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SUBJECT: PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to construct an 
approximately 9,845 square-foot, two-story office building on a vacant 4.94-acre 
parcel. The project is located just east of the terminus of Scheidler Way, in the 
Mission Valley Planned District within the Mission Valley Community Plannmg 
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 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. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study. 

III. 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 Determination. 

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

GENERAL 

Prior to the commencement of the preconstruction 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 II) and 0.10 acre of non-native grassland (tier IIIB). 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 preconstruction 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. 
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6. AU construction activities (including staging areas) shall be restricted to the development 
area as shown on the approved Exhibit A. -The project biologist shall monitor construction 
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. 

LAND U S E / M S C P 

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 preconstruction 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 construction 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. All staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located within the 
development footprint and shall not encroach onto adjacent sensitive habitat retained 
within the open space and/or/MHPA areas. No equipment maintenance shall 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 
installation of sediment traps, shall be used to control erosion and deter drainage during 
construction activities into the adjacent open space. Drainage from all 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 construction related activities shall be allowed outside the 
established limits of grading. All construction related debris shall be removed off-site to 
an approved disposal facility. 

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

8. Prior to the preconstruction meeting, the ADD of LDR shall verify that the Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following project requirements regarding the 
coastal Cahfomia gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans: 
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COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER (Federally Threatened) 

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

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between 
March 1 and August 15, the breeding season of the Coastal Califomia 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 Wildlife Service within the 
breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If gnatcatchers 
are present, then the following 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 construction 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 construction 
activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such activities 
shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; or 

III. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, 
under the direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures 
(e.g., berms, walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels 
resulting from construction activities will not exceed 60 dB(A)houriy 
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average at the edge of habitat occupied by the Coastal Califomia 
gnatcatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction 
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, 
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 qualified acoustician or biologist, then the associated 
construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise 
attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August 
16). 

* Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying 
days, or more frequently depending on the construction 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 construction 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 
applicable 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 shall 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 
construction, compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act/Section 3503 would preclude 
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 (February 1 through 
September 15) the biologist shall conduct a preconstruction 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 shall establish a species appropriate noise buffer zone. No construction 
shall 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 construction permits, including but not 
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 
applicable^ the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall 
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on 
the appropriate construction 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 all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring 
program, as defmed in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

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

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant 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 conceming expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 
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B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

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

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall 
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 construction 
documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based 
on the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding 
existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 

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

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. 
This request shall be based on relevant mformation 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 fossil 
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 shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 
(CSVR). The CSVR's shall 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 shall 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 shall 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 shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 
discovery. 

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

C. Determination of Significance 

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

a. The PI shall 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 shall be at the discretion of the PI. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall 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 will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell 
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall 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 fossil resources will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The 
letter shall also indicate that no further work is required. 

N I G H T W O R K 

A. If night work is included in the contract 

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

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries 

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

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been 
made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction 
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shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM 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 Construction Manager shall 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. 

P O S T CONSTRUCTION 

A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

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

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

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum 

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any 
significant or potentially significant fossil 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 shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation of the Final Report. 

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

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

B. Handling of Fossil Remains 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected 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 fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil 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 shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if 
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has 
been approved. 

2. The RE shall, 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 Wildlife Service (23) 

State of Califomia 
Califomia Department of Fish and Game (32) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44) 



Page 12 

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) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
The Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century III (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 Council (264) 
Mission Village Homeowners Association (266) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Association (292) 
Mission Valley Center Association (328) 
Hazard Center (328A) 
Mary Johnson (328B) 
Mission Valley Community Council (328C) 
Union Tribune News (329) 
San Diego River Conservancy (330A) 
Friends of the Mission Valley Preserve (330B) 
Mission Valley Unified Planning Organization (331) 
Mr. Gene Kemp (332) 
Lynn Mulholland (333) 
River Valley Preservation Project (334) 
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VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public 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 follow. 

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 
Eileen Lower, Senior Plarmer Date of Draft Report 
Development Services Department 

May 4. 2007 
Date of Final Report 

Analyst: SHEARER-NGUYEN 
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To: 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

fv Environmental Review Committee 

IOMarc!i2007 ' " 

Subject; 

Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Ngiyen 
Development Services Department 
Cily of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, Califomia 92101 

Draft Miligaied Negative Declaration 
Pacific Coast Office Building 
Projecl No. 54384 

Cily slaff rtsponJE(j) ID San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. com men I teller fa 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Pioject No. 543B4 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

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

Based on the informalion contained in the DMND and initia! 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, 

K.yle Consulting 
SDCAS President 
File 

This comment is noted. 

P.O. Box 81106 •SanDiego, CA9213B-1106 •(858)538-0935 
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From: "Ernie Bonn" <uhcdc@netzero.net> 
To: <dsdea5@3andiego.gov> 
Date: 4/1/2007 4:11:09 PM 
Subject: Project #54384-scli - Parcel tt 439-480-24 • Pacillc Coast Office B!dg, 

Attention: Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 

Attached is a letter In opposition (o the Mitigated Negalivo Declaration compiled by your Depl. on the 
above project. Please distribute this to Council Members prior lo Its being scheduled on the Council 
docket, 

Ernestine Bonn 

CC: 'April Chesebro" <AChesebro@sandiego.gov>, <donnafrye@sandiego.gov> 

City slaff reaponsets) lo E. Bonn/Univcrsily Heights Developmenl Corporalion/Univsrsity Heights Urban Design 
Review Council and Planning Commillee comment letter for 

Pacific Coast Office Building, Piojecl No. 54384 

1. 

The attached letter will become part of the administrative record for this project. II will be 

included in the final MND, which will be distributed to Ihe City Councilmembers prior to the 

hearing should thc proposed project be appealed lo the Council. 

mailto:uhcdc@netzero.net
mailto:dsdea5@3andiego.gov
mailto:AChesebro@sandiego.gov
mailto:donnafrye@sandiego.gov


Univers i ty H e i g h l s C o m m u n i l y D e v e l o p m e n t Corp . 

Univers i ty He igh t s Urban D e s i g n R e v i e w Counc i l & P l a n n i n g C o m m i t t e e 

P . O . B o x 3 1 1 5 , San D i e g o , C A 9 2 1 6 3 

( 6 1 9 ) 2 9 7 - 3 1 6 6 

March 31 , 2007 

Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen 
Development Services Dept, 
1222Firsl Ave., MS 501 
S a n D i e g o . CA 92101 

Re: Project # 54384-sell Spending Parcel tt 439-480-24 
Pacific Consl Office Huilding 

Dear Ms. Nguyer: 

The University I Iciglits Community Developmenl Corporation (UHCDC) in conjunction with the 
University Urban Design Review Council & Planning Commitiee (UHDRC & PC) supports the position 
of the Mission Valley Community Council and the oilier organizalions ihat oppose thc proposed ^ p 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) lhal was compiled by the Developmenl Services Dept. The ^ , 
M N D is paid for by the developer o f the Pacific Coast Office Building, which appears lo be a conflict of r 
interest. 

On September 26, 2006 the City Council upheld the appeal of the project by lhe community T . 

organizations. In 1992 the City Council designated the parcel in question as open space. The developer S . 
purchased this land in 1993 knowing ihis to be lhe case yet continues to attempt lo develop Ihis land i n a n 
inappropriate manner. The Mission Valley Community Plan states that nothing is lo be buill above the ( a , 
150 foot coniour level, yel this MND pennits il as well aa many other violations of statutes and codes that " l , 
apply to open space and sensitive lands ^ l 

A large portion of University Heights is on lhe hillside above Mission Valley and in the pasl has been 
greally affected by inappropriate development like ihis project that has caused hillside erosion with hardly 
any compliance through lhe City 's Neighborhood Codc Department. Because one of the major corridors 
from and into Mission Valley a n d t h e freeways is Texas Street, traffic through llie neighborhood surface 
streets creates serious congestion. 

Tlie UHCDC distributed a survey in the University Heights community in order to compile infonnation 
on what impacis from the developmenl in Mission Valley were felt to be lhe most serious, and the 
responses verified traffic, environmenlal issues regarding loss of natural vegetation, hillside erosion and 
runoff, noise and infrastructure deficits. Fires have also been a constant problem because weed clearance 
by the Cily at the base of the hillsides is a low priority. These hillsides and canyons act as buffers 
belween lhe floor of Mission Valley and lhe residential areas above. 

W e feel that this development should noi go forward as il will sel a precedenl for yel more intrusion into 
our hillsides. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher F. Milnes, Rxeculive Director UHCDC 
Mary Wendorf, Chair, UHDRC &. PC 

City slaff icsponscfs) lo E. Bonn/Univeraily Heights Developmenl Corporalion/Univeraily Heights Urban Deaign 
Review Council and Flanning Committee comment letter for 

Pacific Coast Office Building, Praject No. 54304 

3. The Cily of San Diego requires discretionary projecl applicants lo pay for all of the work done by 

Cily staff in the course of the project review and permitt ing process, which is allowable under 

Section 15045 of the California Knvironmental Quality Act (CliQA) Guidelines. The developer is 

billed for staff's time; however, it should be understood lhal professional environmenlal slaff 

members of lhe City of San Diego's Development Services Departmenl prepared Ihe MND. While 

Slaff may require the applicant lo pay for technical reports and may request additional 

information regarding the projecl, the MND, represents the independent analysis of Ihe City of 

San Diego as Lead Agency under CF.QA. CEQA Seclion 15074(b) states that prior to approving a 

project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider lhe proposed mitigated 

negative declaration (MND) with any comments received dur ing the public review process. Tlie 

decision making body shall adopt lhe proposed M N D only if it finds on the basis of the whole 

record before it lhal there is no substantial evidence that lhe projecl will have a significanl effecl 

on lhe environment and that Ihe M N D reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and 

analysis. 

4. 'litis 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 parce! 439-480-24, which is the subject 

property, was redesignated to open space. In the 1992 City Council action, the subject parcel was 

not designated in it's enlirely as open space. Only a port ion of the subjeel sile was designaled 

open space as referenced in the at tachments to R-2798D7, "Amendment to the Mission Valley 

Communi ty Plan." Refer lo comment number 35. 

6. These comments are noted. 

7. The Mission Valley Communi ly Plan stales that no-large scale development should cut or grade, 

or extend above the 150' elevation coniour on the southern slopes. Given that abutt ing parcels 

include development lhal is u p to 71,000 sq. fl in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft., slaff 

determined thai Ihe proposed struclure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. In 

addilion, the purpose and intent of the communily plan policies regarding developmenl 

limitations above the ISO1 contour is for the preservation of the valley's hillside areas. The 

communi ly plan's objectives tor hillside prcservalion are being mel wiih 3.92 acres of the 4.94-

acre site within a protected open space easement that is noi proposed for development. In 

addition, the projecl is subject lo lhe Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDO), which 

restricts developmenl within the Hillside Sub-district from encroaching above the 150-fool. 

However, Ihe MVPDO allows exceptions lo this reslriclion under certain conditions. As 

explained on pages 23-25 of the Inilial Study, lhe subjeel projecl was determined by staff lo meel 

tho conditions for such a n exception. 

Il should be unders tood Ihat thc M N D does noi permil or approve the projecl or any of the 

project components . The purpose of the MND is to disclose to the public and Ihe decision 

makers the polenlial environmental effects of lhe project, and to identify appropria te mitigalion 

measures aimed al reducing the project's significant impacis to below a level of significance. 



Cily slaff responsets) to E, Bonn/University Heights Developmenl Corporation/University Heights Urban 
Design Review Council and Planning Committee comment leiter for 

Pacific Coaal Office Building, Project No. S43B4 

(Continued) The decision-making body of the Lead Agency must consider the environmental 
document before approving any project w i th an associated environmental document, and is 
required lo decide whether to approve the environmental document on the basis of lhe Inil ial 
Study and any public comment received (CEQA Guidelines 15074). 

These comments are noted. Development projecls in and of themselves do not sel precedenl for 
later approvals. Each project application is reviewed under iis own unique circumstances. If the 
proposed project applicalion meets the findings required for approval, the project may be 
approved. If the findings cannol be mel, Ihe project may not be approved. No projecl is approved 
simply because another similar project 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 

i ) ;T ;^ 

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

MS 501 
San Dlego, California 92101 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Ngtiyen, 

On September 25, 2006, the RIVER VALLEY PPESERVATION PROJECT, 
THE SIERRA CLUB, THE ftUDOBON SOCIETY, AND THE MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY COUNCILlD 
appealed development of Parcel #439-480-24 to the San Diego City Council. The 
City Council iinanijnously honored the appeal. 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration presented is the same that the Citytl, 
unanimously rejected. The violations of the.MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, ' r~Y 
THE MISSION VALLEY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 0RDINACE, THE DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY; 
DISTRICT ORDINANCEV AND GENERAL PLAN remain. 

EXHIBIT A: MVCP 1985 PAGE 107 
Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes 

or geological,1 instability. 
Designate the hillsides and-canyons_which have any of the following 

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

MVPDO CODE 103.2107(3) (A) - 'Developnient, including roads,shall not 

occur above the-lSO foot contour line.1 12 
GENERAL PLAN - No development that compounds existing deficiencies. 

•'Presently in MISSION VALLEY: 
a. Grid lock,Grid lock. 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 ahd flhB Einco 
Diego City Council unanimously approved an ammendment to the MVCP by 
Resolution #279807. Ammendment #279807 included the following changes 
to the MVCP: 

EXHIBITS: B,C,D, AND E. 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO INFORMATION BULLETIN _ EXHIBITS F•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 severejj; restricted by the MVCP.'.PDO, and DIDO. THUaiNO REZONES 
AHE CONSIDERED NECESSARY AT THIS TIME. -" 

City slaff response[i) ID l.ynn Mulholland com men I leiter for 
Pacific Cnasl Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

10. These comments are noted. 

11. While the MND was revised at the direction of the City Council, Ihe proposed project is the same 

one that was analyzed in the previous MND. At the September 26, 2006 hearing, Council 

direclcd slaff lo provide more informalion on project alternatives designed lo reduce impacts. It 

should be unders tood lhal a discussion of a reasonable range of projecl al temalives is a required 

clement of Environmenlal Impact Reports (lilRs). The alternatives mus t be capable of avoiding 

or reducing the significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. The public agency 

decision-making body has the authoriiy lo approve or deny the proposed project, or lo choose 

one ot Ihe altemalives. Sections 15120 Ihrough 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines conlains a detailed 

description of the required conlenls of an EIR. 

EIRs are required when there is substanlial evidence that a project may result in a significant 

etfcct on the environment (please refer to CEQA Guidelines Seclion 15064). However, not all 

projecls require the preparation of an EIR — Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines states; 

"A public agency shall prepare or have propared a proposed negalive declaration or mitigated 

negative declaration for a projecl subject to CEQA when; 

(a) The initial s tudy shows that ihere is no subslantial evidence, in light of the whole 

record before the agency, lhal the project may have a significanl effecl on lhe 

environment, or, 

(b) The initial s tudy identifies polentially significanl effects, bul; 

(1) Revisions in Ihe project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the 

applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial 

s tudy are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigale 

the effects lo a point where clearly no significanl effects would occur, 

and 

(2) There is no substantia! evidence in light of Ihe whole record before the 

agency, that the projecl as revised may have a significant effect on tho 

environment." 

PAGE ONE OF T K 0 
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City staff response(9) la Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

11. (Conlinued). In the case of the Pacific Coast Office Building project, the inilial s tudy identified 

potenlially significant effects in the issue areas of land use (MSCP), biological resources, and 

paleontological resources. All of Ihese potenlially significanl impacts could be reduced to below 

a level of significance through miligalion measures, and the applicant agreed lo implement the 

measures . Slaff therefore prepared an M N D in accordance with the requiremenls of CRQA. 

Tlie required contents of a Negative Declaralion (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) are lisled in 
Section 15071. They include: 

(a) A brief description of lhe project, including a commonly used name for Ihe project, if 

any; 

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

proponenl ; 

(c) A proposed finding that the projecl will not have a significant effecl on the environment; 

(d) An attached copy of the Inilial Study documenting reasons to suppor t Ihe finding; and 

(e) Mitigalion measures, if any, included in the projecl to avoid polentially significant 

effects. 

As shown above, an alternatives analysis is not a required component of an MND. In an effort to 

comply with Council 's direction while staying wiihin the parameters of CEQA's MND 

requirements, slaff revised the MND lo include a description of the various design iterations 

presented lo the City by the applicant. As the projecl does not meet the criteria for the 

preparation of an EIR, it should bo unders tood that the various preliminary designs do not meet 

Ihe criteria for s tandard CEQA projecl alternatives lhal would be included within a n EIR. 

12. These commenls are noted, and the attached exhibiis have been included as part of lhe 

administrat ive record. 



bottom 

In NOVEt^^M2003, prior to purchase, applicant knew that PARCEL was :• i; 
in designated ̂ ^^v space, free of development above the 150 foot contour line. 
Note that at b^^om of EXHIBIT G-the sentence requesting deviation from PDO, 
Also, note PARCEL #439-480-24 of EXHIBITS E & F. 

COMM. COMMENTSi 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS-NORMAL HEIGHTS COMM. PLANNING GRP. VOTED" 
10-0-0 against PCOB. 

UNIVERSITY HTS. COMM. DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION VOTED AGAINST PCOB. 
HOARD OF DIRECTORS-MVCC VOTED 5-0-0 AGAINST PCOB'i 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS-RVPP VOTED AGAINST PCOB. 
SIERRA CLUB - LOCAL - VOTEDl-AGAINST PCOB. 
AUDOBON SOCIETY -LOCAL - VOTED AGAINST PCOB, 

•THE MND IS AN OFFICIAL CITY DOCUMENT. WHAT HAPPENED??? The concern is 19. 
that the staff that prepared the HND is apparently paid-by the developer. 
We request Council - Members to represent the electorate: Deny the project. \i^ 

• 

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

Cily slaff rMponsc(aJ lo l.ynn Mulholland comment leller for 
Pacific Coast Office Building. Projecl No. 54384 

13. Please see response No. 3 above. 

14. The commcntor's requesi for Ihe Council to deny the projecl is noted. It should also be noted that 
the proposed project is a Process 3 decision. Process 3 decisions are made by a Hearing Officer 
with appeal rights lo the Planning Commission. The Process 3 decisions are not appealable lo lhe 
Cily Council, 'llie Cily Council has appellalc review of the Environmental Document only. 
Therefore, while lhe Cily Council may rule n the adequacy of tho Environmenlal Document, Ihe 
decision regarding thc overall project is reserved for lhe Hearing Officer and/or Planning 
Commission. 

PAGE TWO OF TWO 



HILLSIDES 
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Hillsides are geological features on the landscape whose slope and 
solis are in a balance w i ih vegetation, underlying geology and the 
amount of precipitation. Maintaining this equil ibrium reduces the 
danger to public heallh and safety posed by unstable hillsides. Devel­
opmenl affects this equil ibrium. Disturbance ol hillsides can result in 
the loss of slope and soil stability, increased run-off. and intensified 
erosion; i i can also destroy a community's aesthetic resources. The 
southern slopes of Mission Valley marl j fhe community's boundary and 
provide an attractive and distinctive setting. 

The open space areas shown in Ihe General Plan and Progress Guide 
for the City of San Diego are predominantly comprised of steep hillsides 
and small undeveloped canyons.The southern slopes ot Mission Valley 
are identified as part of ihat open space system. The major portion of 
the slopes are currently zoned for low-densrly residential development 
(R- l -5000, R-l-40,000), and-are further regulated by the Hillside 
review (HR) Overlay Zone. As demand for land increases, these h i l l ' 
sides are more likely 10 face developmenl pressure. Due to the impaci 
hillside development can have on the community's health ond safety, 
and on land, water, economic, and visual resources, it ts apparent Ihat 
if they are developed i l mus l be in a manner compatible wi th hillside 
ecology. Whereas the southern slopes have been maintained in close 
to their natural state, the northern hillsides have been extensively 
modified and disturbed by extraction and bulldinfl activities. Develop­
ment oriented toward the Valley and accessedby roads from the Valley 
floor should not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour. 

OBJECTIVE 

• Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by sleep 
slopes or seological instability in order lo control urban form, 
insure public safety, provide aesthetic enjoymenl, and protect 
biological resources. 

'PROPOSALS 

• Designate ' the "hiHsides and canyons which h5've*>ainV|^.|tf«M 
following characte^LSiica as Dpun space tn the co mm u m t y j l ^ ^ ^ 

a. Contain rare or endangered species of vegetat'on or animal 
life. 

b. Contain unstable soils. 

c. Contain the primary course of a natural drainage pattern. 

ld.:;:SLocatod above the 150 - fo« etevation coniour J . 

Permit only low intensity developments to occur on remaining 
hillsides wi th in the HR Zone, located below the 150-fool elevalion 

i 
contour. , 

Open Space easements should be required for those lots or 
portions of lots in the HR Zone 

Lot splits should not be permitted on hillsides wi th in the HR Zone 
except to separate that portion of a lot in the HR Zone from that 
ponion not in the HR Zone for purposes of obtaining open space 
easements. 

Development intensity should not be determined based upon land 
locaied within the HR Zone. 

Encourage tho use ot planned developments (PRD/PCD) to cluster 
development and retain as much open space area as possible. 

Preserve the linear greenbelt and natural form of Ihe southern 
hillsides. 

flehabililate the northern hillsides and incorporaie them into 
future development 

DEVELOPMENT GUIDEUNES 

Grading required lo accommodate any new development should 
-disturtronty-minimatly-theiiHturalierrBmrrhis can be achieved by: 

a. Contouring as naturally as possible to maintain Ihe overall 
landform. 
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AMENDMENT 
TO THE 

, MISSION VALLEX COHHCJNITy P1AH 

On April 21, 1992, the City Council adopted an amendment to the Hiseion Valley 
Community Plan by Reeolution No. 279807. The amardment resulted in the following 
changea to tha community plan: 

Paae 40, Fiqura 5. Î and OHO Plan. The redesignation of 
QBvaral aouthcrn hillaide areas to open space. Conununity 
plan and land uea designation boundary adjustments were 
also made and tho Light Rail Transit {'LRT) alignment was 
added to this map. 

Page 52, F̂ erura 6. ySDRlF Specific Plan Hap. Deleted. 

Paoe 53. Floucg 7. Hortheide Specific Plan Map. Deleted. 

Paoe 54. Figure 8. fltlaa Specific Plan Map. Deleted. 

Paoe 55, Figure 9. Levi-CuBhman Specific plan Map. 
Deleted. 

Page 56. Figure 10. Specific PIan/Multiple Use Areag Map. 
Revise to illustrate specific plan boundaries. 

Paoe 76. Figure 17. Proposed Lioht Rail Transit w/ 
Shuttle Service ftap. Revise to illustrate the adopted 
LRT line and station locations. 

Tha adopted map changes are attached. These revisions will amend the Mission Valley 
Community Plan. No text changes were adopted in conjunction with this amendment. 

For further information regarding these amendment8, contact the Mission Valley: 
Community Planner at (619) 533-3650. 

DOCUMENT Ndr: '%?9807 
APR 211992 HIED 

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 
SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 
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City alaff responsetsl to Lynn Mulholland comment letter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building. Praject No. 54334 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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Site Summary - Sites A through E 

site A 

size: 5.14 acres (approx.) 
Location; South of Hotel circle South just east of tha Taylor 

Street overpass 
Parcel Nos.: 44 3-04 0-29, -3 0 {por.), -31, -32, -3 3 
Ownership: Vincent & Gladys Kobets, Animal Clinic, Pacer Coast 

Development Corp., John Shattuck, Jeffrey Binter 
Use; Two single-family dwellings, vacant hillsides and 

flatter areas 
Community plan 
Designation: Office or Commercial-Recreation 
Zone; Rl-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

Cily slaff responsela) lo l.ynn Mulholland comment l e l l " (or 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 

Bite B 

Size:: 
Location: 
Parcel Nos. 
Ownership: 
Use: 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commercial-Office 
Zone: KX-40000/Hillaide Review Overlay Zone 

0.4 5 acre 
West of Texas Street, south of Camino del Rio South 
438-140-14 
Harold & Helen Sadleir 
Vacant hillside 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 

Site c 

Size: 
Location: 
Parcel NOB. 
Ownership: 
Use: 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commercial-Office; Residential/Office Mix ' 
Zone: Rl-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

11.54 acres 
South of Camino del Rio South, east-of I-B05 
439-080-19 and 439-040-32 
Mission Valley 34th Street, City of San Diego 
Vacant hillsides with flatter drainage area 

Attachment 3 
8tta Summary - S i te* A through E 



Site D 

Size: 
Location; 
Parcel Nos. 
Ownership: 

5.81 acres (approx.) 
South of Camino del Rio South, west of 1-15 
439-520-20 and 439-480-24 (por.) 
Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance, Raymond and 
Rebecca Willenberg 
Vacant hillside Use: 

Corununity Plan 
Designation: Commercial-Office 
Zone: Rl-40000/Hlllside Review Overlay Zone 

Bite E 

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

.-Fairmount Avenue 
Parcel Nos.:' 461-350-03, -04, -06 
Ownership: city of San Diego, National University 
Use: National University parking lots and 

vacant hillsides (CUP in process for a church) 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commercial-Office 
Zone: Rl-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

City slaff responsefs) lo Lynn Mulholland comment leller for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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Pago 4 ol 8 Cily ol San Dlego • Informalion Bullelln 513 Novomber 2003 

C. GENE11AL PROJECT INFORMATION 

1. P.n|a.r flrirt,a^ Camino del Rio South 

2. Assessor's Parcel Numberfs) (APN): 439-4B0-24 Parcel Slla: 5 a t : r e s 

3. Logal Descilpllon: Lot 1 of NAGEL TRACT UNIT NQ 2 SUBDIVISION according lo Map No. 4737 

4. E.lsl)nfl Use: V a c m l L a ' " 1 

5. Proposed Use (Chack a l lhal apply): Cl Single Dwelling Q Mulllpla Dwelling (no. ol unils ) 

O Commeicial Q Induslrial Q Selenlific Research )0 Olllea Q Olher 

Dascribe Ihe use: 

Medical office 

6, Projocl DoscrlpUon: 

See allached. 

