensitivity rating of high, 
whereas Alluvium has a low sensitivity level 
potential for recovery of paleontological resources 
in the proiect area. Therefore mitigation is 
required. Refer to Initial Study discussion. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

E. Storm water drainage? _ _ X 
Please see XVII-A. 

12 
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F. Solid waste disposal? X 

Please see XVII-A. 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in: 

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

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

XDC. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

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

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

C. Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(A project may impact on two or more separate 
resources where the impact on each resource is 

13 
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relatively small, but where the effect ofthe total of 
those impacts on the environment is significant.) _ X 
The proposed proied would not have a 
considerable incremental contribution to anv 
cumulative impacts. 

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

REFERENCES 

I. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

_ Local Coastal Plan. 

n . AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

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

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

Classification. 

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

_ Site Spedfic Report: 

I H . Am 

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

_ Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD. 

_ Site Specific Report: 

IV. BIOLOGY 

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

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

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

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

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

_ City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

X Site Specific Report: 

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

V. ENERGY 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS 

X City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

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

X Site Specific Report: 

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

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

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

X City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

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

_ Community Historical Survey: 

X Site Specific Report: 

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

VIII. HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

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

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

_ FAA Determination 

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

1995. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

___ Site Spedfic Report: 

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

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

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

X Site Specific Report: 

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

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

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

X City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

_ FAA Detennination 

XI. NOISE 

X Community Plan 

X San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps. 

_ Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

__ Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

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

Volumes. 

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

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_ Site Spedfic Report: 

XU. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

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

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

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

_ Site Specific Report: 

x n i . POPULATION / HOUSING 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_ Community Plan. 

_ Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

_ Other: 

XTV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

_ Department of Park and Recreation 

__ City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

__ Additional Resources: 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

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

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

XVU. UTILITIES 

XVIH. WATER CONSERVATION 

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