T, Dascilbe Proiect BacKgraund (what and when was the lasl developmenl aciivily on Ihe alio)? 

The project sile is vncanl. There has been no developmenl aci iv i ly on the site. 

LIsl all permits/approvals ralatad lo tha project [B.g.. board oJ appeals approvals, loi lla agreements, easement 
Dgreemanls. building restricted easemenls, developmenl permits, policy approvals, subdivision approvals, or other 
specie! agreemenls wllh lha clty|, It any: 

Open space eascmcnl wiih ihe City of Sail Diego recorded December 17,1982 

as litsirument No, S2-386778 

Ooos tha projacl include new conslmclion? V Vea Cl No 

2 stories II Yes, whal Is the proposed Hakjht/fJumber ol Building Stories:. 

10. Does the proiecl Include an Interior remodel (lenanl improvamenl)? Q Yes j(t No 

11. Us I any requested permlls, acilons or approvals: 

Sile Developmenl Permil and a Mission Valley Developmenl Permil. 

Cily slaff respon sets) to Lynn Mulholland commcnl leller fnr 

Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No, 54384 

T h i s P a g e In t en t iona l ly Left Blank. 
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NoveMbor 2QU'i City o l San Diago • Information Bul le t in 513 Pos if 1 - ' i l 

0. . . Whal Bra 11 i (mjposwJ prMio Improvonionls? 

£K£ 
V. ;»EVB1.0: 'IHENT PERMIT AND I'OLICV AI'PBOVAL PROJECT INRHiMATiON 

Respond o lha lu l l i iv l i io i iuei l lans II yuur preliniinary review will include istuu : I . - I ' ,LI />IO t i n : 
or proixily luvolopmonl rsgutailons, sued es tubdiviikms, iisaiiermlls lend us* plan omonflrm.iU, i ' l., 

1, wiilch Cw. nuiriy Plunnlna aroa Is lha profecl locnicil wlthinT Mission Val ley and Ncnuai ("cit.! Is 

( A C C O U ) ING T O TUG P A R C E L INFORMATION C H S C K L I S T I 
2, Will IhB n-f ital Ineluilo a Communily Plan Amendment? _ ' : i ' , •-% $ ' • • 

II yes, plea e diMCiHie <li-> amiridmew; 

3. /v'hiil i t 'l.i u n a zone ol lhe projacl promise (kiciul' d llie name ol Uie Planned Disltitl, lr applt a:' 

.MisypH. ' "•"Jl.'.-V I'l wm-ill t J i ^ t f j c t - ^n imerc iu l ' l l i ice fMVPD-CO> 

•i, llnys lhe ti ijet;i nita Han ony itrudures that are u.-.-i fort) -live 'wars old? 

S, C-iulil t lu i Linniis be hh loilcnlly sltinilcBnl lor ei v iinsou? 

If ym, plea n mpluiti 

Tl ie Pari'ii! (iif< n i nai inn Cl i i 'ck l i j l shows that t in piopcrly conlains IvisKnical iL'simrccs, IJI1! I n i i irt I J 
. i i i iL' l i i i i - ii l l,r j i i upcry . Is this just nn cnor.1 

. • : . i : i i d : 

. ' : i»=s •!*; 

ii. s viur f o i cl hrenleil In im aroii of nenaltlvo bloto'lii 
i mml.iii,!,' va. ole? 

s. Ihe City's Milllple Hsbltat Pli in.v j /U. •-, (*'! Wt. 
, X ' l !» I J 1 " 

?, vV'lll yimi \y Jî iiE ̂ tttii-rele new slorni waler runoff? -,., X, 1 ,5 '."] .m 

B. Williner-j 1. • .i ra<]iMjiit to RuiDno? ^ 1 is I J I . 

If y«ts .> in v i m is iHenomd? , ,. _ .__ . 

^r.-i J ™ 11 .rkb^ Rnto; iUOQOji* 

10. ui i i any 'le .tbcii urvarla ice recpiusls: 

J ^ I'lie appln mt is iei.|ucs ,-.ngadcvialioii from Cu.li. n a t i o n I03.2I07(3)(A) irKiinJiii)-. n-- ci:- ;.(>; m c i l n l " 
/ h ; 15(i-('- ' icoi i luur l i iK: . 

k 

m 

City slaff response(s) lo Lynn Mulholland comment letler (or 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank, 
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considered on a case-by-case basis if proposed by the property 
owners. Hptfever,. any development of these areas would be subject 
to the trip-provisions of the Mlselon Valley Development 
Intensity District and Planned District Ordinance' which would 
triggeir a special permit if over a nominal threshold. In •' 
addition,, depending on what portion of the. site wjpuld be impacted 
by development, a Hillside Review Permit may also be required; 
Develojament 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. 

Boundary fldiustmentB . ,,; 

This amendment to the Mission'Valley Community Plan Land Use Map 
would bcrrect the community boundary line on the southern and 
eastern sides of Mission Valley to be-consistent with adjacent 
communities and the-official Mission Valley boundary line. In 
addition, the multiple use designation boundary lines would be 
corrected at -two locations on the Mission Valley Community Plan 
Land Use Map (Attachment la). 

Linht Rail Transit fLRTl Line 

Metropblitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) staff has requested 
that the adopted Mission Valle^ West Light Ball Transit (LRT) 
line-be illustrated on the Mission Valley Community Plan Land Use 
Map as.well as on Figure'17 of the Plan. MTDB staff believes 
that illustration of the LRT line on the Land Use Map, together 
with existing and proposed roads, would present a comprehensive 
picture of future transportation facilities in Mission Valley. 
The city Manager concurs with this reguest and the revised figure 
ia illiistrated on Attachment la. 

MTDB staff also requested that the LRT alignment previously 
illustrated on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to 
illustrate the adopted alignment (Attachment Ig). • In addition, 
MTDB 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 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 HTD Board. Rather, the bus route changes were a 
prediction by MTDB staff of what is likely to occur. Because of 
this,'the city Manager is recommending that the shuttle bus route 
previously Included on Figure 17 of the community plan be 
retained. The LRT line would be revised to illustrate the 
adopted alignment. The proposed Figure 17 is shown on \ 

Cily staff response!.) lo l.ynn Mulholland comment letler for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 

Tliis Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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The City of San Diego 

MANAGER'S 
REPORT 

DATE ISSUED; 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

REFEREHCE: 

BDMMARYi 

April 14, 1992 REPORT NO. P-92-097 

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers, Agenda of 
April 21, 1992. .., , , . ' 

MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN/GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT. 

City Council Hearings of July 9 and 23, 199P 
regarding the Miasion Valley Planned District 
Ordinance. 

Issues: - Thie report addresses an amendment to the Mission 
Valley Community Plan and the Progress Guide and General 
Plan to redesignate several hillside areas south of 
Interstate 8 from various commercial designations to open 
space. In addition, other amendments to the Mission Valley 
Community Plan ara proposed to correct boundary errors and 
add clarity to the Plan regarding the Mission Valley West 
Light Rail Transit line and specific plan areas, 

pignoipa Comtnipalon Recommend^tloni - On January 23, 1992, 
the Planning Commission voted 5 to 0 to approve and 
recommend City Council adoption of the proposed Kission 
Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment. 

Manpgeir.' p. PffCppiniendqtlQn! - APPROVE the proposed Hisslon 
Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment.. 

CopimMDlty flgnpi.pg grgup RggominenctetJ.Qp: - On February 5, 
1992, the Mission Valley Unified Planning Committee vpted 
15-0-1 to approve the Mission Valley Community Plan/Gpneral 
Plan Amendment. 

other Reponinienflatipnp! - On January 21, 1992, the Greater 
North ParJt Planning committee voted fl-o-3 to approve; the 
Mission Valley Community Plan/General Plan Amendment; On 
February 4, 1992, Uptown Planners voted 17-0-1 to'approve 
the project. The Normal Heights and Kensington-Talmadge 
conununity planning groups have been notified of the proposal 
but have jiot submitted recommendations to date. 

City staff response!.) to Lynn Mulholland comment letler for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. S«B4 

/ • 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 
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DSDEAS DSDEAS - Padfir-Coast Buildingll? No canyon Bncroachmonll i d f l ^ ^ i Pagel 

• 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Jim Baross" <JlmBaross@cox.net> 
<dsdeas@sanclieBo.gav> 
Mon, Apr 2. 2007 11:33 AM 
Padfic Coast Buildingll? No canyon encroachmenll 

Elizabeth: 
I am current Chair of Ihe Normal Heighls Community Planning Group. I 
am writing to Inform or remind you Ihat the NHCPG was unanimously 
opposed to and denied approval of this project. It should not be 
allowed to ba developed as planned. 

I was notified lhal the project, Project 54384/SCH # pending on 
Parcel tt 43948024, Is apparently being allowed to go forward by 
Development Services even though the planning groups including the 
Normal Heights Community Planning Group and Ihe Cily Council, 
apparently, were against )1 - primarily for lis building on what we 
all had expected/hoped lo continue lo be protected Mission Valley slopes. 

Jim Baross 
619-280-6908 

CC: Councilmember Toni Alkins 
Melissa Devine 
Monica Pelaez 

CC: <tonialklns@sandlego.gov>, "Melissa Devine" <MDevine@sandlego.gov>, 
<mpelaez@sandiego.gov> 

IS. 

lu 

City alaff reaponsets) to Jim Baross electronic mail comment leller for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Project No. 54384 

15. This comment is noted. 

16. The Development Services Deparlmem processes applications for proposed projecls - it tins no 

aulhority to prohibit a project proponent from applying lor a permits or projects. That aulhoriiy 

lo approve or deny a project is vested in (he Cily's decision-making bodies. The projecl has not 

been denied by Ihe decision making authority. The applicant was directed by the City Council to 

modify the Environmental; Documeni and reappear before the Planning Commission. This MND 

is a part of that process as direclcd. 
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Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen - Request for Withdrawal of Project Parcelff54384 Page 1 

From: "ellenshively"<ellenshively@sbcglobal.not> 
To: <:ESHEARERNGUYEN@SanDiego.Gov> 
Date: 4/2/20071:22:18 PM 
Subject: Request for Withdrawal of Project Parcel#543a4 

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen: 
Endosed you will find compelling reasons to deny Ihe approval for applicalion for developing Parcel 

#54384-SCH - pending. I understand Ihe deadline for public commenls Is 4 April. 
Thank you for reading this letter and acting In a responsible way. 

Ellen Shively 
Sierra Club representative for the Appeal 

n. 

CC: =DSDEA@SanDlego.Gov> 

City staff response (a) lo Ellen Shively electronic mail comment letler for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building. Projecl No. 54384 

17. This comment is noted. 

mailto:ellenshively@sbcglobal.not
mailto:ESHEARERNGUYEN@SanDiego.Gov
mailto:DSDEA@SanDlego.Gov


April 2, 2007 

TO:Elizabetli Shearer-Nguyen 
Development Services Department 
SanDiego, Ca 92102 
Project No. 54384-SCHH 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 arc not adhering lo the 
guidelines as required at the last hearing officer, and by City Council. 

Tlie new Mitigated Negative Declaration is invalid as it does not follow City Council's 
direction to "review the alternatives lo reduce lhe impacts to the land"! In fact, the most 
recent proposal contains an altemative rcjcclcd at the hearing, and does not reduce Ihe 
visual and geologic impacts at all. CEQA is not given due enforcement by Ihis willful 
neglect. 

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

"MOTION BY FRYB TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE TME 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION) NO. 54384). REMAND THE MATTER TO THE PREVIOUS 
DECISION MAKER WITH DIRECTION TO REVIEW TIIE 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 Council direction "to review the alternatives to reduce the impacts" is 
not found in the "new" MND. Rather, in Ihe second sentence in the "new" MND quote 
below, staff inserts their own language in its place and luma the City Council direction 
upside down: 

"UPDATE: City Council granted the appeal and sel aside the environmental 
determination and remanded the mailer to lhe previous decision maker (the Planning 
Commission). In addition, City Council directed staffto provide additional information in 
the document regarding the various projecl designs that had been considered by the 
applicanl to allow thc public lo review the project's design process, and to provide for 
public input through (lie documeni re-circulation process". 

• 

18. 

n. 

Cily slaff luaponsefs) to Ellen Shively comment teller for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Project No.543S4 

18. Ms. Sh eater-Nguyen is an employee of the Development Services Department, She does not 
have the authoriiy to approve or deny lhe projecl. Her role is lo analyze and disclose lhe 
polenlial impacts of thc proposed projecl. Please see responses No. 6 and 14 above. 

19. Please see response number 9. 

19 



The "new" MND also neglects to state that the appeal was granted pursuant lo SDMC 
112.0520(0 which stales: 

"Hie lower decision-makers decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
authorization shall be deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its 
environmental delerminalion and its decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
auihorization, in view ofthe action and where appropriate, any direction or instruction 
from the 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 tho 
MND. 

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

Please note: While the "new" MND does contain alternatives, they are ihose previously 
rejected by city slaff and/or the applicant/landowner. Feasible, reduced impacis 
alternatives are not in this MND. Therefore, City Council direction "to review the 
alternatives to reduce lhe impacis" has not been followed. 

Rather, the same impacis are maintained as it is the exact projecl location and design-
about 125 feet laterally up the sleep slopes and50 feet vertically higher than the Mission 
Valley Plan designaled 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 complies with City Council direciion. No reply has been received 
as of this date. 

Thank you for your serious consideration and carefiil review ofthis latest MND on this 
parcel. Granting the building permil for this landowner will set a terrible precedent for 
future applications - and "there goes our valleyl". 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Shively 
Member, Appealanls for the Siena Club 

lo . 

•2-1 

t l . 

Vb. 

City slaff response(s) lo Ellen Shively commenl letler for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

20. Ttie effecl of the Council's granting the environmenlal determination appeal on September 26, 
2006 was Ihe vacation of the prior Hearing Officer and Planning Commission approvals of the 
projecl. While there is no prohibition on including this intormalion in lhe MND, it does not add 
lo or change the analysis of Ihe proposed project's impacis. Thc intent of SDMC 112.0520(F) is lo 
allow lhe Planning Commission lo re-review projecls in their entirety, rather than a limited 
review of lhe Environmental Documeni only. In effect, lhe projecl will appear before Ihe 
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, iherefore a statement conceming the application of 112. 0520(F) was noi 
included wiih in the MND. 

21. Tlie MND is noi a projecl proposal, it is an analysis of the applicant's proposed project. The 
Council did not reject lhe MND-il remanded the document back lo the Planning Commission 
for their reconsideration of its adequacy. Cily Council did not review the discrelionary permit. 
The Council's review was limited solely lo the adequacy of the environmental document. 

22. Please see response No. 9. 

23. This commenl is noted. 
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Elizabelh Shearer-Nauveri p a c i l i c Const Office Building Sth MND comments: why 51h MND should be withdrawn «r^£aci Page 1 

• 

From: 
To: 
Date; 
Subject: 

"Randy Berkman" <Jrb223@holmail,com> 
<oshearernguyen@sandiego.gov> 
4/4/2007 11:26:49 AM 
Pacific Coast Office Building 51h MND commenls: why 51h MND should be wilhdrawn 

> From: jrb223@hotmail.com 
> To: d3deas@sandleg0.gov: 
> CC: maguirre@sandiego.gov; sedwards@sandlego.gov; kheumann@sandiego.gov; 
Jmadaffer@sandiega.gov: rls@sandiego.edy; bmaienschein@sandiegos.gov: 
kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; pburnham@sandiego.gov: anlhonyyoung@sandlego.gov; 
shill@sandiego.gov;toniatkln3@sandiedgo,gov;befihueso@sandlego.gov;3cottpeters@sandiego.gov; 
donnafrye@sandiego,gov; savewellands@cax.nel; gailt@cl3.com: tmullaneyellenshively@sbcglobal.nel; 
terryweiner@sbcgIobal.net; jelliot@pacbeII.net; davld3pott@aol.com: peugh@cox.nel; 
jimbellob@hotmail.com;tmullaney@aol.com 

> Subject: Pacific Coast Office Building Sth MND comments: why Sth MND should be withdrawn 
> Dale: Wed, 4 Apr 2007 11:25:29 -0700 
> 
> 
> City staff: 
> 
> Below are the first 2 pages of comments on the 5lh MND. Full comments are attached lo Ihis email. To 
observe Ihe City Council direction (staled as part of the Appeal of the MND granted 9-26-06) "lo 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, see: 
> hUp;//www.angelflre.com/wy/rvpp/pacificcoastofficebullding.html 
> 
> ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COAST OFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS 
ON Sth MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) (by Randy Berkman; RVPP) 
> 
> 5lh 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. Sth MND SHOULD THEREFORE BE WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION. 
ANY FUTURE CEQA DOCUMENT MUST FOLLOW CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION. 
> 
> Page 46 of the September 26, 2006 Minutes (Atiachment 26) of the Cily Council meeting slates lhe 
following regarding City Council action on the appeal of Sierra Club. San Diego, Audubon, San Dlego, 
Mission Valley Communily Council and River Valley Preservation Project: 
> 
> "MOTION BY FRVE TO GRANT THE APPEAL AND SET ASIDE THE 
ENV1R0NMENTALDETERM1NATION (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 

Cily slaff response(s) lo Itandy Berkman eleclronic mail comment leiter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

24. Per Mr. Berkman's message, Ihe following comments provided wore from the first two pages of 

his comment leller. Staff has responded to his comments , please refer to response nos. 25 

through 59. 
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Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen - Pacific Coasl Office Building 5th MND commenls: why 5th MND should be withdrawn 

original). (Attachment 26) 
> 
> The above City Council direction "to review the alternatives to reduce the Impacts' is not found in lhe" 
new" MND. Rather, in the second sentence in Ihe "new" MND quote below, staff Inserts their own 
language (re-writing the City Code to gain project approval). This turns the City Council direction upside 
down and negates City Council's aulhority lo enforce CEQA (Pages 1, 4 of MND): 
> 
> "UPDATE: 
> City Council granted the appeal and set aside the environmenlal determinalion and remanded lhe 
matter to the previous decision maker (the Planning Commission). In addition, Cily Council directed slaff 
to provide addilional Information In the document regarding the various project designs that had been 
considered by the applicant lo allow the public to review lhe project's design process, and to provide lor 
public input through the document re-drculation process." (attachmenl 27) 
> 
> Such non-compliant re-writing of City Council direction makes the 5th MND invalid. Who is responsible 
for mis-stating this direciion? Was any Councilmember consulted for complying with Cily Council 
direction? 
> 
> The Sth MND also neglects to slate that lhe appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC 112.0520{f)whlch 
stales: 
> 
> 'the lower decision-makers decision lo granl lhe enlillements. approval or City auihorization shall be 
deemed vacated and the lower decision maker shall reconsider its environmental determination and its 
decision lo grant the enltllemenls, approval or City authorization, in view of the action and where 
appropriate, any direction or Instruction from the City Council," (Attachment 28). 
> 
> In olher 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 feel high, with the same lotal office 
building encroachment into Mission Valley Plan designated open space-even Ihough both the MND and 
permits for Ihis were rejected. While the "new" MND does contain allernatives, Ihey are those previously 
rejected by cily staff and/or lhe 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 lhe 
impacts' has not been followed. Rather, lhe same impacts are maintained as ll is the exact project 
location and design—aboul 125 feet laterally up the steep slopes and 50 feet vertically higher than the 
Mission Valley Plan designated open space (roof to 200 fool elevation).. 
> 
> In a March 6, 2007 email lo City project manager Anne Jarque, I asked how this 'new" MND complies 
with City Council direction. No reply was received. 
> 
> Attorney Robert Simmons recenlly wrote the following in regards to this "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 lalest issue of CALIFORNIA JURISPRUDENCE." 
> 
> Since staff has not followed City Council's direction 'to review lhe alternatives to reduce 

> Your friends are close to you. Keep Ihem thai way. 
> h Up ://s paces. live.com/signup.aspx 

Page 2! 

T 

IH 

Cily staff rcsponse(s) to Randy Berkman eleclronic mail comment leiter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building. Project No. 54384 

This Page Intentionally Lefl Blank. 
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Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen - Eacific Coast Office Building 51h MND commenls: why 5lh MND should be wilhdrawn Page 3 en - Pacit 4 
It's tax season, make sure to follow these few simple tips 
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City alaff response(s) lo Randy Berkman eleclronic mail commenl leiter for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Project No. 54384 

Tliis Page intentionally Left Blank. 
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ATTENTION: ELIZABETH SHEARER-NGUYEN: PACIFIC COASI 
OFFICE BUILDING COMMENTS ON Sth MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION (MND) (by Randy Berkman; RVPP) 

5"' 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 (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 Ihe 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 ' ' t 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 second s e n t e n c e i n t h e " n e w " 
MND q u o t e below, 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 to 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 dclennination and 

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

1^. 

City slaff i sponsets) to Randy Berkman electronic mail comment leiter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

25. Please response No. 9. 

1 
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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 a ' 
the public to review the project's design process, and 
provide for public input through the document re­
circulation process." (attachmenl 27) 

t o a l l o w 
t o 

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

Thc 5 lh MND also neglects lo state that Ihe appeal was granted pursuant to SDMC 
112.0520(0which states: 

"the lower decision-makers decision to grant the enlillements, approval or City 
auihorization shall be deemed vacated and thc lower decision maker shall reconsider its 
environmental determination and its decision to grant the entitlements, approval or City 
authorization, in view of (he action and where appropriale, any direction or instmction 
from the City Council." (Attachment 28). 

In olher words, the project's pennits ("prior approvals") were rescinded by the City 
Council's granting ofthe appeal. Slaff has not disclosed this or its implicationsin the 
MND. 

The "new" MND proposes the same, exact design ofbuilding, 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 does contain alternatives, they are those previously rejected by cily staff and/or the 
applicant/landowner (pp. 4-8; Figures 4-10), Feasible, reduced impacts alternatives are 
noi in this MND. Therefore, City Council direction "lo review the alternatives lo reduce 
the impacis" has noi been followed. Rather, the s a m e i m p a c t s a r e m a i n t a i n e d 
as il is the exact projecl location and design—about 125 feet laterally up the steep slopes 
and 50 feet vertically higher than the Mission Valley Plan designated open space (roof lo 
200 foot elevation).. 

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

Altomey Robert Simmons recenlly wrote tlie following in regards to this "new" MND: 

"there is a general mle of law—called "Res Adjudicala"—ihat would seem lo apply. This 
rule prohibits a reconsideration of an issue that has already been mled upon on its merits. 
You can find material, plus citations, on this doctrine in (he lalest issue of CALIFORNIA 
JURISPRUDENCE." 

* 

2S. 

-J-

TU. 

Il 
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City slaff reaponse(») lo Randy Berkman electronic mail comment leiter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. S4384 

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 environmenlal 
analysis of the proposed project, and slaff is unable to respond to the comment. 
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Since slaff has not followed City Council's direciion "lo review the alternatives to reduce 
the 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 project manager, Anne Jarque that I had uncovered new 
information aboul this land's history. This email was not answered. A prior Mission 
Valley Plan amendment (April 21 , 1992) changed the Mission Valley Plan land use 
designalion 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 lo 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 Ihe 2005-06 environmenlal 
reviews ofthe project. Page 2 ofthe Planning Department Report (January 16, 2992) lo 
Ihe Planning Commission states: 

"BACKGROUND 
During the July, 1990 CityGouncil hearings on the Mission Valley planned District 
Ordinance (PDO), Uic issue of hillside protection south of Interstate 8 (1-8) was 
discussed. The CityGouncil voted to retain the Rl-40000 zoning on five site ssouthof 1-
8 which are illustraled as Sites A through E on Attachment la. Thc 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 Ihat a portion 
of Sites A through E[Pacific Coasl lot is site D] and olher hillside areas south of 1-8 be re­
designated to open space on the Mission Valley Plan Land Use Map." 

Page 4 of Ihe 1992 City Manager Report to City Council (and page 3 of the 1992 
Planning Departmenl Report) state: 

"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," (Attachment 29, p. 4) 

The intent ofthe unanimous 1992 City Council (and Planning Commission) was lo 
protect this parlicular parcel from development above the 150 foot line. Why isn't this 
information in the MND? Since it was the clear intent of the 1992 Cily Council to proiecl 

ZI. 

3o. 

City slaff responsefc) lo Randy Berkman eleclronic mail commenl letler for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

29. Please see response number II. 

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

31. The redesignation of several southern hillside areas lo open space as part of the April 21,1992 
City Council adion identifies that only a portion of parcel 439-480-24, which is Ihe subject 
properly, was redesignated lo open space. In Ihe 1992 Cily Council action, lhe subject parcel was 
not designated in iCs entirely as open space. Only a portion of the subject site was designaled 
open space as referenced in the attachmenls to R-279807, "Amendment to Ihe Mission Valley 
Community Plan." The Mission Valley Communily Plan slates that no-large scale development 
should cut or grade, or extend above thc ISC elevalion contour on the southern slopes. Given 
Ihat abutting parcels include development that is up to 71,000 sq. fl in floor area, and average 
30,000 sq. ft., staff determined that the proposed struclure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be 
considered small-scale. In addition, lhe purpose and intent of the community plan polides 
regarding development limitations above Ihe 150" contour is for the preservation of the valleys 
hillside areas. The community plan's objeclives for hillside preservation are being met with 3.92 
acres of thc 4.94-acte site within a protected open space easement thai is not proposed for 
development. 
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this parcel from development (above 150 fool line), it is oven more clear now that it 
would lake anew legislative act of City Council to allow building above the 150 foot line 
on Ihis parcel. This shows conclusively Ihat this proposal is 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 ofhis building plans for 
this property. He wrote ihat an exception to the Mission Valley Planned District 
Ordinance (MVPDO) would be required for exceeding Ihe 150 fool elevalion restriction 
ofthe PDO (Attachment 30, p. 2). However, this was not disclosed in the Draft of firsi 
Final MND. WHY? 

Eric Bowlby and Randy Berkman pointed out that the MND was false and misleading at 
the November 2, 2005 hearing—due to the omission of Ihe aforementioned conflicls with 
the MVCP and PDO 150 foot elevation restrictions. Staff replied that the plan met an 
Exception lo Ihe PDO, The Hearing Officer continued lhe Hearing until January 18. He 
also instmcted staffto 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 rc-circulation for public commenl 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 thai made this a Process 4 to be 
scheduled first at Planning Commission.. After receiving letters from two landowner 
consultants and review by Cily soils expert, Mr. Miller issued a Legal Opinion that the 
retaining walls were not deviating from ESL regulations (serving as soil stabilization 
ralher than erosion control) and authorized scheduling ofa Process 3 Hearing as was Ihe 
case in November, 2005. On January 3, 2006, the Normal Heights Planning Group voted 
10-0 to oppose the project. The MND was revised for a second time without re­
circulation for public comment and re-issued March 31 . The revised MNDs added new 
discussions of land use and visual impacis. In May, 2006, the Mission Valley 
Community Counci! voted 6-0-1 to oppose thc project. When the Mission Valley 
Unified Planning Group (MVUPG) approved lhe projecl in September ,2005, il had not 
been disclosed thai 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 lo approve the project in 
September, 2005. After he learned thai the proposal was seeking an Exception lo die 
PDO, he voted to Appeal Ihe Hearing Officer approval al a May, 2006 meeting of 
MVUPG and spoke against the project al the City Council hearing. Similarly, Nonnal 
Heighls residents learned ofthis conflict with the PDO in a December, 2005 READER 
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Cily staff reaponsefa) lo Handy Berkman eleclronic mail commenl leller for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 543M 

32. Planning staff did make thc comment, based on a conceplual development plan submilied as part 
of a Preliminary Review, that an amendment lo Ihe Mission Valley Communily I'lan would be 
required for development above thc 150' contour line. With the applicant's formal projecl 
submittal, the application included a request for an exception to lhe Mission Valley PDO for 
developmenl above lhe 150' contour. Upon refinement of the project plans, and review of a full 
submittal, thc Planning Departmenl delermined Ihat it could consider a projecl on the site 
without a community plan amendment. This ia based in pari on a previous discretional approval • 
by lhe City Council that determined the line belween open space and development for Ihis 
parlicular property. The MVPDO,does allow deviations lo developing above lhe ISO" contour 
line under certain circumstances. In this case, the deviation seemed more appropriate lhan a 
community plan amendment that might establish exceptions that could apply elsewhere. 

The MND contains an analysis of the proposed project's environmental impacts. It is noi 
intended to be an exhaustive hislory of all communicalions and interim delerminalions Ihat took 
piace during the review process. Please see response No. 9 regarding lhe required conlenls of an 
MND. 

33. These commenls regarding the hislory of the permit process, the citations from the previous. 
MND, and CliQA case law are noted. 

34. At Ihe May 2006 meeting of the Mission Valley Community Planning Committee, the planning 
group had as an agenda item lhe reconsideration of their vole on lhe proposed projecl. Given the 
fact thai the project was on appeal to the Planning Commission at thai time, the planning group 
fell it necessary to discuss the appeal issues, and perhaps revisit their original recommendation of 
approval on Ihis project. The planning group has a project review sub-committee thai earlier in 
thc week had discussed the proposed projecl, Ihe environmenlal document and Ihe appeal issues. 
The opinion of the sub-committee was that there were no new issues Ihat would warrant 
reconsideration of lhe project. The planning group went on to discuss that they believed the 
projecl issues had been well veiled Ihroughout the review process, and the planning group felt 
Ihey had done a thorough review of the proposed projecl, including consideration of Ihe 
exception to Ihe PDO. The planning group did not find it necessary to reconsider or revisit their 
vole on the proposed projecl, and let their original recommendalion of approval stand. 
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article—rather than in the CEQA document (See Attachment 12, Page 3, Idler from Dave 
Poller to Hearing Officer Teasley). 

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

2. MND states that building below tlie MVCP and MVPDO 150 foot elevation 
restrictions would be "an unnecessary hardship on lhe ability to develop the land." 
However, a building below 150 line is feasible (Attachments 13, 14). The MND is 
inaccurate and misleading regarding this cenlral issue. 

3. MND Reply #2 states Ihat the present version of plan "reduces impacts" compared to 
prior version . However, 2004 version was 20 feet vertically down-slope from current 
proposal—starting at base pad of 140 feet elevation rather than current 160 foot elevation 
(See Allachments 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 #2a-g, included reasons lhal MVCP Amendment is allegedly not 
required. These were unaulhorized, 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 thc MVCP open space protections (in spile of CO 
zone). (Atiachment 7). 

6. l " Draft MND Reply 112 and Reply #3 were false and misleading. Both replies suggest 
that the proposal is consistent with the land use designation of lhe MVCP. At the June 15 
Planning Commission Hearing, staff acknowledged for thc first time that thc entire 
building would be in MVCP open space. 
7. Cily Reply 2c stated Ihat grading "minimally disturbs Ihe 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), Ihis amount 
exceeds the 6000 cubic yards/graded acre threshold which is the HIGHEST LEVEL OF 
IMPACT (Atiachment 4). This impact also triggers an EIR as it conflicls wiih 
environmenlal objectives ofthe MVCP. 

8. Conflicts wiih environmental objectives/open space of MVCP are further evidence of 
land use impacts pursuant to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds. 
9. Slaff incorrectly used City's 2004 DRAFP Significance Thresholds for review of Land 
Use impacis (conflicts with MVCP environmental objectives, land use designation 
"may" be considered significant rather lhan "will" be considered significant as slated in 
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City alaff rcspomels) to Randy Berkman comment Idler for 
Pacific Coail Office Building, Project No. 54384 

35. The subject property is split designated, "Commercial-Office" and "Open space." With the 
approval of a PCD in 1977, the project approva! included a corresponding rezone of a 
development footprint, 1.08 acres, lo "Commercial-Office." The Cily Council approval of Ihe 
PCD also included lhe establishment of an open space ease men I on the remaining 3.8 acres of the 
site, further memorializing Ihe line between open space and developmenl. When lhe Mission 
Valley Planned District Ordinance was established in 1990, the rezone of the site from CO to MV-
CO used lhe same boundary, seemingly acknowledging that boundary for development. With 
Ihese actions, there appears Io have been an expectation of development on Ihat portion of the 
sile zoned for Commercial Office, which is what the applicant is proposing. The proposed 
developmenl does not conflict with Ibe community plan. The projecl proposed is within lhe 
limits established for development, outside of the open space easement, and wiihin the area 
zoned for Commercial Office development. In addilion, the purpose and intent of the 
communily plan policies regarding plan designaled open space is for the preservation of Ihe 
valleys hillside areas. The community plan's objectives for hillside preservation arc being mel 
with 3.92 acres of the 4,94-acre site wiihin a prolecled open space easement thai is not proposed 
for deveiopment. 

36. The site constrainls of the 150" contour resull in a narrow portion of land that measures 20 feel in 
width by 285' in length leading to a triangular portion that measures approximately 160' by 60 
feet. The minimum drive aisles and setbacks required would limit Ihe area for development even 
further. On an individual project basis, the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance allows for 
the criteria of Ihe planned dislrict to be increased or decreased when lhe following is applicable: 
due to special conditions or exceptional characteristics of the property, or ol its location or 
surroundings, strict interprelalion of the criteria of the planned district would resull in unusual 
difficulties or unnecessary hardship or would be inconsislent with the general purpose of the 
planned district. Due to Ihe topography of the site, limiting the development area of the property 
to below the 150 foot coniour line would present an unnecessary hardship on Ihe abilily to 
develop the land. The purpose and intenl of the community plan policies regarding 
developmenl limitaiions above Ihe ISff contour is for the preservation of Ihe valleys hillside 
areas. The community plan's objectives for hillside preservation arc being met with 3.92 acres of 
Ihe 4.94-acre site within a protected open space easement that is noi proposed for developmenl. 

37. These comments regarding the history of the permit process, the dlalions from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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City staff responseta) to Randy Berkman comment letler for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 543M 

38. The proposed project is within Ihe limits established for development by the previous City 

Council action in 1977, and outside of lhe open space easement. The Mission Valley Community 

Plan states that no-large scale development should cut or grade, or extend above the 150" 

elevation contour on the southern slopes. Given that abutt ing parcels include development Ihat 

is u p lo 71,000 sq. fl in floor area, and average 30,000 sq. ft,, staff determined that the proposed 

slructure of less lhan 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. Also, the 1992 amendments to 

thc Mission valley Communi ty Plan thai resulted in redesignated some southern hillside areas lo 

open space identifies that only a port ion of the subject site was redesignated to open space, noi 

the whole parcel in its entirety. In addilion, the purpose and intent of the communi ty pian 

policies regarding development limitaiions above the ISff contour is for the preservation of Ihe 

valleys hillside areas. The communi ty plan's objectives for hillside preservation are being met 

with 3.92 acres of the 4.94'acre sile wiihin a protecled open space easement that is nut proposed 

for developmenl. Tlierefore, a communi ly plan amendment is not required. 

39. The subject property is split-designated, "Commercia I-Office" and "Open Space", with the 

"Open Space" line at the 150" contour. A portion of the projecl is within plan-des ign a ted open 

space, but outside of the open space easement that had been sot aside with the previous City 

Council action in 1977. The previous Cily Council action esiablished a footprint for development 

of Ihe site, and put lhe remainder of lhe properly wiihin an open space easement. Thc projecl 

proposed is wiihin Ihe 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 lhe sile from CO lo MV-CO used the same boundary , seemingly 

acknowledging thai boundary for development. Wiih these actions, there appears lo have been 

an expectation of developmenl on that portion of the sile zoned for commercial/office - which is 

what the applicant is proposing, l l ie proposed development does not conflict wiih the 

community plan. The project proposed is within the limits established for developmenl , outside 

of lhe open space easement, and within the area zoned for Commerciai Office development . In 

addition, the purpose and intent of Ihe communily plan policies regarding developmenl 

limitations above Ihe ISC' 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 sile wi th in a protected open space easement that is not proposed for developmenl . 

40. These commenls regarding the hislory ot the permit process, lhe citations from Ihe previous 

MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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the prior Cily CEQA Thresholds (Attachment 16). Under CEQA Section 15067.4(b), the 
thresholds used in CEQA reviews "must be adopled by resolution, ordinance, rule or 
regulation"; and have not been. Also, under CEQA, if there ia lack of clarity interpreting 
CEQA language, the interpretation which affords the greatest environmental proleclion is 
to be utilized. StafT repeatedly ignores this CEQA requirement. (See: CEQA must be 
interpreted "to afford the fullest possible protection lo the environment within the 
reasonable scope ofthe slatulory language." (quoting Friends of Mammoth v. County of 
Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 247,259)). 

10, 1st MND Reply #4 was inaccurate and misleading ".. .designisconsistent 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, lhe entire building would be above the 150 
foot line of the MVPDO, 

11, The fiflh reason in support of no MVCP Amendment is "Approximately 80% ofthe 
parcel is in an open space easement." Again, this is irrelevant to the projecl exceeding Ihe 
MVCP and SDMC 150 foot elevation limit. It is relevant to note Ihat forming the open 
space easement was "mitigalion" for the 1978 projecl. However, even with that 
mitigation, tlie Planning Department found the impacis to the open space zone above 150 
feet-would still be unmitigated (See: Attachment 5). Also, as previously stated, lhe 
Open Space Easement will likely be permanently impacted for brush management/fire 
prevenlion. One half of thc CSS would be removed from Zone 2; and all CSS removed 
from Zone 1. The remainder will have lo be regularly pruned from heights of 4 feet or 
more l oa height of six inches. 

Also, the up-slope extension of Scheidler Way is noi shown on MVCP diagrams or 
referred to in the text. Extending a road inlo steep slopes/Coastal Sage Scnib/designaled 
open space is a clear trigger of a land use impact under the Cily'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 wiih environmental laws are evidence of significant impacts 
(See CEQA case: Protect Ihe Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency, 116 
Cal. App. 4lh 1099(2004). 
"Such thresholds can be drawn from existing environmenlal standards, such as other 
statutes or regulalions. "'[A] lead agency's use of exisling environmental standards in 
detennining 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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Cily staff responscts) lo Randy Berkman comment leiter for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

The Land Development Manual Sleep Hillside Guidelines does not require the 
"minimized use of retaining walls," The Design Standards for commercial developmenl slate 
thai retaining walls could be used in three ways. First, they can be incorporated into the design 
of the structure so Ihat they become part of Ihe structure. Second, if retaining walls are proposed 
adjacent lo open space, Ihey shall be broken into multiple slepped walls. Third, gravity (crib) 
walls can be used, regardless of height, provided Ihat 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. 

These comments regarding the hislory of lhe permit process, the citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noled. 

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

These comments regarding (he history of the permit process, Ihe citations from Ihe previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noled. 
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retaining walls. This conflict was not disclosed or reviewed in thc MNDs—making the 
MND misleading and inadequate. Project proposes nine retaining walls over 1600 feet 
total length—probably lhe longest private use ofsucli walls in city history. Conflict with 
this sleep hillside regulatory standard is evidence of significant impacts to land use, 
public safety, and visual quality, 

2. Alternative Compliance (deletion of) brush managemenl (as proposed May 31, 
2006/4 ,h MND revision; and the current, 5'h edition of MND) is not allowed according 
to tbe Land Developmenl Manual (Attachment 18). Conflict with this regulatory 
standard is evidence that brush managemenl impacts are "reasonably foreseeable" and 
must be reviewed in an EIR since a CSS mitigation area/Open Space Easement is 
likely tobe impacted after fire staff declares "imminent fire hazard" during dry 
season. (Allachmenl I). 

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 thc precedenl nature of opening lhe 
higher south slopes of Mission Valley for development. Opening the higher south slopes 
to development triggers a Mandatory Finding of Significance/EIR. 

4. Court recognized CEQA expert Dave Potter wrote that EIR is required (Attachment 
13). 
5. Conflicts with MVPDO: "Development, including road conslruction above the 150-
foot contour line shall not occur." (Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance 
103.213(A)). 
6. MND stales MVPDO Exception should be granted for invalid reasons. NONE ofthe 
8800 square feet of land below the 150 foot contour line is proposed to be used for lhe 
building itselfl The 2004 plan did plan to use land below 150 foot line. 
7. Additional Development Pennit Findings for Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) 
Conflicls: 
A. "minimum disturbance lo ESL." Reduced Impacts Option over smaller footprint 
(Allachments 13, 14) shows proposal is not consistent with this required by Code 
Finding. This is evidence of significant impacts to land use and CSS. Issue not reviewed 
in MND makes MND inadequate. 

8. "The proposed developmenl will minimize Ihe alteration of natural landforms...." 
The proposal is inconsistent with this required by Code Finding—evidence of significant 
impacis 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 wiih Codes for 
conect Process (3,4,5) have not been addressed in lhe MND. 

1. Thc MVPDO 103.2101 requires that Uie proposal be consistenl witli Ihe community 
plan. City Code 126.0504(a)(1) requires that the applicable land use plan isnot 
"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. Cily Code 126.0504(b)(4) refers to MSCP which requires projects to be consistenl 
with the land use designation ofthe communily Plan. This is noi consistent with 
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City alaff responaed) lo Itandy Berkman comment leller for 

Pacific Coasl Office Building, Project No. 54384 
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45. Refer to response number 36. 

46. Tlie project minimizes lhe disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands and lhe alteration of 
natural landforms by incorporating the Sleep Hillside Guidelines for commercia! development. 
The site improvements are designed and sited such Ihat Ihe development areas are locaied at 
varying elevations, 'lhe design, size, and placemen! takes into consideration the locaiion of 
surrounding developments and is sited and orientated in order to create a view corridor to Ihe 
hillside and open space. Ihe structure is stepped to follow the natural line of existing 
topography, and is set into the hillside to blend the structure into the site, 'Ihe structure is 
articulated, providing offsetting planes, varying roof pitches and architeclural details to further 
blend the structure into the sile and reduce bulk and scale, Splil level driveways lead lo separate 
parking areas instead of one large parking lot. Parking areas arc both incorporated into the 
structure for luck-under parking, and are sel back from the hillside and buffered with berms and 
landscaping. Rather than one lype of retaining wall, various types of relaining walls are utilized. 
They are incorporated into the struclure, have varying heights, are stepped, and are landscaped. 

47. These comments regarding lhe hislory of the permit process, the citations from the previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noted. 
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Development Services staff also made written comments that such u proposal above the 
150 foot elevation line conflicts with the MVCP. This conflict again is evidence ofa 
land use impact/EIR requirement. Ironically, this prior plan was proposed 20 feet 
LOWER vertically down-slope. The current proposal would have even more impacis 
since il would be 20 feel HIGHER vertically up-slope. Slaff 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 lo Plan Amendment- See Long Range commenls, p.8)" 

i-n. 

46. 
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MSCP since it is proposed entirely in designaled open space. Tlie conflict with this 
code is evidence of significant land use, public safety, CSS, visual quality, and 
cumulalive/precedent setting impacts of opening the higher south slopes to building. 

3. City Code 126.0504(b)(1) requires "minimum disturbance" to ESL." 126.0504(b)(2) 
requires proposals "minimize alteration of lhe natural landforms." Conflicts with these 
codes are described in these comments and are evidence of significant impacis to sleep 
hillsides, CSS, land use, visual quality, and cumulative/precedent setting impacts. That 
these ESL conflicts were not reviewed in lhe MND or subjected lo CEQA required public 
comment—makes tlie MND fundamentally inadequate and misleading. 

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

"Development oriented toward the valley and accessed by roads from Ihe Valley floor 
should not extend above the 150-foot elevation coniour." (Mission Valley Communily 
Plan (MVCP); Attachmenl 7, Page 3)) 

Further evidence thai the proposal conflicls with the MVCP open space land use 
designalion: is seen in a 2004 leiter from landowner attorney, J. Michael McDade: 

"Thc 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 

0 

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

So. 

T 
52, 

"Tlie Mission Valley Communily Plan slates Ihat hillsides above thc 150 foot contour 
should be designated open space and ihat hillsides below the 150 fool contour should be 
low intensiiy development. A plan amendment would be required to develop above the cTa 
150 foot contour." (City Planner John Wilhoit) 

(The 2 aforementioned pages ofthe Cycle Issues Report are Attachment 8). _ l _ 

City slaff responseta) lo Randy Berkman commenl leller for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Pioject No. 54384 

48. Refer lo response number 46. 

49, This comment has been noted. 

50. These comments regarding Ihe hislory of lhe permit process, Ihe dlalions from lhe previous 
MND, and CEQA case law are noled. 

51. Refer to response number 38. 

52. Referloresponsenumbcr38. 

53. Pianning slaff did make lhe comment, based on a conceptual development plan submitted as part 
of a Preliminary Review, Ihat an amendment lo the Mission Valley Communily Plan would be 
required for development above Ihe ISO" contour line. Wiih Ihe applicant's formal projecl 
submittal, the application included a request for an exception lo the Mission Valley PDO for 
developmenl above lhe ISC coniour. Upon refinement of the project plans, and review of a full 
submittal, the Planning Department delermined that il could consider a projecl on the site 
without a communily plan amendment. This is based in part on a previous discretional approval 
by the City Council lhal determined lhe line between open space and developmenl for this 
parlicular property. The MVPDO docs allow deviations to developing above lhe 150' contour 
line under certain circumstances. In ihis case, the deviation seemed more appropriate than a 
community plan amendment that might establish exceptions that could apply elsewhere. The 
Mission Valley Community Plan stales Ihat no-large scale developmenl should cut or grade, or 
extend above the 150' elevation contour on lhe 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., slaff 
determined lhal Ihe proposed structure of less than 10,000 sq. ft can be considered small-scale. 
Also, Ihe 1992 amendments to the Mission valley Communily Plan that resulted in redesignated 
some southern hillside areas lo open space idcnlifies Ihat only a portion of thc subject sile was 
redesignated to open space, not the whole parcel in its entirely. The purpose and intent of the 
community plan policies regarding developmenl limitations above the ISO" contour is for Ihe 
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-acrc site wiihin a protected open space 
easement that is not proposed for developmenl. Therefore, a community plan amendment is not 
required. 
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The City's DRAFT CEQA significance determination thresholds (2004) were inconectiy 
used by staff in review of lhe MND's Land Use impacts. CEQA Section 15067.4(b), 
clearly states that CEQA thresholds must be adopled by resolution, ordinance, rule or 
regulation lo 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, mle, or 
regulation, and developed ihrough a public review process and be supported by 
subslantial evidence." 

The 2004 DRAFT Thresholds have not been adopted and so are not to be used in CEQA 
reviews. These DRAFT Thresholds state: "Tlie following may be considered significanl 
land use impacts; 1, Inconsistency/conflict with lhe environmental goals, objectives, or 
guidelines of a community or. general plan. 4. Development or conversion of general 
plan or community plan designaled open space or prime farmland lo a more intensive 
use." The prior CEQA thresholds are applicable. The prior thresholds for Land Use 
impacis assessment state lhe same WITH ONE IMPORTANT DIFFERENCE: "will be 
considered significant land use impact" rather lhan "may be considered significanl land 
use impacts." If there is any lack of clarity in interpreting CEQA language, the 
interpretation which affords the greatest environmental protection is lo 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 fool elevation, grading extends lo 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 Ihe MVCP open space land usc designation occurs. Slaff has written 
(January 11, 2006 Report to Hearing OfTicer) 'The Cily also accepted the dedication of 
the narrow panhandle portion of lhe 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" of the January 11 staff report refened to is 
a 1961 Nagel Tract Map. It and the MVCP do not show the cunently proposed, up-slope 
(about 35 feet) exlensionof Scheidler Way. Extensionof Scheidler Way up-slope into 
designaled open space. This is a land use impact pursuant to the city's CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds (Attachment 16) since it conflicls with the open 
space land use designation ofthe community plan and results in other impacis such as 
habitat loss. 

MORE EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED LAND USE IMPACTS 
TRIGGERS EIR: 63 0 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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MND. DOES STAFF MAINTAIN THAT THIS QUANTITY OF FILL IS A 
"MINIMAL DISTURBANCE" OF NATURAL TERRAIN?! 

One standard dump truck holds 10 cubic yards of soil. "400 cubic yards weighs one 
miliion pounds." (See: http://www-fonnal.stanford.edu/jmc/progress/untried.html}. Thc 
MND slates "approximately .83 acre would be graded . Earthwork quantities associated 
with the sile 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 feel." (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 lo do some ofthis, one cannot deny Ihat the 
excavation of 630 dump Iruck loads of soil creating a 23 foot deep crater—is far from 
"minimal disturbance of natural terrain." Since 400 cubic yards of soil weighs a million 
pounds, the 6300 cubic yards proposed for excavation, would weighl 15.75 million 
pounds (6300 divided by 400= 15.75 multiplied by 1 million)—again, far from 
minimally disturbing the natural terrain. In ihis sense, the plan is significantly 
inconsislent with Ihe MVCP. Further evidence of the severity of lhe impact is listed in the 
1977 EIR for a similar sized office building on Ihis site. That EIR stated that grading in 
excess of 6,000 cubic yards/acre would be the highest category of impaci (See 
Attachment 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). The 1977 
plan called for 5555 cubic yards/graded acre (6000 cubic yards/1.08 acre=5555cubic 
yards/graded acre). Significant unmitigated impacis trigger an EIR under CEQA- This 
issue is noi addressed in any ofthe MNDs. This inconsistency/conflict with the "minimal 
grading" language ofthe 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 Land Use Thresholds of Significance) 

The MVCP slates: 

"OBJECTIVE 

Preserve as open space those hillsides characterized by steep slopes or geological 
instabilily in order to conlrol urban form, insure public safely, provide acsthelic 
enjoyment, and protect biological resources. 

5M-. 
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"Designate the hillsides and canyons which have any ofthe following characteristics as 
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 Easl Mission LRT. .64 acres of CSS would be lost 
according to the 5l edition of MND. This does not count the "reasonably foreseeable" 
impacts to the open space easement from eventual brush management due lo "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 impacis 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) stales: 

"Presently Ihe sleep, undeveloped site is covered with mature chaparral and areas of 
coastal sage 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 lhe 
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 State 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 Slates. (Attachment 15). 

Tiie 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. Tlie proposed building is again inconsistent with these MVCP 
objectives. Again, this triggers an EIR due to land use impacts since such conflicts 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 

* 
Cily slaff response(s) lo Randy Berkman commenl leller for 
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The cunent (5lh edition) MND does not state the total length of retaining walls. Why? 
Prior editions of tlie MND did state 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 lengdi? If yes, please include the address and brief description of it. Can staff name 
any private development in SanDiego 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 Attachment 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 walls, proposal would be Process 4 (though MVCP amendment issues 
makes it Process 5) 

According to prior MND (January 2006), the proposal calls for 9 retaining walls with 
combined length of 1,601 linear feet, (relaining and Concrete Masonry Unit walls 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 Determination 
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 feel in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would 
be visible to the public." 

The proposed length of 1601 feet exceeds the 50 foot significance threshold by 1551 feet 
or 32 times! The height Ihreshold of 6 feet is exceeded by 4 feet. While landscaping of 
these walls is mentioned in 5L MND, the prior MNDs color photographic rendering 
show 100% ofthe wails with no landscaping. The landscaping costs, labor and 
maintenance of walls over 1/4 mile long make it unlikely that such a project would 
maintain landscaping for the simple reason that it is too expensive. The % milet- 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 is 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 areas such as this (See CEQA expert Dave Potter's letter: Attachmenl 13). This 
projecl proposes 6300 cubic yards of grading over .83 acre which equals 7590 cubic 
yards/graded acre. The MVCP and MVPDO established thc 150 ft. contour line to protect 
visual quality/open space. Any development above 150 f t . l i n e Chat 
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 Che s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h e impact . 

Slaff misquotes Ihe City's thresholds language to rationalize why this is not significant. 

"However, the above conditions [such as 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 altemative design features alleged by staffto 
offset any visual impacts). 

The actual language ofthe CEQA City Significance Thresholds for Landform 
Alleration/Visual Quality states: 

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

The amount of grading is so in excess of lhe 2,000 cubic yard/graded acre significance 
Ihreshold, that the "alternative design" aspect of the plan does not offsel the severity of 
the visual impacts. In short, due to its proposed location higher up the south slopes lhan 
any building in the valley, it would "slick out like a sore thumb" and be visible from 
sunounding roads and freeway. Slaff acknowledges "The building is designed lo appear 
long and flat from the street and river view corridors..." (Resolution in support of Site 
Development Permit). Us visibility from the public street, Scheidler Way, would be 
particularly severe—yel staff ignores this. 

REDUCED IMPACTS- OPTIONS 

2004 ARCHITECT'S 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 lakes a grain of truth (Ihat some minor encroachments above 150 wouldbe 
required) and uses Ihis to rationalize lhe maximum encroachment—immediately adjacent 
to the open space easement at the 200 foot elevation. This is ridiculous. 

The proposal does not minimize impacts lo designated open space as directed by Hearing 
officer Didion and City Attorney David Miller (November 2, 2005 Hearing; See 
Attachment 20; email from Cily Altomey David Miller "least deviation possible."). 
Rather, il proposes lo extend about 125 feel laterally up-slopc to the very edge ofthe 
Open Space Easement/ Coasial Sage Scrub mitigation area. And again, this alternative 
was rejected by Cily 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 foot 
elevation and "second level" at 154 foot elevation. A one story building with roof at 150 
feet (compliant with PDO and MVCP) is feasible by digging down 4 feet to a 136 foot 
elevation base pad.. Such a one slory building could have about 5000 square feet with 
plenty of space for the required 20 car parking lot sliglitly above the 150 foot elevation 
line shown on the City diagram. If the applicant were to dig down about 20 feet so as lo 
have a base pad at the 120 foot elevation, a 2 story building is feasible along wiih 37 car 
parking lotto the west. In contrast, the cunent plan calls for a base pad at 160 foot 
elevation with roof to 200 feet. It is relevant to nole, that after City Planner John Wilhoit 
changed his mind and informed the applicant that no Mission Valley Plan Amendment 
would be required (See Attachments #8, 9) , the base pad was moved from 140 foot 
elevation to 160 foot elevalion. Staffhas referred to the present design—20 feet higher 
vertically up slope—as having "reduced impacts" compared lo 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 impacis" is not valid. 

According to scale diagrams and site visit measurements, there is about 42 feet between 
existing relaining wall bordering lhe properly to the north and the exisling barricade at the 
up-slope terminus 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. Whal is clear upon visiting the site, is that 
such an access road could be built at a lower elevalion than Ihe adjacent parking lot to 
the west—which the 1977 map shows is between the 150 foot and 160 fool elevations. 
The cunent proposal MAXIMIZES upper slope encroachment—extending lo the open 
space easement 200 fool elevation. It also proposes extending Scheidler Way up-slope. 
The reduced impacts option would reduce project footprint and impacts to Coastal Sage 
Scrub. The aforemenlioned access road would solve the alleged inaccessibilily problems 
stated in landowner atlomey Robert Vaachi's April 2006 Memo to the city. A pedestrian 
bridge (as mentioned in general in the MVCP) could access the far east part ofthe land 
below Ihe 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 Ihe City 
Council, slaff did not include this option in the MND. 

UNRESOLVED BRUSH MANGEMENT ISSUES: 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 OF 
PROPOSAIVNEW CEQA PROCESS? UNPRECEDENTED ELIMINATION OF 
BRUSH MANGEMENT FOR THIS PROJECT? 

See Attachmenl 18 from the Land Development Manual which states that "alternative 
compliance" (as proposed) is noi available under the Municipal Code for brush 
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management. In olher words, fire department staff cannot re-write the law on this topic. 
Tliat would require a legislative act of City Council. 

Can city staff cite ANY such development built immediately adjacent to coastal sage 
scrub (buill since bmsh managemenl 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 ofthis project. 

Clearing and removal of Coastal Sage Scmb in the open space easement was planned 
though not disclosed in lhe MNDs. l" MND Reply #1 stales: "The open space easement 
is 3.89 acres. No development/encroachment is proposed wiihin the open space 
easement." The San Diego Municipal Code defines "development" to include 
"clearing....managing brush..."(Chapler 11, Arl. 3, Div. 1, Sec. 6). Diagram A2.0 
(Attachment 1) tells a different story than Ihe "no development/encroachment" statement 
ofthe MND—showing Fire Zones I and 2 extending uphill of the proposed building into 
the open space easement. The Zone 2 adivity 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% are cut and cleared shall be pruned lo reduce fuel 
loading in accordance with the Landscape standards in the Land development code. Zone 
2 shall be maintained on a regular basis by pmning and thinning plants, controlling weeds 
and maintaining any temporary irrigation systems." 

Since one halfof Ihe existing CSS would be removed (and any remaining plants are lo be 
cut lo 6 inches), an importani protedion against erosion would be permanently uprooted.. 
Also, the soil is described as having thc highest potential for erosion "severe" in lhe 
1977 EIR for a similar sized oflice building which was never buill (Allachmenl 2). Tliis 
"new" erosion issue is not addressed in the MNDs. 

Zone 1 Fire Protedion, which also intrudes thc 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 wiihin thc open space easement...(City Reply 2b)." And that no 
development will occur there (Reply #1). Thc 1977 Map of the site (Allachmenl 3) slates 
"Retain Natural Grade And Vegetation" in the open space easement area. The open space 
easement was thc heart of "mitigation" for re-zoning part ofthe site to office use. Staff 
has repeatedly staled that no development would occur there. When it is reasonably 
foreseeable that part ofthe Open Space Easement/ mitigalion for a prior plan on-site, is 
itself likely lo be permanently impacted—this is further evidence of significant 
unmitigated impacts /EIR requirement. 

4 
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The Enata Sheet MND, (4lh edition, May 31, 2006) discloses the following allegedly 
"new" mitigation to avoid fire hazards/public safety impacis: 

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

However, a June 6, 2006 email from Fire Department staff Bob Medan states: "This 
project is subject lo all the new building construction requirements for projecls adjacenl 
lo hazardous vegetation. That means Ihe entire stmcture will be 1 hour constmclion, have 
a Class A roof, protecled openings, clc." Therefore, it appears clear that no "new" 
miligalion for fire prevention was planned. It was already required by Code as Mr. 
Medan wrote. Deletion of bmsh management adjacent to "hazardous vegetation," 
represents the elimination ofa public safety/fire prevention mitigalion measure described 
in 3 prior MNDs and the prior Permit Resolution, Il is also Iroubling that Fire Department 
staffhas not replied to email asking whether locating the project aboul 125 feet higher 
(laterally) up the slope could pose a new fire threal to Nonnal Heights—from on-site 
hazards such as a discarded cigarette. Is there any empirical evidence showing that a 10 
ft. relaining wall would eliminate dangers of up-slope fires? The MND states that a 
retaining wall with irrigalcd vegelalion will ad 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-site hazards as a tossed cigarette. 

Removing bmsh 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 of them could name such a project. At the June 15 Hearing, Planning 
Commissioner Chase asked if this proposal would pose a new threal lo olher properties. 
She also asked if Fire staff had made a sile visit. Mr. Medan replied ihat he had not made 
a site visit. Fire code (142.0412(k) allows the Fire Department to require bmsh 
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 Ihat bmsh management in the Open Space 
Easement will eventually be required due to predictable fire hazards immediately adjacent 
to the building? The answer appears lo be as prediclable as dry weather in summertime 
San Diego. The fact that the Land Developmenl Manual does not pennit such altemative 
compliance for brush management adds to Ihe assertion that the impacts of bmsh 
management lo the Open Space Easement are reasonably foreseeable. Under CEQA, 
proposals cannot be segmented lo offer the appearance of reduced impacts (Section 
15165: "segmenting or piecemealing" not permitted). Staffhas acknowledged that the 
Open Space Easement is for public, not private use—pursuanl to thc City Codc; and that 
impacis to il, are not allowed. However, reasonably foreseeable impacts to the Open 
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Space Easement must be reviewed in an EIR. This is another reason lhe MND is 
inadequate. 

With this proposal, bmsh managemenl impacts to thc 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 
represents over 28% ofthe site (1.43 acres/4.88 =28+%). Even if ANY development 
were allowed in MVCP open space, the allowed encroachment is 20%—pursuant to ESL 
regulalions—and acknowledged by staff report. This would trigger altemative 
compliance—which is not allowed in designated open space according to the LDM and 
143.0! 37(d) of thc Municipal Code. "Altemative compliance shall not be considered for 
lands that are designated open space in the applicable land usc plan..." Again, conflicts 
with regulatory standards, are evidence of significant impacis under CEQA. These legal 
conflicts have not been reviewed—again making thc MND inadequate. 

The proposal appears lo confiici with Califomia Fire Code (Public Resources Code 4291} 
which requires a 100 fool fire zones buffer. This issue was not addressed by the Planning 
Commission. This CA brochure page is Allachmenl 17. This is evidence that impacts lo 
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 impaci. 

EVIDENCE OF POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS IN THE VAACHI MEMO 

This Memo was disclosed lo the public for the first timeal the April 19, 2006 hearing. 

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

"Ofthe remaining lots with land above the 150-conlour line, ail bul three have large 
portions of developable land above the 150-contour line and are fully developed beiow 
the 150-foot contour line." If this proposal is allowed above the 150 contour, other 
landowners will be financially encouraged to seek similar Exceptions lo the PDO, His 
statement that all but three lots have "large portions of developable land above thc 150-
contour line" is especially foreboding for the future ofthe valley's steep slopes. It is 
relevant to note that this statement is inconsistent with Altomey McDade's letter which 
states "All but a tiny portion ofthe protected hillsides will continue lo be preserved." 
The potentially major cumulative impacts of approving tbe projecl are not addressed in 
the MND; nor can such impacts be miligaied—evidence ofthe EIR requiremenl. The 
1977 Planning Departmenl also identified the likely major impacis of such a precedent 
encroachment higher up the slopes in the open space zone. 

The Vaachi Memo was also used to assert that development below the 150 foot elevation 
is not feasible. However, this assertion was not made by an engineer or other 
constmction expert. Thc Hearing officer did not ask the owner's consultants whether it 
was feasible to build below 150 foot elevalion. A building below 150 feet elevation is 
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feasible even if an access road/parking lot might minimally exceed ISO foot contour line 
(Attachment 13, 14). 

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

in 1977, theCity of San Diego Planning Department recommended DENIAL of thc 
Permil for a nearly identical sized office building (Attachment 5; 3 pages): 

"The Planning Department recommends DENIAL ofthe proposed projecl based on the 
belief (hat all ofthe necessary finding of fact cannol be met for granting approval... 

1. Thc proposed use at tliis particular location would noi be necessary or desirable to 
provide a service or facility contribuling to the general well-being ofthe neighborhood, 
the communily and the City 

3. Thedevelopment, would under the circumstances of this particular case, be 
detrimenlal to the health, safety and general welfare of persons living or working the area 
and injurious to property and improvements (exisling or future) in the vicinity. The 
subject property is part ofthe steep southerly slope of Mission Valley covered with 
mature Chaparral and Coastal Sage Scmb. Tliis property is 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 this development would 
establish a precedent for additional encroachment into Ihe undisturbed lier of natural open 
space extending laterally along the entire south slope of Mission Valley. 

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

For thc proposed type of commercial project, on sile disturbance ofthe hillside lot would 
be minimized with the proposed building placement, archileclural design and 
landscaping, nevertheless, the project would entail conslruction on a visually significant 
natural site in the hillside overlay review zone. Such deveiopment...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 lhe proposed projecl utilizes only one-
fourth of lhe large lot, il remains a significant new encroachment not only in terms of lhe 
office building itself, but more importantly in terms of future developincnt expectations 
for this and adjoining properties arising from the rezoning of the entire 4.88 acre parcel to 
CO, Tlierefore, a subslantial mitigation of the issue ofthe developmenl precedent in a 

SS 

Cily slaff response(s) lo Randy Berkman comment letler for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Proiecl No. 54384 

55. 'lhe commentor is correct in stating that the Planning Commission recommended denial of a 
similarly-sized projecl in 1977, and thai an EIR was prepared for the projecl, which staled that the 
development of the sile would establish a precedent for encroachment into the natural open 
space, and that the encroachment could not be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

i lowever, according to the administraiive record, thc Cily Counci! approved the project and, 
pursuant to Resolution No. 219900 adopted on December 14,1977, determined that the mitigation 
proposed by lhe applicanl (locating the project on the lower portion of the property and granting 
the City an open space easement over thc balance of the property, approximately (hree acres) 
would reduce thc project's impacts lo below a level of significance. 

While lhe above Iwo paragraphs may be of interest regarding lhe 1977 project proposal, liAS slaff 
analyzed the currently proposed projecl on its own merits and in lhe context of current 
surrounding development and significance thresholds. 
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natural area would be to limit CO zoning to that minimum lot necessary to contain the 
proposed office project, leaving lhe remaining area of the property in its existing R-l-1 
Zone. A "Reduced Project Scope" altemative was 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). This is clear 
evidence that the current proposal would open lo development tbe now, MVCP 
protected slopes above the 150 foot contour line. Tins results in a Mandatory Finding of 
Significance/EIRrequiremcnt. 

MORE EVIDENCE OF EIR REQUIRED 

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

2006 City Council rejected ihis altemative proposed in an MND. 

In 1977, Mesa Mortgage Company proposed a similar size office building ("10,000 
square feet on the lower 1.08 acres of a 4.88 acre hillside lot"--! 978 EIR: See 
Attachment 5) on the same site as the proposed Pacific Coast Office building. The Cily's 
Environmental Quality Division prepared an EIR for that project. To reduce impacts, a 
1977 alternative is shown which extends lo about 185 feet. The Pacific Coast proposal 
extends as high as 200 feet according to the S* MND. 

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

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

A 2004 version of Ihe proposal (Attachment 14) was 20 feet vertically further DOWN-
SLOPE. Yd , the MND describes (he current proposal as "reduces impacts." City 
Planner John Wilhoit wrote a "good news" email to consultanl Kim Sheredy explaining 
why a MVCP was no longer being required—for the HIGHER UP-SLOPE CURRENT 
PLAN. (Allaclunent 9 , 1 page). Mr. Wilhoit's ralionalizations are included in the MND 
city Replies 2a-g. These reasons are not persuasive because they are proposing to break 
lhe open space legal protections ofthe MVCP. The first reason given is lhal Ihe proposal 
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City slaff responsels) lo Randy Berkman comment letter for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Project No. 54384 

56. These comments regarding the details of the review process are noted. No comment on lhe 
adequacy of this MND is provided. Therefore, no response is provided. 
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is not "large scale." Even if tme, this is irrelevant pursuant lo the fact that the MVCP 
prohibits All development above the 150-foot elevalion as acknowledged by landowner 
attorney and John Wilhoil in his Cycle Issues comment (Attachments 7, 8). 
"Development oriented toward the valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor 
should noi extend above the 150-foot elevalion contour." (P. 122, MVCP; See 
attachment 7), 
The 5th MND (p. 24) again seriously mis-quotes the MVCP in ibis regard. The actual 
MVCP quote is: 

"Large-scale development (commercial, office, or commercial-rec reation) at the base of 
the slopes, should not cut or grade, nor extend above the 150- fool elevation coniour on 
the southern slopes." (p. 124, MVCP; See attachment 7, p. 5). 

The second reason is lhal "the development would be largely screened from public right 
of way by stmctures north of the property." Again, this is inelevant even if it were tme. 
And il is not. Staff acknowledges 'The building is designed to appear long and flat from 
the streel and river view corridors..." (Resolution in support of Site Development Permil, 
p. 6). From Scheidler Way, a public sireel, Ihe impacts would be striking. 

The third reason given is that "There is developmenl abutting to the west lhal extends 
above the 150-contour into the designated open space." Again, even if tme, this is 
inelevant. This is validated (at least in 1978) in a Planning Department Report: 

"Tliis property is part ofa lier of natural hillside terrain existing along the south slope of 
Mission Valley ABOVE (caps added) existing office and commercial development." 
Staff now slates that lhe adjacent property has a parking lot and retaining walls up to 166 
foot elevation, . However, even if tme, Ihis was built in 1975 according to staff 
research, and is 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 50 feet inlo the designaled open space." This 
comment makes it sound like Ihe Open Space intrusion is "no big deal" when if fact, the 
entire office building would be above the 150 foot elevalion. Also, the plan extends 
horizontally aboul 125 fed 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. 
Quoting the Sth MND: 

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

5t . 

City slaff resp on sets) lo Randy Berkman commenl leller for 
Pacific Coast Office Building, Projecl No. 54384 

This Page Inlenlionally left Blank. 
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allows for, on an 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 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; 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 150-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 of the 
building into the hillside and terraces the second story, thereby creating a roof 
garden and/or deck "(pp.24-25 "new" MND). 

The 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 8811 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 EXCEPTION FOR THIS SHOULD NOT BE GRAf̂ TED. 

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 fully 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 Che loss of 
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57. The author's commenls regarding Ihe type of design that could be accomplished below the 150-
foot coniour line are noted. 

45 



endangered CSS. While deviations are needed (retaining 
wall, parking above 150 foot line) to get Che building's 
roof compliant at 150 foot-line, these deviations could be 
granted to allow some use of the land. Por 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, 5in 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 the 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 enviromnentally 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 {I '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 5 lh MND is invalid because it does not follow City Council direction "lo review lhe 
alternatives lo reduce the impacts." It should therefore be withdrawn. Staff mis-stales 
the CityGouncil direction by omitting any mention of "to reduce the impacis" (pp. 1,4)! 
The 5 th MND re-proposes lhe same altemative rejected by Cily Council! This negates 
City Council aulhority to enforce CEQA and lhe SDMC which implements CEQA-undcr 
which the appeal was granted. City Council's rejection of the MND bygranling the 
appeal—is authoritative evidence that an MND was not the correct document for Ihis 
option—which is proposed yel again in the S* edition ofthe "new" MND! 

The MVCP and MVPDO restrict development above lhe 150 foot elevation—which is 
Designaled 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 than allowed by the MVCP. 
This would set a precedent for other property owners lo propose building above lhe 150 
fool contour line—as found by Planning Department and Planning Commission in 1978. 
Such cumulative impacis trigger a Mandatory Finding of Significance under CEQA. 

City staff responsefs) to Randy Berkman comment letter for 
Pacific Coasl Office Building, Project No. 543S4 

& 

58. Please see response No. 9, 

59. During lhe ongoing review of the proposed projecl, EAS staff did not identify or receive any 
substantial evidence lhal the project would resull in a significant environmenlal impact. In facl, 
the MND lists Ihe miligalion measures (which the applicant agreed to implement) lhal would 
reduce Ihe project impacis to below a level of significance. Slaff acknowledges thai Ihe 
commcntor's opinion is contrary lo staff's conclusions. 
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Damage lo public input has already occurred with the Mission Valley Planning Group 
voting on a projecl they thought had no Exceptions to the PDO or conflicts with the 
MVCP. The MND, despite four revisions and cunently in its 5' edition, still has false 
and misleading slatements. 

Substanlial evidence shows significant unmiligalcd impacts to visual quality, land use, 
CSS, public safely, and cumulative impacts ofthis precedent setting proposal—easily 
surpassing lhe CEQA threshold for an EIR (one significant impact which may be 
unmitigated). Staff required an EIR for a similar sized office building in 1977 and found 
unmitigated impacis as described in the Notice of Detennination. 

A one story building below 150 fool elevation is feasible. A 2 story building with roof at 
150 feet is feasible if excavation to a 120 foot base pad were done. Contrary lo Ist MND 
City replies, a MVCI' Amendmenl is required as acknowledged by the landowner's 
attorney and cily slaff due to the plan's exceeding the 150 foot elevation reslriclion. 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 compliance/deletion of brush management as proposed is not 
allowed; "minimized use" of retaining walls not accomplished) and Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands regulations have not been addressed in the MND as CEQA requires. 
Other environmental Code conflicts have not been reviewed in the MND. Under 
CEQA, if there is evidence in thc record supporting a fair argument that a project may 
have a significant impact, the lead agency musl prepare an Environmenlal Impact Report 
even lliougli the record also contains contrary evidence of no significant effect. CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). This would enable review of feasible altemalives at the lowest 
part ofthe site—136 foot base ralher than the 160 foot base still proposed in . 

Allacluncnl lisl 
1. Diagram A2.0 showing brush management encroachmenls into Open Space Easement. 
2. 1977 EIR erosion polenlial "severe"—highest impaci. 
3. 1977 EIR Elevalion Map showing land elevations on-site and"Reiain Existing Vegelalion and Grade" 

in what is now called Ihe open space ensement (south uf the building). 
4. Grading impaci highcsl level when in excess of 6000 cubic yards/gmded acre (1977 EIR). 
5. Planning Department recommends DENIAL of similar oflice buildmg in 1977 (3 pages). 
6. December 2005 email from Elizabelh Lucas, CA Department of Fish and Game. 
7. June, 2004 landowner altomey Idler requesling Mission Valley Plan Amendment (7 pages). 
8. Cily Cycle Issues stating MVCP Amendment/Process 5 required (2 pages). 
9. Good news email from cily staff John Wilhoit to owner consultanl Kim Sheredy. 
10. April 28 email from Jim Peugh regarding Fire Zone 2 impacts on CSS. 
11. Parcel Infonnalion Report describes visibility of land. 
12. April 18, 2006 leller from Judy Elliol, Chair ofNotmal Heights Planning Commillee to Hearing Oliicer 

(2 pages). April 14, 2006 letler from Dave Potter lo Hearing OfTicer. 
13. January, 2004 architect's diagram fot earlier version ofbuilding showing first floor al 140 fool 

elevalion and 2nd level at 154 fool elevalion (with superimposed Reduced Impacts concept). 
14. Cily diagram showing possible locaiion of Reduced Impacis Oplion show in Allaclunent 13. 
15. Page from EIR for East Mission Valley LRT describing CSS as endangered habilai type. 
16. Cily of San Diego CEQA Significance Determinalion Thresholds for Land Use (2 pages). 
17. "Why 100 Feet?" 1" page of Califomia Slate brochure describing brush managemenl requiremenls. 

* 
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18. Land Development Manual page slating that allemalive compliance is noi allowed under lhe Municipal 
Codc for Brush Managemenl. 

19. Land Development Manual page staling that use of relaining walls is to be "minimized." 
20. Email from Cily Allomcy CEQA expert Mark Massara staling MND has "severe inadequacies." 
21. Email fiom Cily Allomcy David Miller; EIR, least deviation 
22. No«22 
23. Email from Gail Thompson, member of Mission Valley Unified Planning Group describing how he was 

misled by MND lhal did not disclose conflicls wiih MVCP and MVPDO, 
24. NoW24. 
25. 2004 archilect's drawing showing top of fust level al 154 foot elevation. 
26. Cily Council Minulea of September 26,2006 staling Cily Council direciion in granting appeal, 
27. 2007 MND, p. 1 which mis-slales Cily Council direciion. 

28. SDMC 112.0520, Code under which appeal was granled—vacating prior cily approvals. 
29. 1992 MVCP Amendment, City Manager Report lo City Council: re-designating Pacific Coasl lot 

(and others) open space (above 150 fl line). 
30. Cily of San Diego Infonnalion Dullelin 513/Oucslionnaire, November, 2003 filled oul by 

owner/applicanl showing he was aware of legal conflict with MVPDO 150 ft. coniour line. Page 2 
lists Ihe parcel It of loi; 439-480-24. This parcel II is lisled in 1992 MVCP Amcndmem for lots 
being re-designated open space (See Allacluncnl 29, p. 8). 

City slaff responsels) to Randy Berkman comment leller tor 
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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 (nof Ctunj-f'w M v f ^ g z ' ) 

PLEASE NOTE: THE COMMENTS WILL BE FAXED OR 
EMAILED PRIOR TO THE APRIL 4 DEADLINE, 
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ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS 

I. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

I, Risk lane Rating-(includes faults, 
lands! Ides , Iiquefaction) (see 
Seismic Safety Study Geotechnical 
Land Usa.CapahlI Ity Map); 

Rating ' 

A (Nominal) 

AB or B (Low) 

AC,-£$.\ (variable) 

C {moderate) or D {high} 

/ 2. ' Soli erodlbilltyj {so« Soil 
i _̂ - Survey - Book 11, pg. 32) 

Ra t mg 

no rating 

Slight (as daflned 

moderate , hy the 

TTJ severe Soil Survey) 

3. Will the project preclude the 
extraction of construct Ion 
material on the site In the 
future? (Sec Soli Survey, 
Book )!, pg. 13.) 

no resource present 

sand or gravel 

decomposud granite 

* ' k -
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.IMPACT SCORE 

S m a l l 

0 

0 

O 
. 3 

Small 

0 

0 

0 

Medium 

0 

0 

2 

3 

Medium 

0 

0 

1 

Large 

0 

0 

2 

3 

Larfle 

0 

0 
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4, Is the a i t e rated as nor leu 1tural 
land (good or f a i r ) ? (Seo Soi l 
Survey, Book \ l , pp. 80-83) 

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

b) non used fo r a g r i c u l t u r e and 
surrounded by urbanizat ion 

c) not used for a g r i c u l t u r o but 
surrounded by a g r i c u l t u r e 
and/or open space 

d) cu r ren t l y or prev ious ly 
usdd for a g r i c u l t u r e 

5. W i l l const ruc t ion take place 
w i t h i n £0-foot setback of a 
coastal b l u f f or w i t h i n an 
area extending Inland to a 
l i ne formed by a 20-dcgree 
angle from tho base of Che 
coastal b l u f f ? 

6. W i l l thc p ro jec t Involve grad ing: (yoi 

a. W i l l grading occur ( Inc lud ing 
Import or export, of mater ia 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 25*? 

Volume of grading 

no grading In. unique areas 

, 0-3300 cu. yd . /ac . 

3-6.000 cu . y d s . / a c , ^ 

- ^ . greater than 6,000 + cu . yd . / ac . 
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SUBJECT; 

Ss. 

BACKGROUND 

This hearing, which waa continued from thtt Planning Cominlseion 
meeting of June 30, 1377, concerns a request for a Planned 
Commercial DBvelopmont Permit to construct a 10,000 sq. t t . , 
3i story-high offlcci LtuiJdiiig on tha south slope of Mission 
Valley, The subject proporty LM 1 (.mated nt the aouthorly 
terminua of Soholciler Wny, a short otuh street connecting to 
Camino del Rio Sou tli. Tlie property is undevolaped, ie 
covered with native Chapparel and Coastal Sage Scrub, and ia 
steeply eloped, beiiift a part of an extended zone of natural-
hillside on the south slope'of Mission Valley. The property 
is west of 1-15, overlooking i-8 and the San Diego Stadium. 
A row of CO zoned property, fronting on Camino del Rio 
South, and containing low rise office buildings, lies inwoe-
diately bolow the aubject lot. ISaat and west of the subject 
site area are further reaches of property zoned R-l-40 
which aro also undeveloped and covered with native vegetation, 
forming a tier of naturaJ hUleide terrain. Beginning at 
the top of the subject lot, residential development in the 
H-J-5 zone extends southward on raoaa punnisulas, emerging 
into the Normal Heights Community. 

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

,, ^wunxn D-* pflrKing spaces, Office 
area would ho located In both the socond level and a high 
ceiling third level, containing a mezzanine. Landeoaplng 1 
to be provided alone the front of each level of the bulldin 
and around tho a\flaa ^* +'•- >-••••••-••• 

app 

FINDING OP FACT 
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The subject property la par 
slope of Mleaion Valley cov 
and Coastal. Sage Scrub. Th 
tier of natural hlllfilde to 
south elope of Mission Vail 
conuoarcliil development, Th 
would atttod three stories a 
The Planning Department bel 
of the south Mloalon vallny 
from tho encroachment of oS 
Approval of this doveJ.opmon 
for additional encrunchmant 
tier of initural open apace 
the entlro raoutli elope of M 

t of the steep southerly 
ored with mature Chapparel 
is property le part of a 
rrain existing along tho 
ey above existing offioa and 
o proposed office building 
hove this natural hillside, 
ieves that the native hillsides. 
alopea should be protected 

fice and commerola1 activity, 
t would eatabllBh a precedent 
Into tho the undisturbed ' 

extending laterally along 
laslon Valley. 

All design criteria and minimum atandarda for planned 
commercial developmenta would be met. 

The BUhJaoi;-development would meet design criteria and 
minimum atandarda established for planned commercial 
dovelopmonts nnd devolopmcnt within the CO Zone. 

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

The Envlronntental Quality Divlalon has reviewed the 
proposed doi/oloprnont and has determined that the project 
would havo Ilia following significant Impact: 

^ 

_ ^ "For the proposed type of commercial p ro j ec t , on a l t e 
' d is turbance of the h i l l s i d e l o t would be minimized with 

the proposed bu i ld ine placement, a r c h i t e c t u r a l design 
and landacHp-i ng. Never the less , tha projec t would 
e n t a i l cons t ruc t ion on a vlsuaJ ly alRnif^caiit._nBturHl-
s i t e in the h i l l s i d e review over J; y ztTne"! Suoir~developmen t 
'as well HS l.hn proposed rezoning ot ..lia e n t i r e s ight to 
CO would es tahl laji .g^prsriedent for sncroachmont Into an 
undiHturbet lTrer of wsX^&X^^Bn Bpflce extending l a t e r a l : 
along the /jouth s lope of'"TTT(VsJ'5n'"Vall6y. " ny 

le avallahlB fnr public review. * C A e r k ' * o f f J c e " 1 
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ft, MSLj a slgilificant extension of commercial encroach­
ment into the designated open space hillside. 

• Mitigation : There are no measures evident which would 
reduce to insignificance the precedent for commercial 
development moving higher up the south slopes o l Mission 

• Valley in this Hillside REVIBW area. Although the 
proposed project utilizes only one-fourth of the large 

_ lot, it remains a ai^nlfleant new encroachment not only 
in terms of the office building itself, but more impor­
tantly in terms of future development expectations for 
this and adjoining properties arising from the rezoning 
of the entire 4.88-acrfi parcel to CO. 

Therefore, a substantial mitigation of the issue of' 
development precedent in a natural area would be to 
limit CO zoning to that minimum lot necessary to contain 
the proponed office building project, leaving the 
remaining area of the subject property la Its existing 
R-l-40 Zone. This mitigation would require a parcel 
map, but would not require further environmental-process­
ing beyond an amendment to this EIR. 

B. OTHER TMPACTS " 

Other impact categories were considered in the Initial 
Study and found to have no significant impact on the 
project, nor would they be significantly affected by 
the project. 

IV. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Alternate Project: Under existing R-l-40 zoning, up to 5 
lots couia^Be developed with single-family residences on the 
subject property. Such a development mould utilize all of 
the lot Instead of only 25% as with the proposed project, 
and would therefore be more disruptive to the hillside. 
Residential construction would be difficult if not impossible 
in any case because of tho steepness of the subject property. 

Reduced Project Scope: Projects which left an even greater 
part of the subject lot undisturbed would reduce the site-
specific impaci: of that particular project, but would not 
alter the larger impact _o_f setting the orecetfent for"develop-
ment encroachment onto atT'lindlsturbed tier of aaturafTiiiisi'He, 

No Project ; This alternative would eliminate the environmental 
impact cited for tbe proposed project, but would likely be 
infeasible without a solution to the resulting economic 
impact on the property owner. 

ly-iK . Hfc.l=:KMnH -I t - 5 1 9 3 4 

City nf San Ditgo 
Plirminfl Oep»ftm«nl t ) # A t L ~ J 4 / & t S 

Envi fonmentol 
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Divis ion 
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Pli 3! 13 Environmental Impact Report 

#77-03-18 

SUBJECT: Mesa Mortgage Office Building. REZONE from R-l-40 to 
C5~oT"4". Sfi acres" in liliGTiTLLS'lDE REVIEW overlay zone 
for PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT of a 10,000 sq, ft. 
office building and parking area. Located south of 
Camino del Rio South and west-of 1-15 at the end of 
Scheidler Way in Miasion Valley (Lot 1, Nagel Tract 2, 
Map -1737). Applicant: Mesa Mortgage Company. 

I. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Tho Environmenta.! Quality Division has determined that the 
proposed project would have the following significant impact-
which could bs substantially mitigated as indicated below, 
although not to a level oflnslgnlficance, 

•Impact: For the 
site disturbance 
the proposed bui 
lands cap Ing,. Ne 
tion oh a viyual 
Review overl.E.y z. 
rezoning of the 
for encroachment 
space extending 
Valley. 

proposed type of commercial project, on-
of the hillside lot would be minimized with 
Idi'np placement, architectural design and 
Vfiirtbel.ess , the project would entail construe-
ly signiricant natural site in tbe Hillside 
one: Such development as well as the proposed 
entire site to CO would establish a precedent 
into an undisturbed tier of natural open 

laterally along the south slope of Mission 

Mitigation : A substantial mitigation of the issue of deyelop­
ment precn'dont on the hillside would be to limit CO zoning 
to that minimum lot necessary to contain the proposed office 
building, .leaving the remaining area of the subject property 
in its existing n-1-40 Zone. This mitigation would require 
filing of a parcel map. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING 

Construction of a 10.000 sq. ft 
on the lowor 1.08 acres o t a 4. 
three-levR! building would be s 
each level set back from Lha on 
connecting la Scheidler Way, wo 
Office accommodations would he 
level and B hlgh-ceillaged thir 
Extensive landscaping would bfi 
each level and around the sides 
parking level -elevation of 163 

. office building is proposed 
88-acre hillside lot. The 
talr-stepped up the hillside, 
e below. The lowest level, 
uid contain 25 parking spaces, 
located in both the second 
d level containing a mezzanine, 
placed along the front of 
of tbe building. From a 
ft. MSL, the terraced structure 

CORY 
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From: Ulubelh Lue«-i •:f.LucasSiilfo,cs,yov> O- J O- 1 X I E l In 

TO • <]ibl2J9ihotn«ll,rjiin> 

Suftjtct I Be; Diejaii CSS question 

H/ Randy, 

Diegan CSS Is considered a senrJtlve Imnitn! lypu in nnd of ItseU, and suppoits 
approximately 100 species (plant iind flMiual) A i is l r l f red endangeicd, threatened, 
or rare by Stale and or Federal agendfts Infonnalion on lis lan ly , a% one 
Indicator of sensitivity, range from 6b% having been losl to mban development 
and agricullure to only 10% of [he oriqinal CSS lemalnlng In good condition 
(I.e., 9 0 % of CSS in good condition lost). Part of Uie difficulty In measurino 
the loss results from the subjective esi^pssirient o l what degree of disturbance 
(e.g.. Invasive weed tover) constitutes » lets. I t Is among the m e a 
Intensively humao-altocted (nwKward iKrni ; vegHtauoii types In the U.S, I would 
not say that 11 ts the most endangerpd hdUtat type In the continental US. 
There are many wetland habitat tYpc; t lml are inore endangered. How It compares 
10 other endangered upland habitat tyrws, I don't know. 

I am sure that you know tnat ttie locus :>: lhe MSCP and [he such NCCP programs In 
Southern California Is CSS, tfie reason br i i ia mot 11 supports so many sensitive 
Species. 

Hope this helps, 

Libby 

> > > 'Randy Berkman" <jrtj2;3jphotnwii.">n> 12/11/2005 9:37 AM > > > 

HI Libby, I I Diegan CIS considcied nn e/id'jngercMl , threatened, oi tare species 
or set of species? I know it has sorni; ievijl of protection. In the EIB 'or lhe 
EMV LRT," It was desoihed as ttie inofir endiingeied habitat in condiiental U.S, 
Does that correspond to your understand in i,'? DO you know whal US FfiWS considers 
It? 
thanks, Randy 
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Mr. John Wilhoit 
Planning Departmenl 
CityofSanDiego 
202 Firat Slrcet, Fiflh Floor 
SanDiego, CA 92101 

June 3,2004 
flvncdod* QtHim* J M I 

DT COUNBei 
MBECCA MCHML 

WW (.RAVICH 
BMnVJ.KHUtTI 

. v Rei Requeal lo initiate Mission Vulley Community Plan Amendment 
APN 439-480-24-00. Scheidler Way 

Dear Mr. Willioit: 

Pursuant tn recent discussions with you and other members of your department, wo are 
writing you on behaif of our client, PaciflC-Co,^1 Assets1 LLC, to request tIie..Uliti9iiQtuDf,an 
amendmenl to the Miasion Valley Community Plan (MVCP). Our client ia tlie owner of thc 
above-referenced vacani y.bu:c\ on Scheidler Way, south of Ciunino Del Rio South between 
Interstate 15 and Intetslate 805, He intends to propose thc development ofa two-story, 10,400 
square foot medical and commercial office building on ihat site. 

The pared is live acres in total size. The lowest northern area ofthe parcel, anticipated 
for development is approximately one acre in size and is zoned MV-CO. The remaining up-
slope southerly portion of lhe parcel is zoned RS-1 and is approximately four acres, In 
connection with a much earlier land use permit npplication, which subsequently lapsed, tho City 
oblained an opcii spucc ciisuracnt over the soulWily four acres. The parcel is enlirely composed 

Uaf,2S% o r greater slope. The 150-fool elevation contour line bisects tho portion of the property 
zoned MV-CO. 

=* The fyiyCP.Open Space Plan, which waa .adopted in 1985, protects hillsides from {iQX. 
development above, jhe i50-fooi contour line. These areas are primarily zoned low-density 
residential and aie wiihin iht. tPtllside Review' Overlay Eonc. What was apparenlly overlooked 
by City staff and the cnnumuiily is Dial there are a limited number of parcels that are zoned inthe 
MVCP for commercial development that are at least partially above the ISO-foot contour line. 
Therefore, despile being zoned for comniercial development, development is prohibited because 



Mr. John Wilhoit 
Juno 3,2004 
Page 2 

of the conflict with the restrictions above the 150-foot contour line, effectively depriving those 
parcels of any economic use. Tho Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance allows 
development of Bleep slopes if necessary to achieve a maximum development area of 25 percent 
of the premises. The Mission Valley Planned' Districl Ordinance (MVPDO) aection 
103.2107(c)(2) further rcBtricis the allowable development amount to 20 percent. The 130-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 was an unintended consequence which can only be 
con-cclcd by amending the Cominunity Plan. 

SanDiego Municipal Code (SDMCJ Section 122.0104(a) allows an amendment to a land 
use plan to be initiated if any of three primary criteria arc mel, or if supplemental crileria are met, 
We believe that our request for amendment satisfies two primary criteria; namely: 

"((0(1) Thu amendment is appropriate due to a map or text error or to an 
omission made when the laud usc plan was adopted or during subsequent 
amendment;!." 

"((i)(3) The amendmenl is appropriate due to a material change in 
circumsduicci since the adoption ofthe land use plan, whereby denial of initiation 
would tesuit in hatdship to the applicant by denying any reasonable use of the 
property," 

This amendment will not frustrate tlie intent ofthe MVCP or the General Plan because it 
will be extremely limited in applicalion. All bul a tiny portion of the protected hillsides will 
continue lo be preserved. Denying Ihe initiation will cause severe hardship to the applicant 
because it will prevent any tcaaouable use ofthe property. 

For the reasons diaoussed above, wc respectfully request support to initiate an 
amendment to tlie MVCP, A strikeout, underline of the proposed textual changes to the MVCP 
ia enclosed. 

Please advise us at crnce if anything more needs to be submitted in order to allow prompt 
consideration of ourrcquvsf, Thank you for your courtesy. 

Very truly youis, 

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

Enclosures 
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HILLSIDES 

Hillsides arc geological features on the landscape whose slope and soils are in a balance with 
vegelalion, underlying geology and the amount of precipitation, Maintaining this equilibrium 
reduces the danger to public health and safely posed by unstable hillsides. Developmenl affects 
this cquiiihrium. Dislurbmic-c of hillsides "can resull in the loss of slope and soil stability, 
increased run-off, and intensified erosion; it can aiso destroy a community's aesthetic resources. 
Thc southern slope;; of Mission Valley mark the coinmunity's boundary and provide an flllractiye 
and distinctive setting. 

The open space nrcaa shown in the General Plan and Progress Guide for the City of San Diego 
ore predominantly comprised of Sleep hillsides and small-undeveloped canyons. Thc southern 
slopes of Mission Valiey an: idenlified as part of that open Space system. The major portions of 
the slopes are currenUy Mticti for low-densily residential devetopment, and ore further regulated 
as Envirnnmcntftlly Sensitive Lands, the Hillside Review Overlay Zone. As demand for land 
increases, these hillsides are more likely to face development pressure. Due to the impact 
hillside development can have on the community's health and safety, and on land, water, 
economic, and visunJ rcsnuri-es, it i.i appaicnl that if they arc developed it must be in a manner 
compalible with hillside ecology. Whereas tfie southern slopes have been maintained in close to 
their natural state, the northern hillsides have been extensively modified and disturbed by 
extraclion and building flf-tiviiiec. Deyelopment oriented toward the Valley and accessed by i 

roads from the Viillfiy fleor should nit extend above the 150"fool elevation contour, <£ = 'fi-s**cf-

OBJECTIVE 

l^eservc^fl^ op.>.;n space^ those hillsides, characterized by steep slopes or geoIogicaJ 
instability in cder to control urtan fonn, insure public safety, provide aesthetic 
enjoyment, and protect, biological resources. 

PROPOSALS 

- ^ Designate ths hi'tsides and cany ons wliich have any of the following chnracleri sties aa 
open space in tlie community: 

•^y a. Contain mre or endangered species of vegetation or animal life. 

b. Contain lisninble soils. 

c, Contnin thc priinary course ofa natural drainage partem. 

- 122-
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d. Locaied above the 150-foot clcviition contnnr^iffpppt f?r Dfl̂ fiffa currc^tJlY 

^jiuL^xa^iiiiitujiiU/ggi^mj.'.- und til^ctpd bv Uu ISHnct clcnitinn 
cauimc-

Permit only low intensity developments lo occur on remaining hillsides exceeding 25 
percent slope, within the HR 2,one locaied below th^ l^fl-fng^tlevatioii contmiy, excent 
far narcels cur rca t lv g.imed fnr cimmmtcial/ofncf, use and bisected bv the 150-foot 
elevation contour. 

Open Space cnscmems should be iei]uired for those lots or portions of lots in the HR 
Zone. 

Lot splits shoufd not be pei-mltled on hillsides exceeding 25 percent slope except to 
separate that portion o f a lot exceeding 25 percent slope from lhal portion not exceeding 
25 percent slope for puiposes of obtauniig open space easemenls. 

Developmenl intensity should not be detennined based upon land located exceeding 25 
percent slope. 

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

Preserve Ihe lineai greenbelt and natural form of thc southern hillsides. 

Rehabilitate the northern hillsides and incorporate them into future development, 

D E V E L O P M E N T G U I D E L I N E S 

Grading required to accommodate any new development should disturb only minimally 
thc natural terrain. Tliis can be achieved by; 

Contouring us naturally as possible to maintain the overall landform. 

Blending grading features into remaining natural terrain, 

Replanting with nalive, drought resistant plants to restore natural appearance and 
prevent crusion. 

d. Adaptinji buildings and parking ureas to tlie natural terrain (i.e., tucking inlo 
hillsides, utilizing small pad areas, utilizing compatible site design). 

Deveiopment constniclcd on natural hillsides should preserve and enhance the beauty of 
the landscape by encouraging lhe maximnm retention of natural topographic features 
such as drainjgc swales, stieams, slopes, ridgelines, rock outcroppings, vistas, natural 
plant fonnations, and trees. 

S:\ClicnliVJ039\0l IMJ^ iss lonVf lUe iCI 1 vJccrt.doc 
-133-

(5) rXP-f) 
a. Orient new duvelojnnent along naiural drainage courses which can provide natural 

amenity foi the project, provided drainage is not impeded. 

b. Use prdestrian bridges and walkways to link various elements of developments 
sepwntfd by drninage courses or subsidiary canyons or gullies. 

Design roads flerving hillside and canyon developmci'its carefully and sensitively. 

a. Roads serving residential development near the upper ridge of the south rim ofthe 
Valley sliould be cul-de-sacs oi loops extending from existing upland streets. 
Thcsi; cxtL'usitins should be "single loaded" (with structures on one side only) and 
of miuunum width. 

b. Romlrt serving Valley development (oflice, educational, commercial-recreation, 
conunfjv;i;il-rrlail) nl the btuse; of die hillsides should consist of short side streets 
brnnching ofFCnmino Del Rio South or Hotel Circle South, These side streets 
should provide primary access to projects in preference to collector streets, 

c. Access roads should not intrude inlo the designated open space areas. 

Access roads should follow the natural topography, whenever possible, to minimize 
cutting and f;rndiiig. Where roads have to cross the natural gradient, bridges should be 
used rather than fill in order lo maintain llie natural drainage patterns. 

Wherever pnsaible, preserve and incmporatc maturs trees and other established 
vegelalion into the overall project design. 

Improve the nppeHrnnce of thc underslntcliires of buildings and parking areas visible 
from below hy: 

a. Providing sinsitivc site and structural design. 

b. Incotporaring struclures inlo tlie existing hillsides. 

c. Use iipprnpriate acrcening materials (inchiding landscaping). 

Large-scale dcveJopinem (commercial, office, or commercial-recreation) at Ihe base of 
the slopes should not cut or grade, nor extend above the 150-fool elevation contour on the 

southern •ii(ipf-\ »n<',ftDt„fnt' pftri;c^ .'',nri:F'Mlv if̂ Hftf for rfiranifirc:i? |/"fflre u*e a n d 

As part of lhe imijlcmsimilion process, height limils and site design regulations should be 
formulated in oidcr to prevent the obscuring of views of the natural hillsides. 

Si^licntjUOSSVUIVDWItstiKiVt.ii.jji;!' vZtcd iloc 
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® 
AH tliat poition of the Mission Valley Comnnuiity Plan area located south of Interstate 8 
should be incorporated into a South Mission Valley Height Limitation Zone, which 
establishes a huiyht limitation for a new or altered buildings of 40 to 65 feet. 

Thc hillsidef; should provide a clear area of demarcation between thc Mission Valley 
Community Plan area and thc communities oh the mesas above Mission Valley. 

Development at lhe base of tiie slopes should utilize the foilowing design principles; 

a. Empha-WJE a horizontal rather than a vertical orientation for building shape. 

b. Step had: cacii successive floor ofthe structure to follow the natural line ofthe 
slope, 

o. Ret the rear of the stmcture into the slope to help blend the structure into the site. 

d. Utilize biiiiding materials and colors that are of earth tones, particularly dark hues. 

e. Utilize landscape materials compalible with thc natural hillside vegetation. 

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

125-
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Tins redlined draft, Honenaicd by CompareRitc (TM) - The Instant Redliner. shows the 
differences between -
original documeni : S:\CUENTS\5059\01 I\D\MISSIONVALLEYCP,DOC 
and revised docuuieut: S;\CLmNTS\5059\011\D\MISS10NVALLEYCP V2.DOC 

CompareRitc found 5 ohange(s) in the text 

Deletions appear as Overstrike lexi 
Additions appear as Uold *-Db! Underline lext 

S:\Cliei i i i \J0JJM)M\0\Misii iMiVBl(!yCP v i lc r idoc 
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Promt John WUholt 
To: ' Sheredy, Kim 
Subject) R I ; Pedfic OiMt As«:a Offfcfl BgMng FTS #37763 
CCI M*nlt, Set) 

Mm: Soma BOOCI newt for tne apptfant Wa were Brialyzing Uie propoul end coosltHring tiw opttom ca JmtUV 
the community plan amendment w l l to i t using the editing zoning es tha Bppltant proposed. In doInQ ia waVe 
detennined that we can suppoit tho project vrithaut OM plan amendment based upon the following: 

1) Tha TOmmunity plan shales th i t "UirB8 '11*"1 tlevelQfmiont (eoimwrflBl, efffce, or commarctal-rec/aatlon) at 
the bum ot die slopes thould noi a i t or gr?ido, nor fixtend abovu ttie ISO-toot elevntton mntour on the uuthem 
•lopes.* Insofar as die proposed itructuro Is ippraxlmstoly 10,000 square feet while the stiuctuivs on tha ' 
abutting properties W9 up to 71,000 t quare fw* arm over ooo 30,000 (Quare feet, lha proposed itniOure can bo 
conskleirt 1B» Dim la rga- ia i la ' 

2) TtiB devatepmant wwhl be larflcty scrfiencd from vi«w from the pullllc rlflht-c-r-way by smictufM north of thfi 
property. 

3) TJiere is developirient abuttlrw) tn tfis UPEI that (utcrxlj ebewe tiie 1 SO-contour Into (he ttsiljnated open 
tpAOCI. 

•i) Dua to th t open space (Baseitwnt, Uie project could not axMndmoru than epproxlmatdy So fact Into the 
designated open space, 

SJ Approxlmataly GO pnitcrt of tits p i icd Is In an open icaas eafomert, 

Note that arw pro]«I on tnit «IU' vulii r«sd to be vmy carefully designed to mlnlmlMi the grading, wiauo!, and 
other Impacts, Alia, ai I suieii twfnra F/i, tlie ione boundary and Um ttasement boundarv w« not cotarmlnoos 
eccordlna to our records, \ M tna know if yoj have any quutloru. 

Jahfi Wilhoit 
Senior PUnner 
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"Randy Berkman- -;]rb223iailH;tniBil,i:om> 

' Re: Impact of cossuil aafl- aciub from fire ione Clearing? 

Hello Randy, 
Initiallv trie wildlife value will tjn renuwrt substiinuaiiv- But, thu way it I) 
designed, each year 50% will be cut nnd clcarad. so each year tharij will be 
fewer and lewar large ponWIal plants. 
THS nrunlng ol tha reitwlrl'ig plums will reduce (heir aOlltty to «»l tho Boll 
beneath them and the du'l that t» usually kept aruuna the plant by low brandiet 
will bp blown away. Ttils villi piohahly sr'inuily redurn ttia ability of nevv 
perennlnl nadve pla tils lo spi oul, tt will alio reduce tlie support vnlue for 
Insects, there'ore rodents am) Wrds, tlierftora larger [tiamrnels, lhe loss o) 
ground cower and the dlsiuibince of tho (rfcws ""d machlneiv dcartng the area 
will encourage tne addillc>,il Invasion nf annual weeds, 1 do not think that Die 
lone 1 area will be <i CSS lornnmnlty for nmre tlian a few yeats. The enamplia 
that the OW showed us leinksd pretty mlierable, 

Even if senna ol the CJA veg^itlun survives, lhe (tine 2 area will be badly 
degrsdwl and not ven' piodw-llvs ond (•robaWy Oe consldeied appropriate tor 
developme/it In the (uturs. 

I suspect that as snon -ii tne wei.-ds begin to dominate, the lire risk W nearby 
developmatil will Lt WUISP Ihnn wllh ihe CCS. They itmlle mote easily. We 
raised tliese lliueH durino th'i invkw of lhe EIR, but tm serious analysis waa 

• donn Blwt 'l nnd Iho CHA lewnsca wera pretty tllppant. 

1 will forward thL-i lo Kick itilsey snd Bruce Golt who know a lot about CSS than 

I bo, 

Do you see some wav it- rliaUcnce Hie polii^ at this pnlnt? 

Is yout Interest aboul the i.atnway bylliling in Mlsslfyi Valley? Since that Is on 
a sleep slope, lhe reino^ai vl ttve 1 vecjetatlon win probably result In erosion 
probleiiis wllh ttw subss^.vfil waler <|U3llty and p-issible flooding Implications i 
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NORMAL HEIGHTS 
COMM-UNTTY PLANNING GROUP 

M i , Ken 'I aislev. I ka rmg O d k c r 
1,'ilV ( i rH i l l l r> | t j ; ( l 

ite; Piwil'ie Cutiit CU'llci: Buil i l i i^ ' . 

liear Mr. Tciisli 'v: 

•The- 'su-isial !i.~if;h . Coiini i i inny PUinning t l ruup heard a pressnuui 
i ' l iti i 'tr. .ij/ni-.l.-nt; I is I'.-iijitu: C'ii;ii( Oftlce lunjeci. A vrnt' o f t i l-0 v 
this pioji-i-i mi si;\ i , i i i l gi-oiinds. 

• M: . ro j lack ' * IJIOJCCI sucks lo Imiltl ahove lhe 150' line in 1 
"CtCMsivaiinn ol*Sleep Slopes" ncciiun. While wc have hea 
Siiid lllni is mil .- problem, wt- Mrongly disagree. The poii l l 
prnjei-t actv not encro;ii:li imicli, or wit! not K l a prccsdem. 
£ti:vi:li>pitii;ril til his projecl, il i.s quiie f. inipl j l ha l is not nil-
jl->nvt ] i r i i \ is io i : . '('litre iihould no le i t -nbc li lieaiing. It is 
tlie pnMu in I'hiiiijti: /on iug to nllov- developmenl where it 
is" inLiirnhcnl lh:i[ an individuii i do llieir due diligence hefor 
p.oiicu-,- i " ••fe i f cunenl ^lining wi l t ullow Ihem In build wi 
l.i-iiO 

' '^ ' l i ik ' Dili' 'M'lIII-.illL' l.iioup wi;;, uol puWicly noticed 0 " this 
iii1'. ci thtloi--. il'-iiw Jilini io our houiidi i i i ts and a ccmrlcsy noi 
fwcn appioin mic, i->pL"i:iiilK gm-n thai i i is i i ik ing for an ev 
t,i:ivtin 'flopes v l i i i . l i me purl o lou r boundaiiei. 

' '(Isi J iv i ' i - c l i i l l 'Lu df vFlnpiiii-iii has bi'tiii proposed heforc i 
noi itniml 111 tie in tlie |tiiblic tnli-resi hy die I'lanniiit; Depar 
I'hiiinmg Ciimii i isi ic' i i . 

• M i , i-.j|!iick (Uirchased lhe land knowing what the l imital ioi 
up lo tlie pnhlic (he (.'ity or iiiiy olher group ft1 make accom 
ibi-v: ;iriiil;:li(iiit., l l is however, up lo him io Iln J a way lo • 
liniiiaiKiiTi \ i , ' l l i ; piopf.ny. 

- ''.'heir i- UL I lie dept. ai'ecss. Instead Ihe huildine ia lo hnvt 
msi i i lk i i . I believe most new buildings aheadv require thU. 
i-.ddress the i-'^Ui: ol Ttie dept, access to lhe slopes Wc in N 
Cirsi' hnti'i ' .h i i l ii lire in ihe rjinvotis can do to us. No projei 
llic ,:fiii---ori >.iup-.̂  sliould he wilhoui fire access. 

.'n by Mr. Robert 
'.islaken Rgaiost 

i.; MVJ'DO 
d thai DSD has 
i noi whether this 
or lhal il prevents 
in cil under (lie 
i 'i incumbenl on 
j noi allowed. It 
: purch ising 
i.u thc\ want 'M 

j roject i i 
i e would have 
; inpiion tc the 

1 ',911 and was 
inent and thc 

^ were. It is noi 
modal i'jns for 
vork within the 

:.priii«tcrs 
:.o ihis docs ool 
imial have seen 
I atiywhei e near 

I ha-
add 

t- huMi in c i t i i u i u i t l i M i Randv Derkniai) regarding this proji ct and can only 
mi I'i'iC-c io liv- niauv saiiciil comments lie makes ard very vali J issuci; he raises. 

http://vliii.li
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OR Ik A S S O C I 
PLANNING & ENVinONMENTAL SERVICES 

(f*>) 

4975 Millon Slreet. Siin DieRo,CA92110-1252 
id : fGl1)) 27^5120 ^ x : (6l9)27?-fi%0 
e-mail: dflvidapotti^'riot.iioin 

April 13,2006 

Kenneth Teasley, Hcurin^ Officer 
Ciiy of San Oiego 
City Adminisiraiion Builiiinjj 
202 C Streel 
Sun Diego, CA 92101 

Subjeel: ilcnrini! Oificer Af>criiln of April 19. 211116, Pacific Const Office Building, 
Projecl No. 5^3W 

Dear Mr. Teiulcy: 

I wil! be om of town Mnnini.'. iomormw and may not return before April 19. Therefore. 1 
dm providing my comninnTS to you via e-mail and request lhal ihey be entered into the 
record. 

Unfortunalely. until I n:;)d the staff memo 'daieii April 12, I was not nware lhal lhe 
Mitigated Negalive Uti.laiation bail once a^iiiii liceii revised as of March 31, 2006. 

1 am writing on behalf '.if'(.Vy and Nuncy Wehei, ulio reside in (he adjaceiit community 
of Nonnal Heighi.s, The A'cl^rs lia\'e long been active and strong proponents of the open 
space system lhal includus llie south slopes ot'Mission Valley and lhe soullicrly-lrending 
finger canyona. This is m op'-:i space .svstem lhal i.s shared hy lhe two communilies, Mr. 
and Mrs. Weber were distmKid to learn leccmly that Cily slaff is recomnicnditig 
nppmvot ofa project rhni i;iiiends. 16 feel nhove ihe. I 50-foot coniour dial was established 
os lhe norlhem boimdaiy ni'tiir open sp,it'^ sysicni. Hqually disturbing is the fact that they 
had to team nbout this piojecl f'rnm the ;'Siiii Dic^o Render." Without question, lhe 
Mitigated Ncgaiiw Deciiira'.i.".!! shmiltl havo been soul lo the Normal Heights Community 
Planni n;; Crimtnilt'.-e for icvie-^ and toinmcin. And. of course, it should have been sent to 
the Council Dishict ,! ollict-;;; veil; 

One need only look id '.lie Vicinily Map to teulizc lhal thib project abuts single-family 
residential propenies m Nurinftj Heights unJ niuy have as imich, if not greater, impact on 
Normal Heights as on Mission Valley. pankularK in the ureas of Land Use, Landform 
Alieration and Visual Oualiiy. Knforlunaiety, [he Miligated Negative Declaralion 
addresses views ofthe pi-iicci only from Mission Valley. 

The Mitigated Negathi; Declataimu (MV.'D) ('version dated January 3, 2006J has other 
deficiencica. including, bai noi limited to. the following: 

1. The Revised Finnl 'vl^D (l.'^'WO Jslal*:̂  "in accordance with CHQA section 
l?U7J..'i(c}('IJ. i-fiJiM'ilHiiiiin o i llie ievi;.i-d fmal document was not required as there 
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are (no?) new impacts and no new mitiyaiion was identified. This revision does not 
affect Ihe environinenifl) umilysis or conclusions ofthis document." 

Bul (hat 's not what the CEQA Guidelines suite. Section 15073.5(c) states 
"recirculation is not required under the following circumstances: 
(-1) New iiifonuaiion ia added ui the negalive declurntion which merely clarifies, 

amiililles, or makes insignificant rnodtilcations lo the negalivo declaralion." 

Since there was nbsi ilutelj ijii discussion of Landform Alternaiion/Visual Quality or 
Land Use in lhe October H , 2005. version, one cannol argue that the revised 
documeni (1/V06 or 3/31.''(Hi) merely clarifies, amplifies.'or makes insignificant 
modificntion*. Tlicsc aic enlirely new discussions that warrant review by thc public, 
including lhe communily of Normal Heights. 

2. Tlie Revised Final MND (1/3/06) stales, "lhe Cily of San Diego's Significance 
GuidcliiKW include llnc-.holds for dciiirmtniny polentially significant land form 
alicralion imi'iacts c-.-lalnd to grading, I'jojects that would alter the natural (or 
naturalized) iftndl'crm by gniding moic lhan 2.000 cubic yards of earth per graded 
acre by eilher excavnlion or fill could icsuh in a significant impact." 

Hut Ibe City'ii Sifnificiincc Deiorminaiitin Tlneshokts also include the following 
caveat; '•Qrodina.of.a snyiljyi ainpnnl mav slill be considered significant in highly 
scetiic or cnvirpnnienlaliy ^psi i ivc areas." femphaiis added) It's absurd to suggest 
that this i.s not a ".jcenic or cnvironnicnmlly sensitive area;" that's why a Site 
Developmenl I'l.nnii is hein>; processed. Therefore, the amouni of grading proposed 
is potenlially signilicani, warranting an DK. 

The Project Dala Shcei mdudi-s lh; following crronnous information: 

1. Zone: fails !0 mem i.m liml )iiirt ofthe site is zoned RS-1-1. 

2. Community Plan Land l.'st- Designation: fails lo include Open Space. 

Adjacenl Ptojvni 
Map. 

to South; fails to include single-family residences. See Vicinity 

4. Duvialions or Vai iauccs Ileqiiusted: Why "None"? Thc Site Development Permil on 
pages 2. 3. 7, !< and 9 cleaily i-fcognizes a deviation. 

The Siipplemeiual l:iiii,Siiigi for llnvironmentally Sensitive Lands make the following 
crrone.ous slalement: " I tit: pioposed developnient is consistent wiih whal is shown in the 
Community Plan and docs um propose io enyioach into any areas of desjonaied open 
space m MHPA open ,sp;icc Thni is clearly a laisc statement since lhe projecl extends 
ahove ihe ISO-foot contour. 

On behaif ol" Mr. and Mr-.. \v'.;bci. il is miucsicd thai I) ibe item be conlinued; 2) an EIR 
be prepared ihat tiddiesses at a minimum I.and L'sc and Landform Alleration/Visual 
Quality mid provides iilicrnaiives, iiKludint; ni Icast one thai docs not rcnuire deviations; 
and 3j the environrni;ni;il ilocjiiient be dislribuled to the NHCPC for review and comment. 

Pacific Coasl Oliicc l.toiUlinj.' 
Page 3 

Thank you for your consitleration 

Sincerely, 

David A, Potter, AICP 

Gai-y and Kiincy Weber 
Councilmember five, ("fisirict 6 
(?ouncilnicmbrr Atkins. Dislrict 3 

^ 
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T n b l o 4 - 4 1 : 
S u m m a r y af B io l og i ca l I rnpacte - LRT A l te rna t i ve (Acres) 

Hobltst Totn 

Significant H»bitBtii-~ v;.--. 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Sojiham Mb«d Chapairrt/Oinoisn ConBtuI Sngii Scmb - Laurtl Sumac Domlniited 
Ecwtone 

Coyato Bu«h ItCfub/OlBlurtiwJ Ol^gan Coawat Sapii Scrub Ecolons 

Soi/ihorn WHlow Scrub 

Soii*»m Willow Riparian Wooilitnd 

HBbhBl TOIDI 

O I ' 

0.S 

6-9 

Jurisdict ion.)! Imp ects 

CDFG Jurlsdlclon 

USACOE Juris Jldlon 

Juititnaional Total 

0.6 

1.7 (0,6' »CI» Ot 
wutland a t i 1.1 

ar.ran of nor-,velland 
Waiwiof tMi li.S.) 

1.7 

i ' Insludod In •Slgnlflcnnt Hiibiials- Ustlog, 
a«9s=ca«=^okMf M îim • -jOLHnUi.,, 
Soured; Sweeiwitw EnviionmnntiO Diolwjlnls. 1996. 

• Diagai t Ct ias tn l Sage S c r u b A s s o c i a t i o n s 

l m p a c l s j o ^ i g ^ C o ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ n j b j D _ Q ; j s ) wou ld be considered signif icant b e c a u j ; of the 
amc ted status pf this commun i t y . This h a b i t a t J l dwctVaed by some exoens as t I R m o r t 

fltftf' o l tRB^mai r iTng habitat h w b P C o f r ^ ^ g m 5 ? ^ d ^ i 5 S ^ F v " ^ e ^ : , ^ i H r 

In bJ i t 0 0 8 ! i n ? J
p , C i C d ! r e 3 , A P f ) r o i ; i r ' l i l , « | y 5.1 ticres (2,1 ha) of DCSS associat ions f ound 

c n « 5 ? p ^ C O r w o u ' d b 0 a J E o t : t e d b ^ t h e L n T Altarnfit ive. A lso, 2,9 acres (1 : ha) o l 
• o S n n f t 6 f : u b / ? C S S o iw tonu and 0 3 ncres (0.12 ha) ol southern mixed c h a p a r r M / D C S S 
ecoiona would I M affected by the U U Alternative. 

l > a 
l i S - ! ? ! C t T K 0 U l d ( L " 1 h Q ' f m ^ ' , c n l ! 1 0 n > I J a « M o* native habitat wi th the p lacement : f fil 
l ^ ? " 0 f k . T h ! j P'acement of thc i taosi i line c lose to iho edge of tho 1-8 Freeway and m h i m i 
S^wra 

for 
iztrig 

(oqulrot1 minimizes impacts to cospla l sage scrub, i ndud ing any species tha i 
•y t ^ n ttiia biocK ot habitat , ci ther wi th in and outs ide the project corr idor. This w o u l d -haroby 

[Wnirrilie impuclG to o lhor cc t tsU l %(\g'i ac ' i i t i -dependent spades , Buctt as int : coasta l C ci'tfornla 
^atoaiRliQrs, southern Catifarrlia ru loua-crywr ied sparrow, cactus w ren , and the S a i D iego 
Ick-tai ica jankracibit. Remi i in i i ig impac is wou ld no i be significant due' to lhe felat 'V£!/ smal l 
^ m ot hal •hal affectnd. 

• ' • • f f *y (:jii -j Tmn'iit Imorawrunnt P f i m n t 

fiH' 
P-1 

f 
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INTRODUCTION 

The CKQA Guideliiv-.i Appendix o, IX slates ihat Lead Agencies-should evaluate the 
polenlial signillcancc of n pidjcct on Land Use und Planning under the Following 
ciiten a: 

{nl ]>hysii;ul.!y clivitlt; nn etilJiblisliwJ iMinmunity? 

d i conHkl M'IUI any u|'iilirnhlt' I unit use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jinHdiction m o r die jiutjet'l (incluciing, but not limited to the general plan, 
siweirii: pliin, locul coastal pinpr.'iin or zoning ordinance) tidoptcd for the 
purpos; nf in'iiidinf, ot mitigjning itn nwtronmental effect? 

(c | wmlli;! -A-ii-1 nny applioahle nuhiiai conservation plan 
conserviuiui! plan. 

or nutural (.ommunity 

In accordance wllh Siaie Pliimmijj and Zoninji Law, the City of Son Dfego has adopted 
a Proqress Guide nnd Getit'>':il Plan which [)iovidi;< n comprehensive long-lerm plan 
forthe developiron of tlu- Cily. In addihoii. (he City has adopted community and 
specifit^precise pi.ins n'lnoli piovidc growlh development goals and guidelines for the 
various communi Ue;; and subiiiciis. These plans include land use elements and also 
may iiicludi; design, r^omrft nimiagenienl and environmental dcnwnis or goals. 

In atiuly/.injj whfihfi- .i iiroj'-i.t nuy create a pitifmlijilly significant land use impact, the 
project should I.M; ;i',M.';:sfcl for consistency with nny adopted plans for die particuhu-
site. An tnconsinpticy v.-ith u plan is not ne^essaiily a significanl environmental impact; 
the inconsistency •.vcmjcj hnv.-, io relate m an environmental issue to be considered 
significant under l.TXlA 

SlONIPJCANCMn tTUKM IK/,TION 

' Thdoilowing wjll ^^..isll-iUy1**'' ^if'ii'f'cain Umti ust; impacts: 

^ , j . Jm-oi-isisu-ncy/ciHiiiici with il»- i'i|vnonmeiiliil goals, objectives, or guidelines 



V 
of a community or general plan. /M*^ ' # / ^ \ f r f ' 1 " 

- ;.*•• 2 . a n d liiconsistcncykonfhct with an udopied land use designation or intensity _ 
indinici'ora,cpndti)^_eiwi ron menial impacis occur (for example. ' 
development ot a dosignaieJselioiTl oi'"park sile with a more intensive land 
use could .wiult in Iraffic impacts). (^ f l £.; A^ " ^jXicts, . C1 'U^^^L\ 

Substanlial m cxticmc use inconipaiibilily, for example, a rock crusher in a ^ / 0 , ,
f 

residential incii; CIO'S soiticiiine.s cremc impacis because conflicting uses 

Page 22 

are prov>ost:d, 

A, Devi-1 opine nt ov conversion tif general plan or community plan designated 
open sjiaco to a more inlensive Und use.. 

• Incompatihli; uses i" an ahccafl aci.-ident polenlial area as defined 
airjion hind uic plan. 

m an 

InconstsicsnL'ykonriici witli adopled environinenlal plans for an area. For 
cxainplc. di'v.:K-'pmfnl ofa non -dwiiiMiated use within the boundaries of park 
master plan would fall inm thii category. 
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4^/ f-^-^r^j t fifhiM 

l . t gend : Provide llic IHDOVIUB iiiftinnptlon in (tie lepcm), by cmeijoiy (i.e.. (ht dislancc from areas wllh naliva or 
IUI tural ized vegclntinn): Sec Mun'.^Mil Coiie Tnhle 142-fl-tF I'm uddliional intormalion 

Symbol! for Bll (ii'tipustil ptntii 'naiirm is 

Bomnictl naineaiind w i m i w n nn nc* ipnuid i i more dian two iclcciions under esuh symbol) 

P o u n d i p r r «cr«of H'-AI ii>i;,e;, or' w . W r MM'-Jng a rcunnl in t r stork find rool cutlingj 

Btoukdimn, ir pKriiiimii^.-,. ni'iin- ijfi;mii oonliiiner S!7e? oCentli syinhol (e.g. 10 perfenl. Z4-inch-b<"; ^0 percent, IS-
gallon; m iicrcent, A-tuilnn: !•'• i>:iit: ' i I -niilion anil 75 [•ciccm liiura) 

Mature hcighl /dpnsid 'if Ui-w mi l filini!"i 

Form and lunffinti ni r n h y l v n 'MHIH-I . , I I . I I n-Kiuuli c.lnuj'y in-f nr-ihriib, 11"! ielard(int.-'(lcc|> rooting griiuml c o v e n 
foi em* inn cinilrol: ninull iwn.ir.ili'inf; i l o n t r i n g s h i v b fn'vlsuul bkudilig widi m Isi ing li abi ml nnd Jeep moling for 
erwivn i i i i l ro l , elc. 
11.3 

Undscapi! Oevekn'irienl t ' l j " v/ii.:-, Lil.U.l MH hmid Die plan li . issuincwni elnrilyi, Nol i : ttytyfrfenftttlditlBliffmrt i-s 
not nn npili.n undi.-v iln- Miinu'.ij-ni ' J ' - I IL 
11,3.1 
D t s I o i i M e l h o d i I 'm. tA- i i • •••••••.f.w.i di-s'.-iibin^ lilt n cilindQl destjjnund the cri leri a used i n i i c v e l u p i n g y o u r | 

WBfffflWifHWplnn. f tc lui - i i . l . r i i ' : s«t \>i ' . j I42-(MI3 Wi (d) (el It) A ( i | ' 
H.J.2 
Site Hevelopmeiil ( ' 'rnliinit; •: Sif^HfSflSiSEBKD l l l r i n ' s si'pnrate fiitm the Inndseape plan, include ttie suino sile 
dcvdopinunl ti'DIurer, 114 ideir.;liw in tin- l.omlatnpc Plan reqitfrcmenis. 
11,3,3 

ISBfflHEDEHMfB cu.. •. f-fy-̂ f -. SttfSliS3B3E[(! tf™ *iti. the roiwirp-
• Sl rudure jelhocli II.M.I nil ilur.i-- s i c perilxin 2 S ' l and over '•0 feel in verlitnl hcigli' 

7.nnc) Onf *nd I ivi> j m p hivsl!; shown 'limciwitincd nnd labeled 
PrDVidrt/nni- om- r-id ( ..• - - . v i •iimi'!"'. 11 f i f Scclitinj 141-0.1 l l (gl & 141-0411 (li)) 
Syinbnls on iho plnn Bin! ,11 n.- :*;.!.;f; ;h:il .-Icarly r r p r ^ c n l lhe pluming tcheini; In Zones 1 mid 2 

11.3.4 
^ S S B EEDIlSSGHIlIl P ' oe r JO': t 'rtivHc j . dvsciiplion of ihc ptojKiwil j ^ S B H f f i l B E S I D pfogmm wiih lhe 
lollowing 
inroimnlton frrlcr in I i n ; <;cj;i.-.(,i . i:...)11.* («). (Ill) 

Delailcri ilescripiuin «) II;D iiji|>hm'.>iiiii(iiin lor enoh ?.ulic. includiii); the method of thinninji/pmning in ?-one2 
t-nnj-lwin itiaint'iiuiriif prau.ai ' i fnd ri')'..•% it-iciudi'ig lime of year for ihinnlng for ench Zone and rcsponaihle pert) 

lor 
monilnring lhe matnlfnain:.; 

" 1 1 . 1 5 
plan W M designeit unje* TglJl^'i. Plovidi-Tnbl.i M ' - ' l I i l lliilll^liiif 'l.r "/mn,' depths (hat lhe 

•"•" i r r 
T E N T A T l VB M,MVM-W W' -d lveR: I I ^ L nmps musl he in llie loimat U5 described in llie Subdivision Manual nnd 
be in 
confonnance v i lh lhe Snlxli ,n-.n-- M.i(s Ac' nnd icpnlalioni in iho Munii'lpnl C o d c A Process -I She Developmenl 
Permil i l 
teilLiiieil foi cniidui'iiniuiii ti-i:v<,r--iM )u'>ii'i:i •, wliich reqin;-" dei iiiiji.-igj from the developmenl rcguliUions in Seclion 
144,05117. S I T I 3 . i : l-.tl-.. |i!i .•ii!itiii({i,l'rc(|.ii"CTiii)nl.-. 
12.1 

S tsmper t ; All plans niu>l (•« ilatiijied hj jnuiiinsionali al loved nnd Kceil'ed to prepare leiualivi' iiiopn hy lliECnlifomJB 
Buiiincn drid Pioles^iiJni C.i' '^ "riic)<-. jiofo-i-iii-nals include a I'fufcssiooal Land Surveyor (PLS) or 0 Itojislcrcd Civil 
Engineer (RCE). 

13.2 
Dlmf in in iu ; Plain niii'ii li» i-iii;. '<imti,,!i(i|.i.,i<. tnrludiiif; .Tmcr Uneio p'Opcrly line and curb in pn.iperty line 
12.3 
Vlclnlrv M n p ; Pto i i i ic . i vin.iin-, >nii]i Icojimu die iite. Inctudr f rec .ay i , majoi ane r i e i and local col'eciora. 
12.4 
Leg»l l)e)crt | i t lftn: PnwiuV r. .i.'pictc c.!),.! discriplinn ami Asic«SDr'> Turcot Niijnber(»). 

i L i - ^ -i fc. _• 1 -s i - i 

c.. ; ^ M M ^ S ^ § i § ^ ^ ^ ^ . 

(A) AddUluaalDevifhijiiiKint Pennit Fliidlnjfi lor Knvlronmentally'sensflive Lands;,';.; 

. ] • ' • • • • ' • • • . - ' - • ' • ' ' • ' • ^ i - ' b - * ' ' - ^ ' " ^ ' ^ 

. (l)'The xlli Is phyjicitliy .wliolJefor ihe'dafgfi and silingvft '•', 
'developmenl, andthe ('evelr.[>men: will resull In mjalmuin disturbance fo'/;"'j ';£*'"• j.-y." •••";•.,,;;, 
e n v h v u n i e n l i i l i ' y x a i . s U ' y e I w d j . •• ."•^; .v^.v ' :- ; ' : i - , . ; | '>^^ 'w , i ' (*^^ '•';•'••.•.-.' 

-.• .llic proposed dfvf.lopiMntijompliej.with dio deyelopment area regulations,';'.-..^,. •;;"|,;;,' 
•Vv^hcrc upplieabls pursuant lo die EDvironnionlallj' Sensitive Lands RegulBlibns.'f.; '.'.';"•• •' 

-. "The propciitfi developnu-nt nonforms with ihe deal jnstfindards for struclure':''.'•'..-•:';"'.'•''•. 
•', dcsignatiii nit") itiipioveintnt. .CNfs^n, concepts, ftrp irjcorp9rated Into the.iiVv'.i'ii ';•.•.'VF',!'/: 

•'''.-••dcvoloiinwntwhm fcaUblc. ' f , i? ' :^ 'oin^-V- ;^ :- ' ' -^# i '&*^ 

(2) The. proposed ihvelo.nTienl wW intjiimhe the allerallon of natural landforms a n d . " ', 
yvilhiot result in tmdns rhkfro.ti geolosk and erosional forces and/orjhod and'.'"','- '.ij.: 
fire hazards. ' : . , .'.",• . - , ' , ; ; : ; - , - , i , ' . i : ^ . " ' ' . ^ ^ . ; : ^ ^ - - - ' " . ' . . ,•;••.,',•••••̂ :,''*',.•̂ ,.••̂ .̂ " ; i ' - : ' 

- Thc propo:(;tl dcvclopmctil conforms with the design'standards for grading; '^C''.- •'',•-.•• 
i.-indform alkriiir.n and *itt uiiprovcment. Design slaudardj arc.met and design ' • $•• 
concepts art iiic.-piMokd tulo'tlie development whore'feasible. ; • .,--'. ..J,? _; 

- •• The prupostd iluvulopnicu! complies with Uic regulations for drainage and ••,';-.•' V". 

, (3) The propo. 
c n any 

sidelines for retaining witls.^j-V&K'4-. I ' 'dt"'"'-:^';i ' '- '•:. 
• • • i , , . . f . ' : ' \ : ^ ' < - ' v : - f i V ) ^ S " - i % ' ' r i P ^ i ' ^ \ - i . ! - • | '

, ;-^ ' ; , i ; . ; 'V;;•. :•• • ;-"-'•''... 

opor.cd ds\vl'>;.!'W.! will be sited and dwlgned lo prevent adverse.Impacts -•'.',• • -1 ' ; •• • 

• • • ••-.--." • . . . ' - ;> . • ;x i / 'S•^• :^ .*4^^«^K••^^r :v^^• : ; :^ i^v• , • /" r . 

, (4) 

'The propos'id Hf v-r;lopinfltit confonns wllh the design stfiDdards for tho type of „" 
d e v c l o p i n u i i i prufV'-Jcd. '. ' " '.-• ';'•;• . _ . - -'-''l_-:.i '\JT:K '..'.', " • ' ' / ' } • , " ' ' . • • ' 

The prapuscd tkvnlopnKnt nrinforms with the specific requirements for sleep ;,' 
lullaide (lovi'topdiip.ts ft; the Community in which lhe development is located. •• 

The proposed aeviii,>i..)}.eni wil he consistenl with ihe Qlty.ofSan Olego MSCP:': :': ••,-.*• • • •', 
Subarea Plan., . .v';., • - . . • ; , . r ^ : ; ) r . : ^ ; , : ^ ^ t ^ ^ ^ i •:.'-:: 

- If witliin ur:llJj.-.,•l'.n.• lo liiu MHPA, the proposed dovotopmentVili be'in X",?;...;.-. 
confonna.'icc witli any iv;t;jiinicndntions regarding develapmcnt location aiid ; | . -
siting- •••; •-,';- \ ' " - S ^ K ; ; - r ^ H ^ ; ^ i S i p ^ 
Sicip li'l'sid^ •-'•''ij':'' oo.-i'jiij: ;,cii5ilivc biological resources'will be fegulated^";--^-:";,;. 

(5) "ftte proposed divchinuettt v:UI not conlribule lo the erosion ofpublie 
. adversely htpar.t ia',,A ihoic'.lne sand supply. ^ • . i ' - ' ^ : - l^^^ ; ^^ ' :y \ \^ ' i r f : f^ :^ . \ -V'̂ -

• [ T h i s f i n d i n g \s " n l y c'fif'liciij'.le if t h e s i l e c o n t a i n s flcnsillvC Coas ia l b l u f f s or*coastal;•'•••• -



•ave 
rom:' Mark Massara" 
o:. DavldAPott®ooT' 
•ubject:'' Re: Pacific 
ent; Monday, Ap 
iave: 
took a look 
ilked .about 
etween the 
dmittedly,-. 

he ' te rms^erba ion /oo iUrp l ^by lc^ 
,•; researched tho lji5im;iTior9;;than;jii.i,bell0ye)t|i5i^SSDs' ;by^eflnllIon,vact--aa-

n ECD.-and therelore it doesn ' t • •nvy i i§ -^a i - -u ' ' ca l l ' ! ^ ••»' •• 
ermitting'' path^and bo highly djspoumgad^ln-'EsC.'as.ja^niPtterbf^pplic^ 
. i , ; i •• r n™1 „ . , . •_ ; • •_••"•• . : . l ; * !_n. ' .u i i . . i - * ' iL . '_ . , :J, , ' , i .^ , i ' • • i n ' • • J \ ~ ' -therwise,;', and: I'm' not "suro, Mr^'-.g^iractical'ipatter^Hhal'^^prbciess 
setter",'vonue for .dollbecalion 

a' process-1V-
I^Daye'believes- ' 

br;'Vprocess. IVIa a 

econd, there 
ie env.'1 document - , . „ , , ,--,a•-.-,-• - _. _, . 
'ith an ND as compared .co.on .':•£! F v C ^ g a l n ^ ^ 
dd'l--'analysis .baaed,upon:th(3 sevore';inadequaclos'r'Bssbciatod*wlth-Mhe^uhderiying •• 
Hilar; environmentar T ^ i w i l J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ g ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ j . . 

• • • • r . - : : - ^ • . • ' " - : • ' ' ' ' ' • • • / • • • . • • • ^ ^ • ' ' • " • • " f O i : : ' ; " ' • • ' : * A - . ' . - ' - ! . - - A ' m - ' ' ' ^ '•• -. 

:y>"~'#JW%*:<-:::r---::-.':*$^W^ 

'^•fa^ii'-.'S''.' 

CC: marttmassa 
K-HeumanntSfoandJCK1?' 
> Subject: Re: Pacific C. .,, „ „ . ,, ...... . „, ., ..,., ,. .. .. 

>. Unfortunately, Uiedepftrtmcnt ccmM.to.our.ofikp.^ 
made, When adctermitiallon has already made," individuals" occasionally feel attacked ••''',•• 
when an opinion which differs froni theirs'comes fiom'Out.OfBce,"[;Th]S onvironrnent • 
cauneg individuals lo dig in «id defend.their,.opini6na''regardles9"6{ tlio validity,',-Working. • 
together from thcstiirl would significantly reduce sucli issues in the futwei-i-.-V-.'.-.yv.:. '• ',•'-'•, • 
> • - ' • ' "A'' ::' ' ,".Vv'V''j '^-J;' '?;V^ 
> In tliis case, our office focused on one potentia] issue'at llic Rearing, r.-puring mbro>., •-•• '''. . 
detailed review'of theproject und iho municipal wdc.'oyef'thijpasVfow'.iTionths/otiier^ 
issues have arisen. -Hrst, " revised MND with numerous'.new,paragraphs and whole new '".' . 

• sections was presented without re-'circulfltiontj.'nie fact that (he: conclusion is no different •'!. '• 
does not matter, Tlie doctmientiigeda to be re-clrouialedjy.This'iaV'new problem, recent •;.:-
in its creation, thalcouUrnot have been laiownnuiic'last hc^ring^.m addition, thei ̂ '̂ -"^ -:•..> • 
tardiness of 7iiy opinion I'e^artUhg'&if'pj^perijrpccMtb^Uie ^ lack-
of in-depth laiowledgi) of th"'"" " """ *"""" "--'-'•-••• *v -'' " -<- ̂ - - - 'm- .u . . .*!.-_ 
arc qucstionn about whether 

.'> Regardless of hov/ mid wlien thc issues haveadsetl, it docs'ubt.chttnge the outcome.: 

The hearing should be e. J'roocss [V^asa deviation from "Uie ESI/Regulations is being'•' 
/ requested. Staff should review Uieenviromnentnl dctenninulibn'tb^evaluatewhyN -y ' ^^^uZ , 

^ ^ * intruding inlo sleep slopes nbove the 15.0' contour liiic does not have potentially j * ^y • -. 
^ signiricaiit_em^ironmeiiinl impacts such.Uial an EIR is r«̂ ulrcd,.;•i'̂ ^̂ ^;.;•;>';,•..•'•',:'•;•••;-;'.•̂ ,\•••,, 

> Rather tlian argue and hold a hearing on Wednesday (hot Vill" be void/wo should 'plan ; 
to address thc issue, it ifl my suggestion that the item be taken off th.e calendar for this •.. , 
Wednesday, reexamined, arid rescheduled for Planning Commission)^?L'r.,vi': .V-.:,'.:;;, ;. 
> | - , • • . • . . . , . • •• • • — ' ^ i ^ i ^ 

> In tlie interim, I would Piggesi,'tist did at .tiw hearing U/atmc projecf prbponent^bringT: 
forward altcniati\'e dCEii.:03>o show' that this Is the minimum'^eviaUon necessity.'••• --:• • •_/'-;• . 
> -. ': 
> • • ' . . ' • ' . 

> 
> David E/Miller 
> Deputy Cily Attorney 
>(619)533-6458 
> demillcrlgJ^apiJii^n.iJov 
> 



><?( /\-h&£u>*U~j*J{ ^ > 

Randy, yes you may quote me. When tha matter came1 before Hie MVUPG on Sept 7, 
2005 we heard a presentation from Pollack's folks, They showed LIS an artist's rendering 
of the proposed bulldinrj. It appeared to be on tevul ground. I would like to mall you 
that document, and also the three photos I took. I do not believe that anyone In our 
g'oup had visited the sits. 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-
commitle, chaired by Biuce Warren submitted their flndlnris. I can send you a copy of 
this, We didn't havo adequate Info to make an intellegent decision. 
When we revisited the propose project May 3, Lynn Mulholland spoke about us 
reconsidering our decision. This was changed by someone else Into a Motion to Appeal. 
That was vuted down 3-17-1. 1 can send you the minutes, 
Some days later I asked Tom Sudberry to visit the situ. We did. Bruce Warren showed 

up, and after about five minutes, said he had an appnliUmenl, and left without 
commenl. 

June 7 the matter came up again. No motion was made, I spoke against It, passed 
aiound my photos. Lynn M, was not at Che meeting. Only Pat Grant {pan owner of 
Quarry Falls land) had anything to say. She asked some good questions, no one 
responded, 
July B I am going on vacation for three weeks (Yes, rcliied folks take vacation from their 
vacations) so send me your address ASAP, Sony this Is late. 
P.S, I recently asked one of our Board member (sintr 1904) and was told Che MVUPG 
has only voted "NO" on one 
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Minutes ofthe Council of lhe City of Sim Uicgu 
for the Regular Mcetiiiy of Tuesday, Sep tem her 26. 2006 

Staff; Anne B. Jarque - (619) (»87-5% 1 

NOTE: This item is noi subject lo Miiyor";. veto. 

FILE LOCATION: MEET 
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COUNCU AC"! K'N.: (Time duratioir 3:1? p.rn. - 5:00 p.m.; 
.-•.•.'S p.m. - 5:48 p.m.; 
(>:I8 p.m.-6:22 p.m.) 

Testimony in favor ol'appenl by Handy Berkman, Jim Peugh. Ellen Shively, Gail 
Thompson. Lynn Mulhollnnd. Eric Rnwlby and Alun Hunter. 

Tesliinoii)' in oppositit-m of appeal hy Mike McOadc. Dr. Robert Pol lock, Robert Vacchi 
und Doug Childs. 

Motion by i:i>e io gram the appeal and sel aside the environmental determination 
(miligaied negative declaralion nn. 54.i8'1). Remand the matter to the previous decision 
niflker with direciion lo review me alleriiutivc.s in reduce lhe impacis. 
[•ailed. Yeas-^-'l/1- Na\s-1,2,7.8, 5-not present. 

MOTION TO RiiCONSJDKR DY MADAFPEK/ SRCOND BY COUNCIL 
I'RESIDENT Ptvn-KS. PASSIJI) UV TUI- l-OLLOWING VOTE; Peters-yea. 
Faulconer-yea, Aifcins-ycn, young-yea, Maien-stlicm-nol present, FQ-e-yea, Madaffer-yea, 
Hucso-yeii, 

MOTION RY FRVE TO GRANT TIlHAl'l'lwvL AND SET ASIDE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMIN.WlON (M| 1 KIATEDNECATIVE DECLARATION 
NO;_£43S'll. REMAND THE MATTER'TO 1111 PREVIOUS DECISION MAKER 

/ ^ ' I T K DIRECIION TO REVIEW THE ALI I K NATIVES TO REDUCE Tl IE 
FY ID PREPARE Tl IE APPROPRIATE 

10 OE THE CHARTER. Second by Council 
ftu-sed by the fnllnwing vote: Peiers-yea, Fanlconer-vca, Alkins-yea, 

Vpung-yea. MHiensohein-not present. FYj'e-yc;i. M.-idaffer-yea. Hueso-yea. 

V JMEA£TS.;iMRECT [HE CITY ATTORNI 
' i IKESOLIJTION PURSUANTTO SECIION 

/ n'resident Peter; 

^ / » / ^ J****- fif/vfii 

Develop 

fy/fa^U^Z 7 

Miligated Negative Declaration 

Lnnd Davalopmanl 
Rvvlaw Dlvlshn 
(616)440-5460 

Projecl No. 54384 
SCH No. 2005091022 

SUBJECT: PACIl'lC Cp-WJ QFl'lCE BUlLDINfi: SHE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to construct an 
approximately 9,845 square foot, two-sin ry office building on a vacant 4,94-acre 
parcel. The ptojuct is located just cast of tin; terminus of Scheidler Way, in thc 
Mission Vulli-y Pl.mned Disirici within the Mission Valley Community Planning' 
area (Ldt I of Nagel Tract Unit No. 2 Subdivision, Map 4737). 

UPDATE: March 5, 2007: On September 26, 2tH)fi, in. environmental appeal on the projecl 
was before tin; City Council. City Council granled the appeal and set aside Uie 
environ ineiitul determination and rentanded tlie matter to thc previous 
decision maUoi (tlie Planning Commission), In addition. City Council directed 

/ staff to provide additional in/omialioit lo (he document regarding Uie various 
project designs that had been considered by the applicant, lo allow the public 
to review tin; project's denign process, and to provide for public input tlirough , 
the document icclrculation process. \ 

' ffllS-< 

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

I. PROJECT DESCRiPTION; See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See all.iched Initial Study, 

III. DETERMINATION: 

The Cily of San Diugoo'mclucted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed 
project could have a .significant environmenlal effect in the foliowing areas(s); BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, LANIJ Use/MSCP, AND PAI.KONTOI.OCICAE. RESOURCES. Subsequent 

revislnns in the project proposal create lhe sperific mitigation identified in Section V of this 

wmpt Wj'STCTBW fflt >' lllflBBIWBBI WI'IMBBIggBMllMWIMillBaMMii 
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Amandnen t N o . 3 

RHEKDMENT 
TO THE 

MISSIOK ViLLEl COMHUHrxy PIAtl 

^ W 

JithJ^l0!I f.f 

(tP*?*) 

On A p r i l 3 1 , 1992, Che C i ty Council adopted an ameodmant to. t l ie Kionion Valley 
ComunJn.JtY Plan by Reaoiut ion Ho, 279907. The aroatidmer.t r e s u l t e d in t h e fol lowing 
changes t a t h e ccnunur.ity plari! 

/ PaQfi 40, Flo-jrQ 5. Land ?sa P i aa . The r e d e s i g n a t i o n of 
p~* s e v e r a l aouchem h i l l s idtJ a r e a a t o open spacs . Coanuc i t ; 

p lan and land UBS dao igna t ion boundary adjuatmentB were 
SIDO made ajid the L igh t R a i l r r i u i s i t (I-HTJ a l l g n a e a t wao 
added t a t h i s map. 

Pass 52. Figure 6. FSD3IP S c e c i f i c Flan Map. Be la t ed , 

.,. Pace S3. F iours 7, Wort-hqide Specif ii- "'inr' ^ap. o e l a t a d . 

Page 54. Figure S. At laa S p e c i f i c Plan Hap. De le ted . 

?ane S3. Figure 5. Leu-i-c-jni-.Tjin spec i f 17 Plnn Map. 
Deleted-

Paoe 56. ? i q u r e 10, S p e c i f i c P l a n / H u l t l p l e Use ftreaa Mao. 
Reviae t o i l l u s t r a t e s p e c i f i c p lan boundar ieo . 

Page 76. Flcrure 17, PropOBed Light g a l l T rana i t wf 
S h u t t l e Se rv ice Hap. Revise t o I l l u s t r a t e tha aiiopted 
LRT l i n e and e t a t i o n l o c o t i o n a . 

Ths adopted map changes a r e a t t a c h e d . These r e v i a i o n a w i l l amend t h e Miaaion Valley 
Conauunity P l a n . No t e x t ohajigoo were adopted Ln conjunc t ion w i th t h i s amendiDent. 

For f u r t h e r i n fonna t ion r ega rd ing t h e s e ajaendmento, con t ac t t h e Kiss ion Valley, 
Conrnunity P l anne r a t (619) 533-36S0. 

DOCUMENT N t i ^ 2 7 9 8 0 7 
P^p _ APR 211992 

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 
SAH DIEGO, CAUFORMA 
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The City of San Diego 

W' 2 / SJ. 
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DATE ISSUED: 

ATTENTION! 

SUBJECT: 

REFERENCE; 

April 14, 1992 REPORT NO. P-92-097 

Honorable Mayor and City Counailmembere, Agenda of 
April 31, 1992. 

HISSTON VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN/GENERAL PLAH 
AMENDMENT. 

City Council Hraatipge of July 9 and 23, 199p 
regarding tha Miaaion Valley Planned District 
ordinanca. 

X6B.uea! - Thio roport addrefieea an anendment to the MiBeion 
Valloy Conununity plan and tho Progress Guide and General 
Plan to redesignata several hillside areas south of 
Interetats a from varlouo commBL-cl.ftl do«ignatlons to open 
space. In addition, other amondrndnta to tho Miaaion Valley 
Community Plan ora proposed to correct boundary errorp and 
add clarity to tho Plan ragprding the MiBBion valley West 
Light Rail Transit lina and apeolfic plan areas. 

Elanoijaa-GaamlsaiBP-JjagaEimfinda^lao; - on January 23, 1992, 
the Planning CoinmlSBion voted 5 to 0 to approve and 
recommend City Council adoption oC the proposed Hisslon 
Valley Community Plan/Gonoral Plan Amondment. 

HfiJDflafiXĴ — fiecamtMDdatifin; - APPROVE the proposed Hlseion 
Vallay Comomnlty Plan/Generjal Plan Affiendmont. 

Cominunity flannlna Orouo Racoinmendatiion] - On February 5, 
1992, the Misaion Valley Unified Planning Conunitteo Voted 
15-0-1 to approve the Mission Valley Community Plan/General 
Plan Amendwant. 

Othar RecominendationB! - On January 21, 1993, tho Greater 
North Park Planning committee voted 8-0-3 to approve;the • 
Mission Valley Community Plan/Ganaral Plan Am»ndinemt. On 
February 4, 1992, Uptown Plannero voted 17-0-1 to approve 
tho project. Tha Normal Heights and Kanaington-Talmadg* 
community planning groups have b«an notified of the proposal 
but have not aubmltted racotmandotions to date. 

/ ' •279807 

i+L) P<3 • 
Page 2 

Bityirppin,«ptft.t Impftiitt ~ This pt-qĵ ect ia exempt from CBQA 
pursuant to Section lS061(b)(3) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines -

£iffiSAl_imiflSlt-' - «on« with this action. 

Cd^e E'nforcnmwrit; ;nit>ftct! - Hone with this action. 

Houaiha ,̂f-fn̂ dftbJ.litY Impact: - Nona with thla action. 

During the July, 1990 City Council hearlnge on the Mission Valley 
Planned District curdinnnce [PDO), tha 1BBU« of hillside 
protection south of Interstate S (1-8) waa dlacuaaed. Tha City 
Council votod to retain tha R1-4DO0O zoning on five sites south 
of I-6. which «re iliust-ratad as Sites A through E on Attachment 
la. The Council aiso directed the Planning Department to 
initiate a conununity plan amendment for keeping the slopes in 
open apaco. As dascrlbed helow, the city Manager io proposing 
that a portion of Sites A through E, and other hillside araaa 
south Of I-S, ba redeatgnated to open space on ttie Mission. Valley 
Community Plan Liand Use Hap-

The City Manager also identified othar araendmanta to the Mission 
Valley community Plan which would improve its accuracy, 
organization and clarity. These changes include correcting the 
community plan land use map boundariaa,- updating tho Hiflsion 
Valley W-ast Light Rail Transit (LRT) alignment and illustrating 
the specific plan boundaries on the Potential Multiple Uae Areas 
map. 

on January TS, 1992, tha Planning CommiBslon unanimously approved 
the Mission Vallay Community Plan/General- Plan Amendinont. 
subsequent to tho planning Commiaalon hearing, a Mission Valloy 
property owner yuestloned some of the propoacd revisions to 
Figure IV of the Hlftsion Valley Community Plan (sea 
Attachment Ig). As described below under "Light Rail Transit 
Line", the city Manager is proposing to omit some of th© 
prevlously-prupcued modifications to thia, map. 

siASueeiijiNi 

A discussion of thc city Manager's open space proposal ia 
provided below followed by a discuaslon of othor proposed changes 
to tho MiKfllon Valley community Plan. Community plan graphics to 
be modi Clod are contained In Attachment 1. Ho ohangas to the 
community plan tewt ara proposed. 

I 
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Opan aoace 

aitoa A through E include steep hillside areas and moat also 
inoludo flatter areas adjacent to Hotel Circle South or Camino 
del Rio South. Tha altes are deoignatad Office or 
Commeroial-Raoraatlon, ComBiaraial-Oftioa and Rasldential/Qffice 
Mix by tho Mission Valley Community Plan and are zoned Rl-40000. 
The sites are also subject to tha Hillside Review Overlay Zone in 
whole or part. Attaohraent la Illustrates the location of Sites A 
through E and Attachment 3 contains a brief description of each 
site. 

The City Manager does not believe that it is appropriate £o 
designate Sites ft through E to open space In their entirety. The 
flatter portions of the sites are developable similar to ^djacent 
areas subject to the provisions.of the Mission Valley Planned 
District Ordinance and Development tnttmsity District Ordinance. 
In evaluating what portion of altos A through E to recommend for 
open apace designation, the Manager relied on the Mission'valley 
Community Plan, Page 107 of the community plan calls for all 
southern slope areas above the 150-foot contour level to Jse 
designated open space and restricts locating development pbove 
this level (Attachment 4). Thus, the City Manager ia 
reooroinendlng that only those portlonr. of Sites A through E above 
the 150-foot contour level be deaignatod open space, This 
proposal alno involves an amendment to the Progress Guide and 
General Plan to redesignate tha slope areas to open space. If 
approved, tho General Plan Amendment would become affective 
following the next regularly-scheduled omnibus hearing. 

Tho entire southern border of Mission Valley forms a continuous 
band of open space. The city Manager believes that any open 
space deaignntlon applied to Sites A through E should be applied 
in a similar manner along the entire southern hillside arpa of 
Mission Valley. Because of thia, tha Manager is also proposing 
to designate remaining southern slope areas above the ISO-r-foot 
contour level to open space (Attachment ia). These areas'are 
currently designated Office or Commercial-Recreation, Comiparclal-
Racreation, Commercial-Office and Residential/Office Mix by the 
Mission Valley Community Plan. Zoning of these areas includes 
MV-CO-CV, HV-CV, and HV-CO per the Hisaion Valley Planned: 
District Ordinance. These areas are aleo located within the 
Hillside Review overlay Zone with the exception of two small 
areas. These two remaining areas aro not included in this open 
space proposal bocause they are pormittod limited development 
under the provisions of the Mission Valley Planned District 
Ordinance and Development Intenalty District Ordinance, 

Ho rezones aro proposed as part of tha City Manager's opep space 
recommendation. Sites A through E are currently zoned Rl-40000 
which permits limited residential devolopment. Rezones to permit 
development on the flatter portions of Sites A through E oould be 

• 

i ^ t i y i e - : ' i y - i i 
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oonsidared on a caso-by-casa basis if proposed by tho property 
owners. Howovutr, any development of thoaa areas would be subject 
to the trip provluiona of the Mission Valley Development 
intensity bistrlct and Planned District Ordinance which would 
trigger « special permit if over a nominal thrashpld. In 
addition, depending on what portion of the site wpuld be itnpacted 
by development, n Hillside Review Permit may also be required; 
Development on the remeLlhing areas above the ISO-foot contour 
level is already severely restricted by tho Mission Valley 
Community Plan, Planned District Ordinance and Development 
intensity District Ordinance. Thus, no rezones.are considers^ 
necessary at this time, ' 

Baundflry. Adjujatniontg 

Thia amendraent to the Mission Valley Community Plan Land Uae Map 
would correct th« community boundary line on the southern and" 
eastern aldeG bf Mission Valloy to bo oonfliatent with adjacent 
communltiee and the official Miaaion Valley boundary line. In 
addition, the multiple uae designation boundary lines would be 
corrected at two locations on the Mission Valley Community Plan 
Land Use Hap (Attachment .la). 

Light Rail Transit fLRfl Line 

Metropolitan Trannit Development Board (MTDB) staff has reguested 
that the adopted MJ.3B.lon Valley West bight Rail Transit (LHT) 
line bo lllustrfttid on the Mission Valley Community Plan Land Use 
Hap »e well as on Figure 17 of tho Plnn. MTDB staff bellevos 
that illustration" of tha LRT line on the Land Uae Map, together 
with existing nncl proposed roads, would present a comprehensive 
picture of future transportation facllltlas in Miasion Valley. 
The City Manager concurs with this request and tho revised figure 
is llldstratecl on Attachment la. 

MTDB ntitff also requested that the LRT alignment previously 
illustrated on Figure 17 of the community plan be updated to 
illustrate the adopted alignment (Attachment Ig). In addition, 
MTDB staff proposed revisions to the Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus 
Route shown on Figure 17. Planning staff originally concurred 
with these ntqueste and the Planning Commission approved these 
changes. However, a Mission Valley property owner subsequently 
questioned the modifications to the Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus 
Route shown on Figure 17. Upon further review, it was determined 
that chftngea t o tha Intra-Valley Shuttle Bus Route had not been 
approved by th* MID Board. Rather, the bus route changes were a 
prediction by MTDB staff of what lo likely to occur. Beoause of 
this, tho City Manager is rocommonding that tho shuttle bus route 
proviouoly Included on Figure 17 of the community plan be 
retained. The LRT tine would be revised to illustrate the 
adopted alignmunt, Tho proposed figure 17 la shown on V 

http://MJ.3B.lon
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Attachment Ig. Attachment 2 illustrates tha previously-proposed 
Figure 17 approved by tha Planning CommiBslon. 

Specific Plan/Multiple Uaa Maoa 

This amendment involves eliminating tho specific' plan maps from 
tho Mission Valley Community Plan and amending tho Potential 
Multiple Uso Areas Map to clearly illustrate tho specific plan 
boundaries. Figures 6 through 9 of the Misaion Valley Community 
Plan illuatrato tho First San Dlego River Improvement Project 
(FSDRIP), Horthnide, Atlas and Levi-Cushman Specific Plan .areas. 
These specific plan maps were added for information but changes 
to tho land uees within specific plans do not necessarily :requiro 
community plan amandments. Therefore, this amendment is proposed 
to eliminate the potential confusion on the need for a community 
plan amendment with land use changes in specific plans. The 
mixed use land uae designation for the specific plans remain. 
The Potential Multiple Use Areas map (Figure 10) is being amended 
to show the location of each specific plan within Mission Valley 
and will refer to the Individual specific plans for more 
information (Attachments lb through if). The nap will be renamed 
the Specific Plan/Multiple Uso Areas map. 

1. Designate the five, Rl-40000-zoned sites (A through E) to 
open space in their entirety. Do not redesignate other 
hillside areas of Misaion Vallay tp open space. Approve 
other proposed amendments pertaining to boundary 
adjustments, the LRT line and the Specific Plan/Multiplo Use 
maps as described above. 

2. Designate the remaining southern hillside areas within the 
Hillside Review Overlay Zone to open apace in addition to 
areas above the 150-foot contour level. Although these 
areae are not allocated development intensity by the 
applicable ordinances, limited encroachments into tho 
Hillside Review Overlay Zone are currently permitted on 
soverely constrained sites. Approve the proposed amendments 
pertaining to boundary adjustments, the LRT line and the 

. Specific Plan/Multiple Use maps as described above. 

Roape^irfjjlly submlttftd, 

FD •Esqulval 
Deputy City Manager 

ESQUIVEi:.!MLB:WRlG!tT:53 3-3 68 2!avl 

olta Summary - Bits* A through B 

Size: 9.14 noroa (approx.) 
Location: south of Hotel Circle South just east of the Taylor 

Street ovorpass 
Parcel Nos.: 443-040-29, -30 (por.), -31, -32, -33 
Ownorahlpi Vincent & Gladys Kobets, Animal Clinic, Pacer coast 

Devolopment Corp., John Shattuck, Jeffrey Binter 
Uae: Two single-family dwellings, vacant hillaidos and 

flatter areas 
Cominunity Plan 
Designation: Office or Commercial-Recreation 
Zone: Rl~'10000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zona 

fiifca_it 

size; 
Location: 
Parcel Nos 
Ownership: 
Use: 
Community Plan 
Designation; Comttiorclal-Off ice 
Zone: Rl-4OO00/Hlllaide Review Overlay Zone 

0.4 5 acre 
Weat of Texas Street, south of Camino del Rio South 
438--140-14 
Harold k Helen Sadleir 
vacant hillside 

Size: 
Location: 
Parcel Noa 
Ownership! 
Use: 
Community Plan 
DealgFiation: Commercial-Office, Reeidential/Office Mix. 
Zone: Rl,-40000, some Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

11.54 acres 
South of Camino del Rio South, east of 1-805 
43&-080-19 and 439-040-32 
Mission Valley 34Ch street. City of San Diego 
Vacant hillsides with flatter drainage area 

AHiohmin t 3 
fill* Btmrnnry - B l | « t A throuoH E 



# 
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size: 
Location: 
Parcel Hoe. 
ownership: 

5.01.acres (approx.) 
South of Camino del Rio South, west of I - i S 
439-520-20 and 439-480-24 {por...! 

* 

Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance, Raymond and 
Rebecca willenberg 
Vacant hlllaldo Use: 

Community Plan 
->• Deslgnatloni Commorclal-Office 

Zone: Rl-40D00/Hillsldo Review Overlay Zone 

Size: 12.72 acres 
Location! South s ide-of Camino del Rio South, ea s t of 

Fairmount Avenue 
Parcel Nos.: 'Itil-350-03, -04, -06 
Ownership: City of fian Dlego, National University 
.Use: . national University parking lots and 

vacant hillsides (CUP in process for a church) 
Community Plan 
Designation: Commernlal-Office 
Zone: Rl-40000, Korae Hillside Review Overlay Zone 

( o f 

AtUohmant 0 

§P %fa^lV 
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9. Whel ere lha prnpaqod piibikr: EmprovamanU? 

F. JIKVEI.QPMENT PKHMIT AND POLICY AJ'I'IIOVAL I ' l lOJECT INFORMATION 
Roioor" ! lo the l o l t o ^ l n j q u e i l l o m II your piallrnlnniv lavlaw will IncluUa I t i uaa Involving (and u*< 
or propany da^alopirTCril ttt$ibaUonj, guch a i inbdluitlofii. u ia parmlli lund ma plar̂  anvftdmanli, Die. 

1. Which Cammurili,' Plimiiirip area io lhe pro|eel locaiafl wiihln7__ Mi ts io i l X 'a l l fvoni i Normal HeiahlS 

(ACCORDING TO T H F PARCEL I N F O R M A T I O N CHECKL IST) 
3 Will lha rnqu^sl Indurf* e cominunlly Plan AmaritliTienn O Vol J^No 

if f m , plaata dittcrliic IJi« yr-iandm^nt; 

3. WFinli* til* baeu tco<- " ' HIP pi<)|«cl Biamiaa (inoliidnri lhe fimnB ol lhe Plainiail Lliglrlcl, II DpplloablB)7 

Miwio" Vallev ''lai'iic-l I-'isiiicf-C'nn'nieii-.iLtl Offici; iMVPD-CO) 

4. Dufti IfiB proiecl -.I-, ii h,i..rt any tlrusiiiraa thai me over lodydvB ynars oltl'' O Ves Id Na 

S Co.ild lim proTilsr.s tm iil-.t'-iu-iitly slgnlllcaiu far any rrsiion? O Yea p(No 

li y.c. filaaso aKyloin. 

The Paicel Iiiftiniiiit.ii.in iTIiPfklisi shows Ihat 111* prupcrty conTninfi hisloi ical resinitrcs, bul ihect fltc no 
iduciurec nn tlie F'tojioly Is (his jusl an error.' 

6. I', your prciRcl locaiat In on eii*a of sansliiva binlofilcal fasourcai. mo C i y * Mulllpla MiibKai Ptannlna A ' * a (MHPA), 
3 VJHIIUIIJ al ia, Vtc'' (W Ya i U No 

7. Will ynuf piojatl gans'Blo nc'-v S'dim wala/ i imot l ' M Yea QNo 

B WIU tht ro ba n rcuntiM tor RBJ.TIOV O Vei f l Ha 

II Yes. wtui jqti i ! ia pr^^posflJ? ^ ^__ 

9. PinpoiiWlParVlrgRa'm , d i 1 0 P A i . C _ — 

10, I In any rtovlnilon or vs. ior i f f«,]iib!i!9; 

J ^ . Tlie i i | i | i l iuint is rerjni-niioj :• di:vi,iiinn frcim CoJe .Seclion 103 2 l (17(3) fAl icgnnl in]! no (level up mem above 
/ llic IJM-fi.'ot eontmi' linir 
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C. GENERA1. PROJKCT INFORMATION 

I. Proloa ABd.eaa : Cnmmo MB! Rig South _ 

S. ABSOSaof's Parcal NumlinrtO (APN), 439-4g0- ]4 ParcolSJza; Sactes 

3. Legal Daietlpilon: U ^ I t»f N A G B L T R A C T U N I T NO 2 S U B D I V I S I O N aecordinK lu Map No . 4737 

4. Entsilng U M ; Vncam l " ' " 1 .. 

5. PfQpoasd Usa (Chacli HH llml aiiply); O Slngla Dwallino t ) Mulllpla Dwalllrig (no. ol uni i l \ 

D Cnirnnerclal U Indusiflal Ci Sdenhllc Ruaaafcli Id Offlca t l Ollirr; _ _ ^ _ , 

DgscilDa ms uta: 
MeilicaJ ofrice 

6, Project Deicilptlon; 

Sec aUnched. 

7. Ocicrlbo Ptp|eel Bnthyrijuntl twhm and whan was ine lasl developmenl acllvlty on lha BIIQ)? 
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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 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 
project was before the City Council. City Council granted the appeal and 
set aside the environmental 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 pubiic 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. 

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 Council 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 Oificer 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 environmental appeal on the project was before the City 
Council. City Council granted the appeal and set aside the environmental 
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 altemative 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 appiicant 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 Une. 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 altemative 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 altemative would allow for 37 
parking spaces. 

2. Subterranean Parking Design 

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

Current Proposed Design 

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

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

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

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

Approximately 0.83 acre would be graded. Earthwork quantities associated with 
site grading are estimated at approximately 6,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 
cubic yards of fill, with an export amount of 3,700 cubic yards. The project design 
includes the construction of several retaining wall types: soil-nailed shotcrete, 
concrete masonry unit (CMU), and crib walls (keystone type). Five soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls are proposed along the southern side of the project. The soil-nailed 
shotcrete walls vary in length from approximately 99 feet to 178 feet. Three crib 
walls are proposed along the northern side of the project. The crib walls vary in 
length from approximately 192 feet to 393 feet. In addition, a CMU retaining wall, 
approximately 103 feet in length, is proposed behind the building. The walls 
would be stepped and range in height from approximately two feet through ten 
feet and allow for landscape treatments to be utilized. The walls would be a 
sandstone (tan) color and plantable. A mix of vines, shrubs, and accent shrub 
plantings are proposed along the perimeter and tops of the walls. 
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Development would extend from the northern property line at approximately 145 
feet AMSL up to approximately 200 feet AMSL. The proposed building footprint 
would start at approximately 160 feet AMSL and would have a maximum height 
of 38.7 feet with the roof to approximately at 199 feet AMSL. All 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. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

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



Page 11 

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

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

The project site is split designated in the Mission Valley Community Plan. The 
Commercial Office designation applies to the portion of the parcel beiow 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 corner 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. 

III. 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 was determined that construction could 
potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts in thefollowing 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 Pianning 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 II]; 0.15 acre of non-native grassland (NNGL) [Tier IIIB]; 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 T O VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grassland 

Eucalyptus woodland 

Disturbed habitat 

Urban/Developed 

Tier 

II 

IIIB 

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 include 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 IMPACTS 

Vegetation Community 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Non-native grasses 

, TOTAL 

Tier 

n 

IIIB 

Impacts 

0.64 

0.10 

0.74 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

1:1 

0.5:1 

-

Required 
Mitigation 

0.64 

0.05 

0.69 

AU 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 1.5:1 and the mitigation ratio for 
NNGL would be 1:1. 

Although seven animal species were detected during the survey (including six 
birds and one mammal), no sensitive, threatened, or endangered animal species 
were observed onsite. Although no coastal Califomia 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 species 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 preconstruction 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 Species Conservation Program 
Subarea. Although the project site is not directly adjacent to the MHPA, a portion 
of the MHPA is approximately 150 feet uphill and south of the project 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 indirect impact to the MHPA. 

The project footprint would not be allowed to encroach into the MHPA nor into the 
open space easement, and project issues pertaining to lighting, noise, invasives, and 
drainage must not adversely affect the MHPA. More specifically, all proposed 
lighting adjacent to the MHPA, as well as open-space areas, would be directed 
away from these areas, and shielded as necessary. Landscape plantings would 
consist of either native plant species or non-invasive ornamental plant species. 
Drainage would be directed away from the MHPA and must not drain directly 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, indirect noise impacts 
related to construction must be avoided during the breeding season of the costal 
Califomia 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 indirect noise impacts to a level below 
significance. As a condition of the MMRP, if grading is proposed during the 
breeding season, a preconstruction survey would be required in order to 
determine the absence and/or presence of the species. 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 project 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 
project 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 collected 
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 claystone 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 including 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 direct 
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 project 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 impact to paleontological resources, and 



Page 17 

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. 

Thefollowing environmental issues (GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS, HISTORICAL RESOURCES, 
LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY, LAND USE,AND 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 project 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 surficial 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 expected to affect 
the site. There are no faults known to exist on the site. Based on the geotechnical 
evaluation including area seismicity, on-site conditions, and the observed lack of 
groundwater, the project 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 conducted, the geotechnical consultant concluded that there is no 
geotechnical related condition at the project 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 project 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 distinct 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 following 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 
constructed 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 act 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 project site. The project and the 
above described project 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 project 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 project 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 
project site. Based on this information, staff identified there is a potential for 
buried cultural resources to be impacted through implementation of the project. 

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 project 
site. As described in the Environmental 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 not been surveyed prior to the current study and that no 
cultural resources had been recorded. In addition, field surveys were conducted 
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 
artifact and the San Diego Mission Complex (which is located north of Interstate 8). 
Archaeological sites associated 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 project area is not required. 

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY 

LANDFORM 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 impact. In addition, one or more of the following conditions must 
apply: 

1. The project 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 project would create manufactured slopes higher than ten feet or steeper 
than a 2:1 gradient; or 
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3. A project 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 clearly 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 project 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 defmed under ESL regulations as stated above. However, the project 
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 impact 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 QUALITY 

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 commercial 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 pubiic view corridors along the crest of either the southern or northern 
Mission Valley Hillsides which would expose the proposed project. 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 projects 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 
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 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 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. 

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 project 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 cominunity 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 project site. Therefore, construction of the 
proposed walls and building would not result in a significant visual impact. 

LAND USE 

A significant land use impact could occur if a project results in an inconsistency 
and/or conflict with the environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of 
the community plan in which a project is located. In addition, certain areas of the 
City are covered by Planned District 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 impact 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 include design, resource management and 
environmental elements or goals. 

The project site is designated Commercial 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 policies 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 Une. 

The project 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 project is consisted with the environmental 
goals of the community plan 

In addition, as part of the discretionary review process, the project was subject to 
the regulations of the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance (MVPDO). Staff 
determined that the project 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-district 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 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 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; 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 project was'redesigned to be more 
consistent with the recommendations outlined within the communily 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 character. 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 impacted. The building footprint and the 
associated retaining walls are limited to the commercial/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 protect 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 ail technical studies and development plans and concluded 
that all issues relating to slope stabilization have been adequately addressed. The 
project 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 project 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 Act inciude 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 project 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 
corner 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 corner 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 project and reviewed and accepted by City Engineering staff. The completed 
Storm Water Applicability Checklist identifies this project as a "Priority" project, 
which is subject 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 
project site, would continue to sheet flow into a new concrete brow ditch. Two 
new catch basins with filtration inserts would be added to the project to collect 
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 project design to further reduce negative effects to water 
quality. These would include an efficient irrigation system, concrete stamping, 
reduction of the need for pesticides 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 project and the above described project features have been designed in 
accordance with the City's Storm Water Standards. Compliance with the 
standards through the above project elements would preclude direct 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 effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

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

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect 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 Project Site Plan 
Figure 12: Propose Project Cross Section 
Figure 13: Proposed Project Elevations 
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Initial Study Checklist 

Date: December 20, 2004 

Project No.: 54384 
PACIFIC COAST OFFICE 

Name ofProject: BUILDING 

III. 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 information which forms 
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early 
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the 
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a 
potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section 
IV 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 any 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 by the communitv plan and zoning 
designation. No such impacts are anticipated. 
See I-A and l-C. 

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would 
be incompatible with surrounding development? _ _ 2£ 
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-story building would be located 
adjacent to similar commercial/office 
development and would not substantially alter 
the existing character ofthe area (see l-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 are 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 2 5 percent? _ _ X 
The proiect site docs not contain anv unique 
geologic or physical features. 

H. Substantial light or glare? _ _ X 
The two-story building would not be expected 
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 proiect 
construction, as construction activities would 
occur during daylight hours. 

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

II. 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 andthe residents ofthe state? _ _ X 
There are no such resources located on the 
project 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 of the 
applicable air quality plan? _ _ X 
The two-story building is compatible with 
underlying zoning and communitv plan 
designation and would not negatively impact air 
quality. 

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-story building would not be associated 
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 project 
implementation would not exceed 100 pounds 
per dav of particulate matter. It is estimated that 
one graded acre produces 26.4 pounds of 
particulate matter, Approximatelv 0.83 acre 
would be graded for this project.. Standard dust 
abatement practices would be implemented 
during contruction. 

F. Alter air movement in the area ofthe project? _ _ X 



Yes Mavbe No 

The two-story 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, either 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 fiilly 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 Studv 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 Citv standards. Please see IV-A. 

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



Yes Mavbe No 

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 proiect site is designated for Commercial 
Office and Open Space in the Mission Vallev 
Communitv Plan. The proiect site is located 
approximatelv 150 feet south and up-slope of 
the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 
Therefore, the proiect 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 
categorv of 53 per the Citv of San Diego Safetv 
Seismic Studv Maps. Please see Initial Studv 
Discussion. 

B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water 
erosion of soils, either on or off the site? _ . __ X 
No such impacts would be anticipated with the 
proiect. The site would be landscaped in 
accordance with Citv requirements and all storm 
water requirements would be met. Please see 
VI-A. 



Yes Mavbe No 
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 proiect 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 destruction of a 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 Studv 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-story office building in a 
commercial/office neighborhood would not be 
associated with such impacts. 

B. Expose people or the environment to a significant 
hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal 



Yes Mavbe No 

of hazardous materials? _ . _ X 
Anv substances relating to the medical office 
use would be handled in accordance with 
existing countv 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 pubiic or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? _ _ X 
Please see VIII-A. 

IX." HYDROLOGYAVATER 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 project would be required to comply with 
all storm water quality standards during and 
after construction and appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) must be utilized. 
Refer to the Initial Studv Discussion. 

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and associated 
increased runoff? X 



Yes Mavbe No 

The proiect would result in an incremental 
increase in impervious surfaces. However, 
BMPs would be utilized to treat all site runoff. 
Refer to IX-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 
significantlv 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 IX-A. 

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on ground 
water quality? _ 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 beneficial uses? X 
See IX-A above. The project would not make a 
considerable contribution to water quality 
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-story building would be constructed on 
a site which is designated for Commercial 
Office and Open Space per the Mission Vallev 
Communitv Plan and is zoned MV-CO (Mission 
Vai lev-Commercial Office) and RS-1-1 (Single 
Familv Residential). The proiect site is located 
in an area developed with other 
commercial/office buildings. 



Yes Maybe No 

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 
environmentai effect for the area? __ X _ 
Land Use Adjacency Guideline measures would 
be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to the 
MHPA 

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

E. Land uses which are not compatible with aircraft 
accident potential as defmed 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 proiect would not expose people to noise 
levels which exceed the Citv's adopted noise 
standards. The proiect site is not in close 
proximity to any 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. 



Yes Mavbe No 

XII. 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 Vallev Formation. 
Both the Stadium Conglomerate and the Mission 
Vallev Formation have a sensitivity rating of high, 
whereas Alluvium has a low sensitivity level 
potential for recovery of paleontological resources 
in the project area. Therefore mitigation is 
required. Refer to Initial Studv discussion. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal: 

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

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction 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 proiect would be consistent with applicable 
land use plans, as well as land use and zoning 
designations. See XIII-A. 

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

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

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

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

10 



Yes Mavbe No 

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 project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood 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. See XIII-A. 

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? _ X 
The proiect would not require recreational 
facilities to be constructed. 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 
communitv 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 
approximatelv 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 proiect 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 project 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 project would not 
increase traffic hazards. The project would 
comply with all applicable engineering 
standards for drivewav and street design. 

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting altemative 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, including: 

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 XVII-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 Citv's Land Development 
Code. 

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality ofthe environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat ofa 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 
Califomia history or prehistory? _ X 
No such impacts would be caused by the 
proposed proiect. Implementation ofthe 
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, 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one which occurs in a relatively 
brief, definitive period of time while long-term 
impacts would endure well into the future.) _ X 
The proiect 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 proiect 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 project would not be associated 
with such impacts. All impacts would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance. 

14 



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

_ Local Coastal Plan. 

I I . 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, Califomia, Part I and II, 
1973. 

Caiifomia Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land 

Classification. 

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

_ Site Specific Report: 

I I I . AIR 

_ Califomia 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. 

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

_ Califomia Department of Fish & Game, Califomia Natural Diversity Database, 
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals ofCalifomia," 
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 e p o r t fo 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 n v 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 IVIay 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, Califomia, Part I and II, 
December 1973 and Part III, 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. 

16 



_ 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 f o 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 l l 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 m 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. H U M A N H E A L T H / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS M A T E R I A L S 

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 Specific 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 m 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 . 

AVater q u a l i t y T e c h n i c a l R e p o r t for 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 m 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 Pian. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

X City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

_ FAA Determination 

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 Specific Report: 

XII. 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, Califomia. 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. 



Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and 
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, Califomia," Map Sheet 
29, 1977. 

_ Site Specific Report: 

XIII. POPULATION / HOUSING 

_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_ Community Plan. 

__ Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

_ Other: 

XIV. 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 ofPark 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: 

XVII. UTILITIES 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION 

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